Southeast Alaska
Boroughs and
Census Areas

Environment and Effects 3

Subregional Overview and Communities

Introduction

The preceding section of this document addressed the potential impacts of the
proposed alternatives upon the regional economy as a whole. These potential
impacts would not, however, be evenly distributed across the various boroughs or
communities that comprise Southeast Alaska’s economy. Potential impacts (e.g., a
reduction of timber related employment arising from declines in harvest) would not
be viewed similarly by all boroughs or communities or distributed equally among
them. ltis, 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 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
impacts at the community level would be prone to large errors, 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 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 represent individual
communities; others include several communities. Information at the community
group level provides a more detailed picture of local employment patterns than is
usually available.

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,
become apparent. The following sections discuss population, employment, and income
trends at the borough level.
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Population

The population of Alaska grew over the past two decades increasing from about
402,000 in 1980 to approximately 627,000 in 2000, an increase of 56 percent.
Southeast Alaska’s population increased by 38 percent over the same time period.
Increases at the borough level ranged from 8 percent for Wrangell-Petersburg to 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. Population in Wrangell-Petersburg and Prince of
Wales-Outer Ketchikan actually declined between 1990 and 2000 (Table 3.4-23).

Components of regional population change are presented by borough in

Table 3.4-24. With the exception of Haines and Juneau, the relatively modest
increases in regional population in the 1990s were entirely the result of natural
increase. The other boroughs in Southeast Alaska and the state of Alaska as a
whole experienced net outmigration over this period. Net outmigration was
particularly notable in Sitka and Ketchikan Gateway, this is likely at least partially a
result of the respective pulp mill closures in 1993 and 1997. In Sitka, an estimated
1,303 more people (about 16 percent of the 1999 population) left than moved there
between 1990 and 1999 (Table 3.4-24). An estimated 1,160 more people (about 8
percent of the 1999 population) left Ketchikan Gateway than moved there between
1990 and 1999 (Table 3.4-24). Net in-migration comprised a relatively small
proportion (11 percent) of the population increase in Juneau, but accounted for
approximately half of the population growth in Haines over this period. It should be
noted that while these data provide some likely indication of population trends over
the past decade, there are some fairly large differences between the estimates for
1999 (Table 3.4-24) and actual counts for 2000 (Table 3.4-23). This is particularly
the case with Sitka and Juneau.

Population projections made by the Alaska DOL in 1998 anticipated regional
population growth between 1998 and 2018, with relatively large absolute gains
projected for Ketchikan Gateway (5,704) and Juneau (3,786) (Table 3.4-25).
Census count data for 2000 are presented in Table 3.4-25 for comparison. Sitka
and Wrangell-Petersburg were projected to experience a net decrease in population
over this period.

Table 3.4-23
Borough/Census Area Population, 1980 to 2000
1980 to 1990 1990 to 2000
Borough/Census Areal Absolute Percent Absolute Percent
Region 1980 1990 2000 Change Change Change Change
Northern Boroughs
Haines Borough 1,680 2,117 2,392 437 26 275 13
Juneau Borough 19,528 26,751 30,711 7,223 37 3,960 15
Sitka Borough 7,803 8,588 8,835 785 10 247 3
Northern Complex1 3,478 4,404 4,244 907 26 815 19
Southern Boroughs
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 11,316 13,828 14,070 2,512 22 242 2
Prince of Wales-Outer
Ketchikan CA 3,822 6,278 6,146 2,456 64 -132 -2
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 6,167 7,042 6,684 875 14 -358 -5
Southeast Alaska 53,794 69,009 73,082 15,195 28 5,049 7
Alaska 401,851 550,043 626,932 148,192 37 76,889 14

1 1980 and 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; U.S. Census Bureau, 1995.
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Table 3.4-24
Components of Regional Population Change, 1990-1999
1990 to 1999
Natural Net Net Percent
1990 1999' Increase Migration Change’® Change
Northern Boroughs
Haines Borough 2,117 2,288 90 86 171 8
Juneau Borough 26,752 30,192 3,024 392 3,440 13
Sitka Borough 8,588 8,193 835 -1,303 -395 -5
Northern Complex3 4,404 4,259 58 -13 -145 -3
Southern Boroughs
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 13,828 14,097 1,380 -1,160 269 2
Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan CA 6,278 6,694 694 -269 416 7
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 7,042 6,802 487 -737 -240 -3
Southeast Alaska 69,009 72,525 6,568 -3,004 3,516 5
Alaska 550,043 619,500 76,685 -15,046 69,457 13
-

These data were published prior to release of the 2000 Census redistricting data and, therefore, estimated population data

for 1999 are used rather than 2000 census counts.
2

components of demographic change — net federal movement and a residual — are not included in this table.

