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Draft as of February 12, 2024

FEDERAL SUBSISTENCE BOARD
PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA
April 2 -5, 2024
April 2, 2024: 1:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. (or until recessed)
April 3 - 5,2024: 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. (or until recessed) daily
Lakefront Anchorage Hotel, 4800 Spenard Road
Anchorage, Alaska
A toll-free number will be shared on our website in advance of the meeting
On April 2, prior to the start of the Public Meeting, the Federal Subsistence Board will meet at 9:00 a.m.
to conduct Tribal Government-to-Government and ANCSA Corporation consultations regarding proposals
to change Federal subsistence management regulations for the harvest of wildlife on Federal Public lands
and waters in Alaska. The Public Meeting will begin at 1:30 p.m.
Updates on the Board’s progress through the agenda will be posted on the Federal Subsistence
Management Program website at https://www.doi.gov/subsistence/board/ and on Facebook at

www.facebook.com/subsistencealaska.
Updates may also be received by calling (800) 478-1456 or (907) 786-3888.

Public Meeting

* Asterisk denotes Action Item

1. Call to Order and Welcome

2. Review and Adopt Agenda*

3. Federal Subsistence Board Information Sharing Session

4. Regional Advisory Council Chairs Discuss Topics of Concern with the Board

5. Public Comment Period on Non-Agenda Items
(This opportunity is available at the beginning of each day)

6. 2021-2023 Subparts C&D Proposals and Closure Reviews (Wildlife Regulations)
a. Tribal Government-to-Government and ANCSA Corporation Consultation Summary
b. Announcement of Consensus Agenda (see detailed agenda that follows)

¢. Public Comment Period on Consensus Agenda Items (This opportunity is available at
the beginning of each subsequent day prior to the final action)

d. Board deliberation and action on Non-Consensus Agenda items*
(see detailed agenda that follows)
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€. Adoption of Consensus Agenda*
7. RFR22-01 Request for Reconsideration of Fisheries Proposal FP21-10 *
8. Delegation of Authority Letters* (Requests to change existing letters)
a. Unit 6 Deer
b. Units 17A & 17C Nushagak Caribou
9. Council Correspondence to the Board Update
10. Schedule of Upcoming Board Meetings*

a. 2024 Summer Work Session and Executive Session (Council Annual Report Replies &
Council Appointment Recommendations)

b. 2025 Winter Public Meeting (Fish and Shellfish Regulations — Date Options)

11. Adjourn
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FEDERAL SUBSISTENCE BOARD

CONSENSUS AGENDA

Consensus Agenda

The following proposals and closure reviews have been included on the consensus agenda. These are
proposals and closure reviews for which there is agreement among Federal Subsistence Regional
Advisory Councils, the Federal Interagency Staff Committee, and the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game concerning Board action. Anyone may request that the Board remove a proposal or closure review
from the consensus agenda and place it on the regular agenda. The Board retains final authority for
removal of proposals and closure reviews from the consensus agenda. The Board will take final action on
the consensus agenda after deliberation and decisions on all other proposals and closure reviews.

Proposal{Closure Unit/Species Recommendations Page
Review
WP24-07 Units 7, 14C / Furbearers Oppose 1
WP24-08 Units 7, 15/ All Support 11
WCR24-03 Unit 7 / Moose Retain Status Quo 24
WCR24-41 Unit 6 / Moose Rescind the Closure 41
WP24-10 Unit 8 / Brown Bear Support 66
WP24-16 & 17 Unit 9E / Caribou Support 86
WP24-18 Unit 17 / Caribou Support 109
WP24-20 Unit 17 / Caribou Support 134
WP24-22 Unit 18 / Moose Support 163
WP24-23 Unit 18 / Muskox Support 177
WP24-24 Unit 19/ All Support with OSM Modification 193
WCR24-43 Unit 19 / Moose Retain Status Quo 200
WP24-27 Units 22, 23 / Muskox Support 218
WCR24-10 Unit 22 / Muskox Retain Status Quo 268
WCR24-28 Unit 22 / Muskox Retain Status Quo 280
WCR24-29 Unit 22 / Muskox Retain Status Quo 305
WCR24-30 Unit 22 / Muskox Retain Status Quo 319
WCR24-44 Unit 22 / Muskox Retain Status Quo 330
WCR24-15 Unit 22 / Moose Retain Status Quo 344
WCR24-19 Unit 23 / Muskox Rescind the Closure 361
WCR24-35 Unit 12 / Caribou Retain Status Quo 373
WCR24-42 Unit 12 / Caribou Retain Status Quo 396
WP24-34 Unit 25D West / Moose Withdrawn NA
WP24-35 Unit 25D West / Moose Withdrawn NA
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Non-Consensus Agenda

FEDERAL SUBSISTENCE BOARD
NON-CONSENSUS AGENDA

Procedure for considering proposals:

Analysis (Lead Author)

Summary of public comments (OSM Staff)

Open floor to public testimony

Tribal/Alaska Native Corporation comments (Native Liaison)

Regional Advisory Council recommendation(s) (Chair or designee)

Alaska Department of Fish and Game comments (State Liaison)
Interagency Staff Committee comments (ISC Chair)

Federal Subsistence Board discussion with Council Chairs and State Liaison

Federal Subsistence Board action

Proposal/Closure Region/Location/Species Page
Review
WP24-01 Statewide / Brown Bear 419
WP24-02/03 Unit 1C / Goat 448
WP24-04 Unit 4 / Deer 489
WP24-05 Unit 4 / Deer 629
WP24-06 Unit 4 / Deer 782
WP24-09 Units 13A, 13B / Caribou 942
WP24-11 Unit 8 / Deer Supplemental
WP24-12/13/14 Unit 9B / Moose 979
WP24-15 Unit 9C / Caribou 989
WCR24-04/06 Unit 9C & 9E / Caribou 1028
WP24-19 Unit 18 / Moose 1054
WCR24-38 Unit 18 / Moose 1071
WP24-21 Unit 18 / Moose 1083
WP24-25 Units 24A, 24B / Sheep 1115
WP24-26 Units 24A, 26B / Sheep 1136
WCR24-20 Unit 24 / Moose 1174
WP24-28 Units 21D, 22, 23, 24, 26A / Caribou Supplemental
WP24-29 Unit 23 / Caribou Supplemental

v

Federal Subsistence Board Public Materials: Volume I1




Non-Consensus Agenda

Proposal/Closure Region/Location/Species Page
Review
WP24-30/31 Unit 23 / Caribou 1202
WP24-32 Units 12, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25 / Marten Supplemental
WP24-33 Units 25B, 25C, 25D / Moose 1229
WP24-36 Unit 25A / Sheep 1250
WCR24-21 Unit 25A / Sheep 1261
WP24-37/38 Unit 26C / Muskox 1304
WCR24-31 Unit 26 / Moose 1328
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WP24-05

WP24-05 Executive Summary

General Description Wildlife Proposal WP24-05 requests to close the Northeast Chichagof
Controlled Use Area (NECCUA) to deer hunting by non-federally
qualified users from Nov. 1-15. Submitted by: Southeast Alaska
Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Proposed Regulation Unit 4 Deer
Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may Aug. 1 —
be taken only from Sept. 15 — Jan. 31 Jan. 31

Federal public lands of the Northeast Chichagof
Controlled Use Area are closed to deer hunting Nov. 1-
15, except by federally qualified subsistence users
hunting under these regulations.

OSM Preliminary Oppose
Conclusion
OSM Conclusion Support with modification to remove Wildlife Analysis Areas 4222,

4252, 4253, and 3526 from the proposed closure area and reduce the
proposed closure period from November 1-15 to November 1-10.

Southeast Alaska Support with modification to remove Wildlife Analysis Areas 4222
Subsistence Regional and 3526 from the proposed closure area and reduce the proposed
Advisory Council closure period from Nov. 1-15 to Nov. 1-10.
Recommendation OSM’s interpretation of the Council’s intent is:
Unit 4 - Deer
Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may Aug. 1 -
be taken only from Sept. 15 — Jan. 31. Jan. 31

Federal public lands of the Northeast Chichagof
Controlled Use area draining into the waters of Icy
Strait east of Point Adolphus, including Port Frederick;
and the waters of Chatham Strait south of Point
Augustus and north of East Point, including
Freshwater Bay are closed to deer hunting Nov. 1-10,
except by federally qualified subsistence users hunting
under these regulations.
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WP24-05 Executive Summary

Interagency Staff The ISC acknowledges the extensive effort made by the Southeast
Committee Comments Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (Council) during both
the 2022-2024 and the 2024-2026 Wildlife Regulatory Cycles to help
federally qualified subsistence users meet their subsistence needs for
deer in the Hoonah area.

Deer populations in Unit 4 are the highest in the state and closures are
not needed for conservation reasons. The Council’s justification for
submitting WP24-05 focuses on the closure being necessary to
continue subsistence uses due to competition and user conflict in the
areas closer to Hoonah. While reported harvest success by federally
qualified subsistence users appears stable over the last decade based on
quantitative harvest data, federally qualified subsistence users in the
area report these data underestimate hunter effort and do not capture
competition that affects their ability to harvest enough deer to meet
their subsistence needs.

The ISC recognizes the effort that the Council has put into providing a
meaningful subsistence priority, while trying to reduce restrictions on
non-federally qualified users as much as possible. Since submission of
their first proposal for the 2022 regulatory cycle, the Council reduced
the duration of their requested restriction to limit non-federally
qualified users to two bucks for the entire season, to a 15-day closure,
to the current Council recommendation of closing for 10 days at the
beginning of November and reducing the requested closure area to
those areas closest to home and most utilized by Hoonah residents.

ADF&G Position Oppose

Written Public Comments 1 Support
38 Oppose
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STAFF ANALYSIS
WP24-05

ISSUES

Proposal WP24-05 was submitted by the Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council
(Southeast Council). The proponents are requesting to close the Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use
Area (NECCUA) to deer hunting by non-federally qualified users (NFQUs) from Nov. 1-15 (see Figure
1). The NECCUA is located on northeastern Chichagof Island and corresponds approximately to
Wildlife Analysis Areas (WAAs) 3523, 3524, 3525, 3526, 3551, 4222, 4252, and 4253 (see Figure 2).

DISCUSSION

The proponents submitted WP24-05 to establish a meaningful preference for the continuation of
subsistence uses of deer by federally qualified subsistence users (FQSUs) in the Hoonah area. Hoonah
residents depend on deer as a key component of their subsistence way of life. However, the proponents
assert that residents in this area have been experiencing difficulties harvesting enough deer to meet their
subsistence needs because of increasing competition and user conflicts with non-federally qualified users
(NFQUs). Large numbers of NFQUSs come to Hoonah via ferry during the deer hunting season. The
proponents assert that the amount of non-federally qualified hunters utilizing the area in recent years has
often clogged the roads with large campers, trailers, and tents that remain in the area for long periods of
time. Both FQSUs and NFQU's prefer hunting the road system around Hoonah because it is safer than
hunting by boat. This creates issues of over-crowding and hunting safety concerns as well as inhibits
access to hunting areas by FQSUs who cannot find a place to park or camp. This influx of NFQUs also
substantially increases competition for deer. Whitestone Harbor and Freshwater Bay are examples of
areas where these issues regularly occur. NFQUs may also decrease the success of FQSUs if they shoot
at deer and miss, causing the deer to be more skittish and wary of hunter presence.

Subsistence livelihoods depend upon effective and efficient harvests. The proponents explain that the
proposed two-week closure window in early November is the most efficient time for subsistence deer
hunting in Unit 4 for several reasons. First, the deer are still fat, providing the highest quality and
amount of meat. Second, the deer are in rut, making them more susceptible to harvest. Third, weather
conditions are typically favorable for hunting and proper meat processing.

The proponents assert that this two-week closure would allow for the continuation of subsistence uses
and provide a meaningful subsistence priority, enhancing opportunity for subsistence users and helping
them meet their subsistence needs by reducing competition and improving access to hunting areas during
the most important time of year for subsistence deer hunting. Additionally, the proponents note that the
proposed closure area is limited in scope but represents the area most hunted by Hoonah residents. The
proponents believe this closure will have a relatively small impact on NFQUs who would maintain
significant time and space to hunt deer in Unit 4, but it will provide vital benefits to local subsistence
users.
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Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 4 - Deer

Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may be taken only from Aug. 1 —Jan. 31
Sept. 15 —Jan. 31.

Proposed Federal Regulation

Unit 4 - Deer

Unit 4 — 6 deer,; however, female deer may be taken only from Aug. 1 —Jan. 31
Sept. 15 —Jan. 31.

Federal public lands of the Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use
Area are closed to deer hunting Nov. 1-15, except by federally
qualified subsistence users hunting under these regulations.

Existing State Regulation
Unit 4 - Deer

Chichagof Island east of Port Frederick and north of Tenakee Inlet

Residents - 3 deer total Bucks Aug. I - Sept.14
Any deer Sept. 15 - Dec. 31

Nonresidents — 2 Bucks Bucks Aug. I — Dec. 31

Remainder

Residents - 6 deer total Bucks Aug. I - Sept. 14
Any deer Sept. 15— Dec. 31

Nonresidents — 2 Bucks Bucks Aug. 1 — Dec. 31

Extent of Federal Public Lands/Waters

Unit 4 is comprised of approximately 96% Federal Public Lands, of which of 99% are U.S. Forest
Service (USFS) managed lands, and less than 1% National Park Service or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service managed lands (Error! Reference source not found.). Unit 4 consists primarily of Admiralty,
Baranof, and Chichagof Islands, along with some smaller adjacent islands. The proposed closure area
(The NECCUA) is located on northeastern Chichagof Island and corresponds approximately to Wildlife
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Analysis Areas (WAAs) 3523, 3524, 3525, 3526, 3551, 4222, 4252, and 4253 (see Figure 2).

WP24-05

Combined, this proposed closure area would compose roughly 48% of Chichagof Island (see Table 1).

Table 1. Proposed Closure Area in Relation to Chichagof Island

Location Total Area (sg. mi.)

WAA 3523 108

WAA 3524 84

WAA 3525 149

WAA 3526 110

WAA 3551 116

WAA 4222 225

WAA 4252 106

WAA 4253 90
Chichagof Island 2049

Customary and Traditional Use Determination

Rural residents of Units 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 have a customary and traditional use determination for deer in

Unit 4.
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Figure 1. Unit 4 management map with proposal analysis area (NECCUA) encircled in red.
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Figure 2. Proposed Closure Area (NECCUA) in relation to Hoonah, Gustavus, and Wildlife Analysis
Areas (For Informational Purposes Only).
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Regulatory History

Except for the 1992/93 and 1993/94 regulatory years, the Federal harvest season for deer in Unit 4 has
been from August 1 to January 31, with a harvest limit of six deer. However, harvest of antlerless deer
has only been permitted from September 15 to January 31. In 1992, in response to several deep snow
winters, the northern Baranof Island area harvest limit was reduced to four deer, the season was
shortened to December 31, and the area closed to non-federally qualified users (NFQUSs). In 1993, the
northeast Chichagof Island area was closed to the harvest of deer by NFQUSs after November 1 (OSM
2022a).

From the late 1980s through 1991, the State general season in the northeast Chichagof area had a harvest
limit of three deer. However, during this time, the State subsistence season allowed for the harvest of six
deer, with the season running from August 1 through January 31. Since 1992, the State deer season has
been from August 1 through December 31, with the harvest of antlerless deer only permitted from
September 15 through December 31. For Chichagof Island east of Port Frederick and north of Tenakee
Inlet, including all drainages into Tenakee Inlet, the State harvest limit has been three deer. The State
harvest limit for the remainder of Unit 4 was four deer, until 2019, when it was increased to six deer.

In 2000, two proposals addressing Unit 4 deer regulations were submitted by members of the public
during the Federal wildlife regulatory cycle (WP00-08 and -09). These proposals were motivated by
conservation concerns following heavy snow winters during the 1998-1999 season, the increased winter
deer mortality typically associated with heavy snows, decreased deer habitat due to recent logging in the
area, and increasing hunting pressure enabled by logging road construction (OSM 2000). One proposal
requested to rescind the January Federal deer season in Unit 4, while the other requested to rescind the
January deer season and reduce the harvest limit from six deer to four deer. Both proposals were rejected
by the Federal Subsistence Board (Board), consistent with the recommendations of the Southeast
Council. The stated justification was that the available deer population and harvest survey data for Unit 4
did not indicate a conservation concern, and that the proposed changes would unnecessarily restrict
subsistence opportunity (FSB 2000).

In 2010, three proposals addressing Unit 4 deer regulations were submitted during the Federal wildlife
regulatory cycle (WP10-13, -14, and -21). These proposals were submitted following significant deer
population declines that had occurred during the deep snow winters of 2006 through 2009. WP10-13 was
submitted by the Southeast Council, requesting to close the female deer season on January 15 in that
portion of Unit 4 draining into Chatham Strait, Peril Strait, and Icy Strait, including Tenakee Inlet.
WP10-14 was submitted by the Southeast Council, requesting to close Federal public lands in the
Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use Area (NECCUA) to the harvest of female deer by NFQUs in
December. WP10-21 was submitted by the Southeast Council, requesting that deer harvest on the
Federal public lands of the NECCUA be restricted to residents of Hoonah. None of these proposals were
adopted by the Board. Instead, Federal and State managers closed the female deer season in the
NECCUA for the 2010 regulatory year, and part of the 2011 and 2012 regulatory years. These closures
were enacted to help the deer population recover from the deep-snow winters of 2006 through 2009.
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In 2012, one proposal concerning Unit 4 deer regulations was submitted during the Federal wildlife
regulatory cycle (WP12-06). This proposal sought to address population concerns following the deep
snow winters of 2006 through 2009, by rescinding the January deer season in Unit 4. The Board rejected
this proposal because it was determined that rescinding the January season would unnecessarily restrict
subsistence users, while providing little conservation benefit (FSB 2012). Based on available survey and
harvest data, Federal and State managers believed that the Unit 4 deer population had completely
recovered from the previous deep-snow winters by the 2013 season (OSM 2022a).

In 2019, the Alaska Board of Game (BOG) adopted Proposal 18, increasing the State general season
harvest limit from four deer to six deer in Unit 4 Remainder. The stated justification was that additional
sustainable harvest opportunity could be provided because there were no conservation concerns.

In 2022, four proposals (WP22-07, -08, -09, -10) concerning Unit 4 deer regulations were submitted
during the Federal wildlife regulatory cycle. WP22-07 was submitted by the Southeast Council,
requesting that the Federal public lands of Admiralty Island draining into Chatham Strait between Point
Marsden and Point Gardner be closed to deer hunting from September 15 through November 30, except
by federally qualified subsistence users (FQSUs).

WP22-08 was also submitted by the Southeast Council, requesting that the Northeast Chichagof
Controlled Use Area (NECCUA) annual deer harvest limit for NFQUSs be reduced to two male deer.
WP22-08 was originally motivated by conservation concerns for the local deer population and an effort
to prevent further depletion of the population by reducing hunting pressure from NFQUs (OSM 2022b).
The proponents asserted that this change would also help increase harvest opportunity for FQSUs in
these areas (OSM 2022b). The current proposal, WP24-05, is similar to WP22-08 in that it also requests
a change to deer hunting regulations for NFQUs in the NECCUA. However, WP24-05 requests a fifteen-
day closure to deer hunting by NFQUs instead of a harvest limit reduction in this area. Further, as stated
in the discussion section, WP24-05 is primarily motivated by concerns that high levels of competition
from non-local hunters in the NECCUA are posing a threat to the continuation of subsistence for local
FQSUs.

WP22-09 was also submitted by the Southeast Council in 2022, requesting that the Federal public lands
draining into Lisianski Inlet, Lisianski Strait, and Stag Bay south of the latitude of Mite Cove (58° 4' N)
and north of the latitude of Lost Cove (57° 52' N) be closed to deer hunting October 15 through
December 31, except by FQSUs. Like WP22-07 and -08, the stated intent of WP22-09 was to protect
local deer populations from further depletion by reducing hunting pressure from NFQUs (OSM 2022a,
2022b, 2022c).

WP22-10 was submitted by Patricia Phillips of Pelican in 2022. This proposal requested that the deer
harvest limit for NFQUSs in Lisianski Inlet and Lisianski Strait in Northwest Chichagof be reduced to 4
deer. The stated intent of WP22-10 was to reduce deer hunting pressure, provide for a meaningful
subsistence priority, and thereby increase the ability of FQSUs to meet their subsistence needs (OSM
2022d).
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At its April 2022 meeting, the Board rejected WP22-09 as part of the consensus agenda. The Board
deferred Proposals WP22-07, -08, and -10 to its winter 2023 regulatory meeting, requesting the various
user groups in the area work together to create more mutually acceptable solutions to the issues
surrounding deer harvest in Unit 4 (FSB 2022).

The Office of Subsistence Management (OSM) subsequently organized an open, public meeting
regarding the deferred deer proposals for Unit 4 in August 2022. The meeting provided an opportunity
for different user groups to discuss their recent deer hunting experiences in Unit 4, their plans for future
harvest, and how the proposals might impact them. Additionally, participants were asked if they had
specific recommendations on these proposals or if they had any other suggestions for the Board that
would help resolve these issues (OSM 2022a).

The Southeast Council modified its recommendations for WP22-07 and WP22-10 following deferral and
open meeting discussion. At its fall 2022 meeting, the Southeast Council supported WP22-07 with
modification to remove Wildlife Analysis Areas (WAAs) 4043, 4044, and 4054 from the proposal area
and create a harvest limit for NFQUSs of two male deer within the remaining area (WAAs 4041, 4042,
4055) (OSM 2022a). This modification reduced the proposal area to roughly half of its original size and
allowed for some harvest by NFQUs in the remaining proposal area (SERAC 2021b). This modification
was recommended to focus the proposal on the area most utilized by FQSUs and to reduce the potential
impact of the proposal on NFQUs (SERAC 2021b).

At the same meeting, The Southeast Council supported WP22-10 with modification to reduce the harvest
limit for NFQUSs to two male deer, and to maintain the same proposal area as recommended in Fall 2021.
This modification was recommended because it was suggested that a harvest limit reduction of four deer
or three male deer would not provide a significant conservation benefit or substantially enhance the
success rates of FQSUs, but that the situation in the Northwest Chichagof proposal area might not
warrant a full closure to NFQUs (SERAC 2021b). The Southeast Council also felt that reducing the
harvest limit to two male deer for NFQUs would reduce administrative complexity and enforcement
issues by aligning the proposed harvest limit reduction for the Northwest Chichagof area (WP22-10)
with that of the Northeast Chichagof area (WP22-08) and Southwest Admiralty Island (SERAC 2022b).
The Southeast Council retained its original Fall 2021 recommendation of support for WP22-08 without
modification, to reduce the harvest limit for NFQUs hunting in the NECCUA to two male deer (OSM
2022b). The Southeast Council noted that all three proposals were still intended to help protect local deer
populations from further depletion by reducing hunting pressure from NFQUSs, and thereby increase
harvest opportunity and provide for a meaningful subsistence preference for FQSUs in these areas (OSM
2022a, 2022b, 2022c¢).

All three proposals (WP22-07, 08, and -10) were subsequently rejected by the Board at its February
2023 regulatory meeting (FSB 2023). The stated justification was that the available data on deer
populations in Unit 4 did not meet the criteria necessary to close land or implement harvest restrictions
for the purposes of conservation or the continuance of subsistence uses under §815(3) of ANILCA (FSB
2023). Recent ADF&G survey and harvest data indicated that overall deer populations in Unit 4 were
among the highest in the State and that FQSUs in these areas were generally effective and efficient deer
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harvesters (FSB 2023). However, the Board member from the Bureau of Indian Affairs dissented on the
basis that local ecological knowledge and testimony had been provided through the regulatory process,
which indicated that FQSUs were having difficulty harvesting sufficient deer in the areas covered by the
proposals (FSB 2023).

The BOG acted on State Proposals 10 and 11 at their January 2023 Southeast Region regulatory meeting
(ADF&G 2022a). These proposals requested reducing the harvest limit for residents and nonresidents to
four deer in Unit 4 Remainder. The proponents for both proposals listed the possible closure of Federal
lands to deer hunting by NFQUs as a key factor in submitting their proposals. Both proponents
suggested that a harvest limit reduction would protect deer populations, help reduce user conflicts in
Unit 4, and avoid a closure of Federal public lands to NFQUs. The BOG adopted Proposal 10, with
modification to reduce the nonresident harvest limit throughout all of Unit 4 to two male deer (ADF&G
2023a). The resident harvest limit remained three deer in Unit 4, Chichagof Island east of Port Frederick
and north of Tenakee Inlet, and six deer in Unit 4 Remainder. The BOG took no action on Proposal 11,
due to the action taken on Proposal 10.

Current Events

Two other proposals concerning deer regulations in Unit 4 were submitted for the 2024 Federal
subsistence wildlife regulatory cycle. WP24-04 was submitted by the Southeast Council, requesting to
close a portion of southwestern Admiralty Island around Angoon to deer hunting by NFQUs, from
November 1-15. WP24-06 was submitted by the Southeast Council, requesting to close a portion of
northwest Chichagof Island around Pelican to deer harvest by NFQUs from November 1-15.

The Hoonah Indian Association received funding through the USFS Southeast Alaska Sustainability
Strategy program to collect community harvest and biological information about deer on the north end of
Chichagof Island from 2022-2027. This project is being carried out in the communities of Hoonah,
Pelican, and Gustavus. A North Unit 4 Deer Working Group has also been established under the
guidance of the Hoonah Indian Association Environmental Programs (HIA Environmental 2023a). The
first meeting of this group was held on March 15, 2023. Preliminary information from HIA subsistence
surveys and the deer working group has been integrated into the analyses for WP24-05 and WP24-06.
HIA was not able to conduct surveys in Angoon.

At its fall 2023 meeting, The Southeast Council voted to support the current proposal (WP24-05) with
modification to remove WAAs 3526 and 4222 from the proposed closure area and reduce the proposed
closure period from November 1-15 to November 1-10 (see Figure 6). The Council felt this action was
necessary to support the continuation of subsistence uses in this area, while also causing the least
possible impact to non-federally qualified users (SERAC 2023).

Biological Background

Sitka black-tailed deer spend the winter and early spring at low elevation where less snow accumulates,
and forests provide increased foraging opportunities. Fawning occurs in late May and early June as
vegetation greens-up, providing abundant forage to meet the energetic needs of lactating does. Migratory

Federal Subsistence Board Public Materials: Volume I1 639



WP24-05

deer follow the greening vegetation up to alpine for the summer. Resident deer remain at lower
elevations. The breeding season, or rut, generally occurs in October through November, and peaks in late
November (ADF&G 2009). Wolves and black bears are not present in Unit 4, so their primary predators
in the area are humans and brown bears. Brown bears are estimated to kill an amount of deer equal to
15%-20% of the total annual deer harvested by hunters (Mooney 2009). Significant changes in deer
populations and localized deer density levels are relatively normal over time in Unit 4 (Bethune 2020).
Periodic declines are often attributable to severe winter weather, particularly deep snow events (Bethune
2020; Olson 1979). This issue is illustrated in the regulatory history, and the frequency with which
proposals to change Unit 4 deer hunting regulations follow heavy snow winters.

Habitat

Unit 4, like most of Southeast Alaska, has a maritime climate characterized by high rainfall and
moderate summer and winter temperatures (Bethune 2020). However, the amount of rain and snow
received can vary significantly from year-to-year, and across the unit (Bethune 2020). The landscape of
Unit 4 is characterized by steep and rugged terrain with mountains, fjords, estuaries, and short, swift
rivers (Bethune 2020). Vegetative communities occurring at low to moderate elevations (<1,500 feet)
“are dominated by western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla) and Sitka spruce (Picea sitchensis), with
western red cedar (Thuja plicata) and Alaskan yellow cedar (Chamaecyparis nootkatensis) old-growth
forests. Mixed conifer muskeg and deciduous riparian forests are also common. Mountain hemlock
(Tsuga mertensiana) comprises a subalpine timberline band between 1,500 - 2,500 feet in elevation”
(Bethune 2020: 4).