3

and Yakutat Borough. Yakutat Borough was incorporated in 1992.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000.

The natural increase and net migration figures do not sum exactly to the net change figures because two smaller additional

1990 data are for the Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon Census Area. 2000 data combine the Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon Census Area

Table 3.4-25
Regional Population Projections, 2008 and 2018
2000-2018
Actual Percent
2000 2008 2018 Change Change
Northern Boroughs
Haines Borough 2,392 2,776 3,146 754 32
Juneau Borough 30,711 32,413 34,447 3,736 12
Sitka Borough 8,835 8,409 7,978 -857 -10
Northern Complex1 4,244 4,514 4,518 274 6
Southern Boroughs
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 14,070 16,428 19,774 5,704 41
Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan CA 6,146 7,281 7,611 1,465 24
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 6,684 6,866 6,502 -182 -3
Southeast Alaska 73,082 78,687 83,976 10,894 15
Alaska 626,932 693,018 776,488 149,556 24

1
Source: Alaska DOL, 1998; 2001a.

Northern Complex is an aggregate of the Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon Census Area and Yakutat Borough.

Employment

Total full- and part-time employment is presented by borough for 1990 and 1999 in
Table 3.4-26. These data compiled by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau
of Economic Analysis include proprietors and self-employed workers. Proprietors
and self-employed workers accounted for 26 percent of total employment in
Southeast Alaska in 1999 (Table 3.4-2), ranging from 19 percent of total employment
in Juneau to 50 percent in Haines. These data indicate that overall employment in
Southeast Alaska increased by 9 percent during the 1990s, with population
increasing by 7 percent over the same period (Table 3.4-23). Employment actually
declined in two of the region’s boroughs over this period, with the largest decline
(519 jobs) occurring in Ketchikan-Gateway. These losses were, however,
overshadowed at the regional level by job gains in Juneau, which experienced a net
gain of 3,717 jobs or 21 percent. Relatively large increases in employment also
occurred in Haines (17 percent) and Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan (14 percent).
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Table 3.4-26

Borough/Census Area Employment, 1990 and 1999

Total Employment1 Wood Products®

Lodging, Rest. & Rec??

1990-1999 1990-1999
Change 1990-1999 % Local Change % Local
Borough/Census Area 1999 (%) 1999 Change (%) Total® 1999 (%) Total*
Northern Boroughs
Haines Borough 1,934 17 0 na 0.0 195 93.5 22.0
Juneau Borough 21,727 21 55 na 0.3 1,824 56.3 10.9
Sitka Borough 6,280 1 0 -100.0 0.0 418 15.8 10.3
Northern Complex5 2,887 -3 293 -53.3 8.4 352 68.1 19.4
Southern Boroughs
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 10,249 -5 405 -71.7 5.6 698 3.6 9.7
Prince of Wales-Outer
Ketchikan CA 3,201 14 420 -40.0 18.6 228 58.6 10.1
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 4,613 6 129 -70.8 5.0 180 -13.1 6.9
50,891 9 1,162 -66.8 3.3 3,895 36.2 11.0

Southeast Alaska Total
>

These data compiled from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) data are for full and part-time

employment, including proprietors and self-employed.
2 These data, compiled from Alaska DOL (NAWS) data (Alaska DOL, 2002) and the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS, do not

include proprietors and self-employed workers. BEA data, the source for the total employment column, is not available at this

level of disaggregation.

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 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.

BEA numbers shown in the left column.

5

na = not available

Source: Alaska DOL, 2002; U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2001; USDA Forest Service, 1997a

(Table 3-154).

Aggregate of Angoon-Hoonah-Skagway Census Area and Yakutat Borough.

The percent of local total is benchmarked against total NAWS employment, which excludes proprietors and self-employed, not the

Employment in wood products and lodging, restaurants, and recreational and
entertainment services is also summarized by borough in Table 3.4-26. These data
compiled by the Alaska DOL include covered employment only. They do not include
proprietors or self-employed workers. As a result, the numbers presented in

Table 3.4-26 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 in the wood products sector declined in all boroughs over this period,
with the largest loss (1,024 jobs) occurring in Ketchikan Gateway. Losses ranged
from a low of 40 percent of 1990 wood products employment in Prince of Wales-
Outer Ketchikan to 100 percent in Sitka Borough. The wood products sector
accounted for approximately 430 jobs in Sitka in 1990. 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 3.4-6). 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 71 percent
between 1990 and 1999, but actually increased by about 21 percent between 1996
and 1999. Nevertheless, by 1999 wood products accounted for a relatively small
share of total employment in most boroughs, comprising less than one percent of
covered employment in Haines, Juneau, and Sitka. Wood products did, however,
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continue to comprise a relatively large share of employment in Prince of Wales-Outer
Ketchikan (18.6 percent), Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon (9.7 percent), and Northern
Complex (8.4 percent) (Table 3.4-26).

In contrast to wood products employment, employment in lodging, restaurants and
recreation-related services has demonstrated strong gains since 1990. The contrast
between losses in wood products industry employment versus gains in recreation-
related employment is consistent with overall trends discussed in the regional
economic section, but there is considerable variation across boroughs. The
Northern Complex, for example, saw a near doubling of wage and salary
employment in this category, with lodging, restaurants and recreation-related
services accounting for 22 percent of total employment in 1999. The Wrangell-
Petersburg CA, on the other hand, saw a substantial decrease (13 percent) in
employment in this category, which represented just 7 percent of total employment in
1999. Certain boroughs (and, by extension, the communities that they encompass)
appear to have benefited much more from the expansion of the tourist-related
economy than others.

Table 3.4-26 and Figure 3.4-18 also highlight a distinction between northern and
southern boroughs. With the exception of the Northern Complex, boroughs in the
northern part of Southeast Alaska were less dependent on the wood products
component of their industrial base in 1999. Northern Complex accounted for 293
wood products jobs or 25 percent of the regional total and almost all of these jobs
were in logging. The maijority of wood products employment in the region (70
percent) and all of the jobs in wood products processing arising from harvests on the
Tongass National Forest are concentrated in the southern boroughs, particularly

Figure 3.4-18
Wood Products and Lodging, Restaurant, and Recreation Services Share

of Total Employment by Borough, 1999 (Percent)

25.0

OWood Products
M Lodging, Rest. & Rec.

:

N
o
o

% of Total Employement

Haines Juneau Sitka North KGB Prince of Wrang- SE Alaska Total
Complex Wales-Outer Peters
Borough  Ketchikan

Notes: NAWS = Non-agricultural wage and salary employment. Excludes proprietors and self-employed.
KGB = Ketchikan Waterway Borough; POW-OK = Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan

See notes to Table 3.4-26.
Source: Alaska DOL, 2002 (see Table 3.4-26)
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Ketchikan Gateway and Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan. Recreation and tourism
employment, by contrast, shows higher concentrations in the north, with northern
boroughs accounting for 70 percent of total regional employment in this category.
Growth in employment in this area has generally been more pronounced in the north;
however, Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan also experienced a relatively large
increase in this sector (57 percent) during the 1990s. This picture becomes more
complex at lower levels of aggregation, with certain areas of the north demonstrating
extremely high concentrations in logging employment, and others in the south
demonstrating no wood products industry employment at all. Data presented in the
1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS analysis suggested that seafood processing in
1995 tended to be more concentrated in the southern boroughs, which accounted for
63 percent of total regional employment in this sector (USDA Forest Service, 19973;
Table 3-154).

Income

Overall, real per capita income, which is calculated by dividing total income for a
given region by the population of that region, increased in the region by 12 percent in
the 1980s, with increases ranging from just 1 percent in Juneau Borough to 47
percent in Haines (Table 3.4-27). From 1990 to 1999 per capita income in the region
as a whole declined by 3 percent, with relatively large decreases in Haines,
Ketchikan Gateway, Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan, and Wrangell-Petersburg,
likely reflecting declines in relatively high paying wood products employment in these
areas. In contrast, per capita income in Sitka Borough increased over this period,
despite closure of the APC Pulp Mill in 1993. The absolute level of per capita
income is considerably lower for Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan and Northern
Complex, indicating that, on average, residents of these areas receive 36 and 15
percent less income than the regional average, respectively.

It may be noted that declining per capita income is a statewide phenomenon that
likely owes much to the growth and diversification of the state economy, growth in
the population along with declining (relative to the U.S.) workforce participation, and
lower inflation. In the past Alaska could be generally characterized as a place where
younger people came to work in high wage resource industries. More recently, the
state has begun to resemble the lower 48 states, with more retirees and children,
which brings down the per capita income.