Old-growth forests are considered primary deer winter range, in part because the complex canopy cover
allows sufficient sunlight through for forage plants to grow but intercepts snow, making it easier for deer
to move and forage during winters when deep snow hinders access to other habitats (McCoy 2017).
Some areas of Unit 4 have been significantly impacted by large-scale changes in habitat due to logging,
while the habitat in other areas is largely intact. Areas with substantial timber harvest, such as the
NECCUA, are expected to have lower deer carrying capacity compared to pre-harvest conditions. As
Brinkman and colleagues (2009) have noted for a similarly logged area on Prince of Wales Island, deer
may shift their activity patterns in response to intensive logging and subsequent forest succession. The
density of deer in these areas may decline as even-aged young-growth stands progress beyond shrub and
sapling stages to stem exclusion forests characterized by thick canopies and sparse understory browse
(Brinkman et al. 2009: 39).

General Population Information for Unit 4

Monitoring deer populations in forested habitat is challenging, as the total number of deer cannot be
directly counted through ground or aerial surveys (Brinkman et al. 2013). Changes in deer
populations in Unit 4 have historically been monitored using three complementary methods: deer
pellet surveys, hunter harvest and effort reporting, and aerial alpine surveys. Winter body condition
and beach mortality surveys may also be conducted to understand changes in the health and
abundance of area deer populations (Bethune 2020).
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Deer pellet surveys have been used in the Southeast region since 1981 to monitor deer population
trends and document substantial changes (> 30%) in deer density in specific watersheds (McCoy
2017). An average of <1.00 pellet group per survey plot generally indicates a low-density deer
population, an average of 1.00 — 1.99 pellet groups per survey plot indicates a moderate-density
population, and an average of >2.00 pellet groups per survey plot typically indicates a high-density
population (Kirchoff and Pitcher 1988, Bethune 2022a). Deer pellet survey data, however, is
typically interpreted with caution, “as factors other than deer population size can affect deer pellet-
group density” (McCoy 2017: 2). Issues such as winter severity and snowfall patterns, temperature
and humidity, variability in survey effort, the length of time since the last survey, timing of
vegetation green-up and changes in pellet group detectability, and changes in habitat can all impact
pellet-group density and/or detection (McCoy 2017).

A recent deer pellet study conducted by Brinkman and colleagues (2013) on Prince of Wales Island
using DNA-based methods found that current ADF&G/USFS deer pellet survey techniques did not
provide an accurate index of deer populations when extrapolated across time, or beyond the local scale.
As the researchers noted:

Over the past 3 decades, ADF&G and USFS have used deer pellet counts as the primary tool to
monitor deer population trends. Precise estimates of trends in deer abundance are needed because
perceived fluctuations in the deer population size above or below a predetermined population
objective set by ADF&G results in changes in harvest regulations. Despite heavy reliance on
these data, pellet group counts of black-tailed deer were compared with an independent measure
of [deer] population size only once. In that study, 13 radio-collared deer were introduced to a
small (approx. 40 ha) island in southeast Alaska. Researchers returned to the island 264 days later
and surveyed 1.9% of the island for pellet groups. Data from that study indicated that a pellet
group density of 0.05 pellet groups/m? represented 12 deer/km? (95% CI = 10.7 deer/km? — 13.8
deer/km?). This estimate assumed constant pellet persistence, detection, and deposition rates.
Unfortunately, data were obtained only during a single year, which prevented any evaluation of
how well pellet groups deposited during winter tracked changes in deer population. Also, only 4
deer remained on the island (6 swam off and 3 died) when researchers returned to conduct pellet
group counts, which complicated the association between deer numbers and number of pellet
groups encountered. Moreover, the island was much smaller than typical deer home ranges
(which likely concentrated deer activity) and habitat diversity was low when compared with
typical deer ranges in southeast Alaska. Consequently, the usefulness of the study for evaluating
the reliability of pellet-group surveys as conducted by ADF&G and USFS personnel was limited
(Brinkman et al. 2013: 445).

Brinkman and colleagues (2013) also noted that though their deer pellet index was not directly
comparable to that developed by ADF&G/USFS because of different methodologies, their model
suggested that a similar deer pellet density of 0.05 pellet groups/m? across a mosaic of habitat types on
Prince of Wales Island would indicate a minimum deer count of 2.9 deer/ km?, with a much wider
margin of error (95% CI = 0.4 deer/km? — 24.3 deer/km?). Previous pellet group count studies conducted
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outside of Alaska that demonstrated the usefulness of pellet-group counts were conducted under
conditions that are difficult to replicate with unenclosed populations of deer in unmanaged landscapes
(Brinkman et al 2013). The researchers concluded:

The variation we reported between estimates of pellet-group counts and deer counts at the
transect level do not support the use of pellet-group count surveys to reliably monitor trends in
deer populations at larger spatial scales. Indeed, during our study, pellet-group data aggregated
within watersheds did not reflect the decline in deer count within those watersheds. For instance,
in the Staney watershed, DNA results indicated a 24% decline in minimum deer count from 2006

to 2008, whereas pellet group counts indicated a 17% increase over the same years (Brinkman et
al. 2013: 449).

Further, as Bethune (2022a: 6) notes:

Sitka black-tailed deer density estimates on old growth winter range vary widely (10 — 57
deer/km? or 26 — 148 deer/mi?). The most accurate deer estimates to date for Southeast Alaska
come from Brinkman et al. (2011), who estimated density using a fecal DN A-based mark-
recapture design on Prince of Wales Island. In addition, McCoy et al. (2014) also estimated
density using fecal DNA with both mark-recapture and spatial mark-recapture models on
northeastern Chichagof Island. Brinkman et al. (2011) estimated 12 deer/km? (31 deer/mi?) in
unmanaged (unlogged) forest lands with a range of 8.5 — 17 deer/km? (22 — 44 deer/mi?) across
all habitat types. McCoy et al. (2014) estimated densities ranging from 4.4 deer/km? (11.4
deer/mi?) to 11.9 deer/km? (30.8 deer/mi?) based on the year and analysis used. In comparison,
Kirchhoff (1994) estimated an average density of 35.6 deer/km? (92 deer/mi?) based on pellet
group counts. Density-estimate techniques using fecal DNA are some of the most advanced
applications available to managers and can provide precise estimates; but they can be
expensive, labor intensive, and results are only applicable to small areas.

Population Information for the Proposal Area

A deer pellet survey was conducted at Pavlof Harbor in 2019, along the southern portion of the proposal
area, near Tenakee Springs (McCoy 2019). The average of 2.47 pellet groups per plot counted for this
survey is considered to indicate a high-density deer population in the area (see Table 2). This count also
represented a 39% increase in average pellet-groups counted during the last survey conducted at Pavlof
Harbor in 2010 (McCoy 2010). There have been no recent deer-pellet surveys conducted closer to
Hoonah. Yet, as the ADF&G Regional Supervisor explained during a recent Southeast Council meeting,
“deer pellet densities in Game Management Unit 4, no matter where you do them, are always the highest
in the region” (SERAC 2021b: 476). However, he also noted that “The department does not monitor deer
populations in these relatively small areas affected by the proposal. We monitor deer populations on a
unit-wide level” (SERAC 2021b: 351). This statement, as well as the previously mentioned study by
Brinkman and colleagues (2013), lends credence to local testimony presented at recent Southeast
Council meetings that deer populations may not be tracked at a fine enough scale to capture periodic,
localized depletions (see SERAC 2021b).
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Before 2019, the most recent deer pellet surveys conducted on Chichagof Island were taken at Finger
Mountain in 2011, 2015, 2017, and 2018. Results from the 2015 survey at Finger Mountain indicated a
55% decrease in pellet groups from the survey conducted in 2011 (see Table 2, Bethune 2022a).
However, results from the 2017 pellet survey at Finger Mountain indicated a slight increase in pellet
groups from 2011 levels (Table 2). Results from the 2018 survey at Finger Mountain indicated a 13%
decrease from 2011 levels (Table 2). It should also be noted that results from the 2019 survey at Pavlof
Harbor were approximately 32% lower than the levels reported for Finger Mountain in 2018 (Table 2).

Table 2. Average Deer Pellet Groups per Plot from Surveys recently conducted in Unit 4 (Bethune
2022a).

Average Pellet Number

Area Specific Location/VCU S$rvey Groups per of
ear

Plot Plots

Chichagof Island Finger Mountain/247 2011 413 209
Finger Mountain/247 2015 1.86 197

Finger Mountain/247 2017 4.29 217

Finger Mountain/247 2018 3.61 261

Chichagof Island Pavlof Harbor/218 2019 2.47 295
Baranof Island Nakwasina/300 2011 3.87 192
Nakwasina/300 2015 2.02 207

Nakwasina/300 2016 4.37 230

Nakwasina/300 2017 3.24 229

Range Creek/288 2018 2.01 375

Kelp Bay/298 2021 2.44 257

Admiralty Island Hawk Inlet/128 2017 2.11 279
Barlow Cove/125 2018 2.38 351

Pybus Bay/182 2019 2.82 234

Aerial alpine deer survey work began in 2013, as an effort to provide a new, timelier method to assess
and monitor the abundance of deer in alpine areas (Bethune 2020). These surveys are intended to be
flown each summer before the hunting season, with deer seen per survey hour constituting the standard
unit of measurement (Bethune 2020). As Bethune (2020: 25) notes, “The alpine survey technique
appears to be a useful tool for gauging deer abundance immediately prior to hunting season. However,
research is needed to learn more about what alpine surveys tell us about the larger deer population.”

Aerial alpine surveys were conducted over two locations in Unit 4 between 2016 and 2020 (Bethune
2022a). Surveys were flown over Southern Admiralty Island in 2015-2017, and Northeast Chichagof
Island in 2017 and 2018 (Bethune 2022a). Southern Admiralty Island exhibited the highest deer seen per
hour of any survey location in Southeast Alaska, while Northeast Chichagof exhibited numbers similar
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to north Prince of Wales Island (POW), where a harvest limit reduction and fifteen-day closure to
NFQUs is currently in effect (see Figure 3). Aerial surveys were not conducted in 2019 and 2020 due to
COVID-19 restrictions (Bethune 2022a).
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Figure 3. Average Number of Deer Counted per Hour during Mid-Summer Aerial Alpine Surveys in
Southeast Alaska, 2013 — 2018 (Bethune 2022a).

Annual harvest data estimated from harvest reports can also provide another indicator of deer population
status, and potential change over time (Bethune 2022a). The most recently estimated five-year average
(2016-2020) for all reported harvests in Unit 4 was approximately 5,742 deer per year (see Table 3).
During this time, the greatest amount of harvest occurred on Chichagof Island, followed by Baranof
Island and Admiralty Island (Bethune 2022a). The total estimated per year harvest average during this
period was very similar to the average of 5,674 deer harvested each year during the previous five-year
reporting period from 2011-2015 (Table 3). The greatest amount of harvest during the 2011-2015
reporting period also took place on Chichagof Island, followed by Baranof Island and Admiralty Island
(Bethune 2020). The average number of all hunters hunting in Unit 4 each year increased slightly
between these five-year reporting periods (+4%), while the average number of total hunter days per year
decreased slightly (-3%) (Table 3). Still, the harvest levels estimated for the two most recent five-year
reporting periods (2011-2015 & 2016-2020) are substantially lower than those estimated for the 2001-
2005 reporting period (Table 3). Yet, the estimated average number of hunters hunting each year during
these three reporting periods (2011-2005; 2011-2015; 2016-2020) is quite similar (Table 3).
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Table 3. Estimated Total Harvests and Hunting Effort in Unit 4 during Recent Five-Year Reporting
Periods (ADF&G 2005-2006, 2006-2007; Mooney 2007, 2009, 2011, 2015; Bethune 2020, 2022a).

Year Total Total Tot_al Ha!'vests
Hunters | Hunter Days in Unit 4
2001 3581 - 7457
2002 3414 - 5117
2003 3637 - 7621
2004 3363 - 6787
2005 3166 - 6983
5 Year Average 3432 - 6793
2006 3057 - 7741
2007 1999 - 1846
2008 2378 - 3855
2009 2280 - 3909
2010 2709 - 4688
5 Year Average 2485 - 4408
2011 3157 14020 6909
2012 3103 12214 4853
2013 3248 13094 5409
2014 3435 13815 4694
2015 3733 15183 6505
5 Year Average 3335 13665 5674
2016 3742 14535 7192
2017 3478 12555 5255
2018 3449 13425 5229
2019 3382 12870 5979
2020 3252 12712 5055
5 Year Average 3461 13219 5742
Overall Average 3178 13442 5654

Recently reported five-year harvest and hunting efforts in the proposal area follow somewhat different

trends. This issue is discussed in detail in the harvest history section of the analysis because it is

important to consider in light of the proponents’ statements about increased competition impacting

Hoonabh residents and other FQSUs’ deer hunting efforts in the proposal area.

Based on the combination of harvest data, pellet survey data, aerial surveys, and related information,

managers in the area assert that the overall deer population in Unit 4 has recovered from the population

declines suffered during the severe winters of 2006-2008, and it may be reaching winter carrying

capacity in some areas (Bethune 2022a). Most recently, the heavy snowfall that took place in December
2021 led to concerns about over-winter mortality. However, the rest of the 2021-2022 winter exhibited

mild to average weather conditions and the mortality surveys conducted in the spring of 2022 found that

Federal Subsistence Board Public Materials: Volume I1

645



WP24-05

over-winter mortality was not higher than normal, and that the body condition of live deer was similar to
that seen in previous years (Bethune 2022b).

Cultural Knowledge and Traditional Practices

Community Characteristics

Four communities are located within the proposed closure area (the NECCUA): Hoonah, Game Creek
Census Designated Place (CDP), Tenakee Springs, and Whitestone Logging Camp CDP (see Table 4).
Hoonah is a Tlingit community of long standing, situated at the entrance to Port Frederick, about 40
miles west of Juneau. Hoonah first appeared in the US Census in 1890, though the Tlingit occupied and
utilized the area for thousands of years (Ream and Sill 2017). Hoonah is now the largest and oldest
community in the area. Whitestone Logging Camp and Game Creek are more recently developed
communities, located along the road system a few miles southwest of Hoonah (OSM 2022b). Game
Creek was founded as a religious community, first appearing in the US Census in 1990. Whitestone
Logging Camp was founded by loggers and their families, also first appearing in the US Census in 1990
(OSM 2022b). Tenakee Springs is an older community located on Tenakee Inlet, about 20 miles south of
Hoonah. It first appeared in the US Census in 1910 (OSM 2022b). Tenakee Springs has a year-round
population, but also serves part-time residents and recreational tourists who arrive in the summer from
other places within and outside of Alaska (OSM 2022b). The four communities in this area can only be
accessed from the outside by plane or boat, and Tenakee Springs is not road-connected to the other
communities (OSM 2022b). The State ferry system provides passenger transportation only, and local
transportation is primarily by bicycle or ATV (ADCCED 2022).

Gustavus is a community located outside the NECCUA, across Icy Strait from Hoonah, near the
entrance to Glacier Bay National Park. Gustavus is also heavily reliant on the proposed closure area for
deer hunting (OSM 2022b), as Glacier Bay National Park is closed to subsistence hunting, fishing, and
trapping. Gustavus can also only be reached by plane or boat, but it is considered the gateway to Glacier
Bay National Park (OSM 2022b). Similar to Tenakee Springs, the population of Gustavus increases
substantially during the summer months with the arrival of part-time residents and tourists (ADCCED
2022).

An Alaska State ferry is scheduled to visit Hoonah and Gustavus up to twice a week from October
through December, and from March through April (OSM 2022b). However, ferry runs are occasionally
canceled due to poor weather, mechanical issues, and other reasons (OSM 2022b). Hoonah residents also
sometimes find themselves unable to secure a place on the State ferry because of the high number of
people and vehicles bound for Hoonah during the deer season (SERAC 2009). Members of the Southeast
Council and other residents of the area have also noted that the ferry system has not been as dependable
as it was before the COVID-19 pandemic and State budget cuts (SERAC 2021b).

The populations of all five of the coastal communities located in and around the NECCUA have
regularly fluctuated, primarily in response to changing opportunities for local employment through
fishing, logging, tourism/service, and other industries (Ream and Sill 2017). Their combined population,
however, has nearly doubled since 1960, to an estimated 1,727 people in 2020 (see Table 4). Hoonah
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and Gustavus in particular have shown upward trends in population since the census first started
collecting data for these two communities (Table 4). The population of Tenakee Springs has remained

relatively stable for the past several decades, while the populations of Game Creek and Whitestone

Camp have generally declined since the 1990s (Table 4).

Table 4. The Population Over Time of Communities Primarily Utilizing the NECCUA to Harvest Deer

(ADCCED 2022).
Community | 1890 | 1900 | 1910 | 1920 | 1930 | 1940 | 1950 | 1960 | 1970 | 1980 | 1990 | 2000 | 2010 | 2020
Game Creek | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 61 | 35 | 18 | 23
Gustavus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 107 | 64 | 98 | 258 | 429 | 442 | 655
Hoonah 438 | 447 | 462 | 402 | 514 | 716 | 563 | 686 | 748 | 680 | 795 | 860 | 760 | 931
Tenakee 0 0 | 126 | 174 | 210 | 188 | 140 | 109 | 86 | 138 | 94 | 104 | 131 | 116
Springs
Whitestone 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o | 164 | 116 | 17 | 2
Camp
Total 438 | 447 | 588 | 576 | 724 | 904 | 703 | 902 | 898 | 916 | 1372 | 1544 | 1368 | 1727

The commercial economy in the Hoonah area focused on fur, fishing, and timber in the period following
the Alaska Purchase (Schroeder and Kookesh 1990, Ream and Sill 2017). The development of these
industries changed Huna Tlingits’ control over their traditional territory and access to subsistence
resources (Schroeder and Kookesh 1990, Ream and Sill 2017). Hoonah residents became heavily
involved in the commercial fishing industry after World War I, working as fishers and cannery
employees (Schroeder and Kookesh 1990). Hoonah developed a strong commercial salmon seining and
trolling fleet during this time (Ream and Sill 2017). The most recent period of logging took place in the
area in the 1980s, and an extensive network of logging roads were built around Hoonah to facilitate
timber harvest (Ream and Sill 2017). These roads changed how Hoonah residents access certain
subsistence resources, as well as how non-local people hunt and use the land. Active logging has been
greatly reduced in recent years, but the effects of past timber harvest and road building continue to be
felt in Hoonah today (Ream and Sill 2017: 110). Commercial salmon and halibut fishing remain
important industries in the area, however, tourism has been growing as an economic driver (Ream and
Sill 2017). One of the original canneries in the area, The Hoonah Packing Company, was recently
converted to a tourist destination named Icy Strait Point, which employs many residents (Ream and Sill
2017). Icy Strait Point offers day excursions for wildlife viewing and outdoor recreation. These
commercial activities have become important complements to the more traditional subsistence hunting
and fishing practices that have taken place in the area for generations and remain key to local livelihoods
and lifestyles (Ream and Sill 2017).

Subsistence Practices

The Tlingit and many other indigenous and rural Alaskan communities regard subsistence as much more
than the mere acts of harvesting, preparing, and eating the food required for nourishment (Thornton

2008). As Thornton (2008: 117) notes, the Tlingit “regard subsistence as an intricate and profound set of
relationships with particular geographic settings where their social groups have dwelled historically. For
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them subsistence is haa Kusteeyi, ‘our way of living,” ‘real being,” and ‘enriching existence,” and not
‘the minimum (food, etc.) necessary to support life.””” In Hoonah and other rural communities in Unit 4,
this type of perspective on subsistence still holds sway, and proposals to provide for a meaningful
subsistence priority against increased hunting competition should be approached with this in mind
(SERAC 2021b).

Deer have been a key subsistence resource utilized by Hoonah residents and residents of other NECCUA
communities for many years (OSM 2022b), and generally represent the most significant terrestrial
source of meat for rural residents of southeast Alaska (Brinkman et al. 2009). Like other Unit 4
communities, hunters in the proposal area typically utilize three general hunting strategies that are
associated with specific seasons, weather, geographical locations, and deer behavior (see George and
Kookesh 1982). These strategies are broadly described as the Alpine Hunt, the Muskeg and Forest Hunt,
and the Beach Hunt (George and Kookesh 1982). However, due to the generally steep and rugged
landscape in Unit 4, beach hunting is often a preferred hunting strategy (OSM 2022b, George and
Kookesh 1982). Alpine deer hunts often require overnight camping and considerable hiking (OSM
2022b). Hunting below the timberline involves tracking, as well as luring deer to clearings (including the
edges of clear-cuts) with various locally or commercially manufactured calls (OSM 2022b). Beach
hunting is commonly undertaken in the early morning or at dusk, or during a minus tide when deer are
feeding on beach vegetation (OSM 2022b). Hunting on beaches involves “beach combing” by boat or
hiking under cover of the forest fringe (OSM 2022b). Locals also commonly harvest deer
opportunistically, while engaged in other activities such as fishing (Doerr and Sigman 1986, Ream and
Sill 2017).

Hoonah residents participated in comprehensive household subsistence surveys documenting their
harvest and use of deer and other wild resources in the 1980s, 1990s, and 2010s (see Table 5, Schroeder
and Kookesh 1990; Ream and Sill 2017). The other four NECCUA reliant communities participated in
comprehensive subsistence surveys in the 1980s and/or the 1990s (Table 5). In all these studies, the vast
majority of households utilized deer, and deer consistently ranked as a primary resource in terms of bulk
contribution to subsistence, at times trailing only salmon, non-salmon fish, and/or berries (Table 5).
Deer were the only type of large land mammal reported harvested by Hoonah residents during the most
recently published subsistence study conducted by ADF&G in 2012 (Ream and Sill 2017). Deer were
estimated to compose approximately 15% of the subsistence contribution to Hoonah household diets,
trailing only non-salmon fish (35%) and salmon (21%) during this study year (Ream and Sill 2017).
However, between 1996 and 2012, per capita harvests of most [subsistence] resource categories
“generally declined except for non-salmon fish and vegetation” (Ream and Sill 2017: 188). This could
be an indication of a decline in the available populations of key subsistence resource species like salmon
and deer, increasing competition for such species, and/or changing methods and capabilities of harvest in
and around Hoonah. The trend of declining per capita deer harvests continued in Hoonah in 2016 (see
Table 5).

Subsistence studies have also illustrated the cultural importance of reciprocity and sharing of subsistence
resources within the NECCUA communities, as sharing of subsistence resources and knowledge
promotes sociality and future harvest success, while preventing potential wastage when subsistence
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foods are harvested in abundance (Table 5, Langdon and Worl 1981, Langdon 2021). This is particularly
the case in Hoonah, where households have generally shown a higher propensity for sharing deer meat
than households in nearby communities (Table 5). The role of sharing to distribute subsistence-caught
food within the community, and its contribution to people’s survival over the generations has been
described in detail by Hoonah residents during previous Southeast Council meetings and subsistence
studies (SERAC 2009, 2010, 2021a; Ream and Sill 2017).

Over the five comprehensive studies conducted in Hoonah, an average of 42% of Hoonah households
reported giving deer to others, while 47% of Hoonah households reported receiving deer from others
(Table 5). An average of approximately 55% of the households in Hoonah reported harvesting deer,
while an average of 85% of households reported using deer (Table S). This data conforms to findings
from subsistence studies conducted in many other rural Alaskan communities, where a smaller
proportion of households often harvest a larger percentage of local subsistence resources, which they
share or trade with other households (Wolfe and Walker 1987).
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Before logging roads were constructed, Hoonah residents accessed deer hunting areas almost exclusively
by foot or boat, and hunting by non-locals was limited (OSM 2022b). After 1980, the newly constructed
logging roads became the main means of accessing deer hunting locations (OSM 2022b). The Hoonah
road system quickly gained the reputation of being a relatively inexpensive, productive, and easy place
to hunt deer for both locals and non-locals (OSM 2022b). NFQUs from larger communities now
regularly utilize the Alaska State ferry to bring their trucks, three-wheelers, and other recreational
vehicles over to Hoonah to facilitate deer hunting along this road system (SERAC 2010, 2021a, 2021b).
Competition from NFQUSs has become an increasingly significant issue along these roads now, as the
extensive road system allows hunters to access some beaches and many other preferred hunting areas by
road, making a boat unnecessary (Schroeder and Kookesh 1990, SERAC 2010, 2021a, 2021b).

Figure 4. Reported deer hunting locations used by residents of Hoonah in 2012 (Ream and Sill 2017).

Some area residents assert that past logging operations and over-harvest are still limiting quality deer
habitat in and around Hoonah (OSM 2022b, SERAC 2010, 2021a). Now, when it snows, deer are left
with no place to go, precipitating higher than normal over-winter mortality (OSM 2022b, SERAC 2010,
2021a). While clear-cut areas initially provided good browse for deer, making Hoonah popular with non-
local hunters, dense regeneration has now become difficult for deer to pass through and does not supply
as much browse (OSM 2022b, SERAC 2010, 2021a). This issue is negatively impacting deer
populations in some parts of the NECCUA (SERAC 2010, 2021a).
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Changing, less predictable weather patterns are also affecting local deer populations and associated
hunting strategies. During periods of heavy snowfall, deer typically move to the beaches and forest
fringe to seek food. In 2012, however, Hoonah residents reported changing weather patterns (Ream and
Sill 2017). One resident noted that, “Whereas twenty years ago winters used to reliably have snowfall,
now there are years of high snowfall followed by years where it mainly rains. There is more rain during
winters with less consistent snowfall” (Ream and Sill 2017: 198). This issue was noted again at a
Southeast Council meeting in 2021 when a resident explained, “We'll get a dump of snow and a bunch of
rain for six weeks, and deer disappear until the snow comes back. In the future we're going to have more
of this” (SERAC 2021a: 339). More traditional beach hunting methods may not be as favorable under
these changing weather conditions.

The rising cost of fuel for boats and vehicles has also impacted the hunting strategies of Hoonah
residents. As Ream and Sill (2017: 193) note, each of the comprehensive subsistence studies conducted
in Hoonah included a mapping component. Although the mapping methods varied between studies, they
display a reduction in the size and extent of the areas used by Hoonah residents for subsistence hunting
and gathering activities since 1996. These reductions in the size and extent of the areas used by Hoonah
residents for subsistence activities generally correspond to the downturn in the regional fishing economy
and rising fuel prices witnessed since the 1990s. They may also be associated with the impacts of
increasing enforcement of subsistence harvest restrictions in Glacier Bay National Park:

In 1985 and 1987, survey respondents were asked to map all the areas ever used for hunting,
fishing, and gathering resources while living in the community. In 1996, respondents were
asked to map all the general areas used for hunting, fishing, and gathering resources in the last
5 years. For the 2012 survey, respondents were asked to map the areas they hunted, fished, or
gathered resources during the study year only. Despite these differences, the maps provide
insight on changing harvest areas over time. In general, the area used by Hoonah residents to
harvest wild resources has contracted greatly since 1985, though it has not been a steady
contraction. In 1996, residents used a much larger area for harvesting than in 1985 or 1987. The
major contraction of harvest and use areas has occurred since 1996. By 2012, search and
harvest areas resembled the 1987 areas more closely, though 2012 showed a more reduced
search and harvest area ...The changes seen by mapping resource search and harvest areas may
reflect social, economic, and regulatory factors. As the cost of fuel has risen since the mid-
1990s, hunters and fishers may elect to search closer to town in order to conserve fuel [and
money] (Ream and Sill 2017: 193).