Table 3.4-27

Borough/Census Area Per Capita Income, 1980 to 1999

1980 to 1990 1990 to 1999
1980 1990 1999 Absolute Percent Absolute Percent
(2000$)1 (2000$)1 (2000$)1 Change Change Change Change
Northern Boroughs
Haines Borough 23,114 33,875 31,295 10,761 47 -2,580 -8
Juneau Borough 33,709 33,919 34,653 210 1 734 2
Sitka Borough 25,384 28,828 30,493 3,443 14 1,665 6
Northern Complex2 19,881 26,909 26,437 7,028 35 -471 -2
Southern Boroughs
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 28,899 35,711 33,060 6,812 24 -2,651 -7
Prince of Wales-Outer
Ketchikan CA 20,865 23,635 19,939 2,770 13 -3,696 -16
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 25,619 30,471 27,962 4,853 19 -2,509 -8
Southeast Alaska 28,425 31,910 30,974 3,485 12 -935 -3

" Per capita income figures were converted to Year 2000 dollars using the Anchorage Municipality Consumer Price Index
developed by the U.S. DOL, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

2 1980 and 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: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2002. Alaska DOL, 2002.
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Earnings as a share of personal income decreased in the Southeast Alaska
boroughs between 1990 and 1999, with decreases ranging from a low of 5 percent in
Juneau to around 15 percent in Northern Complex (Table 3.4-28). Earnings
comprised relatively high shares of total personal income in Juneau and Ketchikan
Gateway Borough. Non-job related earnings include dividends, interest and rent,
and transfer payments.

Alaska DOL In this portion of the document, the employment data provided by Alaska DOL is
Community analyzed using the community groups defined by that agency—the most detailed
Groups 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 3.4-29. The
following discussion focuses on the wood products/recreation and tourism industries.
The following tables and figures provide some insight into which areas are more
likely to be affected by the proposed alternatives, as well as those that are likely to
have been affected by changes in the economy since 1990. The communities that
have high concentrations of employment in the wood products industry or in
recreation and tourism-related employment (the lodging, restaurants, and recreation
services category introduced in previous sections), will likely be most affected by
planning decisions. Additional considerations include the population of a given area and
its overall rate of new job creation.
Employment information, presented by community group in Table 3.4-30, 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.
Table 3.4-28
Components of Personal Income, 1990 to 1999 (Percent of Total)
Dividends, Interest,
Earnings1 and Rent Transfer Payments’
1990-1999 1990-1999 1990-1999
1999° Change 1999°  Change 1999° Change
Northern Boroughs
Haines Borough 59.5 -11.0 23.0 5.1 17.5 5.8
Juneau Borough 66.7 -5.3 21.7 2.6 11.6 2.7
Sitka Borough 61.1 -9.2 24.3 5.5 14.6 3.7
Northern Complex* 58.6 4.7 23.3 9.0 18.2 5.7
Southern Boroughs
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 65.7 -6.9 19.7 1.8 14.6 5.0
Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan CA 61.6 -10.9 17.7 2.8 20.7 8.1
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 60.9 -7.3 21 0.4 18.1 6.9
Southeast Alaska 65.1 -7.2 211 3.0 13.9 4.1
United States 68.0 0.1 19.0 -1.3 13.1 1.3
12 Earnings includes wages and salaries, other labor income, and proprietors’ income.
Transfer payments consist mainly of govemment payments to individuals, including retirement, disability, and unemployment
insurance benefit payments, income maintenance payments, and veterans benefit payments. Govemment payments to individuals
3 in Alaska include Alaska Pel_'manent Fund benefits, which are derived from oil revenues and paid to every resident.
B Percent of total personal income. _
1990 data are for the Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon Census Area. 1999 data combine the Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon
Census Area and Yakutat Borough. Yakutat Borough was incorporated in 1992.
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2002.
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Table 3.4-29
Alaska DOL Community Groups Defined

Boroughs and Community Groups

Census Areas Communities/Places
City & Borough Juneau Auke Bay, Berners Bay, Douglas, Dupont, Fritz Cove, Hawk Inlet,
of Juneau 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 Ketchikan Carlanna, Charcoal Point, Clover Pass, Herring Cove, Ketchikan,

Gateway Mountain Point, Mud Bay, North Tongass Highway, Peninsula Point,

Borough Pennock Island, Point Higgins, Refuge Cove, Saxman, Shoreline Drive,
Thomas Basin, Totem Bight, Upper Nickeyville, Wacker, and Ward Cove

Revillagigedo Fire Cove, Gedney Pass, George Inlet, Gravina Island, Guard Island, Hassler

Pass, Loring, Neets Bay, Princess Bay, Shoal Cove, and Twin Peaks.

Haines Haines Eldred Rock, Excursion Inlet, Haines, Letnikof Cove, Moose Valley, Mosquito

Borough Lake, Pleasant Camp, Porcupine, Port Chilkoot, and Saint James Bay.

Sitka Borough 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 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 Yakutat Situk and Yakutat
Borough
Angoon- Chatham Strait Angoon, Catherine Island, Cube Cove, Hanus Bay, Tenakee Springs,
Hoonah- Tyee, and Whitewater Bay.
Skagway Gustavus Bartlett Cove, Cape Spencer, and Gustavus (Strawberry Point).
Census Area  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, Poin
Retreat, Port Houghton, Sawyers Landing, Sumdum, and Windham Bay.
Skagway Clifton, and Skagway.
Prince of Central Prince of Wales Craig, Hollis, and Klawock.
Wales Outer  Southeast Prince of Bokan Mountain Campbell, Dall Island, Dora Bay, Kendrick Bay, Klakas
Ketchikan Wales 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
Cleveland Pen. Bell Island, Meyers Chuck, Union Bay and Yes Bay.
Wrangell Kake Kake.
Petersburg Kuiu Island Alvin Bay, Cape Decision, Coronation Island, Duncan Canal, Fairway
Census Area 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 Island Bradfield River, Burnette Inlet, Deer Island, Ernest Sound, Etolin Island,

Kakwan Point, Roosevelt Harbor, Saint John Harbor, Tyler Logging
Camp, and Zarembo Island.
" 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.

% Communities identified in bold are discussed in the Communities section of this document.
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a (Table 3-155).

Subregional Overview and Communities 3-256 Draft SEIS



Environment and Effects 3

Table 3.4-30

Employment by Community Group, 1990 to 1999

Wage & Salary1 Wood Products’ Lodging, Rest., & Rec.?

1990-1999 1990-1999 % of 1990-1999 % of

Community Group 1999 Change 1999 Change Local 1999 Change Local

Jobs (%) Jobs (%) Total Jobs (%) Total

Haines 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 1

1

2 Wood products includes both mill and logging employment.

8 Lodging, Restaurants and Recreational and Entertainment Services. This measure does not directly reflect recreation and tourism-

Full and part-time average annual employment. Self-employed people and proprietors are not included in this data-set.

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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Gustavus

System land (among other land ownerships). Table 3.4-36 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.

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.

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 Il 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.

Subsistence

No significant decline in 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 harvest by Elfin Cove
households (Kruse and Frazier, 1988).

Deer account for 27 percent of the total edible pounds of subsistence resources
harvested by Elfin Cove households (Kruse and Frazier, 1988). The Deer Availability
and Anticipated Demand analysis completed for the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final
EIS determined that the selected alternative (Alternative 11 in the Final EIS) should be
able to provide sufficient habitat capability for deer hunted in the Elfin Cove community
use area by Elfin Cove residents and all rural hunters in both the short and long term.
In the long term projected harvest for all hunters in the Elfin Cove 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.

Alternative 1 for this Draft SEIS is similar to the selected alternative in the 1997
analysis and, therefore, the conclusions for Alternative 1 are the same as those for
the selected alternative in the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS. Based on an
assessment of how the SEIS alternatives would affect the analysis presented in the
1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS, it is clear that higher habitat capabilities
associated with Alternatives 2 through 8 would not be sufficient to change the overall
conclusions for Alternative 1.

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
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to the 2000 Census, Gustavus had a 2000 population of 429, with Alaska Natives
comprising 44 percent of the total (U.S. Census Bureau, 2001b).

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 Il 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.

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000
Population 64 98 258 429
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a, U.S. Census Bureau, 2001b

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS for further details on the
history, economy, and subsistence use of this community. Gustavus is part of the
Gustavus community group (see Table 3.4-29). Detailed employment data is
provided for this community group by economic sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in
Appendix E of this SEIS.

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 (see
Appendix E).