One Hoonah resident told ADF&G researchers in 2012, “With current economic conditions and high
fuel prices, it is very important to be efficient when going out to harvest. It’s too expensive to not bring
back a harvest” (Ream and Sill 2017: 198). Some Hoonah community members and residents of other
Unit 4 communities cannot afford to hunt outside of their local, core subsistence area. As one Southeast
Council member noted, “They can't afford to go anywhere [else] because it's just too expensive, that’s
not really subsistence, you're spending everything that you have to try to get anywhere, and it just doesn't
make sense” (SERAC 2021a: 389).
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A recent study of eight rural Alaskan communities in the Yukon Flats region quantified the significant
impacts of rising fuel costs and depressed local economies among subsistence harvesters in greater detail
(Brinkman et al. 2014). Overall, 81% of the subsistence harvesters participating in the study noted that
they had reduced the distance they traveled to conduct subsistence activities over the past ten years
because of gasoline costs (Brinkman et al. 2014). Similarly, 89% of the study participants noted that they
had reduced the number of yearly trips they took to conduct subsistence activities for the same reason
(Brinkman et al. 2014). As the researchers explained:

During the last ten years [2002 — 2012], the median distance traveled to perform subsistence
decreased by 60%, and the median number of annual trips taken to perform subsistence decreased
by 75%. The change in subsistence activity was similar across and within communities. Eighty-
five percent of the people interviewed reported that they were making sacrifices with serious
consequences, such as putting off paying monthly bills, to buy gasoline for subsistence activities.
To adapt to high gasoline prices, most [study] participants said that they were using more
efficient modes of transportation (69%), followed by more sharing of gasoline costs with family
and friends (37%), and conducting more multipurpose subsistence trips (20%). With subsistence
practices being critical to food security and cultural identity...our results suggest that
unaffordable fuel has threatened social resilience [in this area] (Brinkman et al 2014: 18).

Consequently, the reductions in deer hunting efforts and harvests reported by Hoonah residents during
the most recent five-year reporting period are at least partially due to the impacts of rising gas prices and
declining local economies in this area (see Table 9). Recent declines in local commercial fishing
industries and generalized inflation in the price of store-bought food and other goods have led some
Hoonah residents to reiterate concerns over food security, and the necessity of efficiently harvesting wild
resources to offset the high costs associated with living in small, rural Alaskan communities (Ream and
Sill 2017, SERAC 2010, 2021b). Residents note that increasing hunter competition and user conflict
over access to favored hunting locations close to home is impacting local peoples’ ability to harvest
sufficient subsistence resources (SERAC 2010, 2021Db).

Increasing Competition for Deer in the Proposal Area

Unit 4 has very few road-accessible hunting areas outside of the Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use
Area (Bethune 2022a). Approximately 80% of all recent deer harvests in Unit 4 have been made by boat-
based hunters (Bethune 2022a). The proposal area may be a particularly popular destination for non-
local hunters because it is accessible via the ferry system, and it offers the opportunity to hunt along the
road or by boat. Perhaps accordingly, reports of increasing hunter competition and localized depletions
of deer have been common in the Hoonah area since the most recent period of logging and road
construction began in the 1980s (Schroeder and Kookesh 1990, OSM 2022b). As early as 1986,
Schroeder and Kookesh (1990) observed Hoonah hunters having difficulty harvesting deer in some parts
of Hoonah’s core harvest area. Hoonah residents who were successfully harvesting deer had abandoned
areas near roads as competition from other hunters had significantly increased in these areas (Schroeder
and Kookesh 1990). Similar concerns were documented in 2009, 2010, 2012, and 2021 (Sill and Koster
2017, SERAC 2009, 2010, 2021a, 2021b). For example, Sill and Koster (2017) noted in 2012, “The
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issue of how many deer are taken by non-local hunters was a concern due to the effect it has on local
hunters, as was simply the number of deer hunters out hunting, making local areas and roads too
crowded to hunt...As fuel costs put greater pressure on subsistence hunters to be successful, there were a
number of suggestions [by Hoonah residents] for better monitoring of non-local hunters, as well as
reducing the number of non-resident and non-local deer hunters in the Hoonah areas” (Sills and Koster
2017: 196). Similarly, competition was the most frequently reported issue of concern for respondents in
the preliminary results of a small sample survey (19 respondents) on deer hunting and subsistence issues
in the Hoonah area conducted by the Hoonah Indian Association Environmental Programs from 2022 to
2023 (HIA Environmental 2023b). In this survey, competition was noted as having a substantial impact
on deer abundance, access to preferred hunting areas, and the general difficulty of hunting in the Hoonah
area (HIA Environmental 2023b). Fourteen out of the nineteen suggestions (74%) offered by survey
respondents to help address this issue involved efforts to reduce or better monitor competition from non-
local hunters in the Hoonah area (HIA Environmental 2023b). Likewise, during the previous wildlife
cycle, ninety-five Hoonah community members (representing a total of 269 household members) signed
and submitted a petition to OSM that supported reducing the annual deer harvest limit for NFQUs
hunting in the Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use Area (NECCUA) to two male deer. This was the
regulatory change being proposed under WP22-08 at the time.

At a Southeast Council meeting in 2021, an area resident explained that “last season was particularly
hard, competition-wise. There were days I'd go out and I'd have to hop over three bays [before seeing
any sign of deer],” suggesting the deer population in these bays had been hunted out (SERAC 2021b:
456). A Southeast Council member noted, “There is a documented concern about, and it’s held up by
local traditional knowledge that there is competition on the Hoonah road system from NFQUs (SERAC
2021b: 458).” Another Council member explained that the extensive road network around Hoonah
allows people “to get to coastlines that you don’t have to take a skiff to” (SERAC 2021b: 456). This
Council member continued, “Whitestone Harbor experienced really, really high pressure from skiffs and
from, what I presume is . . . NFQUs...The hunters from Hoonah who would drive out to Whitestone
Harbor and basically not be able to hunt there because of . . . having three boats parked up at Whitestone
Harbor hunting the entire thing, like every weekend, and during the week too” (SERAC 2021b: 456).
Similarly, Southeast Council Member and Hoonah Indian Association President Frank Wright noted that
the amount of people coming over on the ferry to hunt deer along the Hoonah road system was having a
detrimental impact on local subsistence harvests, and that store-bought food was too expensive to offset
this issue (FSB 2023: 436). However, as a member of the public testified, “There are a lot of cabin
owners in Freshwater Bay who don’t really compete with the road system hunters from Hoonah, who
[proposal WP22-08] would adversely effect. . . I think this [potential regulation change] is unnecessary
for those folks...There’s a lot of deer there. You just have to get out of your truck to go get them.”
(SERAC 2021b: 450).

During Federal Subsistence Board deliberations on a similar proposal to reduce NFQU harvest limits in
the NECCUA (WP22-08), former Southeast Council member Ian Johnson testified that the proposal was
“aimed at addressing the local concern of competition that inhibits opportunities for subsistence. I
believe that the issue of competition is directly linked to the continuation of subsistence, and I believe is
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subject to establishing a subsistence priority under ANILCA” (FSB 2023: 340). Mr. Johnson continued,
explaining that:

As a community directly attached to Juneau through the ferry, we experience high competition
on the road system especially during the rut and the core of the hunting season. And being only
40 miles by boat, our coastlines are heavily pressured by non-federally qualified users during
the rut. Space is more limited than it looks on a map and there's plenty of testimony to reflect
on the effect of one boat in the bay and the ability of others to use that bay. There is a need to
ensure that subsistence needs are being met and I do believe that subsistence opportunity is
being degraded by competition from non-federally qualified users. You know, as a testament to
the amount of competition I'll take note of the 1,107 comments in opposition — each of those is
a letter from a hunter who's outside of Hoonah who would like to harvest deer in the north end
of Chichagof or the west side of Admiralty...

The proposal has merit. I think that reducing the bag limit would likely result in users looking
elsewhere to hunt and that would meet our goal of reducing competition to increase our
opportunity for subsistence users. I do think that the dataset supporting the analysis is
incomplete particularly around the effect of harvest — or the reporting of harvest and effort. The
biological data is scarce, with flights not happening in Hoonah for several years. The alpine
flights, I think the last time was 2019. And, however, for both sides community, agency, more
data would create a better decision that was more durable down the road.

I acknowledge that there are notable drawbacks to this proposal. I've discussed this proposal
with people in my community I've seen division in opinion regarding the proposal regulations.
Some see no need for it, they think that getting away from competition is a matter of walking,
while others are concerned that a Hoonah family living in urban areas may not be able to hunt
as many deer when they return to their families. I've also heard the opposite of that, of members
who have families who still accept these proposed changes because of the benefits to Hoonah
and the need to take care of our community.

You know, last, this proposal has been mired in a notion of a conservation concern rather than
addressing competition. I do not think there's a long-term conservation concern for Sitka black-
tailed deer in the Chichagof area, but I do think that they are repressed in the last three years
due to moderate winters. I'll note that it doesn't matter to Hoonah if deer populations are healthy
in Unit 4, an area comprised of three of the biggest islands in Southeast Alaska, which is the
scale of the analysis, it only matters to us if they're healthy in the areas we hunt and the current
analysis doesn't do a good job of teasing out a local scale because of lack of data (FSB 2023:
341).

Similarly, some comments received during the Fall 2021 Southeast Council meetings noted that reduced
subsistence harvests of deer in the area could stem from localized depletions that ADF&G unit-wide data

was too coarse to detect, or from competition and crowding from NFQUs who were displacing local,
FQSUs from preferred and traditional hunting areas (SERAC 2021b). Some FQSUs also noted that
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hunter effort and harvest reporting data tend to underestimate the amount of hunting activity that actually
takes place in an area (SERAC 2021b). Hoonah residents have also explained that localized deer
population declines and increased hunting pressure may still be related to the legacy of logging and road
construction in the area (SERAC 2021a, 2021b). Together, these issues have exacerbated user conflicts
around Hoonah (SERAC 2021a. 2021b). As one Unit 4 resident noted:

I kind of live for deer, and I wasn’t able to get any last year. I'm getting too old to climb up to
the top of the mountain so, you know, I do rely for them to be on the beaches. Anyway, last
year [ wasn't able to score any. So, I've been saying that the population, I don't know, it seems
to be decreasing if you ask me, and there's more pressure on them all the time (SERAC 2021b:
172).

However, some federally qualified and NFQUs have suggested that deer hunting issues currently being
experienced in places like Hoonah stem from local preferences for beach and road accessible hunting
(SERAC 2021b). An ageing population of hunters in communities like Hoonah might be more reliant
upon beach and low elevation hunts in an otherwise steep and rugged landscape. As one Juneau resident
explained, the perception of increased competition leading to localized declines in the Unit 4 deer
population may be due to recent mild winters, which resulted in deer being spread-out through the
forests rather than concentrated and easily observable on beaches and near roads:

I was out there [in Unit 4] for six weeks last year...and you know, it was cold. It was cold and
there wasn’t much snow last year. So, if you wanted to get deer, you had to go into the woods.
It’s as simple as that... So, I thought we were pretty successful... When you did get into the
woods and tried to walk around up in there, you were crunching through the little bit of frozen
snow that was there...but there was a lot of sign [of deer] ... Very seldom did we run the
beaches. I mean that’s, to me, not really hunting, but [ understand for folks who are a little
older... (SERAC 2021b: 174).

As this statement by the Juneau hunter also suggests, hunting for some NFQUs is not just about the
efficiency with which one can harvest a deer for food; it is also about the experience and sporting nature
of the hunt. Still, for some FQSUs, there are also concerns that non-local hunters impact the success of
local hunters in ways that go beyond competition, crowding, and/or localized depletions. Some residents
assert that non-local hunters, including hunters primarily seeking bear, often shoot at deer and miss,
causing the deer to become more skittish and wary of all hunting presence (SERAC 2021a). As one
resident noted, ““You used to be able to drive up to a deer, get out of the boat within reasonable range and
take the deer. Now, you have to stop 400 or 500 yards away” (SERAC 2021a: 59), and “this is
something my dad taught me, his dad taught him, and my mother's father taught me. If you shoot at a
deer [and miss], you're never going to see that deer again. That's the nature of deer” (SERAC 2021b:
397).

There is also a local perception that non-local hunters, and particularly unguided hunters, engage in
hunting as more of a recreational activity than a way of life (SERAC 2021a). Residents note that they
have seen non-local hunters wasting or improperly processing their deer harvests (SERAC 2021a). As
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one resident explained, “We run into a problem where people from Juneau come out and then they just
take part of the deer and not the whole deer, you know, and I always say, whenever we strip a deer, we
always boil...even boil the bones, just for something to eat. So, the subsistence way of life is that way,
you know, use as much as possible” (SERAC 2021a: 201). This has been an important ethic for rural
communities in Unit 4 where winter food security has been an issue (see Ream and Sill 2017).

Though prey switching among subsistence users has been a recorded method for coping with issues of
competition and fluctuations in the availability of primary subsistence resources, a recent study among
nineteen rural communities in the Yukon River drainage suggests that such strategies often do not
provide substantial compensation for declining harvests of primary subsistence resources (Hansen et al.
2013). The overall utility of such strategies may be complicated by policy restrictions, the increased time
and money required to harvest sufficient amounts of secondary resources, and/or simultaneous declines
in secondary resources (Hansen et al. 2013). In Hoonah, prey switching strategies are complicated by
locally perceived declines in salmon, halibut, herring, Dolly Varden, and marine invertebrates; changing
weather patterns making hunting and meat processing generally more difficult, and burdensome Federal
and State harvest regulations that make it more difficult to harvest subsistence resources effectively and
efficiently (Ream and Sill 2017). Furthermore, deer were the only large land mammal reported harvested
by Hoonah households in the 2012 ADF&G subsistence study (Ream and Sill 2017).

As Ream and Sill (2017: 198) noted in the conclusion of the 2012 Hoonah subsistence study, residents
increasingly find themselves in difficult situations where they need to work more in both the formal cash
economy and the subsistence economy to make ends meet:

There were many comments about the general nature of subsistence. Subsistence is about sharing,
but less sharing occurs when households can only harvest enough for themselves. There seems to
be less sharing occurring now than there was 30 years ago, probably because resources seem
scarcer. Poor opportunities in the cash economy led some respondents to reiterate the necessity of
subsistence to offset the high cost of living in Hoonah. It was also noted that many people are
stuck between needing to work more to earn money, and also needing more subsistence foods to
supplement their income. With less abundant resources, harvesting is harder and takes longer,
which affects their work schedules. While subsistence is important to supplement wages, many
respondents also pointed out the high cost of participating in subsistence harvesting because of
the fuel and equipment needed.

Food Security and Contemporary Economic Conditions

During the most recently published subsistence study conducted by ADF&G in 2012, approximately
31% of the households in Hoonah were considered to be experiencing low or very low food security
(Ream and Sill 2017). The percentage of food insecure households in Hoonah (31%) was roughly two-
and-a-half times higher than the average for the state of Alaska (12%), and the nation overall (15%)
(Ream and Sill 2017). Hoonah households experiencing low food security (28%) reported reduced
quality, variety, or desirability of their diet, whereas Hoonah households experiencing very low food
security (3%) reported multiple instances of disrupted eating patterns and reduced food intake (Ream
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and Sill 2017). A greater percentage of Hoonah households (45%) identified subsistence foods as the
primary source of food insecurity as compared to store-bought foods (Ream and Sill 2017).
Significantly, deer was the subsistence resource that Hoonah households (42%) most reported needing
more of during this 2012 study (Grant and Sill 2017: 271). Approximately 47% of these households
noted that this lack of deer had a “minor impact” on their households, while 30% noted that this lack of
deer had a “major impact” on their households, and an additional 19% noted that the impact was
“severe” (Grant and Sill 2017: 176). Ninety percent of affected households reported having to use more
store-bought food as a result of these issues (Grant and Sill 2017).

Overall, 33% of Hoonah households reported worrying about having enough food, 45% indicated they
lacked the resources necessary to get either store-bought or subsistence foods, and 12% reported cutting
the size of meals or skipping meals due to food insecurity (Ream and Sill 2017). Food insecure
conditions tended to increase during the winter months in Hoonah, with a lack of subsistence foods
being the greatest contributor to food insecure conditions (Ream and Sill 2017). These findings
underscore the importance of successful deer hunting for FQSUs in the area, as deer have consistently
ranked as one of the most important resources in terms of bulk contribution to subsistence in Hoonah
and surrounding communities during previous study years (see Table 5). The vast majority of deer
harvest and hunting effort takes place during October, November, and December in Unit 4, with
November being the most heavily hunted month (see Table 6). This trend is consistent for both FQSUs
and NFQUs (Table 6). The ability for FQSUs to hunt in January appears to be useful in times of
necessity or opportunistic encounters, but it does not appear to be a preferred hunting period due to the
relatively poor condition of deer and the severity of weather typically associated with this time of the
season (Table 6, SERAC 2023b). As ADF&G notes in their comments on this proposal, January was the
least hunted month for Hoonah residents, accounting for approximately 1% of Hoonah residents’
reported hunting days and 3% of their deer harvests from 2013 to 2022.

Table 6. Percentage of Unit 4 deer harvest by month and user type, 2000-2019 (ADF&G 2021).

Hunter type August  September  October November December January
Federally qualified 6% 8% 16% 40% 23% 8%
Non-Federally qualified 5% 6% 13% 53% 22% 0%
Overall 6% 7% 15% 45% 22% 5%

In 2020, there were approximately 931 individuals living in 275 households in Hoonah (US Census
2020a). The median age of Hoonah residents was approximately 47 at this time, about ten years older
than the median age for all Alaskan residents (US Census 2020a). Hoonah also had a significantly larger
proportion of residents 65 and older (20%) when compared to the median figure for the entire state
(13%) (US Census 2020a). The median household income in Hoonah was $64,432 in 2020,
approximately $13,000 less than the median household income for Alaska overall (US Census 2020a).
The employment rate in Hoonah was roughly 54%, about 3% lower than the median employment rate
across the state (US Census 2020a). The primary employment sectors in Hoonah were Public
Administration/Government (18%); Education, Healthcare, and Social Work (17%), Agriculture,
Forestry, Fishing, Hunting, and Mining (16%); and Recreation and the Service Industry (16%) (US
Census 2020a). The poverty rate for families in Hoonah was approximately 8% in 2020, and about 17%
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of Hoonah households qualified for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) (see Table
7). This socioeconomic information for Hoonah in 2020 is compared to that of the previous two US
Census periods in Table 7 below.

Table 7. Hoonah Socioeconomic Statistics for 2000, 2010, and 2020 (US Census 2000, 2010, 2020a,
2020b)

Median Percent of Median Emplovment Family Households
Year | Population Ade Population  Household pRa)t’e Poverty Qualified for
9 65+ Income Rate SNAP
2000 860 35 8% $39,028 48% 14% n/a
2010 760 46 12% $50,511 57% 4% 18%
2020 931 47 20% $64,432 54% 8% 17%

Harvest History

Hunter harvest and effort reporting is another one of the suite of methods that managers use in
combination to monitor deer population trends in Unit 4. As Bethune (2020: 15) notes, hunter harvest
trends, particularly those observed at larger scales, typically reflect current deer population levels.
However, hunter self-reported harvest and effort data should be analyzed cautiously, as reporting rates
can be less than ideal (Bethune 2020). This is particularly the case in smaller rural communities where
reporting rates are often much lower than elsewhere, sometimes less than 30% (Bethune 2020). During
the subsistence study conducted by ADF&G researchers in Hoonah in 2012, “a number of respondents
expressed concern for what the survey results would be used for and asked if they would be used to
implement new regulations and further limit access to subsistence resources” (Ream and Sill 2017: 198).
These types of concerns could also be a reason for low or inaccurate deer harvest reporting in the
community. Resource managers typically call hunters to ask about their hunting efforts and harvests in
an effort to achieve a 60% reporting rate when response rates are low. However, to account for hunters
who do not report, data are proportionally expanded by community size (Bethune 2020). Therefore, “in
small communities with low reporting rates, expanded data may be based on the reports of only a
handful of hunters, resulting in a good deal of uncertainty about the [accuracy of] expanded data”
(Bethune 2020: 16).

Additionally, there are several other reasons why harvest estimates often do not accurately represent the
hunting efforts and success rates of residents in small, rural communities. First, residents of rural
communities often under-report their harvesting statistics because of differences in their interpretations
of survey questions. This is a common phenomenon with survey questions, in which the particular lived
experiences of respondents leads them to interpret questions differently than intended. For example,
residents have noted that the State harvest reporting system used to measure hunting effort and success
may be misleading because subsistence users often only document their successful hunts (SERAC
2021b). As one Unit 4 resident explained, “I question this [harvest success] information. When |
complete a deer hunter survey, I only list actual deer harvested, and it is always a one-day hunt. I never
list the number of times I hunt without success, and it may be three, four, or five times before I shoot a
deer” (SERAC 2021b: 73). Likewise, Hoonah residents have noted that data on harvest success rates are
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often different than local peoples’ observations. “In many cases hunter success rate, especially average
hunter success rate, is lower than indicated in the analysis, and I think that tends to be attributed to just
the competition factor” (SERAC 2021b: 456). Though harvest reports and comprehensive subsistence
survey data are often some of the only sources of quantitative information available on the harvest and
use of wild resources by residents of small rural communities in Alaska, it is important to consider this
type of quantitative information holistically, in combination with qualitative testimony of local users’
observations and traditional ecological knowledge (SERAC 2021b).

ADF&G harvest data from 2000 through 2021 (ADF&G 2022b) were used to try to gain some
understanding of the deer harvest patterns and trends of federally qualified and NFQUs in the portion of
northeastern Chichagof Island addressed by the proposal (i.e., the “proposal area”). Likewise, hunter
effort was also measured as a function of the overall number of hunters and hunter-days. It should be
noted that these measurements of hunter effort do not specifically account for potential confounding
factors such as community population change, weather, the price of gas, or hunter competition. Hunter
harvest and effort measurements were grouped by Wildlife Analysis Area (WAA), which roughly
correspond to major watersheds or other distinct geographic areas (see Figure 2). Since effort was
calculated by WAA, individual hunters using multiple WAAs in a single regulatory year may have been
counted multiple times and over-represented in these calculations.

According to the available data, from 2000 to 2021, approximately 80% of Hoonah residents’ reported
deer harvests, and 79% of their reported hunting days took place within the WAAs covered by the
proposal area (see Table 8). The East Side Port Frederick/Game Creek (3523), Hoonah Area (3524),
Whitestone Harbor/False Bay Drainages (3551), Freshwater Bay Drainages (3525), and
Humpback/Gallagher Creeks (4252) WAAs accounted the vast majority of these harvests and hunting
days (Table 8). A relatively small amount of hunting and harvest took place in the remaining WAAs
within the proposal area (Table 8). Hoonah residents also reported minimal hunting and harvest
occurring in WAAs located outside the proposal area (Table 8). However, the location of about 18% of
the total reported harvest and 19% of the hunting days reported by Hoonah residents during this time
could not be determined from the information returned and is unknown. It is possible that some of this
unknown harvest and harvest effort may have also taken place within the proposal area. Based on the
distribution of reported deer harvest and hunting days by Hoonah residents, proximity to Hoonah
appears to be a primary factor in selecting hunting locations.
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Table 8. Distribution of Unit 4 Deer Hunting Effort and Harvest by Hoonah Residents by Wildlife Analysis
Area (WAA), 2000-2021 (ADF&G 2022b, ADF&G 2021).

- Total Days Percent Percent

WAAs within Proposal Area Harvest Hunted Harvest y Days
unted

3523 EAST SIDE PORT FREDERICK, GAME CREEK 1449 3952 17% 18%
3524 HOONAH AREA 1262 4096 15% 19%
3525 FRESHWATER BAY DRAINAGES 986 2577 12% 12%
3526 NORTH SHORE TENAKEE INLET 13 45 <1% <1%
3551 WHITESTONE HARBOR, FALSE BAY DRAINAGES 1098 2934 13% 13%
4222 PT. ADOLPHUS, MUD BAY AREA 237 338 3% 2%
4252 HUMPBACK, GALLAGHER CREEKS 1046 2315 12% 11%
4253 NEKA BAY DRAINAGES 755 1121 9% 5%
Total within Proposal Area (Inside NECCUA) 6845 17376 80% 79%
Percent

WAAs outside Proposal Area Ha:-\z::tl Hu[r)ligj 52:322: 9’ Days
unted

3001 NAKWASINA, NEVA STRAIT AREA 2 5 <1% <1%
3002 SITKA ROAD SYSTEM 10 12 <1% <1%
3104 NORTHERN KRUZOF IS. 18 13 <1% <1%
3207 CRAWFISH INLETS, NECKAR BAY 3 3 <1% <1%
3308 KOOK LAKE, SITKOH BAY, FALSE IS. 23 252 <1% <1%
3314 FISH BAY DRAINAGES 0 17 <1% <1%
3417 WEST COAST CHICHAGOF 12 9 <1% <1%
3418 YAKOBI IS. 5 7 <1% <1%
3420 IDAHO INLET DRAINAGES 32 75 <1% <1%
3421 PORT ALTHORP, LOWER LISIANSKI, INIAN IS. 8 17 <1% <1%
3627 CORNER BAY, TRAP BAY 3 5 <1% <1%
3629 SOUTHERN SHORE TENAKEE INLET 6 3 <1% <1%
3732 WARM SPRINGS COAST 3 3 <1% <1%
3836 HAWK INLET, YOUNG BAY DRAINAGES 3 3 <1% <1%
3939 PYBUS BAY DRAINAGES 8 19 <1% <1%
4041 WHITEWATER BAY, WILSON COVE 3 6 <1% <1%
4043 CENTRAL ADMIRALTY LAKES 6 6 <1% <1%
4044 SHEE-ATIKA DRAINAGES 15 15 <1% <1%
4055 HOOD BAY, CHAIK BAY DRAINAGES 3 6 <1% <1%
4150 GRAND IS., OLIVER INLET, STINK CREEK 0 10 <1% <1%
4256 LEMESURIER, PLEASANT ISLANDS 18 16 <1% <1%
Total Outside Proposal Area (Outside NECCUA) 181 503 2% 2%
Total (Known Harvest Area) 7026 17879 82% 81%
Unknown Harvest Area 1485 4133 18% 19%

Federal Subsistence Board Public Materials: Volume I1 661



WP24-05

Based on the reported data, an average of approximately 568 users hunted for 2,017 days, harvesting a
total of 693 deer within the proposal area each year from 2000 to 2021 (see Table 9). However, the total
number of hunters, hunter days, and deer harvested in the proposal area by both FQSUs and NFQUs was
variable between years (Table 9). In most years, FQSUs harvested more deer from the proposal area due
to the larger number of hunters present in this group. On average, roughly 55% of all reported hunters
utilizing the proposal area each year were FQSUs (Table 9). About 77% of these FQSUs were Hoonah
residents (Table 9). NFQUs accounted for an average of approximately 45% of all reported hunters
utilizing the proposal area each year from 2000 — 2021 (Table 9). Most of these users came from Juneau
(ADF&G 2021).

The available yearly data on hunter days and harvests within the proposal area shows similar trends
between 2000 and 2021 (Table 9). On average, Hoonah residents were responsible for about 39% of
reported hunter days and 45% of reported harvests in the proposal area each year (Table 9). Other
FQSUs were generally responsible for about 13% of reported hunter days and 15% of reported harvests
each year (Table 9). NFQUs were responsible for an average of about 48% of reported hunter days and
40% of reported harvests in the proposal area each year (Table 9). However, the proportion of NFQU
hunter effort and harvest within the proposal area increased fairly substantially over the two most recent
reporting periods (2011-2015 & 2016-2020). During the 2016 — 2020 reporting period, NFQUs
accounted for an average of 54% of all reported hunters, 67% of all reported hunter days, and 50% of all
reported harvests taken from the proposal area.

Overall, NFQUs were the only user group reporting increases in average yearly hunters (+12% or +32
hunters), hunter days (+26% or +232 hunter days), or harvests (+12% or +38 deer) in the proposal area
between the 2001-2005 reporting period and the 2016-2020 reporting period (Table 9). Perhaps most
significantly, the average number of reported NFQU hunter days in the proposal area each year increased
by approximately 34% between 2001-2010 (817 days) and 2011-2020 (1,097 days).

Hoonah hunters reported the most substantial declines in average hunters (-44% or -138 hunters), hunter
days (-76% or -888 hunter days), and harvests per year (-56% or -295 deer) between these two reporting
periods (see Table 9). For all user groups and reporting periods, years of declining harvest were
generally correlated with declines in reported hunters and hunter days (Table 9). This issue complicates
the analysis, though there may be numerous contextual factors such as those previously discussed that
are not reflected in this data.
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The proposal area accounted for a relatively substantial amount NFQUSs’ overall hunting efforts and
harvests within Unit 4 between 2000 and 2021 (ADF&G 2021, 2022¢). Approximately 19% (5,639
users) of all NFQUs’ hunted in the proposal area from 2000 — 2021. NFQUs also spent about 19%
(21,146 days) of their hunting days in Unit 4 within the proposal area during this time (ADF&G 2021,
2022c). Likewise, roughly 18% (6,134 deer) of all deer harvested by NFQU's within Unit 4 during this
period were taken from the proposal area (ADF&G 2021, 2022¢). WAAs 3525 (Freshwater Bay
Drainages), 3526 (North Shore Tenakee Inlet), and 3524 (Hoonah Area) were the portions of the
proposal area most heavily utilized NFQUs, accounting for over 58% of all NFQU hunting effort and
harvest in the proposal area from 2000 — 2021 (ADF&G 2021, 2022c¢).

Other Alternatives Considered

Harvest limit reduction: The current proposal (WP24-05) responds to critiques of earlier, similar

proposals (WP22-08, -10) where proposed harvest limit reductions for NFQUs were not considered
sufficient to provide for a meaningful conservation benefit or substantially improve the success rates of
FQSUs (SERAC 2021b). Recently reported data shows that relatively few NFQUs harvest their full
harvest limit in this area (OSM 2022b). A harvest limit reduction that allows for the taking of more than
one deer by NFQUs would probably not reduce issues of competition and crowding in and around the
proposal area during the proposed closure period.

Reduce extent of closure area and/or period of closure: The current proposal represents the outcome of

significant consideration of this option. The proponents note that it is intended to limit the proposed
closure area to the WAAs most utilized by Hoonah residents and other nearby communities (Table 8).
The proposal (WP24-05) also limits the length of the closure to a relatively short period of time
considered most important to local subsistence users. At its fall 2023 meeting, The Southeast Council
voted to remove WAAs 3526 and 4222 from the proposed closure area and reduce the proposed closure
period from November 1-15 to November 1-10 (SERAC 2023). These reductions in closure size and
length could help minimize competition and conflicts between user groups in Hoonah’s most heavily
utilized deer hunting areas, while displacing fewer NFQUs. However, there may still be other portions of
the proposed closure area that are not as essential to local subsistence deer hunting efforts. It may be
worth considering further reducing the size of the proposed closure area, particularly in light of another
current proposal (WP24-06) seeking to close a portion of northwest Chichagof Island to NFQUs during
the same time period.

Working Group: One alternative considered during previous deliberations on similar proposals was to
establish a Unit 4 deer working group. This suggestion was mentioned by some Southeast Council
members and public testifiers during the fall 2021 Southeast Council meeting (OSM 2022a). Developing
a “Unit 4 deer management strategy,” was also recommended multiple times during the fall 2021
Southeast Council meeting (OSM 2022a). It was suggested that this alternative would allow
consideration of deer harvest and hunter competition issues in Unit 4 on a more holistic and longer
timescale. It would also enable all alternatives to be considered and could help bring user groups
together for discussion and compromise.
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Since this time, a “North Unit 4 Deer Working Group” has been established under the guidance of the
Hoonah Indian Association Environmental Programs (HIA Environmental 2023a). The first meeting of
this group was held on March 15, 2023. The stated goals for the group are to:

Complete annual community surveys on deer harvest and use by training people in the
communities to do the work; (2) Understand if/how competition is impacting subsistence use of
deer on north Chichagof; (3) Collect deer data through camera traps in overwintering areas to
begin to get trend data for deer numbers; (4) Host meetings where managers, community
members, and non-community members can discuss their deer harvest needs; and (5) Increase
community understanding of how harvest reporting is used in management with the goal of
increasing community reporting (HIA Environmental 2023a).

Preliminary information from HIA subsistence surveys and the deer working group has been
integrated into this analysis.

Effects of the Proposal

The proponents have asserted that the continuation of subsistence and meaningful rural priority is under
threat from increasing competition from NFQUSs in and around Hoonah. If the Board adopts this
proposal, it will restrict NFQUSs from hunting deer within the NECCUA on northeastern Chichagof
Island from November 1-15. This could potentially provide federally qualified users in the area with an
enhanced subsistence harvest opportunity, by reducing user competition and conflict during a period of
peak hunter effort and harvest that is particularly important for a community that faces winter food
security issues. The proponents have noted that competition can significantly restrict access and overall
hunting success at favored deer hunting sites located along the road system. November is the month
when the greatest amount of federally qualified and non-federally qualified hunter effort and harvest has
taken place within Unit 4 in recent years. Weather conditions are typically favorable for hunting and
meat processing, deer provide the highest quality and amount of meat, and deer are generally more
susceptible to harvest during this time.

Adopting the proposed closure could lead to increased harvest effort by NFQUSs before and after the
closure period. The proposed closure could also lead to increased hunting pressure and user conflicts
along beaches, as areas below the high tide line are State-managed lands. The proponents, however, note
that beach hunting generally takes place above the high tide line in this area. The proposal will prevent
NFQUs with local ties to the area from directly participating in deer hunting during the period of closure,
but they may help in other ways such as with meat processing. Some people from Hoonah and other
rural areas move to Juneau for employment but often return to these communities to participate in
subsistence harvesting with family and friends.

While deliberating similar proposals (WP22-07, -08, -09/10) during the previous wildlife cycle, some
Southeast Council members expressed concern over the potential displacement of NFQUs to other areas
of Unit 4 if these types of proposals were to be adopted. These Council members were particularly
concerned about potential displacement creating similar problems elsewhere if all three deer proposals
(WP22-07, -08, and -10) under consideration at the time were to be adopted (SERAC 2021b). This issue
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remains a concern with the current proposal (WP24-05) and a similar proposal (WP24-06) to close an
area of northwestern Chichagof Island to NFQUSs during the same time-period.

OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION
Oppose WP24-05

Justification

Deer have been and continue to be very important to local subsistence livelihoods and ways of life for
FQSUs living in the Hoonah area. Many area residents have noted that they have had to change their
deer hunting methods to focus their efforts closer to home, as it has become too expensive and dangerous
to travel further without the necessary fuel or equipment. Residents have noted that recently increasing
numbers of NFQUs utilizing the Hoonah road system and/or anchoring boats in narrow embayments to
hunt for deer are increasing issues of competition and user conflict in the area. Residents of Hoonah and
similar communities have also noted that deer populations within Unit 4 may not be tracked at a fine
enough scale to consistently capture localized depletions that exacerbate issues of competition and user
conflict. Residents have also explained that hunter effort and harvest reporting tend to underestimate the
amount of hunting effort taking place, and overestimate hunting success rates. There is data presented in
this analysis that supports these arguments, suggesting that rates of competition for deer in the proposal
area in recent years may be impacting the success and efficiency of residents of the Hoonah area who
have had to focus their deer hunting efforts closer to home.

However, it is still not clear that the current levels of competition created by NFQUs in the proposal area
pose the type of threat to the continuation of subsistence that would justify a closure to non-federally
qualified users. There may be a better compromise available to address the proponents’ concerns without
enacting a closure to non-federally qualified users. Though Hoonah residents’ deer harvests have
generally declined over the past twenty-two years analyzed for this proposal, these declining harvests
have typically been associated with declines in reported hunting effort that cannot always be explained
by associated declines in the community’s population. Despite the noteworthy limitations in the hunter
harvest and effort reporting framework, this issue complicates the analysis. More information is required
to better understand local hunter harvest reporting practices and the potential relationships between
declining economies, rising fuel costs, local hunter effort, the residual impacts of logging, and increasing
rates of competition from NFQUSs in the proposal area.

Overall, the Office of Subsistence Management feels that more information is still needed from a greater
sample of the local population to determine whether a closure to NFQUs is necessary, and exactly where
that closure should be located. OSM hopes to receive this type of information through additional
meetings of the Southeast Council and the North Unit 4 Deer Working Group.
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ANALYSIS ADDENDUM

OSM CONCLUSION

Support WP24-05 with modification to remove Wildlife Analysis Areas 4222, 4252, 4253, and 3526
from the proposed closure area and reduce the proposed closure period from November 1-15 to
November 1-10 (see Figure 5). The modified regulation should read:

Unit 4 - Deer

Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may be taken only from Aug. 1 —Jan. 31
Sept. 15 —Jan. 31.

Federal Public lands of the Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use Area south
of Port Frederick, draining into the waters of Chatham Strait between Point
Augusta and East Point, including Freshwater Bay, are closed to deer
hunting Nov. 1-10, except by federally qualified subsistence users hunting
under these regulations.

Justification

Deer have been and continue to be very important to local subsistence livelihoods and ways of life for
FQSUs living in the Hoonah area. Deer have consistently ranked as a key resource in terms of bulk
contribution to subsistence diets in Hoonah during previous studies conducted by ADF&G researchers.
However, reports of substantial hunter competition and localized depletions of deer have been common
in the Hoonah area since the most recent period of logging and road construction took place in the mid-
1980s. Per capita deer harvests by Hoonah residents have also been in decline since the 1990s. Hoonah
households reported substantial levels of food insecurity during the most recent subsistence study
conducted by ADF&G, and deer were the subsistence resource that Hoonah households most reported
needing more of during this study. Reported simultaneous declines in other key subsistence resources,
changing weather patterns, economic declines coupled with rising fuel prices, and policy restrictions
make it difficult to effectively compensate for the impacts of high levels of competition for deer in the
proposal area.

There is qualitative and quantitative data that supports residents’ claim that competition with non-locals
has been threatening the continuation of subsistence uses of deer, and that a limited closure to non-
federally qualified users is necessary to continue these uses per §815(3) of ANILCA. First, Hoonah
residents have noted that because of declines in the commercial fishing industry and associated
economic issues, they have had to change their deer hunting methods to focus their efforts closer to
home, as it has become too expensive and/or dangerous to travel further without the necessary fuel or
equipment. This issue has also been documented in the most recently reported subsistence study
conducted by ADF&G researchers in Hoonah. Residents have noted that the high numbers of NFQU's
utilizing the Hoonah road system and/or anchoring boats in narrow embayments to hunt deer are causing
competition issues and user conflicts in the area. Local knowledge attests to the fact that the Hoonah
road system becomes overcrowded during the period surrounding the rut, and that this crowding can
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substantially impact residents’ ability to hunt effectively and efficiently during a key period for
subsistence harvesting.

Second, residents have also noted localized depletions of deer within the core subsistence harvesting
area around Hoonah, and that deer populations within Unit 4 may not be tracked at a fine enough scale to
consistently capture the impacts of this issue. Third, residents have further explained that their recent
difficulties in harvesting deer are not well represented in the quantitative data collected on deer harvests
and hunter effort. They note that hunter effort and harvest reporting tend to underestimate the amount of
hunting effort taking place, and overestimate hunting success rates. Residents have also voiced concerns
about how resource harvest data might be used by Federal and State agencies in ways that could further
complicate and restrict their subsistence harvesting activities. These types of concerns may be limiting
the harvest reporting rates of Hoonah residents, as well as their overall involvement in Federal and State
subsistence programs. Still, the quantitative data presented in this analysis shows that rates of
competition for deer in the proposal area are very high based on NFQU hunter days and that the average
number NFQU hunter days in the proposal area per year increased substantially during the 2011 to 2020
period. This amount of competition appears to be impacting the success and efficiency of Hoonah
residents who have had to focus their deer hunting efforts closer to home.

The OSM modification would increase subsistence harvest opportunity for FQSUs in the Hoonah area
by allowing for a ten-day period where residents could hunt in their most heavily utilized areas closest to
home, during a very important time in the local deer harvest season, without potential competition from
NFQUs. The OSM modification reduces the size of the proposed closure area to focus on the WAAs
(3523, 3524, 3525, and 3551) along the road system in and around Hoonah. These are the areas closest
to home that are most heavily utilized by residents, as shown in the hunter harvest and effort data in
Table 9, and the deer hunting locations reported to ADF&G researchers in Figure 4.

Under the OSM modification, NFQUs would maintain the ability to hunt within the entire section of the
NECCUA north of Port Frederick (WAAs 4222, 4252, and 4253), as well as the North Shore Tenakee
area (WAA 3526) during the proposed ten-day closure. Excluding WAA 3526 from the proposed closure
area seems appropriate since it is one of the deer hunting locations most heavily utilized by NFQUs, but
accounts for less than 1% of Hoonah residents’ recent harvests and days hunted in the NECCUA (see
Table 9). Similarly, excluding WAAs 4222, 4252, and 4253 would reduce the area of the closure, and
thereby reduce the impact of the closure on NFQUSs. These WAAs (4222, 4252, and 4253) also do not
appear to be as essential to Hoonah residents’ deer hunting efforts as those areas along the road system
in and around Hoonah (see Table 9 and Figure 4).

This modification is expected to have some limited impacts on NFQUs. While 19% of all NFQUs
hunting deer in Unit 4 hunted within the proposed closure area, the short duration of the closure and
reduced size of the closure area under this modification should mitigate these effects. However, this
level of recent NFQU hunter effort within the NECCUA also demonstrates the extremely high rates of
competition experienced by FQSUs in the proposal area and the disproportionate benefits this closure
could have for FQSUs. As previously reported by ADF&G researchers, Hoonah residents have been
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experiencing high rates of food insecurity, in large part due to the increasing difficulty of acquiring
subsistence foods under conditions of intense competition and crowding from NFQUs in and around
Hoonah.
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Figure 5. OSM Modified Proposal Area in relation to Hoonah, Gustavus, and Wildlife Analysis Areas on
Chichagof Island (For Informational Purposes Only).
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SUBSISTENCE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS
Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Recommendation

Support WP24-05 with modification to remove Wildlife Analysis Areas 4222 and 3526 from the
proposed closure area and reduce the proposed closure period from November 1-15 to November 1-10
(see Figure 6). The Council felt this action was necessary to support the continuation of subsistence uses
in this area, while also causing the least possible impact to non-federally qualified users. The Council
felt that supporting the proposal with modification would provide a more meaningful subsistence
preference by reducing competition during a key time for subsistence deer hunting, and thereby improve
Hoonah residents’ ability to access deer and meet their subsistence needs efficiently and economically in
a context where economic declines have forced residents to focus their hunting strategies much closer to
home.

OSM’s interpretation of the Council’s intent is:
Unit 4 - Deer

Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may be taken only from Aug. 1 —Jan. 31
Sept. 15 —Jan. 31.

Federal public lands of the Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use area draining
into the waters of Icy Strait east of Point Adolphus, including Port Frederick;
and the waters of Chatham Strait south of Point Augustus and north of East
Point, including Freshwater Bay are closed to deer hunting Nov. 1-10, except
by federally qualified subsistence users hunting under these regulations.
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Figure 6. Southeast Council’s Modified Proposal Area in relation to Hoonah, Gustavus, and Wildlife
Analysis Areas on Chichagof Island (For Informational Purposes Only).
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INTERAGENCY STAFF COMMITTEE COMMENTS

The ISC acknowledges the extensive effort made by the Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional
Advisory Council (Council) during both the 2022-2024 and the 2024-2026 Wildlife Regulatory Cycles
to help federally qualified subsistence users meet their subsistence needs for deer in the Hoonah area.

Deer populations in Unit 4 are the highest in the state and closures are not needed for conservation
reasons. The Council’s justification for submitting WP24-05 focuses on the closure being necessary to
continue subsistence uses due to competition and user conflict in the areas closer to Hoonah. While
reported harvest success by federally qualified subsistence users appears stable over the last decade
based on quantitative harvest data, federally qualified subsistence users in the area report these data
underestimate hunter effort and do not capture competition that affects their ability to harvest enough
deer to meet their subsistence needs.

The ISC recognizes the effort that the Council has put into providing a meaningful subsistence priority,
while trying to reduce restrictions on non-federally qualified users as much as possible. Since
submission of their first proposal for the 2022 regulatory cycle, the Council reduced the duration of their
requested restriction to limit non-federally qualified users to two bucks for the entire season, to a 15-day
closure, to the current Council recommendation of closing for 10 days at the beginning of November and
reduced the requested closure area to those areas closest to home and most utilized by Hoonah residents.
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ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME COMMENTS
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS
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Data from the Alaska Department of Fish & Game debunked claims in proposals heard
by the board in 2023 that deer populations in Unit 4 were down. Deer populations in
Unit 4 are abundant and healthy and near carrying capacity. And there was absolutely
no real evidence by proponents of deer hunting restrictions on NFQU that subsistence
needs were not being met,

The same applies to these proposals before the board for the 2024-2026 cycle.

As to evidence of subsistence needs not being met, we again did not see any such
evidence in Wildlife Proposals 24-04, 24-05, or 24-06. NFQU are not “obstructing
access,” nor are they altering deer behavior. as stated in WP 24-04. The one factual
statement in WP 24-04 is that NFQU compete with locals for the deer resource. But that
does not mean that such competition prevents subsistence needs from being met
during the peak of the rut Nov 1 -15, which is when proponents of these proposals want
non-local deer hunters restricted.

As mentioned in our RHAK testimony before the board last year, “competition” alone is
not a valid reason under ANILCA guidelines to restrict NFQU. We explained that of
course every hunter would like it if he or she was the only one in the field, but that is not
a valid reason to restrict others. We also mentioned that the opportunity to hunt is never
a guarantee that one will be successful. One individual hunter who may not have been
as successful as he or she was in the past is not at all an example that subsistence
needs are not being met.

We urge the board not to set precedent by passing these proposals that would
essentially use “competition” alone as the rationale for restrictions on NFQU. Without
concrete evidence that subsistence needs are not being met because non-locals are
allowed to hunt during the same period as locals, these proposals should be voted
down.

Thank you board members for your attention to our comments.
Sincerely,

Mark Richards

Executive Director Resident Hunters of Alaska

www residenthuntersofalaska.org
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WP24-06 Executive Summary

General Description Wildlife Proposal WP24-06 requests to close the Federal public lands
within drainages flowing into Lisianski Inlet, Lisianski Strait, and
Stag Bay south of a line connecting Soapstone and Column points
and north of a line connecting Point Theodore and Point Urey to deer
hunting by non-federally qualified users from Nov. 1-15. Submitted
by: Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Proposed Regulation Unit 4 Deer
Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may Aug. 1 —
be taken only from Sept. 15 — Jan. 31 Jan. 31

Federal public lands within drainages flowing into
Lisianski Inlet, Lisianski Strait, and Stag Bay south
of a line connecting Soapstone and Column points
and north of a line connecting Point Theodore and
Point Uray are closed to deer hunting Nov. 1-15,
except by federally qualified subsistence users
hunting under these regulations.

OSM Preliminary Conclusion | Oppose

OSM Conclusion Support with modification to reduce the proposed closure period
from November 1-15 to November 1-10.

Southeast Alaska Subsistence | Support with modification to reduce the proposed closure period
Regional Advisory Council from Nov. 1-15 to Nov. 1-10.

Recommendation OSM’s interpretation of the Council’s intent is:
Unit 4 Deer
Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may Aug. I —
be taken only from Sept. 15 —Jan. 31 Jan. 31

Federal public lands within drainages flowing into
Lisianski Inlet, Lisianski Strait, and Stag Bay south
of a line connecting Soapstone and Column points
and north of a line connecting Point Theodore and
Point Uray are closed to deer hunting Nov. 1-10,
except by federally qualified subsistence users
hunting under these regulations.
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WP24-06 Executive Summary

Interagency Staff Committee | The ISC acknowledges the extensive effort made by the Southeast
Comments Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (Council) during both
the 2022-2024 and the 2024-2026 Wildlife Regulatory Cycles to help
federally qualified subsistence users meet their subsistence needs for
deer in the Pelican area.

Deer populations in Unit 4 are the highest in the state and closures
are not needed for conservation reasons. The Council’s justification
for submitting WP24-06 focuses on the closure being necessary to
continue subsistence uses due to competition and user conflict in the
areas closer to Pelican. While reported harvest success by federally
qualified subsistence users appears stable over the last decade based
on quantitative harvest data, federally qualified subsistence users in
the area report these data underestimate hunter effort and do not
capture competition that affects their ability to harvest enough deer to
meet their subsistence needs.

The ISC recognizes the effort that the Council has put into providing
a meaningful subsistence priority, while trying to reduce restrictions
on non-federally qualified users as much as possible. Since
submission of their first proposal for the 2022 regulatory cycle, the
Council reduced the duration of their requested closure from 2.5
months to 15 days to the current Council recommendation of 10 days
at the beginning of November and reduced the requested closure area
to those areas closest to home and most utilized by Pelican residents.

ADF&G Position Oppose

Written Public Comments 48 Oppose

Federal Subsistence Board Public Materials: Volume I1 783



WP24-06

STAFF ANALYSIS
WP24-06

ISSUES

Proposal WP24-06 was submitted by the Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council
(Southeast Council). The proponents request to close a portion of northwest Chichagof Island around
Pelican to deer hunting by non-federally qualified users (NFQUs) from Nov. 1-15 (see Figure 1). The
specific closure area would include Federal public lands within drainages flowing into Lisianski Inlet,
Lisianski Strait, and Stag Bay south of a line connecting Soapstone and Column points and north of a
line connecting Point Theodore and Point Urey (see Figure 2). This proposed closure area encompasses
parts of Wildlife Analysis Areas (WAAs) 3417, 3418, 3419, and 3421.

DISCUSSION

The proponents submitted WP24-06 to establish a meaningful preference for the continuation of
subsistence uses of deer by federally qualified subsistence users (FQSUs) in the Pelican area. Pelican
residents depend on deer as a key component of their subsistence way of life. However, the proponents
assert that residents in this area have been experiencing difficulties harvesting enough deer to meet their
subsistence needs because of increasing competition and user conflict with non-federally qualified users
(NFQUs). The proponents assert that NFQUSs anchor boats in small bays, often inhibiting access to
subsistence users’ primary hunting areas. The proponents note that NFQUs may also decrease the
success rates of subsistence users if they shoot at deer and miss, causing deer to become more skittish
and wary of hunter presence.

The proponents explain that high fuel costs, depressed economies, small boats, and inclement weather
are all impacting the ability of Pelican residents to meet their subsistence needs. Pelican residents cannot
afford to have unsuccessful deer hunts, or to travel far from their community to hunt deer. NFQUs
exacerbate these concerns by obstructing access, competing for deer, and potentially altering deer
behavior, all of which decrease the chances of successful subsistence hunts and hinder the continuation
of subsistence uses.

Subsistence livelihoods require effective and efficient harvests. The proponents note that the proposed
two-week closure window in early November is the most efficient time for subsistence deer hunting in
Unit 4 for several reasons. First, the deer are still fat, providing the highest quality and amount of meat.
Second, the deer are in rut, making them more susceptible to harvest. Third, weather conditions are
typically favorable for hunting and proper meat processing.

The proponents assert that this two-week closure would allow for the continuation of subsistence uses
and provide a meaningful subsistence preference, enhancing opportunity for subsistence users and
helping them meet their subsistence needs by reducing competition and improving access to hunting
areas during the most important time of year for subsistence deer hunting. Additionally, the proponents
note that the proposed closure area is limited in scope but represents the area most hunted by Pelican
residents. The proponents state that this closure will have a relatively small impact on NFQUs who
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would maintain significant time and space to hunt deer in Unit 4, but the closure would greatly benefit
local subsistence users.

The proponents also acknowledge that while tidelands are State managed lands, unaffected by any
Federal closures, this should not decrease the effectiveness or necessity of this proposed closure. Deer
are primarily pushed to beaches by heavy snowfalls, which usually occur after the requested closure
period. Additionally, much of the proposed closure area is extremely steep and does not contain many
beaches. Lastly, the proponents assert that when deer are on beaches, they are usually feeding above the
mean high tide line, which is under Federal jurisdiction.

Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 4 - Deer

Unit 4 — 6 deer, however, female deer may be taken only from Aug. 1 —Jan. 31
Sept. 15 —Jan. 31.

Proposed Federal Regulation

Unit 4 - Deer

Unit 4 — 6 deer,; however, female deer may be taken only from Aug. 1 —Jan. 31
Sept. 15 —Jan. 31.

Federal public lands within drainages flowing into Lisianski Inlet,
Lisianski Strait, and Stag Bay south of a line connecting Soapstone
and Column points and north of a line connecting Point Theodore
and Point Uray are closed to deer hunting Nov. 1-15, except by
federally qualified subsistence users hunting under these regulations.

Existing State Regulation
Unit 4 - Deer

Chichagof Island east of Port Frederick and north of Tenakee Inlet

Residents - 3 deer total Bucks Aug. I - Sept.14
Any deer Sept. 15 - Dec. 31
Nonresidents — 2 Bucks Bucks Aug. 1 — Dec. 31
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Unit 4 - Deer

Remainder

Residents - 6 deer total Bucks Aug. 1 - Sept.14
Any deer Sept. 15— Dec. 31

Nonresidents — 2 Bucks Bucks Aug. 1 —Dec. 31

Extent of Federal Public Lands/Waters

Unit 4 is comprised of approximately 96% Federal Public Lands, of which of 99% are U.S. Forest
Service (USFS) managed lands, and less than 1% National Park Service or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service managed lands (Error! Reference source not found.). Unit 4 consists primarily of Admiralty,
Baranof, and Chichagof Islands, along with some smaller adjacent islands. The proposed closure area is
approximately 218 square miles in size, and it encompasses parts of Wildlife Analysis Areas (WAAs)
3417, 3418, 3419, and 3421 on northwestern Chichagof Island (see Figure 2).

Customary and Traditional Use Determination

Rural residents of Units 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 have a customary and traditional use determination for deer in
Unit 4.
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Figure 1. Unit 4 Map with Proposal Analysis Area Encircled in Red.
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Figure 2. Proposed Closure Area in relation to Pelican and Wildlife Analysis Areas 3417, 3418, 3419,
and 3421 (For Informational Purposes Only).
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Regulatory History

Except for the 1992/93 and 1993/94 regulatory years, the Federal season for deer in Unit 4 has been from
August 1 to January 31, with a harvest limit of six deer. However, harvest of antlerless deer has only
been permitted from September 15 to January 31. In 1992, in response to several deep snow winters, the
northern Baranof Island area harvest limit was reduced to four deer, the season was shortened to
December 31, and the area closed to non-federally qualified users (NFQUs). In 1993, the northeast
Chichagof Island area was closed to the harvest of deer by NFQUs after November 1 (OSM 2022a).

From the late 1980s through 1991, the State general season in the northeast Chichagof area had a harvest
limit of three deer. However, the State subsistence season allowed for the harvest of six deer, with the
season running from August 1 through January 31. Since 1992, the State deer season has been from
August 1 through December 31, with the harvest of antlerless deer only permitted from September 15
through December 31. For Chichagof Island east of Port Frederick and north of Tenakee Inlet, including
all drainages into Tenakee Inlet, the State harvest limit has been three deer. The State harvest limit for
the remainder of Unit 4 was four deer, until 2019, when it was increased to six deer.

In 2000, two proposals addressing Unit 4 deer regulations were submitted by members of the public
during the Federal wildlife regulatory cycle (WP00-08 and -09). These proposals were motivated by
conservation concerns following heavy snow winters during the 1998-1999 season, the increased winter
deer mortality typically associated with heavy snows, decreased deer habitat due to recent logging in the
area, and increasing hunting pressure enabled by logging road construction (OSM 2000). One proposal
requested to rescind the January Federal deer season in Unit 4, while the other requested to rescind the
January deer season and reduce the harvest limit from six deer to four deer. Both proposals were rejected
by the Federal Subsistence Board (Board), consistent with the recommendations of the Southeast
Council. The stated justification was that the available deer population and harvest survey data for Unit 4
did not indicate a conservation concern, and that the proposed changes would unnecessarily restrict
subsistence opportunity (FSB 2000).