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 3.4-26. This area contains approximately 395,000 acres of National Forest
System land (among other land ownerships). Table 3.4-37 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 38 percent of the total acreage within the
Gustavus community use area. Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 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.
Alternatives 6 and 8 would result in the most significant effects because 81 percent
of the acreage in the development LUDs would be re-allocated as Recommended
Wilderness or LUD II. There are less restrictions on activities in Alternative 6 since
the acreage would be re-allocated as LUD Il rather than Wilderness. The LUD I
designation is less restrictive than the Wilderness designation. Some roadbuilding,
transmission lines, and wildlife habitat improvement would, for example, be allowed
under LUD Il designation. Alternatives 5 and 7 would fall between those two
alternative groupings with 24 percent of the existing development LUD acreage re-
allocated as Wilderness.
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Figure 3.4-26
Gustavus’ Community Use Area

GUSTAVUS

1 Community Use Area
J] Non-National Forest System Lands

Table 3.4-37
LUD Groups in Gustavus’ Community Use Area by Alternative
Alternative
LUD Groups ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Acres of National Forest System Land per LUD Group
Wilderness/National Monument 26,750 142,938 26,750 26,750 205,150 99,372 277,772 427,037

Mostly Natural 283,167 166,979 283,167 283,167 141,075 345,001 83,231 17,337

Moderate Development 13,329 13,329 13,329 13,329 12,201 5,110 7,062 5,110

Intensive Development 158,108 158,108 158,108 158,108 122929 31,889 113,303 31,889
Suitable National Forest System Acres for Timber Management 2

Total Suitable Acres 16,588 16,588 16,588 16,588 15,624 7,077 13,250 7,077

" See the accompanying large LUD map for the distribution of existing LUDs and the Alternative Maps for which areas in

the Community Use Area (and beyond) are recommended for Wilderness or LUD |l designation.
2 Estimated suitable acreage was corrected by the MIRF factor and a scheduling factor.
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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.

In Alternatives 6 and 8 approximately 81 percent of the land currently allocated to
development LUDs would be re-allocated as Recommended Wilderness or LUD II.
This is not expected to have a significant effect on the community economy since
timber production is not a major basis of the economy. Commercial fishing is not
expected to be significantly affected by Forest Service activities under any of the
alternatives.

Subsistence

No significant decline in salmon, other finfish, or invertebrate habitat capability is
expected from implementation of any alternative. Deer account for 70 percent of the
total edible pounds of subsistence resources harvested by Gustavus households
(Kruse and Frazier, 1988). The Deer Availability and Anticipated Demand analysis
completed for the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS determined that the selected
alternative (Alternative 11 in the Final EIS) should be able to provide sufficient habitat
capability for deer hunted in the Gustavus community use area by Gustavus
residents and all rural hunters in both the short and long term. In the long term
projected harvest for all hunters in the Gustavus 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.

Alternative 1 for this Draft SEIS is similar to the selected alternative in the 1997
analysis and, therefore, the conclusions for Alternative 1 are the same as those for
the selected alternative in the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS. Based on an
assessment of how the SEIS alternatives would affect the analysis presented in the
1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS, it is clear that higher habitat capabilities
associated with Alternatives 2 through 8 would not be sufficient to change the overall
conclusions for Alternative 1.

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,
2001b). 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, has 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
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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. Itis a northern terminus of the Alaska Marine Highway System and a hub
for transportation to and from Southeast Alaska (Alaska DCRA, 1994).

The population of Haines, which increased steadily between 1970 and 1990,
increased by approximately 13 percent between 1990 and 2000 (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2001b).

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000
Population 1,351 1,680 2,117 2,392
Source: USDA Forest Service, 1997a; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001b

Please refer to the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS for further details on the
history, economy, and subsistence use of this community. Haines is part of the
Haines community group (see Table 3.4-29). Detailed employment data is provided
for this community group by economic sector for 1990, 1995, and 2000 in

Appendix E of this SEIS.

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 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 3.4-27. This area contains approximately 233,000
acres of National Forest System land (among other land ownerships). Table 3.4-38
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 16 percent of the total acreage within the
Haines community use area. Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 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.
Alternatives 6, 7, and 8 would result in changes because 88 to 94 percent of the
acreage in the Moderate Development LUDs would be allocated to Recommended
Wilderness or LUD II. This acreage is approximately 16 percent of the total acreage
in the community use area.

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 lands and wood
processing were historically a major sector of the Haines economy, but there was no
wood products employment in Haines in 2000 (see Table 3.4-30). Mining at the
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