In 2010, three proposals addressing Unit 4 deer regulations were submitted during the Federal wildlife
regulatory cycle (WP10-13, -14, and -21). These proposals were submitted following significant deer
population declines that occurred during the deep snow winters of 2006 through 2009. WP10-13 was
submitted by the Southeast Council, requesting to close the female deer season on January 15 in that
portion of Unit 4 draining into Chatham Strait, Peril Strait, and Icy Strait, including Tenakee Inlet.
WP10-14 was submitted by the Southeast Council, requesting to close Federal public lands in the
Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use Area (NECCUA) to the harvest of female deer by NFQUSs in
December. WP10-21 was submitted by the Southeast Council, requesting that deer harvest on the
Federal public lands of the NECCUA be restricted to residents of Hoonah. None of these proposals were
adopted by the Board. Instead, Federal and State managers closed the female deer season in the
NECCUA for the 2010 regulatory year, and part of the 2011 and 2012 regulatory years. These closures
were enacted to help the deer population recover from the deep-snow winters of 2006 through 2009.
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In 2012, one proposal concerning Unit 4 deer regulations was submitted during the Federal wildlife
regulatory cycle (WP12-06). This proposal sought to address population concerns following the deep
snow winters of 2006 through 2009, by rescinding the January deer season in Unit 4. The Board rejected
this proposal because it was determined that rescinding the January season would unnecessarily restrict
subsistence users, while providing little conservation benefit (FSB 2012). Based on available survey and
harvest data, Federal and State managers believed that the Unit 4 deer population had completely
recovered from the previous deep-snow winters by the 2013 season (OSM 2022a).

In 2019, the Alaska Board of Game (BOG) adopted Proposal 18, increasing the State general season
harvest limit from four deer to six deer in Unit 4 Remainder. The stated justification was that additional
sustainable harvest opportunity could be provided because there were no conservation concerns.

In 2022, four proposals (WP22-07, -08, -09, -10) concerning Unit 4 deer regulations were submitted
during the Federal wildlife regulatory cycle. WP22-07 was submitted by the Southeast Council,
requesting that the Federal public lands of Admiralty Island draining into Chatham Strait between Point
Marsden and Point Gardner be closed to deer hunting September 15 through November 30, except by
federally qualified subsistence users (FQSUs). WP22-08 was also submitted by the Southeast Council,
requesting that the Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use Area (NECCUA) annual deer harvest limit for
NFQUs be reduced to two male deer. These two proposals were originally motivated by conservation
concerns for the local deer population and an effort to prevent further depletion of the population by
reducing hunting pressure from NFQUs (OSM 2022b). The proponents asserted that this change would
also help increase harvest opportunity for FQSUs in these areas (OSM 2022a, 2022b).

WP22-09 and WP22-10 both proposed changes to deer hunting regulations in the area in and around
Pelican. WP22-09 was submitted by the Southeast Council, requesting that the Federal public lands
draining into Lisianski Inlet, Lisianski Strait, and Stag Bay south of the latitude of Mite Cove (58° 4' N)
and north of the latitude of Lost Cove (57° 52' N) be closed to deer hunting October 15 through
December 31, except by FQSUs. Like WP22-07 and WP22-08, WP22-09 was originally motivated by
conservation concerns and an effort to protect local deer populations from further depletion by reducing
hunting pressure from NFQUs. The proponents asserted that this change would also help increase
harvest opportunity for FQSUs in the area (OSM 2022c). The current proposal, WP24-06, is most
similar to WP22-09 in that it requests a closure to deer hunting by NFQUs in the same general area in
and around Pelican. However, the length of the closure requested under WP24-06 is approximately two
months shorter than that previously requested under WP22-09. Further, as stated in the discussion
section, WP24-06 is primarily motivated by concerns that high levels of competition from non-local
hunters in the proposal area are posing a threat to the continuation of subsistence for local FQSUs.

WP22-10 was submitted by Patricia Phillips of Pelican as an effort to help local FQSUs better meet their
deer harvest needs, while avoiding a full closure to NFQUs in the Pelican area (OSM 2022d). This
proposal requested that the deer harvest limit for NFQUs in Lisianski Inlet and Lisianski Strait be
reduced to 4 deer. The stated intent of WP22-10 was to reduce deer hunting pressure, provide for a
meaningful subsistence priority, and thereby increase the ability of FQSUs to meet their subsistence
needs (OSM 2022d).
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At its April 2022 meeting, the Board rejected WP22-09 as part of the consensus agenda. The Board
deferred Proposals WP22-07, -08, and -10 to its winter 2023 regulatory meeting, requesting the various
user groups in the area work together to create more mutually acceptable solutions to the issues
surrounding deer harvest in Unit 4 (FSB 2022).

The Office of Subsistence Management (OSM) subsequently organized an open public meeting
regarding the deferred Unit 4 deer proposals in August 2022. The meeting provided an opportunity for
different user groups to discuss their recent deer hunting experiences in Unit 4, their plans for future
harvest, and how the proposals might impact them. Additionally, participants were asked if they had
specific recommendations on these proposals or if they had any other suggestions for the Board that
would help resolve these issues (OSM 2022a).

The Southeast Council modified its recommendations for WP22-07 and WP22-10 following deferral and
open meeting discussion. At its fall 2022 meeting, the Southeast Council supported WP22-07 with
modification to remove Wildlife Analysis Areas (WAAs) 4043, 4044, and 4054 from the proposal area
and create a harvest limit for NFQUSs of two male deer within the remaining area (WAAs 4041, 4042,
4055) (OSM 2022a). This modification reduced the proposal area to roughly half of its original size and
allowed for some harvest by NFQUs in the remaining proposal area (SERAC 2021b). This modification
was recommended to focus the proposal on the area most utilized by FQSUs and to reduce the potential
impact of the proposal on NFQUs (SERAC 2021b).

At the same meeting, The Southeast Council supported WP22-10 with modification to reduce the harvest
limit for NFQUSs to two male deer, and to maintain the same proposal area as recommended in Fall 2021.
This modification was recommended because it was suggested that a harvest limit reduction of four deer
or three male deer would not provide a significant conservation benefit or substantially enhance the
success rates of FQSUs, but that the situation in the Northwest Chichagof might not warrant a full
closure to NFQUs (SERAC 2021b). The Pelican Fish and Game Advisory Committee also voted to
support a two male deer harvest limit for NFQUSs hunting in the Pelican area (PFGAC 2022, SERAC
2021b). The Southeast Council also felt that reducing the harvest limit to two male deer for NFQUs
would reduce administrative complexity and enforcement issues by aligning the proposed harvest limit
reduction for the Northwest Chichagof area (WP22-10) with that of the Northeast Chichagof area
(WP22-08) and Southwest Admiralty Island (WP22-07) (SERAC 2022b). The Southeast Council
retained its original Fall 2021 recommendation of support for WP22-08 without modification, to reduce
the harvest limit for NFQUSs hunting in the NECCUA to two male deer (OSM 2022b). The Southeast
Council noted that all three proposals were still intended to help protect local deer populations from
further depletion by reducing hunting pressure from NFQUs, and thereby increase harvest opportunity
and provide for a meaningful subsistence preference for FQSUs in these areas (OSM 2022a, 2022b,
2022c).

All three proposals (WP22-07, -08, and -10) were subsequently rejected by the Board at its February
2023 regulatory meeting (FSB 2023). The stated justification was that the available data on deer
populations in Unit 4 did not meet the criteria necessary to close land or implement harvest restrictions
for the purposes of conservation or the continuance of subsistence uses under §815(3) of ANILCA (FSB

Federal Subsistence Board Public Materials: Volume I1 791



WP24-06

2023). Recent ADF&G survey and harvest data indicated that overall deer populations in Unit 4 were
among the highest in the State and that FQSUs in these areas were generally effective and efficient deer
harvesters (FSB 2023). However, the Board member from the Bureau of Indian Affairs dissented on the
basis that local ecological knowledge and testimony had been provided through the regulatory process,
which indicated that FQSUs were having difficulty harvesting sufficient deer in the areas covered by the
proposals (FSB 2023).

Recent State Regulatory History

BOG Proposals 10 and 11 were submitted in 2022, requesting to reduce the deer harvest limit for
residents and nonresidents to four deer in Unit 4 Remainder. The proponents for both proposals listed the
possible closure of Federal lands to deer hunting by NFQUSs as a factor in submitting their proposals.
Both proponents suggested that a harvest limit reduction would protect deer populations, help reduce
user conflicts in Unit 4, and avoid a closure of Federal public lands to NFQUSs. The Pelican Fish and
Game Advisory Committee voted to unanimously support State Proposals 10 and 11 at their December
15, 2022, meeting (PFGAC 2022). In their justification for supporting Proposal 11, the Pelican Fish and
Game Advisory Committee noted that the proponent provided a clear justification and reasonable
observations. The Committee explained that deer in Lisianski Inlet and Lisianski Strait are wary to
increased vessel traffic. There are more deer on the outer coast away from Pelican, and less snow in
November tends to keep the deer out of the beach fringe (PFGAC 2022: 2).

The BOG acted on Proposals 10 and 11 at their January 2023 Southeast Region regulatory meeting
(ADF&G 2022a). The BOG adopted Proposal 10, with modification to reduce the nonresident harvest
limit throughout all of Unit 4 to two male deer (ADF&G 2023a). The resident harvest limit remained
three deer in Unit 4, Chichagof Island east of Port Frederick and north of Tenakee Inlet, and six deer in
Unit 4 Remainder. The BOG took no action on Proposal 11, due to the action taken on Proposal 10.

Current Events

Two other proposals concerning deer regulations in Unit 4 were submitted for the 2024 Federal
subsistence wildlife regulatory cycle. WP24-04 was submitted by the Southeast Council, requesting to
close a portion of Admiralty Island around Angoon to deer hunting by NFQUs, from November 1-15.
WP24-05 was submitted by the Southeast Council, requesting to close the Northeast Chichagof
Controlled Use Area (NECCUA) surrounding Hoonah to deer harvest by NFQUs from November 1-15.

The Hoonah Indian Association received funding through the USFS Southeast Alaska Sustainability
Strategy program to collect community harvest and biological information about deer on the north end of
Chichagof Island from 2022-2027. This project is being carried out in the communities of Hoonah,
Pelican, Gustavus, and Angoon. A North Unit 4 Deer Working Group has also been established under
the guidance of the Hoonah Indian Association Environmental Programs (HIA Environmental 2023a).
The first meeting of this group was held on March 15, 2023. Preliminary information from HIA
subsistence surveys and the deer working group has been integrated into the analyses for WP24-05 and
WP24-06. HIA was not able to conduct surveys in Angoon.
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At its fall 2023 meeting, The Southeast Council voted to support the current proposal (WP24-06) with
modification to reduce the proposed closure period from November 1-15 to November 1-10 (SERAC
2023). The Council felt this action was necessary to support the continuation of subsistence uses in this
area, while also causing the least possible impact to non-federally qualified users (SERAC 2023).

Biological Background

Sitka black-tailed deer spend the winter and early spring at low elevation where less snow accumulates,
and forests provide increased foraging opportunities. Fawning occurs in late May and early June as
vegetation greens-up, providing abundant forage to meet the energetic needs of lactating does. Migratory
deer follow the greening vegetation up to alpine for the summer. Resident deer remain at lower
elevations. The breeding season, or rut, generally occurs in October through November, and peaks in late
November (ADF&G 2009). Wolves and black bears are not present in Unit 4, so their primary predators
in the area are humans and brown bears. Brown bears are estimated to kill an amount of deer equal to
15%-20% of the total annual deer harvested by hunters (Mooney 2009). Significant changes in deer
populations and localized deer density levels are relatively normal over time in Unit 4 (Bethune 2020).
Periodic declines are often attributable to severe winter weather, particularly deep snow events (Olson
1979, Bethune 2020). This issue is clearly illustrated in the regulatory history, and the frequency with
which proposals to change Unit 4 deer hunting regulations follow heavy snow winters.

Habitat

Unit 4, like most of Southeast Alaska, has a maritime climate characterized by high rainfall and
moderate summer and winter temperatures (Bethune 2020). However, the amount of rain and snow
received can vary significantly from year-to-year, and across the unit (Bethune 2020). The landscape of
Unit 4 is characterized by steep and rugged terrain with mountains, fjords, estuaries, and short, swift
rivers (Bethune 2020). Vegetative communities occurring at low to moderate elevations (<1,500 feet)
“are dominated by western hemlock (7suga heterophylla) and Sitka spruce (Picea sitchensis), with
western red cedar (Thuja plicata) and Alaskan yellow cedar (Chamaecyparis nootkatensis) old-growth
forests. Mixed conifer muskeg and deciduous riparian forests are also common. Mountain hemlock
(Tsuga mertensiana) comprises a subalpine timberline band between 1,500 - 2,500 feet in elevation”
(Bethune 2020: 4).

Old-growth forests are considered primary deer winter range, in part because the complex canopy cover
allows sufficient sunlight through for forage plants to grow but intercepts snow, making it easier for deer
to move and forage during winters when deep snow hinders access to other habitats (McCoy 2017).
Some areas of Unit 4 have been significantly impacted by large-scale changes in habitat due to logging,
while the habitat in other areas is largely intact. Areas with substantial timber harvest, such as
northeastern Chichagof and northwestern Baranof Islands, are expected to have lower deer carrying
capacity compared to pre-harvest conditions (Brinkman et al. 2009). Deer may shift their activity
patterns in response to intensive logging and subsequent forest succession (Brinkman et al. 2009). The
density of deer in these areas may decline as even-aged young-growth stands progress beyond shrub and
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sapling stages to stem exclusion forests characterized by thick canopies and sparse understory browse
(Brinkman et al. 2009: 39).

Unit 4 Deer Population Information

Monitoring deer populations in forested habitat is challenging, as the total number of deer cannot be
directly counted through ground or aerial surveys (Brinkman et al. 2013). Changes in deer populations in
Unit 4 have historically been monitored using three complementary methods: deer pellet surveys, harvest
reporting, and aerial alpine surveys. Winter body condition and beach mortality surveys may also be
conducted to understand changes in the health and abundance of area deer populations (Bethune 2020).

Deer pellet surveys have been used in the Southeast region since 1981 to monitor deer population trends
and document substantial changes (= 30%) in deer density in specific watersheds (McCoy 2017). An
average of <1.00 pellet group per survey plot generally indicates a low-density deer population, an
average of 1.00 — 1.99 pellet groups per survey plot indicates a moderate-density population, and an
average of >2.00 pellet groups per survey plot typically indicates a high-density population (Kirchoff
and Pitcher 1988, Bethune 2022a). Deer pellet survey data, however, should be interpreted with caution,
“as factors other than deer population size can affect deer pellet-group density” (McCoy 2017: 2). Issues
such as winter severity and snowfall patterns, temperature and humidity, variability in survey effort, the
length of time since the last survey, timing of vegetation green-up and changes in pellet group
detectability, and changes in habitat can all impact pellet-group density and/or detection (McCoy 2017).
A recent deer pellet study conducted by Brinkman and colleagues (2013) on Prince of Wales Island
using DNA-based methods found that current ADF&G/USFS deer pellet survey techniques did not
provide an accurate index of deer populations when extrapolated across time, or beyond the local scale.
As the researchers explained:

Over the past three decades, ADF&G and USFS have used deer pellet counts as the primary tool
to monitor deer population trends. Precise estimates of trends in deer abundance are needed
because perceived fluctuations in the deer population size above or below a predetermined
population objective set by ADF&G results in changes in harvest regulations. Despite heavy
reliance on these data, pellet group counts of black-tailed deer were compared with an
independent measure of [deer] population size only once. In that study, 13 radio-collared deer
were introduced to a small (approx. 40 ha) island in southeast Alaska. Researchers returned to the
island 264 days later and surveyed 1.9% of the island for pellet groups. Data from that study
indicated that a pellet group density of 0.05 pellet groups/m? represented 12 deer/km? (95% CI =
10.7 deer/km? — 13.8 deer/km?). This estimate assumed constant pellet persistence, detection, and
deposition rates. Unfortunately, data were obtained only during a single year, which prevented
any evaluation of how well pellet groups deposited during winter tracked changes in deer
population. Also, only 4 deer remained on the island (6 swam off and 3 died) when researchers
returned to conduct pellet group counts, which complicated the association between deer numbers
and number of pellet groups encountered. Moreover, the island was much smaller than typical
deer home ranges (which likely concentrated deer activity) and habitat diversity was low when
compared with typical deer ranges in southeast Alaska. Consequently, the usefulness of the study
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for evaluating the reliability of pellet-group surveys as conducted by ADF&G and USFS
personnel was limited (Brinkman et al. 2013: 445).

Brinkman and colleagues (2013) also noted that though their deer pellet index was not directly
comparable to that developed by ADF&G/USFS because of different methodologies, their model
suggested that a similar deer pellet density of 0.05 pellet groups/m? across a mosaic of habitat types on
Prince of Wales Island would indicate a minimum deer count of 2.9 deer/ km?, with a much wider
margin of error (95% CI = 0.4 deer/km? — 24.3 deer/km?). Previous pellet group count studies conducted
outside of Alaska that demonstrated the usefulness of pellet-group counts were conducted under
conditions that are difficult to replicate with unenclosed populations of deer in unmanaged landscapes
(Brinkman et al 2013). The researchers concluded:

The variation we reported between estimates of pellet-group counts and deer counts at the
transect level do not support the use of pellet-group count surveys to reliably monitor trends in
deer populations at larger spatial scales. Indeed, during our study, pellet-group data aggregated
within watersheds did not reflect the decline in deer count within those watersheds. For instance,
in the Staney watershed, DNA results indicated a 24% decline in minimum deer count from 2006

to 2008, whereas pellet group counts indicated a 17% increase over the same years (Brinkman et
al. 2013: 449).

Further, as Bethune (2022a: 6) notes:

Sitka black-tailed deer density estimates on old growth winter range vary widely (10 — 57
deer/km? or 26 — 148 deer/mi?). The most accurate deer estimates to date for Southeast Alaska
come from Brinkman et al. (2011), who estimated density using a fecal DN A-based mark-
recapture design on Prince of Wales Island. In addition, McCoy et al. (2014) also estimated
density using fecal DNA with both mark-recapture and spatial mark-recapture models on
northeastern Chichagof Island. Brinkman et al. (2011) estimated 12 deer/km? (31 deer/mi?) in
unmanaged (unlogged) forest lands with a range of 8.5 — 17 deer/km? (22 — 44 deer/mi?) across
all habitat types. McCoy et al. (2014) estimated densities ranging from 4.4 deer/km? (11.4
deer/mi?) to 11.9 deer/km? (30.8 deer/mi?) based on the year and analysis used. In comparison,
Kirchhoff (1994) estimated an average density of 35.6 deer/km? (92 deer/mi?) based on pellet
group counts. Density-estimate techniques using fecal DNA are some of the most advanced
applications available to managers and can provide precise estimates; but they can be
expensive, labor intensive, and results are only applicable to small areas.

Pelican Area Deer Population Information

There have been no recent deer pellet surveys conducted within the proposal area. The last deer pellet
surveys conducted on Chichagof Island took place at Pavlof Bay in 2019 and Finger Mountain in 2018
(Bethune 2022a). The average pellet groups counted per plot for each of these surveys were 2.47 and
3.61 respectively, generally indicating a high-density deer population (Bethune 2022a). Recent pellet
surveys conducted in other parts of Unit 4 have generally indicated increasing populations from prior
years (McCoy 2019; Bethune 2020). As the ADF&G Regional Supervisor explained during a recent
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Southeast Council meeting, “deer pellet densities in Game Management Unit 4, no matter where you do
them, are always the highest in the region” (SERAC 2021b: 476). However, he did also note that “The
Department does not monitor deer populations in these relatively small areas affected by the proposal.
We monitor deer populations on a unit-wide level” (SERAC 2021b: 351). This statement, as well as the
previously mentioned study by Brinkman and colleagues (2013), lends credence to local testimony
presented at recent Southeast Council meetings that deer populations may not be tracked at a fine enough
scale to capture periodic, localized declines (see SERAC 2021b). As a long-time Pelican resident
cautioned:

I’ve hunted in Game Management Unit 4 since 1993 and have been very aware of the deer
population. I’ve always hunted the good time, between October 20" and November 24 or so,
[around] Thanksgiving. And, I can witness there is a significant decrease in the population in the
Pelican area. In 1998, as I would walk through my three acres, and the hillsides going up the hill
to hunt, you would frequently see multiple [deer] droppings, multiple areas of droppings. Now, as
I walk through three to eight acres of the area near Sunnyside, it’s hardly one dropping for every
ten feet or two meters, and so you assume it’s the same deer. So, there is a significant decrease in
the population in the [Lisianski] Inlet. I'm also familiar with areas outside the Inlet, and I’ve seen
a larger population there [before], where we’ve seen herds of deer, seven or eight at a time [in the
past], we’re seeing two or three [now]...I think the deer population in Lisianski Inlet is in danger
of not being able to reproduce and keep the herd up (SERAC 2021b: 503).

Further, a Southeast Council member from Pelican explained that the characteristic topography and
climatic conditions of the Pelican area make it different from other locations where deer pellet surveys
are often conducted (SERAC 2023: 477):

I brought this to the attention of the RAC (Southeast Council) before, but the Lisianski Inlet area
has its own microclimate. We have Brady Glacier on the other side of Cross Sound that sends
down a lot of cold air. The Lisianski Straits area acts as a refrigerator where this cold air gets
blocked in, so we get higher levels of snow and snow that stays longer, which impacts the
survival of deer populations... Also, there are limited, small boat anchorages and there’s greater
fragmentation of the landscape from landslides, wind blow downs, and just from the topography
of the area. There are a lot of cliffs and it’s hard to, it’s impossible to, traverse across those
locations. So, where you have alluvial fans, you’ll likely find deer populations. So, the deer
population surveys [Unit 4 deer pellet surveys] are not specific to the conditions of Lisianski
Inlet.

Aerial alpine deer survey work began in 2013, as an effort to provide a new, timelier method to assess
and monitor the abundance of deer in alpine areas (Bethune 2020). These surveys are intended to be
flown each summer before the hunting season, with deer seen per survey hour constituting the standard
unit of measurement (Bethune 2020). As Bethune (2020: 25) notes, “The alpine survey technique
appears to be a useful tool for gauging deer abundance immediately prior to hunting season. However,
research is needed to learn more about what alpine surveys tell us about the larger deer population.”
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The most recently published Unit 4 Deer Management Plan does not show that aerial alpine surveys
have been conducted over the proposal area (Bethune 2022a). Recent surveys were flown over Southern
Admiralty Island in 2016 and 2017, and Northeast Chichagof Island in 2017 and 2018 (Bethune 2022a).
Southern Admiralty Island exhibited the highest deer seen per hour of any survey location in Southeast
Alaska, while Northeast Chichagof exhibited numbers similar to north Prince of Wales Island (POW)
(see Figure 3). Aerial surveys were not conducted in 2019 and 2020 due to COVID-19 restrictions
(Bethune 2022a).
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Figure 3. Average Number of Deer Counted per Hour during Mid-Summer Aerial Alpine Surveys in
Southeast Alaska, 2013 — 2018 (Bethune 2022a).

Annual harvest data estimated from harvest reports can also provide another indicator of deer population
status, and potential change over time (Bethune 2022a). The most recently estimated five-year average
(2016-2020) for all reported harvests in Unit 4 was approximately 5,742 deer per year (see Table 1).
During this time, the greatest amount of harvest took place on Chichagof Island, followed by Baranof
Island and Admiralty Island (Bethune 2022a). The total estimated per year harvest average during this
period was very similar to the average of 5,674 deer harvested each year during the previous five-year
reporting period from 2011-2015 (Table 1). The greatest amount of harvest during the 2011-2015
reporting period also took place on Chichagof Island, followed by Baranof Island and Admiralty Island
(Bethune 2020). The average number of all hunters hunting in Unit 4 each year increased slightly
between these five-year reporting periods (+4%), while the average number of total hunter days per year
decreased slightly (-3%) (Table 1). Still, the harvest levels estimated for the two most recent five-year
reporting periods (2011-2015 & 2016-2020) are substantially lower than those estimated for the 2001-
2005 reporting period (Table 1). Yet, the estimated average number of hunters hunting each year during
these three reporting periods (2011-2005; 2011-2015; 2016-2020) is quite similar (Table 1).
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Table 1. Estimated Total Harvests and Hunting Effort in Unit 4 during Recent Five-Year Reporting
Periods (ADF&G 2005-2006, 2006-2007; Mooney 2007, 2009, 2011, 2015; Bethune 2020, 2022a).

Year Total Total Tot.a\I Ha!'vests
Hunters | Hunter Days in Unit 4
2001 3581 - 7457
2002 3414 - 5117
2003 3637 - 7621
2004 3363 - 6787
2005 3166 - 6983
5 Year Average 3432 - 6793
2006 3057 - 7741
2007 1999 - 1846
2008 2378 - 3855
2009 2280 - 3909
2010 2709 - 4688
5 Year Average 2485 - 4408
2011 3157 14020 6909
2012 3103 12214 4853
2013 3248 13094 5409
2014 3435 13815 4694
2015 3733 15183 6505
5 Year Average 3335 13665 5674
2016 3742 14535 7192
2017 3478 12555 5255
2018 3449 13425 5229
2019 3382 12870 5979
2020 3252 12712 5055
5 Year Average 3461 13219 5742
Overall Average 3178 13442 5654

Recently reported five-year harvest and hunting efforts in the wildlife analysis areas encompassed by the
proposal area follow somewhat different trends. This issue is discussed in detail in the harvest history
section of the analysis because it is important to consider in light of the proponents’ statements about
increased competition impacting Pelican residents and other FQSUs’ deer hunting efforts in the proposal

area.

Based on the combination of harvest data, pellet survey data, aerial surveys, and related information,
managers in the area assert that the overall deer population in Unit 4 has recovered from the population
declines suffered during the severe winters of 2006-2008, and it may be reaching winter carrying
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capacity in some areas (Bethune 2022a). Most recently, the heavy snowfall that took place in December
2021 led to concerns about over-winter mortality. However, the rest of the 2021-2022 winter exhibited
mild to average weather conditions and the mortality surveys conducted in the spring of 2022 found that
over-winter mortality was not higher than normal, and that the body condition of live deer was similar to
that seen in previous years (Bethune 2022b).

Cultural Knowledge and Traditional Practices

Pelican is located near the northwest coast of Chichagof Island, in Lisianski Inlet. It is approximately
one-hundred miles west of Juneau, and eighty miles north of Sitka. Pelican began as a commercial
fishing and processing town, when a fish buyer from Sitka began buying fish in the area and chose the
protected inlet as an ideal site for a cold storage plant (ADCCED 2023). The fish buyer decided to name
the site after his fish packing vessel, “The Pelican,” and a community soon grew around this operation
(ADCCED 2023). A school and fish cannery were created in the 1940s, and the city of Pelican was
officially incorporated in 1943 (ADCCED 2023). At its peak, the cold storage plant processed over five
million pounds of salmon and halibut annually (ADCCED 2023). The commercial fishing fleet was
made up mostly of family boats, and Pelican was a thriving fishing community until the 1990s
(Schroeder and Kookesh 1990, ADLWD 2022). Unfortunately, the fishing industry began a significant
decline at this time, which culminated with the closing of the fish processing plant in 2009 (ADCCED
2023, ADLWD 2022). Though fishing is still a key aspect of the culture in this community, the
commercial fishing industry is not as strong it was previously (ADCCED 2023). The downturn in the
commercial fishing industry has likely played a key role in the decline in Pelican’s population, which
also started in the 1990s, as people moved to other communities in search of employment and income
(see Table 2, ADCCED 2023). A Pelican resident recently explained that commercial fishing
opportunities, such as longlining for halibut and black cod, have been decreasing and that many people
left the community when Pelican Seafoods shutdown (SERAC 2021a: 81). This situation is similar to
that being experienced by many smaller, rural communities in southeast Alaska (Sill and Koster 2017).
Pelican has worked to diversify its economy in recent years and has significantly increased its efforts in
the tourism industry (ADCCED 2023). The community experiences a regular influx of seasonal residents
and commercial fishermen each year (ADCCED 2023, OSM 2022d).

Table 2. The population of Pelican from 1940 to 2020 based on US Census Data (ADCCED 2023).

Year 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2021 2022
Population 48 180 135 133 180 222 163 88 98 92 83

In 2020, there were 98 full-time residents living in 23 households in Pelican (US Census 2020a). This
population number was slightly higher than that estimated for 2010, but well below the peak reached in
1990 (Table 2). The median age of Pelican residents in 2020 was approximately 48, about 13 years older
than the median age for all Alaskan residents (US Census 2020a). Pelican also had a significantly larger
proportion of residents 65 and older (21%), when compared to the median figure for the entire state
(13%) (US Census 2020a). The employment rate in Pelican was roughly 66%, about 8% higher than the
median employment rate across the state (US Census 2020a). The estimated median income for Pelican
households was $52,188 in 2020 (US Census 2020b). This was about $25,500 less than the median
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household income for Alaska overall in 2020 (US Census 2020a). The primary employment sectors in
Pelican in 2020 were public administration/government (28%); agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting
(28%); transportation, warehousing, and utilities (23%); and education, healthcare, and social work
(21%) (US Census 2020b). This socioeconomic information for Pelican in 2020 is compared to that of
the previous two US Census periods in Table 3 below.

Table 3. Pelican Socioeconomic Statistics for 2000, 2010, and 2020 (US Census 2000, 2010, 2020a,
2020b)

Median Percent of Median Emblovment Family  Households
Year | Population Ade Population Household pRa)t,e Poverty Qualified for
g 65+ Income Rate SNAP
2000 163 41 11% $48,750 64% n/a n/a
2010 88 54 17% $44,750 49% n/a n/a
2020 98 48 21% $52,188 66% n/a n/a

Most residents of Pelican rely on subsistence resources both as key sources of livelihood and a primary
basis for their overall way of life (OSM 2022d). Proposals to provide for a meaningful subsistence
priority against increased hunting competition should be approached with this in mind (SERAC 2023).
Deer have been a key subsistence resource utilized by Pelican residents for many years (OSM 2022d,
SERAC 2021a), and generally represent the most significant terrestrial source of meat for rural residents
of southeast Alaska (Brinkman et al. 2009, SERAC 2023). Pelican residents participated in a baseline
household subsistence survey documenting their harvest and use of deer and other wild resources in
1987 (ADF&G 2023b). There have been no other comprehensive subsistence studies of Pelican
conducted since this time, but a new subsistence study of Pelican is scheduled to be carried out by
ADF&G during the winter of 2023 (Sill 2023). Still, the data provided in the 1987 baseline study
compares favorably to subsistence studies conducted in nearby Unit 4 communities around the same
time (Leghorn and Kookesh 1987, Schroeder and Kookesh 1990). Ninety-one percent of Pelican
households were shown to use deer, and deer ranked as the second most important resource in terms of
bulk contribution to subsistence, trailing only non-salmon fish at the time (see Table 4). This study also
illustrated the cultural importance of reciprocity and sharing of subsistence resources within the
community, as sharing of subsistence resources and knowledge promotes sociality and future harvest
success, while preventing potential wastage when subsistence foods are harvested in abundance (Table
4, Langdon and Worl 1981, Langdon 2021). The role of sharing to distribute subsistence-caught food
within communities, and its contribution to peoples’ survival over the generations has been described in
detail by area residents during previous Southeast Council meetings, and more recent subsistence studies
conducted in nearby communities (SERAC 2009, 2010, 2021a; Sill and Koster 2017). Though 91% of
Pelican households reported using deer, a smaller percentage (63%) reported harvesting deer (Table 4).
This data conforms to findings from subsistence studies conducted in many other rural Alaskan
communities, where a smaller proportion of households often harvest a larger percentage of local
subsistence resources, which they share or trade with other households (Wolfe and Ellana 1983; Wolfe
and Walker 1987).
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Table 4. Average Harvest, Use, and Sharing of Deer by Pelican Households in 1987 Baseline
Subsistence Study (ADF&G 2023b).

Estimated Values for 1987
Population of Pelican 239
Percentage of Households Using Deer 91%
Percentage of Households Harvesting Deer 63%
Percentage of Households Giving Deer 45%
Percentage of Households Receiving Deer 59%
Total Deer Harvested 316
Average Harvest per Household (Ibs.) 307
Average Harvest per Capita (Ibs.) 105
Deer Rank in Contribution to Subsistence 2nd

In Pelican, as in similar Unit 4 communities, deer hunting strategies align with the species’ yearly
lifecycle (OSM 2022d). Fawns are born in late spring in trees edging muskeg or beach. In summer, deer
move into the alpine areas until the fall when they enter mature forests. During winter, deer live in the
forest below the snow line until heavy snows drive them down to the beaches where the forest fringe
keeps the ground relatively snow free. Accordingly, there are three different hunting strategies that are
associated with specific seasons, weather, geographical locations, and deer behavior in this area (George
and Kookesh 1982). These strategies are broadly described as the Alpine Hunt, the Muskeg and Forest
Hunt, and the Beach Hunt (George and Kookesh 1982). However, due to the generally steep and rugged
landscape in Unit 4, beach and low elevation hunting is a preferred strategy (George and Kookesh 1982).
Boats are used extensively to facilitate deer hunting trips to destinations that are reached along the
marine passages from Pelican (SERAC 2021b). As a Southeast council member from Pelican explained
at a recent council meeting (SERAC 2021: 523, see also SERAC 2023: 479):

As was stated by a number of people, actually [people on] both sides of this proposal, Lisianski
Inlet has limited access to hunting. This is due to the geography here. We have very steep
mountains with intermittent watersheds. So, these watersheds, although there's an extensive
coastline, these watersheds provide the access to hunting areas. It doesn't take more than a few
boats in these areas to clog up, or to essentially clog up the watersheds with hunters, especially if
there's two or three boats with several hunters each dropping guys off at these different beaches.
There's not that many beaches and access ways up there. And it's a further deterrent when people,
you know a boat went up there and you don't know what beaches they're at, there's only four or
five beaches, or watersheds to go up, and you know that there's a group of hunters up there, you
almost -- you can't go to that whole area and this effect can last multiple days...Safety is also a
concern. When there's that many people and you have to try to follow someone up a watershed,
and you don't know they're there, you don't feel quite safe about it.

Still, these hunting trips become particularly important during the deer rut in October and November, as
food security can also become a problem around this time (SERAC 2021a, 2021b; Table 5). The State
deer hunting season in the proposal area runs from August through December. Subsistence users hunting
under Federal regulations are permitted to harvest deer from August through January. Overall, most
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harvest in Unit 4 occurs later in the season, as snow forces deer to lower elevations where they are easier
to harvest (OSM 2022d). Nearly half (45%) of the harvest in Unit 4 occurs during the month of
November; and 67% occurs from September through November (see Table 5). The ability for FQSUs to
hunt in January appears to be useful in times of necessity or opportunistic encounters, but it does not
appear to be a preferred hunting period due to the relatively poor condition of deer and the severity of
weather typically associated with this time of the season (Table 5, SERAC 2023b). As ADF&G notes in
their comments on this proposal, January was the least hunted month for Pelican residents, accounting
for approximately 1% of Pelican residents’ reported hunting days and 2% of their reported deer harvests
from 2013 to 2022. Similarly, Patricia Phillips, mayor of Pelican, Chairman of the Pelican Fish and
Game Advisory Committee, and member of the Southeast Council noted at a recent Board meeting, “The
citizens of Pelican are limited in the times that they can go out and harvest [deer] because of the weather,
and traditionally a lot of the harvest of deer [in Pelican] comes during the rut, which happens to be in
October and November. And it’s kind of a secret that became known and so we see a greater influx of
non-federally qualified and federally qualified hunters coming to our area to utilize this method of, you
know, hunting deer in the rut” (FSB 2023: 457). As Jim Slater, a Southeast Council member from
Pelican explained, this influx of users during the rut has created local concerns about deer hunting
competition:

I did talk to a number of year-round residents here who I knew had concerns about subsistence
hunting opportunities...Hunting competition was the number one concern amongst the residents
that I talked to. Most or many confirmed that they’ve seen an increase of hunting pressure from
hunters coming from outside the area and this correlated to a more difficult time in them
obtaining their sufficient subsistence animals” (SERAC 2021b: 522).

According to the preliminary results of a small sample survey (14 respondents) conducted on deer
hunting and subsistence issues in Pelican by the Hoonah Indian Association Environmental Programs
from 2022 to 2023, deer abundance was the most frequently reported issue of concern for local
harvesters (64%), followed by the expenses associated with hunting (57%), and hunting competition
(50%) (HIA Environmental 2023b). Still, these concerns could be interrelated, as survey respondents
noted that competition in the Pelican area impacted deer abundance, access to preferred hunting areas,
the general difficulty of hunting, and hunter safety (HIA Environmental 2023b). Roughly half of the
suggestions offered by survey respondents to help address the issue of competition involved efforts to
better monitor, enforce, and/or reduce the number of deer harvested by non-local hunters in the Pelican
area (HIA Environmental 2023b).

Table 5. Percentage of Unit 4 deer harvest by month and user type, 2000-2019 (ADF&G 2021).

Hunter type August  September  October November December January
Federally Qualified 6% 8% 16% 40% 23% 8%
Non-Federally Qualified 5% 6% 13% 53% 22% 0%
Overall 6% 7% 15% 45% 22% 5%
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During the previous wildlife cycle (2022), several Pelican residents expressed concerns that proposals to
implement closures or reduce harvest limits for NFQUs in the proposal area would pit full-time residents
against seasonal residents and others with long-term ties to the community who had moved away for
work (SERAC 2021b). However, as one Pelican resident explained (SERAC 2021b: 76-77):

I am a full-time resident of Pelican, Alaska. I hunt black-tailed deer yearly. I work year-round in
Pelican also. And I witness and experience first-hand the negative impact that unrestricted
tourism is taking on this town and community. I support WP22-09 and -10 as a starting point to
slowing or stopping future resource exploitation in this area. Decreasing the bag limit and
restricting allowable hunting times can help discourage those who would choose to hunt here for
sport. Regular regional hunters who come here for food or subsistence should be capable of
changing their schedule to accommodate the proposed hunting period change. WP22-09 does not
close hunting, it just restricts the timeline. The Pelican community, we've been accommodating
tourism and the part-time residents here for decades much to its slowed detriment. I think it's time
for a change, that's just my opinion.

Many opponents to these proposals will argue that there's no current interest in sport hunting for
wintertime black-tail deer in Lisianski Inlet and Straits. However, as [ previously mentioned, the
intense expansion on tourism centralized in Pelican definitely indicates otherwise. At the 9/7/21
meeting of the Pelican ADF&G Regional Advisory Committee, less than half of the attending
Council and community members represented full-time residents of Pelican and its surrounding
area. Most of them were part-time residents. Our tiny, year-round population is outnumbered in
voice for what regulations are discussed and/or determined in our area.

More recently, Southeast Council member Phillips acknowledged (SERAC 2023: 476-478):

So, this topic of closure began on March 17th, 2021, and there were several qualified rural
residents of Pelican who called into the Southeast RAC’s winter meeting and their primary
concern...was that deer is the main source of meat and there’s outside pressure affecting their
ability to meet their subsistence needs and the effects of the high cost of fuel has decreased the
amount of trips they can go out to do their harvest... Previously, I indicated, you know, that [ was
concerned about this issue of family members now longer residing in Pelican and residing in
nonrural communities. But, since then, I’ve realized that my charge as a Southeast RAC member
is for the continuation of subsistence resources and how can I best do that? So, I have to represent
those voices that came to this RAC saying that their subsistence needs aren’t being met... This
proposal [WP22-09], you know, it was [initially] an October, November, and December closure
for non-federally qualified users, and now this proposal [WP24-06] that we’re talking about is a
ten-day closure. So, I think we’ve listened to the voice of the non-federally qualified hunters
[too].

The cost of living in Pelican is high, like that of many similar communities in Unit 4, and many
residents’ incomes are limited (SERAC 2021b). Successful subsistence hunting and fishing is key to
local livelihoods in these communities (SERAC 2021a). Though the deer population appears to be
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healthy on a game management wide level and close to carrying capacity in some parts of Unit 4, the
proponents and other residents of Unit 4 have noted localized declines in deer populations in recent
years, which have exacerbated issues of competition and conflict between different user groups in the
Pelican area (SERAC 2021a, 2021b; FSB 2023). Residents have also suggested that deer populations
within Unit 4 may not be tracked at a fine enough scale to consistently capture localized depletions, and
that hunter effort and harvest reporting data tends to underestimate the amount of hunting effort taking
place, and overestimate hunting success rates. (SERAC 2021a, 2021b; FSB 2023). As one Pelican
resident explained:

I’ve lived in Pelican coming up on 30 years...Last year [2020], I shot one deer. And, my wife, my
daughter, and I live on one fixed income, and we depend on our fish and our deer to eat. We have
one ferry a month, if we're lucky. Alaska Sea Planes charges one dollar a pound [for shipping
food]. We can't afford to go and buy the expensive beef and expensive food. Lately we’ve been
going without food, and the increased [hunting] pressure in this area, along with the pressure of
the bears has just totally hindered our hunting (SERAC 2021b: 505).

Another testifier noted localized depletions of deer and increased competition in the Lisianski Inlet area
at a recent Southeast Council meeting (SERAC 2021b: 513):

I came up to Alaska in 2015 to begin commercial fishing and the next year was the first time I got
to go out hunting, not just in Alaska, but period. But, even just in 2016, there were noticeably
more deer for a completely inexperienced novice hunter. Just seeing the animals running around
compared to the limited amount that you're seeing now and how much further you have to hike
for them. And, whether or not the [quantitative] data shows that there's this abundance in Unit 4,
well, in the sub-area of the [Lisianski] Inlet, we are just not seeing what you are suggesting is
there. There's a lot more boat traffic. There's a lot more people from other communities who are
running up and down the beaches for a clear place to hike up.

Similarly, another Pelican resident explained (SERAC 2021b: 514):

I’ve lived here [in Pelican] for sixty-five years and I’ve hunted since | was twelve years old. And,
you know, I’ve seen the deer population decline in here. And I think everybody's right on saying
that. I don't know, Fish and Game, they seem to think that everything's good, but I don't think that
is true. I mean I've been out hunting there last year, and I never even got a deer, thank goodness
my woman did. But, yeah, I don't know, just I haven't seen anything here this year. I'm still
hoping to get something. Yeah, there seems to be a lot more [boat] traffic running around here
and fewer deer.

Likewise, another resident noted, “This is a low-income community. Subsistence hunting and fishing is
really not optional for many folks here. Recent food scarcity has been exacerbated by the fact that our
ferry service has been intermittent, and our food supply has not been dependable because of that”
(SERAC 2021a: 189-190). The Alaska State Ferry is scheduled to visit Pelican once a month from
October through December, and March through April (Juneau Empire 2022; FSB 2023). However,
Pelican residents described the Alaska State ferry as unreliable and the stop at Pelican has been cancelled
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many times because of issues like ferry worker strikes, the pandemic, and mechanical problems (SERAC
2021a). The Ferry is also not scheduled to visit Pelican in January or February (Juneau Empire 2022).
This has caused increasing concern about getting food in the community. It is also common for planes to
Pelican to be cancelled because of bad weather. One Pelican resident explained, “You have to put up lots
of food to sustain yourself” (SERAC 2021b: 68—69). However, residents have noted that increased
hunting pressure can easily lead to issues of crowding, safety, and reduced hunter success due to the
generally steep terrain and limited drainages in and around Lisianski Inlet (SERAC 2021a, 2021b).
Overall, approximately 80% of the recent annual deer harvests in Unit 4 have been made by boat-based
hunters (Bethune 2022a). Regarding the deer hunting situation in and around Pelican, one long-time
resident commented:

The big problem I see is the increased competition. There are more boats hunting, and more
people coming in on the airlines and on the ferry and hunting locally...So, there’s more
competition in the [Lisianski] Inlet and more competition in the outer coastal areas. Large seine
boats are coming up from Sitka, with three or four smaller boats attached and they’re hunting
areas that were traditionally hunted by people who had Forest Service lease cabins out in that
area. So, there’s more pressure all the way from Sitka to here. On the outer coast there’s more
space and area for deer than there is in the Inlet. The Inlet is restricted by limited drainages
(SERAC 2021b: 503-504).

The resident continued, commenting on the impact of increased hunting competition and unreliable ferry
service on local food security. She noted, “I’m also the Chairman of the Food Bank in Pelican, and in the
last year we distributed over 2,000 pounds of food to residents of Pelican because of shortage of
food...and because of the limited ferry service. So, I think it’s important to know the degree which
people in this area depend on wild game and fish” (SERAC 2021b: 504). Though prey switching among
subsistence users has been a recorded method for coping with issues of competition and fluctuations in
the availability of primary subsistence resources, a recent study among nineteen rural communities in the
Yukon River drainage suggests that such strategies often do not provide substantial compensation for
declining harvests of primary subsistence resources (Hansen et al. 2013). The overall utility of prey
switching may be complicated by policy restrictions, the increased time and money required to harvest
sufficient amounts of secondary resources, and/or simultaneous declines in secondary resources (Hansen
et al. 2013). The impact of policy restrictions, declining incomes and rising gas prices, and declines in
other key resources like salmon and halibut have been documented in subsistence studies of similar Unit
4 communities like Hoonah (see Ream and Sill 2017) and Angoon (see Grant and Sill 2017). These
types of issues could also limit the utility of prey switching as an adaptive strategy in Pelican.

Pelican residents have noted that deer harvests tend to vary somewhat from year-to-year, based on
numerous environmental factors. Sometimes, after a heavy snowfall covers available browse, deer are
observed on the beaches seeking food, but return to forested areas and higher elevations after it rains to
take advantage of the browse in those areas (SERAC 2021a, 2021b). Some years, such as 2006 through
2008, deep prolonged snow coverage can result in significant deer over-winter mortality (SERAC 2021a,
2021b). Bears seeking deer can also scare deer off the beaches (SERAC 2021a, 2021b). One area
resident noted, “The recent winters have been less severe with less snow which can impact whether the
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deer are being driven to the beach fringe or not. [Fewer deer sightings] may have been because the snow
level was well above the beach fringe” (SERAC 2021b: 73). It has also been suggested that increasing
amounts of boat traffic in and around the Pelican area may be scaring deer away from the beach fringe
(FSB 2023: 462). A different resident explained:

I kind of live for deer and I wasn’t able to get any last year. I'm getting too old to climb up to
the top of the mountain so, you know, I do rely for them to be on the beaches. Anyway, last
year [ wasn't able to score any. So, I've been saying that the [deer] population, I don't know, it
seems to be decreasing, if you ask me, and there's more pressure on them all the time (SERAC
2021b: 172).

However, some FQSUs and NFQUSs have suggested that deer hunting issues currently being experienced
by residents of places like Pelican stem from local preferences for beach hunting (SERAC 2021b). They
note that the perception of localized declines in the Unit 4 deer population may be due to recent mild
winters, which resulted in deer being spread-out through the forests rather than concentrated and easily
observable on the beaches (SERAC 2021b). A resident of Juneau explained:

I was out there [Unit 4] for six weeks last year...and you know, it was cold. It was cold and
there wasn’t much snow last year. So, if you wanted to get deer, you had to go into the woods.
It’s as simple as that... So, I thought we were pretty successful... When you did get into the
woods and tried to walk around up in there, you were crunching through the little bit of frozen
snow that was there...but there was a lot of sign [of deer] ... Very seldom did we run the
beaches. [ mean that’s, to me, not really hunting, but I understand for folks who are a little
older. (SERAC 2021b: 174).

As this statement by the Juneau hunter alludes, hunting for some NFQUs is not just about the efficiency
with which one can harvest a deer for food; it is also about the experience and sporting nature of the
hunt. Still, other Pelican residents who hunted in areas beyond the beaches also found it difficult to
harvest enough deer to meet their needs in 2020 (SERAC 2021a). For example, one resident explained,
“I’ve hunted off the lower part of the hills, and I haven't had any luck this year” (SERAC 2021a: 19-20).
Another resident commented, “I've been out in the hills hunting, and there is a definite lack of deer”
(SERAC 2021b: 504).

Some Pelican residents have the resources to go out to the “outer coast” to seek deer and have been more
successful, while others must stay closer to Pelican because they lack the appropriate boats and/or
money for fuel required to travel further away (SERAC 2021a, 2021b). As one Pelican resident
explained, “I’m a ‘have,” [ have a big boat. I'm able to travel out and go to the outer coast and go down
to where we grew up always hunting, because my family, we rarely hunted in the inlet. We left that for
‘the have nots,” the people with just a skiff, you know” (SERAC 2021b: 84). As researchers and
residents have noted, most rural Alaskans now rely upon gasoline and motorized transportation to hunt,
fish, and gather subsistence resources (Brinkman et al. 2014). A recent study of eight rural Alaskan
communities in the Yukon Flats region quantified the significant impacts of rising fuel costs and
depressed local economies among subsistence harvesters (Brinkman et al. 2014). Overall, 81% of the
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subsistence harvesters participating in the study noted that they had reduced the distance they traveled to
conduct subsistence activities over the past ten years because of gasoline costs (Brinkman et al. 2014).
Similarly, 89% of the study participants noted that they had reduced the number of yearly trips they took
to conduct subsistence activities for the same reason (Brinkman et al. 2014). As the researchers
explained:

During the last ten years [2002 — 2012], the median distance traveled to perform subsistence
decreased by 60%, and the median number of annual trips taken to perform subsistence decreased
by 75%. The change in subsistence activity was similar across and within communities. Eighty-
five percent of the people interviewed reported that they were making sacrifices with serious
consequences, such as putting off paying monthly bills, to buy gasoline for subsistence activities.
To adapt to high gasoline prices, most [study] participants said that they are using more efficient
modes of transportation (69%), followed by more sharing of gasoline costs with family and
friends (37%), and conducting more multipurpose subsistence trips (20%). With subsistence
practices being critical to food security and cultural identity...our results suggest that
unaffordable fuel has threatened social resilience [in this area] (Brinkman et al 2014: 18).

As the proponents have noted in the discussion section of this proposal, “Subsistence livelihoods
require effective and efficient harvests... High fuel costs, depressed economies, small boats, and
inclement weather are all impacting the ability of Pelican residents to meet their subsistence needs.
Pelican residents cannot afford to have unsuccessful deer hunts, or to travel far from their community
to hunt deer.” The problems associated with rising gas prices and declining economies constraining
subsistence harvesting efforts and constricting the size of harvest areas have also been noted in
subsistence studies of similar Unit 4 communities like Hoonah (see Ream and Sill 2017) and Angoon
(see Grant and Sill 2017). Therefore, reductions in deer hunter days and harvests reported by Pelican
residents during the most recent five-year reporting period could be related to the impacts of rising
fuel prices in an area with declining commercial fisheries employment and income earning
opportunities (see Table 6). These reductions in hunter effort and harvests are also related to the
declining community population witnessed in this area since the 1990s (Table 2). Reductions in the
number and distance of trips that Pelican residents can afford to take to harvest subsistence resources
would almost certainly contribute to issues of user conflict and competition in the proposal area.

For some residents of Unit 4, there are also concerns that non-local hunters impact the success of local
hunters in ways that go beyond competition and crowding. Some residents assert that non-local hunters,
including hunters primarily seeking bear, often shoot at deer and miss, causing the deer to become more
skittish and wary of all hunting presence. As one testifier explained, “You used to be able to drive up to
a deer, get out of the boat within reasonable range and take the deer. Now, you have to stop 400 or 500
yards away” (SERAC 2021a: 59), and “this is something my dad taught me, his dad taught him, and my
mother's father taught me. If you shoot at a deer [and miss], you're never going to see that deer again.
That's the nature of deer” (SERAC 2021b: 397).
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Harvest History

Hunter harvest and effort reporting is another one of the suite of methods that managers use in
combination to monitor deer population trends in Unit 4. As Bethune (2020: 15) notes, hunter harvest
trends, particularly those observed at larger scales, typically reflect current deer population levels.
However, hunter self-reported harvest and effort data should be analyzed cautiously, as reporting rates
can be less than ideal (Bethune 2020). This is particularly the case in smaller rural communities where
reporting rates are often much lower than elsewhere, sometimes less than 30% (Bethune 2020).
Management staff typically call hunters to ask about their hunting efforts and harvests to try to achieve a
60% reporting rate when response rates are low. However, to account for hunters who do not report, data
are proportionally expanded by community size (Bethune 2020). Therefore, “in small communities with
low reporting rates, expanded data may be based on the reports of only a handful of hunters, resulting in
a good deal of uncertainty about the [accuracy of] expanded data” (Bethune 2020: 16).

Additionally, there are several other reasons why harvest estimates often do not accurately represent the
hunting efforts and success rates of residents in small, rural communities. First, residents of rural
communities often under-report their harvests because of differences in their interpretations of survey
questions. This is a common phenomenon with survey questions, in which the particular lived
experiences of respondents lead them to interpret questions differently than intended. For example,
residents have noted that the State harvest reporting system used to measure hunting effort and success
may be misleading because subsistence users often only document their successful hunts (SERAC
2021b). As one Unit 4 resident explained, “I question this [harvest success] information. When 1
complete a deer hunter survey, I only list actual deer harvested, and it is always a one-day hunt. I never
list the number of times I hunt without success, and it may be three, four, or five times before I shoot a
deer” (SERAC 2021b: 73).

Available harvest and effort data also does not specifically account for the impact of declining, ageing
populations in communities like Pelican (SERAC 2021b). It would be reasonable to expect that a
community’s harvests, total number of hunters, and total days hunted would decrease as their population
decreases (SERAC 2021b). An ageing population of hunters might also be more reliant upon beach and
low elevation hunts in an otherwise steep and rugged landscape. Declining community populations,
however, do not explain local perceptions of increased hunting pressure. Though harvest reports and
comprehensive subsistence survey data are often the only sources of quantitative information available
on the harvest and use of wild resources by residents of small rural communities in Alaska, it is
important to consider this type of quantitative information holistically, in combination with qualitative
testimony of local users’ observations and traditional ecological knowledge (SERAC 2021Db).

ADF&G harvest data from 2000 through 2021 (ADF&G 2022¢, ADF&G 2021) were used to try to gain
some understanding of the deer hunter effort and harvest trends of FQSUs and NFQUSs hunting in the
vicinity of the proposed closure area. Hunter effort and harvest measurements were grouped by Wildlife
Analysis Area (WAA), which roughly correspond to major watersheds or other distinct geographic areas
(see Figure 2). These are the smallest units of analysis available in the harvest reporting framework. It
should be noted, however, that the proposed closure area does not directly coincide with WAA
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boundaries (see Figure 2). This issue complicates the analysis. Since effort was calculated by WAA,
individual hunters using multiple WAAs in a single regulatory year may also have been counted multiple
times and over-represented in these calculations. Likewise, hunter effort, measured as a function of the
overall number of hunters and hunter-days, does not specifically account for potential confounding
factors such as community population decline, weather, the price of gas, or hunter competition.

According to the available data, from 2000 to 2021, approximately 71% of Pelican residents’ reported
deer harvests, and 66% of their reported hunting days took place within the WA As encompassed by the
proposal area (see Table 6). The Yakobi Island (3418) and Upper Lisianski Inlet/Lisianski River (3419)
WAASs accounted for roughly half of these harvests and hunting days, while a smaller percentage of
Pelican hunting days and deer harvests took place within the West Coast Chichagof (3417) and Port
Althorp/Lower Lisianski (3421) WAAs (Table 6). Pelican residents reported relatively minimal hunting
occurring in WAAs located outside the proposal area (Table 6). However, the location of about 25% of
the total reported harvest and 32% of the hunting days reported by Pelican residents during this time
could not be determined from the information returned and is unknown. It is possible that some of this
unknown harvest and harvest effort may have also taken place within the WA As encompassed by the
proposal area. Based on the distribution of reported deer harvest and hunting days by Pelican residents,
proximity to Pelican appears to be a primary factor in selecting hunting locations (OSM 2022d).

Based on the reported data, an average of approximately 147 users hunted for 535 days, harvesting a
total of 248 deer within the WA As encompassed by the proposal area each year from 2000 to 2021 (see
Table 7). However, the total number of hunters, hunter days, and deer harvested in this area by both
FQSUs and NFQUs were variable between years (see Table 7). In most years, FQSUs harvested more
deer from the WA As encompassed by the proposal area due to the larger number of hunters present in
this group. On average, roughly 57% of all hunters utilizing the WA As encompassed by the proposal
area each year were FQSUs (Table 7). However, over half of the FQSUs that reported hunting in these
WAAS each year came from outside of Pelican (Table 7). The data also shows a decreasing proportion
of FQSUs in these WA As over time, coupled with an increasing proportion of NFQUs (Table 7). This
change corresponds with the declining population witnessed in Pelican and other nearby rural
communities during this period. The largest proportion of NFQUs hunting in the WAAs encompassed by
proposal area each year came from Juneau (35% on average). Other NFQUs typically composed about
8% of all hunters each year (ADF&G 2021).

The estimated yearly data on harvests within the WA As encompassed by the proposal area shows similar
trends between 2000 and 2021 (Table 7). On average, Pelican residents were responsible for about 18%
of the harvests taking place within in these WAAs each year, while other FQSUs were generally
responsible for about 41% of the harvests (Table 7). NFQUs were also responsible for approximately
41% of harvests in these WA As each year (Table 7). The reported harvest by non-residents within these
WAAs each year was quite small (ADF&G 2021). However, the location of about 24% of the harvests
by non-residents in Unit 4 could not be determined from the information returned and is unknown for
this period.
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Table 6. Distribution of Unit 4 Deer Hunting Effort and Harvest by Pelican Residents by Wildlife Analysis
Area (WAA), 2000-2021 (ADF&G 2021, 2022c).

- Total Days Percent Percent
WAAs Within Proposal Area Days
Harvest Hunted Harvest
Hunted
3417 WEST COAST CHICHAGOF 164 284 12% 13%
3418 YAKOBI IS. 388 440 28% 20%
3419 UPPER LISIANSKI INLET, LISIANSKI RIVER 371 660 27% 30%
3421 PORT ALTHORP, LOWER LISIANSKI, INIAN IS. 60 77 4% 3%
Total within Proposal Area 982 1461 71% 66%
Percent
WAAs Outside Proposal Area Total Days ~ Percent Days
Harvest Hunted Harvest
Hunted
3002 SITKA ROAD SYSTEM 2 2 <1% <1%
3003 SILVER BAY, DEEP INLET 5 5 <1% <1%
3312 DUFFIELD PENIN., BEAR BAY 4 2 <1% <1%
3314 FISH BAY DRAINAGES 3 2 <1% <1%
3416 KHAZ PENIN., SLOCUM ARM 7 5 <1% <1%
3526 NORTH SHORE TENAKEE INLET 2 2 <1% <1%
3629 SOUTHERN SHORE TENAKEE INLET 5 8 <1% <1%
3731 KELP BAY-TAKATZ BAY 2 2 <1% <1%
3733 WHALE BAY DRAINAGES, WILDERNESS COAST 10 0 <1% 0%
3835 NORTHERN MANSFIELD PENIN. 3 3 <1% <1%
4041 WHITEWATER BAY, WILSON COVE 2 2 <1% <1%
4252 HUMPBACK, GALLAGHER CREEKS 6 6 <1% <1%
Percent
WAASs Total Days Percent Days
Harvest Hunted Harvest
Hunted
Total Outside Proposal Area 49 36 4% 2%
Total (Known Harvest Area) 1031 1496 75% 68%
Unknown Harvest Area 356 733 25% 32%

The estimated data on hunter days spent in the WAAs encompassed by the proposal area each year
between 2000 and 2021 exhibits a somewhat different trend (Table 7). NFQUSs spent more days hunting
in these WA As during fifteen of the twenty-two years in this period (Table 7). However, the overall
average yearly difference in hunting days between FQSUs and NFQUs is relatively small (Table 7). On
average, NFQUs were responsible for about 51% of hunter days spent in the WA As encompassed by the
proposal area each year (Table 7). Pelican residents were responsible for about 12% of hunter days spent
in these WA As each year, while other FQSUs were responsible for 36% of hunter days in these WAAs
(Table 7). The generally higher number of hunting days spent in these WAAs by NFQUs could be an
indication that FQSUs are more efficient harvesters in this area or do not report all their hunting effort.
This difference could also be an indication that NFQUs are engaging in other activities while hunting or
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engaging different hunting methods. This difference in reported hunter days could also be related to
declining human populations in rural communities like Pelican, or issues like rising gasoline prices
restricting local hunting efforts.

Overall, Pelican residents and other FQSUs reported declines in average yearly hunters, hunter days, and
harvests in the WA As encompassed by the proposal area between the 2001-2005 reporting period and
the 2016-2020 reporting period (see Table 7). Among these two user groups, Pelican hunters reported
the greatest declines in average yearly hunters (-55% or -22 hunters), hunter days (-64% or -70 hunter
days), and harvests (-54% or -38 deer) between these two reporting periods (Table 7). These declines in
reported deer hunting effort and harvests by Pelican residents are likely explained by the declining
human population of Pelican witnessed between these two reporting periods (Table 2), coupled with the
impacts of rising fuel prices and depressed local economies (Table 7). Though the number of NFQU
hunters, hunter days, and harvests in the WAAs encompassed by the proposal area have not increased
over the course of the twenty-two years of quantitative data analyzed for this proposal, they have also
not decreased (Table 7). NFQU hunter effort and harvest has generally remained more stable over time
than the other two user groups (Table 7).

Though NFQUSs composed a significant proportion of the hunters utilizing the WAAs encompassed by
the proposal area each year between 2000 and 2021, the proposal area accounted for a relatively small
amount of NFQUSs’ overall hunting efforts and harvests within Unit 4 as a whole (ADF&G 2021, 2022c¢).
Approximately 4% (1,387 users) of all NFQUSs’ reported hunting in the WA As encompassed by the
proposal area between 2000 and 2021. NFQUs reported spending about 5% (6,005 days) of all their
hunting days in Unit 4 within these WAAs during this time (ADF&G 2021, 2022c). Likewise, roughly
6% (2,220 deer) of all deer reported harvested by NFQUs in Unit 4 from 2000-2021 were taken from
these WAAs (ADF&G 2021, 2022¢). WAA 3417 (West Coast Chichagof) was the portion of the
proposal area most heavily utilized by NFQUSs during this time, accounting for roughly half of all their
hunting efforts and harvests in the WA As encompassed by the proposal area (ADF&G 2021, 2022c¢).
Only a small portion of WAA 3417 would be closed under the current proposal.
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Other Alternatives Considered

Harvest limit reduction: The current proposal (WP24-06) responds to critiques of an earlier, similar
proposal (WP22-10) where the proposed harvest limit reduction to four deer for NFQUs was not

considered likely to provide for a meaningful conservation benefit or to substantially improve the
success rates of FQSUs (SERAC 2021b). Recently reported data shows that relatively few NFQUs take
their full harvest limit in this area (OSM 2022d). A harvest limit reduction that allows for the taking of
more than one deer by NFQUSs would probably not reduce issues of competition and crowding in and
around the proposal area during the proposed closure period.

Reduce extent of closure area and/or period of closure: The current proposal represents the outcome of

significant consideration of this option. The proponents note that they intend to limit the proposed
closure area to the location most utilized by Pelican residents (Table 5). The proposal also limits the
length of the closure to a relatively short period of time considered most important to Pelican residents.
At its fall 2023 meeting, The Southeast Council voted to further reduce the proposed closure period from
November 1-15 to November 1-10 (SERAC 2023). These reductions could help minimize competition
and conflicts between user groups in Pelican’s most heavily utilized deer hunting areas, while displacing
fewer NFQUSs. However, there are portions of the proposed closure area that may not be as essential to
local subsistence deer hunting efforts. It may be worth considering reducing the size of the proposed
closure area, particularly in light of another current proposal (WP24-05) seeking to close a portion of
northeast Chichagof Island to NFQUSs during the same time period.

Working Group: One alternative considered during previous deliberations on similar proposals, WP22-
07, -08, -09/10, was to establish a Unit 4 deer working group. This suggestion was mentioned by some
Southeast Council members and public testifiers during the fall 2021 Southeast meeting (OSM 2022a).
Developing a “Unit 4 deer management strategy,” which was also suggested multiple times during the
fall 2021 Southeast Council meeting (OSM 2022a). It was suggested that this alternative would allow
consideration of deer harvest and hunter competition issues in Unit 4 on a more holistic and longer
timescale. It would also enable all alternatives to be considered and could help bring user groups
together for discussion and compromise.

Since this time, a “North Unit 4 Deer Working Group” has been established under the guidance of the
Hoonah Indian Association Environmental Programs (HIA Environmental 2023a). The first meeting of
this group was held on March 15, 2023. The stated goals for the group are to:

Complete annual community surveys on deer harvest and use by training people in the
communities to do the work; (2) Understand if/how competition is impacting subsistence use of
deer on north Chichagof; (3) Collect deer data through camera traps in overwintering areas to
begin to get trend data for deer numbers; (4) Host meetings where managers, community
members, and non-community members can discuss their deer harvest needs; and (5) Increase
community understanding of how harvest reporting is used in management with the goal of
increasing community reporting (HIA Environmental 2023a).
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Preliminary information from HIA subsistence surveys and the deer working group has been
integrated into this analysis.

Effects of the Proposal

The proponents have asserted that the continuation of subsistence and meaningful rural preference is
under threat from increasing competition from NFQUSs in and around Pelican. If the Board adopts this
proposal, it will restrict NFQUSs from hunting deer in the proposal area from November 1-15. This could
potentially provide FQSUs in the area with an enhanced subsistence harvest opportunity, by reducing
user competition and conflict during a period of peak hunter effort and harvest that is particularly
important for a community that has recently faced winter food security issues. The proponents have
noted that competition can significantly restrict access to favored deer hunting sites located in narrow
embayments. November is the month when the greatest amount of federally qualified and non-federally
qualified hunter effort and harvest has taken place in Unit 4 in recent years. Weather conditions are
typically favorable for hunting and meat processing, deer provide the highest quality and amount of
meat, and deer are generally more susceptible to harvest during this time.

Adopting the proposed closure could lead to increased harvest effort by NFQUSs before and after the
closure period. The proposed closure may also have the unintended consequence of promoting increased
hunting of the beaches below the mean high tide line by NFQUs, as the area of the beach located below
the mean high tide mark is state-managed land and would remain open during the proposed closure
period. The proponents, however, note that beach hunting generally takes place after the proposed
closure period and above the high tide line in this area. Adopting the proposal would also prevent
NFQUs with local ties to the area from directly participating in deer hunting during the period of closure,
but they would still be able to help in other ways such as with meat processing. Some people from
Pelican move to Juneau for employment but often return to home to participate in subsistence harvesting
with family and friends.

While deliberating similar proposals (WP22-07, -08, -09/10) during the previous wildlife cycle, some
Southeast Council members expressed concern over the potential displacement of NFQUs to other areas
of Unit 4 if these proposals were to be adopted. These Council members were particularly concerned
about potential displacement creating similar problems elsewhere if all three deer proposals under
consideration at the time were to be adopted (SERAC 2021b). This issue remains a concern with the
current proposal (WP24-06) and a similar proposal (WP24-05) to close an area of northeast Chichagof
Island to NFQUSs during the same time-period.

OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION
Oppose WP24-06.

Justification

Deer have been and continue to be very important to local subsistence livelihoods and ways of life for
FQSUs living in the Pelican area. Many area residents have noted that they have had to change their deer
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hunting methods to focus their efforts much closer to home, as it has become too expensive and
dangerous to travel further without appropriate boats and fuel. Local knowledge attests to the fact that
only a limited number of boats and users can hunt in narrow bays and other preferred locations due to
issues of access and resource competition in these areas. Residents of Pelican and similar communities
have also noted that deer populations within Unit 4 may not be tracked at a fine enough scale to
consistently capture localized depletions that exacerbate issues of competition and user conflict.
Residents have also explained that hunter effort and harvest reporting tend to underestimate the amount
of hunting effort taking place, and overestimate hunting success rates. There is data presented in this
analysis that supports these arguments, suggesting that rates of competition for deer in the proposal area
in recent years may be impacting the success and efficiency of Pelican residents who have had to focus
their deer hunting efforts closer to home.

However, it is still not clear that the current levels of competition created by NFQUs in the proposal area
pose the type of threat to the continuation of subsistence that would justify a closure to non-federally
qualified users. There may be a better compromise available to address the proponents’ concerns without
enacting a closure to non-federally qualified users. NFQUs compose a large proportion the hunters
utilizing the proposal area each year. However, based on reported data, WAA 3417 (West Coast
Chichagof) appears to be the portion of the proposal area most heavily utilized by NFQUs, accounting
for roughly half of all their reported hunting efforts and harvests in the proposal area between 2000 and
2021. Only a small portion of WAA 3417 would be closed under the current proposal, and it is not clear
whether this portion of WAA 3417 is a significant hunting location for NFQUs.

A closure in the proposal area may also have the unintended consequence of promoting increased
hunting of the beaches below the mean high tide line by NFQUs. There may be more effective avenues
to address this issue. It is also not clear to what extent NFQUs engage in other hunting methods such as
muskeg/forest and alpine hunts, and whether these hunting efforts also represent a substantial source of
competition for FQSUs in the proposal area. Adopting this proposal would also prevent NFQUs with
local ties to the area from directly participating in deer hunting with local family and friends during the
period of closure. However, these users would be able to participate in other ways, such as assisting with
meat processing.

Interpretations of the information presented in this analysis are also complicated by a number of
interrelated issues. Recent mild winters in the area may have resulted in fewer deer being easily visible
on beaches, giving the appearance of localized declines in the deer population and/or increased
competition for deer. There are limitations in the hunter harvest and effort reporting framework, as well
as the regularity and reliability of reported data. Recent human population declines in communities like
Pelican exacerbate issues with harvest and effort analyses, as population declines may be misinterpreted
as a lack of hunting effort when compared to the harvest and effort data compiled for previous years.
Overall, the Office of Subsistence Management feels that more information is still needed from a greater
sample of the local population to determine whether a closure to NFQUs is necessary, and exactly where
that closure should be located. OSM hopes to receive this type of information through additional
meetings of the Southeast Council and the North Unit 4 Deer Working Group.
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ANALYSIS ADDENDUM

OSM CONCLUSION

Support WP24-06 with modification to reduce the proposed closure period from November 1-15 to
November 1-10.

The modified regulation should read:

Unit 4 - Deer

Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may be taken only from Aug. 1 —Jan. 31
Sept. 15 —Jan. 31.

Federal public lands within drainages flowing into Lisianski Inlet, Lisianski
Strait, and Stag Bay south of a line connecting Soapstone and Column points
and north of a line connecting Point Theodore and Point Uray are closed to
deer hunting Nov. 1-10, except by federally qualified subsistence users hunting
under these regulations.

Justification

Deer have been and continue to be very important to local subsistence livelihoods and ways of life for
FQSUs living in the Pelican area. Data supports residents’ claim that competition with non-locals has
been threatening the continuation of subsistence uses of deer, and that closure to non-federally qualified
users is necessary to continue these uses per §815(3) of ANILCA. First, residents of Pelican have noted
that they have had to change their deer hunting methods to focus their hunting efforts in areas closer to
home, as it has become too expensive and dangerous to travel further without appropriate boats and fuel.
Local knowledge attests to the fact that only a limited number of boats and users can hunt in narrow bays
and other preferred locations due to issues of access and resource competition in these areas.
Testimonies suggest that non-locals, who often travel from greater distances with better boats and
equipment than those in Pelican, will fill these local bays, preventing locals from accessing them.

Second, residents of Pelican have also noted localized depletions of deer in key hunting areas closer to
home, which exacerbate issues of user competition and conflict. The deer populations within Unit 4 may
not be tracked at a fine enough scale to consistently capture these issues. Third, residents have also
explained that their difficulties in harvesting deer are not well represented in the quantitative data
collected on deer harvests and hunter effort. Residents have noted that hunter effort and harvest reporting
tend to underestimate the amount of hunting effort taking place, and overestimate hunting success rates.
Fourth, NFQUSs have accounted for the majority of hunter days and a substantial percentage of the deer
harvested from the WA As encompassed by the proposal area, which may be impacting the success and
efficiency of Pelican residents who have had to focus their deer hunting efforts closer to home.

The OSM modification would increase subsistence harvest opportunity for FQSUs in the Pelican area by
allowing for a ten-day period where residents could hunt in their most heavily utilized areas closest to
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home, during a very important time in the local deer harvest season, without potential competition from
NFQUs. During the proposed ten-day closure, NFQUs would maintain the ability to hunt the majority of
the west coast Chichagof area (WAA 3417), which appears to be a key location for NFQU hunter
activity on Chichagof Island.

This modification is expected to minimally impact NFQUs due to its short duration and because less
than 4% of all NFQUs in Unit 4 hunt deer within the WAAs included in the proposal area. Additionally,
only a small portion of WAA 3417 (see Figure 2), which has the highest usage rate by NFQU, is
included in the proposed closure area. However, it will have disproportionate benefits for Pelican
residents who, as previously stated, are experiencing high rates of food insecurity as well as competition
from NFQUs in preferred deer hunting locations and cannot afford to travel far from home or spend long
periods of time deer hunting.
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SUBSISTENCE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS
Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Recommendation

Support WP24-06 with modification to reduce the proposed closure period from November 1-15 to
November 1-10. The Council felt this action was necessary to support the continuation of subsistence
uses in this area, while also causing the least possible impact to non-federally qualified users. The
Council felt that supporting the proposal with modification would provide a more meaningful
subsistence preference by reducing competition during a key time for subsistence deer hunting, and
thereby improve Pelican residents’ ability to access deer and meet their subsistence needs efficiently and
economically in a context where economic declines have forced residents to focus their hunting
strategies much closer to home.

OSM’s interpretation of the Council’s intent is:
Unit 4 - Deer

Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may be taken only from Aug. 1 —Jan. 31
Sept. 15 —Jan. 31.

Federal public lands within drainages flowing into Lisianski Inlet, Lisianski
Strait, and Stag Bay south of a line connecting Soapstone and Column points
and north of a line connecting Point Theodore and Point Uray are closed to
deer hunting Nov. 1-10, except by federally qualified subsistence users hunting
under these regulations.

INTERAGENCY STAFF COMMITTEE COMMENTS

The ISC acknowledges the extensive effort made by the Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional
Advisory Council (Council) during both the 2022-2024 and the 2024-2026 Wildlife Regulatory Cycles
to help federally qualified subsistence users meet their subsistence needs for deer in the Pelican area.

Deer populations in Unit 4 are the highest in the state and closures are not needed for conservation
reasons. The Council’s justification for submitting WP24-06 focuses on the closure being necessary to
continue subsistence uses due to competition and user conflict in the areas closer to Pelican. While
reported harvest success by federally qualified subsistence users appears stable over the last decade
based on quantitative harvest data, federally qualified subsistence users in the area report these data
underestimate hunter effort and do not capture competition that affects their ability to harvest enough
deer to meet their subsistence needs.

The ISC recognizes the effort that the Council has put into providing a meaningful subsistence priority,
while trying to reduce restrictions on non-federally qualified users as much as possible. Since submission
of their first proposal for the 2022 regulatory cycle, the Council reduced the duration of their requested
closure from 2.5 months to 15 days to the current Council recommendation of 10 days at the beginning
of November and reduced the requested closure area to those areas closest to home and most utilized by
Pelican residents.
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WP24-09 Executive Summary

942

General Wildlife Proposal WP24-09 requests delegating authority to the BLM Glenallen
Description Field Office manager to close, reopen and adjust season dates, set harvest limits
including any needed sex restrictions, and set any needed permit conditions for
caribou in Units 13A and 13B via Delegation of Authority Letter only and that the
Ahtna Intertribal Resource Commission (AITRC) be consulted whenever any in-
season management actions may occur. The BLM also requests that the harvest
limit for caribou in subunits 13A and 13B be changed from “2 caribou” to “up to 2
caribou.” Submitted by the Bureau of Land Management.
Proposed Unit 13—Caribou
Regulation
Units 134 and 13B—up to 2 caribou by Federal registration Aug. 1-Sep. 30
permit only (FCI1302))—The-sex-of-animals-that-mey-betaken—  Oct. 21-Mar. 31
witl-be-announced-by-the-GlennatlenFietd Office Manasger-o
Unit 13, remainder—2 bulls by Federal registration permit only Aug. 1-Sep. 30
(FC1302) Oct. 21-Mar. 31
OSM Conclusion Support
Southcentral Support WP24-09 with modification to sunset the delegated authority after four
Alaska Subsistence | years
Regional Advisory
Council
Recommendation
Interagency Staff The expanded. delegated authority being requested by the Bureau of Land
Committee Management in Units 13A and 13B would allow for quicker and more responsive
Comments management of the Nelchina Caribou Herd (NCH). Recent conservation concerns
have highlighted the need to respond quickly to rapidly changing biological metrics
of the NCH. Including the Ahtna Intertribal Resource Commission in the
management process will ensure that perspectives and concerns of local rural users
are taken into consideration.
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WP24-09 Executive Summary

The modification suggested by the Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional
Advisory Council would allow this requested delegation to sunset after four years.
However, because delegations of authority are administrative in nature, the Board
could choose to reauthorize this delegation after the four-year time period without
having to go through the regulatory and public review process. Therefore, any
requested sunset period would be made moot by such Board action. Delegations
of authority should be viewed as a means to allow for long term and responsive
management of wildlife resources on the landscape. Allowing for a sunset of this
management tool might not be in the best interests of the resource. Further, before
any delegated authority is initiated, the Federal manager is required to coordinate
with the Southcentral and Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory
Council Chairs and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game prior to
implementation of any management action affecting the NCH.

ADF&G Position Support

Written Public 1 Support
Comments
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STAFF ANALYSIS
WP24-09

ISSUES

Wildlife Proposal WP24-09, submitted by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Glennallen Field
Office, requests delegating authority to the BLM Glenallen Field Office manager to close, reopen and
adjust season dates, set harvest limits including any needed sex restrictions, and set any needed permit
conditions for caribou in Units 13A and 13B via Delegation of Authority Letter only and that the
Ahtna Intertribal Resource Commission (AITRC) be consulted whenever any in-season management
actions may occur (Appendix 1). The BLM also requests that the harvest limit for caribou in subunits
13A and 13B be changed from “2 caribou” to “up to 2 caribou.”

DISCUSSION

The proponents state that expansion of the authority delegated to the Federal in-season manager will
allow for better management of the Nelchina Caribou Herd (NCH) and more timely responses to
changing hunt conditions. Removing the limited authority currently in unit-specific regulations will
also simplify Federal regulations.

Establishing a variable harvest limit will allow the in-season manager to adjust harvest limits in
response to fluctuations in the NCH population. Conservation concerns regarding the NCH have arisen
lately, because of a severe winter and late spring in 2022. High adult mortality and low calf recruitment
led to a summer population estimate of only 21,000 caribou, which is well below the State
management objective of 35,000-40,000 caribou.

Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 13—Caribou

Units 134 and 13B—2 caribou by Federal registration permit only Aug. 1-Sep. 30
(FC1302). The sex of animals that may be taken will be announced by ~ Oct. 21-Mar. 31
the Glennallen Field Office Manager of the Bureau of Land

Management in consultation with the Alaska Department of Fish and

Game area biologist and Chairs of the Eastern Interior Regional

Advisory Council and the Southcentral Regional Advisory Council

Unit 13, remainder—2 bulls by Federal registration permit only Aug. 1-Sep. 30
(FC1302) Oct. 21-Mar. 31
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Proposed Federal Regulation

Unit 13—Caribou

Units 134 and 13B—up to 2 caribou by Federal registration permit Aug. 1-Sep. 30
only (FC1302))—1The—seaﬁQﬁaﬁmaJs—Fka{—maj+b€—taken—w#be— Oct. 21-Mar. 31

v the (slonnallon Hiold (Mfino \Janaggo

Unit 13, remainder—2 bulls by Federal registration permit only Aug. 1-Sep. 30
(FC1302) Oct. 21-Mar. 31

Existing State Regulation
Unit 13—Caribou
Residents — One caribou by permit YC495  Aug. 1-Aug. 5
Or

Residents — One caribou by permit per household, available ~ RC561  Aug. 10—Aug. 31
only by application. See Subsistence Permit Hunt Oct. 21-Mar. 31
Supplement for details

Or

Residents — One caribou by permit per household, available RC562 Sep. 1— Sep. 20
only by application. See Subsistence Permit Hunt Oct. 21-Mar. 31
Supplement for details

Or

Residents — One caribou by permit per household, available CC001  Aug. 10— Sep. 20

only by application. See the Subsistence Permit Hunt Oct. 21-Mar. 31
Supplement for details

Or
Residents — One caribou by permit DC485  Aug. 20— Sep. 20

Oct. 21-Mar. 31

Nonresidents — One bull caribou by permit DC475  No open season
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Extent of Federal Public Lands/Waters

Unit 13 is comprised of approximately 13% Federal public lands and consists of 6% National Park
Service (NPS) managed lands, 5% BLM managed lands, and 2% U.S. Forest Service (USFS) managed
lands.

Unit 13A is comprised of approximately 1% Federal public lands and consists solely of BLM managed
lands. Unit 13B is comprised of approximately 18% Federal public land and consists solely of BLM
managed lands.

BLM manages additional lands within Unit 13 that are selected for conveyance by the State of Alaska,
Native Corporations, or Alaska Tribes and are not currently available for Federal subsistence because
of the land selection status. If these land selections are relinquished, they would become lands
available for Federal subsistence.

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations

Residents of Units 11, 12 (along the Nabesna Road), 13, and Chickaloon have a customary and
traditional use determination to harvest caribou in Unit 13A.

Residents of Units 11, 12 (along the Nabesna Road and Tok Cutoff Road, mileposts 79-110), 13, 20D
(excluding residents of Fort Greely), and Chickaloon have a customary and traditional use
determination for caribou in Unit 13B.

Regulatory History

The NCH is an important resource for many rural and non-rural users. Its proximity to the Glenn and
Richardson highways enhances accessibility of the NCH to Anchorage and Fairbanks residents (Tobey
2003). A State Tier II system for NCH harvest was established in 1990 for Unit 13. A State Tier |
permit was added for the 1996/97 and 1997/98 seasons to allow any Alaskan resident to harvest cows
or young bulls to reduce the herd to the management objective of 35,000—40,000 caribou (ADF&G
1997). In 1998, the Tier I hunt was closed, as the herd was brought within management objectives due
to increased harvest and lower calf recruitment.

In 1998, the Federal Subsistence Board (Board) adopted Proposal P98-036 to extend the winter caribou
season from Jan. 5—Mar. 31 to Oct. 21-Mar. 31 (OSM 1998). This gave federally qualified subsistence
users the same opportunity to harvest an animal as those hunting under State regulations.

In 2001, the Board adopted Proposal WP01-07, which changed the harvest limit from two caribou to
two bulls by Federal registration permit only for all of Unit 13 (OSM 2001).

In 2002, the Board rejected Proposal WP02-17, which requested closure of Federal public lands in
Units 13A and 13B to moose and caribou hunting by non-federally qualified users. The Board rejected
this proposal consistent with the recommendations of the Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional
Advisory Council (Southcentral Council), the Interagency Staff Committee, and the Alaska
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Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G). All opposed this closure because closing Federal public
lands in Units 13A and 13B to non-federally qualified users would not result in a conservation benefit
due to the limited amount of Federal public land in Unit 13. The Board further reasoned that additional
opportunities existed for Federal subsistence users to hunt on Federal public lands after the State closed
its season, and because of the more liberal Federal harvest limit and longer season (OSM 2002).

In 2003, the Board adopted Proposal WP03-14, which changed the harvest limit for Units 13A and

13B back to two caribou, although only bulls could be harvested from Aug. 10-Sep. 30. For the Oct.
21-Mar. 31 winter season, the BLM’s Glennallen Field Office Manager was delegated authority to
determine the sex of animals to be taken in consultation with ADF&G and the Chairs of the Eastern
Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (Eastern Interior Council) and Southcentral
Council. This authority was delegated to provide management flexibility to the in-season manager to
offer a limited cow harvest during the winter hunt when population metrics warranted it. Enabling the
in-season manager to make this determination allowed for a Federal priority while safeguarding the
caribou population. For the remainder of Unit 13, the harvest limit remained two bulls for the Aug. 10—
Sep. 30 and Oct. 21-Mar. 31 seasons (OSM 2003).

In 2005, the Board adopted modified Proposal WP05-08 via the consensus agenda. This proposal
allowed the sex of caribou harvested to be determined for both the fall and winter seasons in Units 13A
and 13B by the BLM Glennallen Field Office Manager in consultation with the ADF&G area biologist
and Chairs of the Eastern Interior and Southcentral councils (OSM 2005). The adoption of this
proposal allowed for the BLM to adaptively manage harvest of the NCH as population composition
changed. When the population metrics supported cow harvest, the in-season manger could allow
subsistence users to harvest cows, thereby enhancing a subsistence priority.

Emergency Order (EO) 02-01-07 closed the remainder of the 2006/07 State season for the NCH on
February 4, 2007, due to high State hunter success in the State Tier II hunt. Likewise, EO 02-08-07
closed the 2007/08 Tier II hunt on September 20, 2007. The hunt was scheduled to re-open on October
21, 2007, but concerns about unreported harvest in the State and Federal hunts resulted in closure for
the remainder of the season.

For the 2009/10 season, the State Tier II hunt was eliminated. Two hunts were added: a Tier I hunt and
a Community Harvest hunt for residents of Gulkana, Cantwell, Chistochina, Gakona, Mentasta,
Tazlina, Chitina, and Copper Center. The harvest limit for each was one caribou (sex to be announced
annually) with season dates of Aug. 10—Sep. 20 and Oct. 21-Mar. 31 and a harvest quota of 300
caribou, respectively. A federally qualified subsistence user could opt into the State community harvest
system or use a State registration permit to harvest one caribou and then get a Federal permit to harvest
an additional caribou within Unit 13 since the Federal harvest limit was two caribou. However, State
regulations stipulate that Tier I and community harvest system permit holders may not hunt moose or
caribou under State or Federal regulations outside of Unit 13 and the Copper Basin Community Hunt
area, respectively (ADF&G 2019a).
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In July 2010, the Alaska Superior Court found that elimination of the Tier II hunt was arbitrary and
unreasonable (ADF&G 2010a). In response, the Alaska Board of Game (BOG) held an emergency
teleconference in July 2010 and opened a Tier II hunt from Oct. 21-Mar. 31, maintained the existing
Tier I season, and awarded up to 500 additional Tier I permits (ADF&G 2010a). Subsequently, EO 04-
1-10 closed the remainder of the winter NCH Tier II season due to harvest reports indicating that
approximately 1,404 bulls and 547 cows were harvested, and unreported harvest was expected to raise
the total harvest above the harvest objective (ADF&G 2010b; OSM 2012).

In 2012, the Board adopted Proposal WP12-25, which added an additional nine days to the beginning
of the fall caribou season in all of Unit 13 to provide more opportunity to federally qualified
subsistence users. The season was extended from Aug. 10-Sep. 30 to Aug. 1-Sep. 30 (OSM 2012).

In 2016, Federal public lands in the Paxson Closed Area were determined to be open (i.e., no longer
State selected) to the taking of big game, which includes caribou, by federally qualified subsistence
users hunting under Federal subsistence regulations. The Board rejected Proposal WP16-16, which

requested that Federal public lands within the Paxson Closed Area in Unit 13 be closed to federally

qualified subsistence users (OSM 2016b).

Additionally in 2016, the Board adopted Proposal WP16-17, which rescinded the restriction
prohibiting federally qualified subsistence users from hunting caribou within the Trans-Alaska Oil
Pipeline right-of-way in Unit 13 (OSM 2016c¢).

In fall 2016, the Board approved Emergency Wildlife Special Action WSA16-05 to delegate authority
to the BLM Glennallen Field Office Manager to open a ten-day caribou season between Oct. 1 and
Oct. 20. WSA16-05 was approved to increase harvest of the NCH, which was above State management
objectives, and to provide additional hunting opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users as

fall harvest was low due to caribou being inaccessible during the regular hunting season because of
delayed migration (OSM 2016a).

In 2018, Proposal WP18-19 was submitted by AITRC requesting they be allowed to distribute Federal
registration permits to Ahtna tribal members for the Federal caribou season in Unit 13. In addition, the
proponent requested that the Ahtna Advisory Committee (which was to be formed) be added to the list
of agencies and organizations consulted by the BLM Glennallen Field Office Manager, when
announcing the sex of caribou taken in Units 13A and 13B each year. The Board voted to defer WP18-
19 pending development of a framework for a community harvest system (OSM 2018).

In 2018, ADF&G issued four EOs for the NCH in Unit 13. In response to high overwinter mortality,
emigration to the Fortymile caribou herd (FCH), and lower than anticipated productivity, the NCH was
reduced to approximately 35,700 caribou, which was near the lower end of the State’s population
management objective. EO 04-02-18 changed the State harvest limit from one caribou to one bull and
the reporting requirement to three days. EO 04-04-18 closed the Tier 1 NCH hunt, RC561, on August
18, 2018, as reported harvest was approaching the harvest quota. EO 04-05-18 closed drawing hunt
DC485 on August 26, 2018, to remain within the quota of 250 bulls set for that hunt. EO 04-07-18
closed the winter hunting seasons for all of these hunts.
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In July 2019, the Board rejected Temporary Wildlife Special Action WSA19-03, which requested
closure of Federal public lands in Unit 13 to caribou and moose hunting by non-federally qualified
users for the 2019/20 season. The Board determined the requested closure was not warranted for
conservation, continuation of subsistence uses, or safety reasons. The Board concluded that the closure
was not necessary for the conservation of healthy caribou or moose populations in Unit 13, as these
populations are routinely monitored, and annual biological data is used to inform management plans
and to establish sustainable harvest guidelines. The closure was also not shown to be necessary to
continue subsistence uses of those populations. Federally qualified subsistence users’ annual harvest
rates had remained consistent in comparison to the annual harvest rates by non-federally qualified
users. Nevertheless, the Board recognized that local harvesters do experience an influx of non-local
hunters, and many feel displaced by this activity and alter their subsistence activities as a result. In
addition, the closure would not alleviate public safety concerns as non-federally qualified users would
still be able to cross Federal public lands to access State and private lands.

In September 2019, ADF&G issued EO 04-09-19 to extend the closing date for all State caribou hunts
in Unit 13 by ten days from September 20 to September 30. The EO was issued to reduce the size of
the NCH population, which had grown to more than 53,000 animals, well above the upper end of the
population objective for the herd.

In 2020, the Board adopted several proposals and special actions affecting caribou in Unit 13. First, in
April the Board adopted deferred proposal WP18-19 with modification, establishing a community
harvest system for moose and caribou in Unit 13. It also named eight individual communities within
the Ahtna traditional use territory that are authorized to harvest caribou and moose in Unit 13 as part of
the community harvest system, subject to a framework established by the Board under unit specific
regulations.

In July 2020, the Board adopted two special actions with modification regarding caribou hunting in
Unit 13, WSA20-01 and WSA20-03. WSA20-01 requested a continuous caribou season in Unit 13
from Aug. 1-Mar. 31 and that the harvest limit in Unit 13, remainder be changed from two bulls to two
caribou for the 2020-2022 regulatory cycle. The Board approved the change in harvest limit to provide
additional subsistence opportunity and because there were no conservation concerns. The Board did
not approve the continuous season due to concern over harvesting bulls during rut when they may be
unpalatable. This action was consistent with the Southcentral and Eastern Interior councils’
recommendations.

WSA20-03 requested closure of Federal public lands in Unit 13 to the hunting of moose and caribou
by non-federally qualified users for the 2020/21 season. The Board approved closure of Federal public
lands in Units 13A and 13B only to moose and caribou hunting by non-federally qualified users for the
2020-2022 regulatory cycle. The Board supported the closure due to its necessity for reasons of public
safety and continuation of subsistence uses. The Board limited the closure to Units 13A and 13B
because this is the area where the most overcrowding, disruption of hunts, and serious safety concerns
have occurred. The Board extended the special action to the 2021-2022 regulatory year as a regulatory
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proposal would not become effective until July 1, 2022, and to reduce the administrative burden
associated with processing additional requests.

Also in July 2020, the Board adopted Wildlife Special Action WSA20-02 with modification regarding
the AITRC administered community harvest system. AITRC submitted WSA20-02 to effectively and
immediately implement the community harvest system that the Board had approved in April 2020 (via
adoption of deferred WP18-19). In January 2021, the Board approved the community harvest system
framework, which was required to implement the system, as part of its adoption of WSA21-07. This
special action addressed a regulatory inconsistency that prevented the community harvest system from
being effectively implemented. In April 2022, the Board adopted Wildlife Proposal WP22-36, which
codified these temporary regulations in the CFR.

In 2022, ADF&G issued four emergency orders (EOs) regarding caribou in Unit 13. A steep
population decline and low recruitment due to a severe winter resulted in a population estimate below
management objectives and therefore, a low harvest quota. On July 14, ADF&G established the
resident caribou harvest limit in Unit 13 as one bull caribou and the harvestable surplus of 1,000 bulls
as the quota with 615 bulls allocated to the State hunts (and the remaining 385 to the Federal hunts) to
allow for growth of the herd via EO 04-02-22. In a corresponding press release, ADF&G outlined the
distribution of the harvest quota across State hunts, including the youth hunt (70), non-resident hunt
(0), resident drawing hunt (70), resident August registration hunt (140), resident September registration
hunt (140), and community hunt (195).

BLM began printing and issuing Federal registration permits (FC1302) on July 7, 2022, which was
seven days prior to the state releasing their harvest quotas through EO 04-02-22. The ADF&G area
biologist in Unit 13 contacted the BLM Field office in Glennallen about July 19™ to share the data of
the recent NCH survey, the actions ADF&G were planning to implement due to the population
decline, and to request that BLM recognize the need to take action for the conservation of the
NCH by changing the harvest limit from two caribou, either sex, to 2 bull caribou (Rinaldi 2023,
pers. comm.). Since BLM had already started issuing permits, ADF&G sent a letter asking for the
change in harvest limit to the BLM State Director, elevating their concern above the Field Office
level (Appendix 2). The BLM considered these requests but decided not to modify the harvest limit
and responded to ADF&G with FSB letter OSM 22111.RLS (Appendix 3). More specifically, BLM
did not restrict harvest to bulls only because: 1) Unit 13, remainder is already restricted to bull harvest;
2) the NCH is not present in Units 13A and 13B to any great extent and even then is not typically
present on the Federal lands therein until late in the fall season; 3) the NCH often migrates through
Federal lands when the season is closed to Federal hunting; and 4) harvest of cows by federally
qualified subsistence users on Federal land has historically been minimal because hunters have been
very receptive to ADF&G’s population concerns and the BLM’s outreach efforts to encourage the
harvest of bulls only.

On August 16, 2022, State registration hunt RC561 was closed by EO 04-03-22 after the RC561
harvest quota was exceeded when 161 bull caribou were harvested in 8 days. On September 12, State
registration hunt RC562 was closed by EO 04-06-22 after the RC562 harvest quota was exceeded
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when 205 bull caribou were harvested in 13 days. In mid-October, all State winter hunts were closed
by EO 04-08-22 before they opened because ADF&G determined no harvestable surplus was available
and to promote NCH recovery. A total of 162 caribou, including 112 bulls and 50 cows, were
harvested under Federal hunt FC1302 in 2022.

Current Events

In 2023, all State and Federal hunts for Nelchina caribou were closed due to conservation concerns. On
June 30, 2023, the State announced the closure of all NCH hunts for the 2023/24 season via EO R4-01-
23. This EO closed the two Tier I registration hunts and the community subsistence hunt. The resident
youth hunt and resident drawing hunt were not offered during the drawing application period of 2022
(ADF&G 2022), as ADF&G determined the NCH population was too low to offer these opportunities.

In July 2023, the Board approved WSA23-01/03 to close all caribou hunting during the fall season in
Unit 13. WSA23-01 was submitted by ADF&G and WSA23-03 was submitted by the BLM. Both
requests asked to close the fall hunts due to concerns over low population estimates by ADF&G.

In October 2023, the Board approved Wildlife Special Action WSA23-06, approved WSA23-04 with
modification, and took no action on WSA23-02, closing winter Federal hunts on the NCH. Emergency
Wildlife Special Action WSA23-06, submitted by ADF&G, requested closing the Federal winter
caribou hunts in Units 11, 12, and 13 for the first 60 days of the 2023 winter season. This Emergency
Special Action was submitted and approved ahead of a potential Federal government shutdown.
Temporary Wildlife Special Action WSA23-02, submitted by ADF&G, requested closing the Federal
winter caribou hunts in Units 12 and 13 for the 2023 regulatory year. WSA23-04, submitted by the
BOG, requested closing the Federal winter caribou hunts within Units 11, 12, and 13 for the 2023
regulatory year. The modification on WSA23-04 was to provide an exception for traditional religious
ceremonies and cultural/educational program permit harvest.

Biological Background

The NCH calving grounds and summer range lie within Unit 13. The rut also generally occurs within
Unit 13 from late September through mid-October. About 60-95% of the NCH overwinters in Unit
20E, although Nelchina caribou also overwinter in Unit 12 and across northern portions of Units 11
and 13 (Schwanke and Robbins 2013). Winter competition with the FCH in Unit 20E may be
impacting the NCH and range conditions. While the calving season and location of the NCH calving
grounds remains static, use of other seasonal ranges varies with resource availability and snow cover
(Schwanke and Robbins 2013).

State management goals and harvest objectives are based on the principle of sustained yield (Robbins
2014). Since the 1990s, ADF&G has aimed to maintain a fall, post-hunt population of 35,000—40,000
caribou, with minimum ratios of 40 bulls:100 cows and 40 calves:100 cows (Hatcher and Robbins
2021). The goal is to provide for the harvest of 3,000—6,000 caribou annually.
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The State manages the NCH for maximum sustained yield, principally by annual adjustments in
harvest quotas. The population of the NCH has fluctuated over time, influenced primarily by harvest
(Schwanke and Robbins 2013). Between 2003 and 2023, the NCH summer population estimate ranged
from 8,823-53,500 caribou and averaged 37,453 caribou (Table 1). The herd has exceeded State
population objectives many times, and harvest regulations have been liberalized to quickly reduce the
population in an effort to preserve habitat conditions. Population increases in the NCH may be
attributable to reduced predator numbers as a result of the Intensive Management program to benefit
moose in Units 12, 13, and 20. (Schwanke and Robbins 2013; ADF&G 2017a, 2019a). The predator
control program has been active in Unit 13 since 2000 (ADF&G 2023c). Activity under the program
was suspended during 2012, 2015-2017, and 2019-2021, all coinciding with population estimates of
the NCH at or above management objectives (ADF&G 20223c¢).

In October 2018, following a period of higher-than-expected population levels and associated
liberalized harvest from 2010-2017, the NCH was estimated to be only 33,229, which is below the
minimum State population objective (Table 1). A combination of a liberal hunt, severe winter
conditions in the eastern part of their range that resulted in high over-winter mortality, emigration of
some animals to the FCH, and lower than anticipated productivity reduced the NCH from the 2017 fall
estimate of 41,411 (Rinaldi pers. comm. 2019). In the summer of 2019, the NCH population estimate
peaked at 53,500 caribou (ADF&G 2019b). However, the NCH population estimate has declined
precipitously since then to only 8,823 caribou in July 2023 (Table 1), which is the lowest estimate
since 2003 (ADF&G 2023a, 2023b). Factors contributing to this recent decline include deep snow
across the range of the NCH during the winter of 2021-2022 which led to increased adult mortality.
Spring thaw was also late that year delaying green-up, migration, and calving, which led to low calf
recruitment. Preliminary indicators suggest difficult winter conditions for 2022-2023, leading to poor
recruitment again. Smaller cohorts over the last two years have the potential to slow population growth
and recovery for the NCH (ADF&G 2023b).

Bull:cow and calf:cow ratios have also fluctuated greatly over time. Between 2003 and 2023, the
bull:100 cow ratio ranged from 23—64 bulls:100 cows and averaged 41 bulls:100 cows. The
composition survey results from July 2023 showed the lowest bull to cow ratio of 23:100 cow. The fall
calf:100 cow ratio for the same timeframe ranged from 13—55 calves:100 cows and averaged 36
calves:100 cows (Table 1). Once again, the composition survey conducted in July 2023 resulted in the
lowest observed calf:100 cow ratio of 13 calves:100 cow, indicating a low recruitment rate for 2023.
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Table 1. Population estimates and composition metrics of the NCH (Tobey and Kelleyhouse 2007;
ADF&G 2008, 2010a, 2018, 2019a, 2023a, 2023b; Schwanke 2011; Schwanke and Robbins 2013;
Robbins 2015, 2016a, 2016b, 2017, pers. comm.; Rinaldi 2019, pers. comm; Hatcher 2021, pers.
comm;). Fall herd estimates are derived from summer minimum count data combined with fall harvest
and composition survey data.

Year Total bulls:100 Calves:100 Summer Herd Fall Herd
cows? cows? Estimates® Estimates

2003 31 35 31,114 30,141
2004 31 45 38,961 36,677
2005 36 41 36,993 36,428
2006 23¢ 40° - -
2007 34 35 33,744 32,569
2008 39¢ 40° - 33,288¢
2009 42 29 33,146 33,837
2010 64 55 44,954 48,653
2011 58 45 40,915 41,394
2012 57 31 46,496 50,646
2013 30 19 40,121 37,257
2014 42 45 - -
2015 36 45 48,700 46,816
2016 57 48 46,673 46,673
2017 35¢ 35¢ - 41,411¢
2018 40 20 35,703 33,229
2019 32 41 53,500 46,528
2020 28¢ 17¢ - 35,000¢
2021 38 45 38,400 35,500
2022 26 16 21,000¢ 17,433¢
2023 23 13 8,823

Average 41 36 38,550 39,739

@ Fall composition counts
b Summer photocensus

¢Modeled estimate

Cultural Knowledge and Traditional Practices

Units 13A and 13B fall within the traditional territory of the Ahtna Athabascans (ADF&G 2017b, de
Laguna and McClellan 1981, Simeone 2006). Archaeological evidence and historical accounts indicate

that caribou has been a primary subsistence resource for the Ahtna, who have hunted caribou
seasonally in the spring and fall for generations (ADF&G 2017b; de Laguna and McClellan 1981;
Simeone 2006). De Laguna (1981) reported that within Ahtna territory, caribou and moose were caught

either in drag-pole snares or in snares set 200-300 feet apart in long brush fences. Caribou were also

hunted with the use of spears from skin boats, and later, guns were used for both caribou and moose
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hunting (de Laguna 1981; Reckord 1983). The traditional practices of drying and freezing meat, as
well as the proper and respectful treatment of harvested resources such as caribou, are described in
several ethnographic accounts of the Ahtna and people of the upper Tanana (de Laguna and McClellan
1981; Haynes and Simeone 2007; Reckord 1983; Simeone 2006).

Caribou continue to be vital resources for residents of the Copper River and Tanana watersheds (Holen
etal. 2015; Holen et al. 2012; Kukkonen and Zimpleman 2012; La Vine, et al. 2013; La Vine and
Zimpleman 2014). ADF&G’s Division of Subsistence conducts household subsistence harvest surveys
periodically throughout rural Alaska. Though this survey data is only available for some communities
in some years, it is an important source for documenting patterns of resource use. In the most recent
comprehensive subsistence surveys conducted in the region by ADF&G between 2009 and 2013, large
land mammal harvest accounted for 17% to 60% of communities’ total subsistence harvests by weight
(Holen et al. 2015; Holen et al. 2012; Kukkonen and Zimpleman 2012; La Vine, et al. 2013; La Vine
and Zimpleman 2014). While bear, sheep, goat, and bison were also taken, most of the large land
mammal harvest was composed of caribou and moose for all communities surveyed (Holen, et al.
2012; Kukkonen and Zimpleman 2012; La Vine, et al. 2013; La Vine and Zimpleman 2014). Surveys
reported the per capita large land mammal harvest from communities in the Copper River Basin ranged
from approximately 11 pound per person in Mendeltna to 121 pound per person in Mentasta Pass (La
Vine et al. 2013). In some communities in the region, large land mammal harvests surpassed those of
fish (Holen et al. 2015; Holen et al. 2012; Kukkonen and Zimpleman 2012; La Vine, et al. 2013; La
Vine and Zimpleman 2014).

During each study year, communities within the Copper River Basin harvested or hunted for caribou in
Units 13, as well as in nearby Units 11 and 12 (Holen et al. 2015; Kukkonen et al. 2012; La Vine et al.
2013; La Vine & Zimpleman 2014). Harvest and search areas specific to communities within Unit 13
illustrate a pattern of hunting along nearby road corridors and locations close to home (Holen et al.
2015; Kukkonen et al. 2012; La Vine et al. 2013; La Vine & Zimpleman 2014). Some communities
described hunting primarily along road corridors, while others noted that their caribou harvest and
search areas extended throughout the basin (Holen et al. 2015; Kukkonen et al. 2012; La Vine et al.
2013; La Vine & Zimpleman 2014). Table 2 shows the caribou hunt permits received by residents of
communities that have reported hunting in Units 13A and 13B under the FC1302 permit between 2017
and 2021. These residents and communities would be directly affected by this proposal. Significantly,
even in communities that reported no harvest for their study year, caribou were still widely used,
shared, and received (Holen et al. 2015). For example, while Tolsona reported no caribou harvest
during the 2013 study year, 25% of Tolsona households still reported using caribou (Holen et al. 2015).

Household subsistence surveys conducted between 2009 and 2013 also documented local concerns
about issues of user conflict regarding access to, and competition for, key subsistence resources (Holen
et al. 2012, Holen et al. 2015). Many communities in the region had concerns about the number of
caribou and other large land mammal harvest taken by non-local hunters (Holen et al. 2012, Holen et
al. 2015). Some residents argued that most of the meat harvested in Unit 13 is not eaten by residents of
the region (Holen et al. 2012, Holen et al. 2015). Others added that non-local hunters were out-
competing locals and driving game away (Holen et al. 2012). Many communities surveyed from 2009
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to 2013 noted that better-equipped urban hunters, traffic pressure on the roads, and significant
increases in the use of off-road vehicles were decreasing the success rates and efficiency of federally
qualified subsistence users by interfering with access to favored hunting areas and driving game further
from road corridors (Holen et al. 2012, Holen et al. 2015).

Some local community members have also noted that changing climatic conditions are complicating
more traditional large land mammal hunting practices in the area, as warmer weather is extending
longer into the hunting season and altering the timing of yearly biological cycles and herd migrations,
in ways that make it harder to hunt successfully under the current rules and regulations on caribou
hunting in this area (Holen et al. 2012; Holen et al. 2015; Kukkonen and Zimpleman 2012; La Vine et
al. 2013; La Vine and Zimpleman 2014). Providing the BLM Glenallen Field Office Manager with
Delegation of Authority to adjust season dates and harvest limits should help to address this issue, by
allowing for more flexible, time-sensitive in-season management actions.
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Table 2. Reported hunt data for selected communities with a customary and traditional use
determination for caribou in Units 13A and/or 13B that have utilized the FC1302 permit in one of the
two subunits between 2017 and 2021 (OSM 2023, ADLWD 2022). @

Community Estimated Co_mmunity Number of_FC1302 Permits
Population Hunted in 13A or 13B

Delta Junction 983 1435
Copper Center 316 467
Glennallen 427 402
Tazlina 257 174
Gakona 181 148
Kenny Lake 294 101
Chickaloon 246 74
Glacier View 251 60
Chitina 97 29
Silver Springs 105 29
Tolsona 12 27
Sheep Mountain - 22
Tangle Lakes -- 20
Nelchina 46 19
Slana 93 19
Copperville - 18
Lake Louise 40 14
Tonsina 51 13
Cantwell 196 1
Paxson 26 11
Gulkana 89 10
Sourdough - 10
Meiers Lake -- 8
McCarthy 114 6

aCommunities or areas with fewer than 5 hunts reported during this time are not included. This is not
an exhaustive list of communities or areas qualified to hunt under the FC1302 permit in 13A and 13B.

Harvest History

The NCH is a popular herd to hunt and experiences heavy harvest pressure due to its road accessibility
and proximity to Fairbanks and Anchorage. Harvest quotas are adjusted annually to achieve State
management objectives and keep the herd from growing to unsustainable levels (Schwanke and
Robbins 2013). In recent years, caribou have been largely unavailable on Federal public lands during
the fall Federal season (Aug. 1— Sep. 30) with their presence peaking during October when the season
is closed for the rut (BLM 2020, OSM 2023b).
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Over 95% of total NCH harvest occurs in Unit 13. Between 2001 and 2022, harvest from the NCH
under State regulations ranged from 519-5,785 caribou/year (Table 3). Over the same period, caribou
harvest under Federal regulations in Unit 13 ranged from 102—610 caribou/year (Table 3). No Federal
or State harvest occurred during 2023 because the hunts were closed due to conservation concerns.
Federal harvest (FC1302) accounts for 14% of the total Unit 13 caribou harvest on average.
Fluctuations in Unit 13 caribou harvest follows changes in abundance and population estimations.

Federal FC1302 permits issued from 2019-2022 averaged 2,746, which is comparable to the overall
average since 2001 of 2,762 (Table 4). The 2022/23 reported Federal harvest of 166 caribou was much
lower than the long term 2001-2022 average of 371 (OSM 2023b). The lower 2022 Federal
subsistence harvest may be because of lower abundance of caribou or because they migrated through
Federal public lands during October when the season was closed.

Between 2001 and 2022, the number of Federal subsistence hunters and harvest success rates for the
FC1302 hunt have shown substantial annual variation (Table 4). Between 2003 and 2012, Federal
subsistence hunter numbers and success rates averaged 1,353 hunters and 31%, respectively. Between
2013 and 2022, Federal subsistence hunter numbers and success rates averaged 1,219 hunters and 25%,
respectively (OSM 2023b). Success rates for caribou harvest depend largely on caribou availability (a
function of migration timing) rather than abundance, and availability likely explains some of the
substantial annual variation. Of note, federally qualified subsistence users may also harvest under State
regulations, and those harvests are not reflected in the data above or in Table 4. The data described
above and in Table 4 only considers harvests under Federal regulations (FC1302).
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Table 3. Total harvest of Nelchina caribou in Unit 13. Showing State harvest quota, State harvest, and
Federal harvest (Tobey and Kelleyhouse 2007; Schwanke and Robbins 2013; Robbins 2015, 2017,

pers. comm.; WinfoNet 2019; BLM 2020; OSM 2023b).

Regulatory Harvest State Federal Harvest Total Unit 13

Year Quota Harvest (FC1302) Harvest

2001 1,479 498 1,977
2002 1,315 337 1,652
2003 995 322 1,317
2004 1,226 335 1,561
2005 2,772 610 3,382
2006 3,043 570 3,613
2007 1,314 385 1,699
2008 1,315 273 1,588
2009 753 349 1,102
2010 2,300 1,899 451 2,350
2011 2,400 2,032 395 2,427
2012 5,500 3,718 537 4,255
2013 2,500 2,303 279 2,582
2014 3,000 2,712 237 2,949
2015 5,000 3,402 595 3,997
2016 N/A? 5,785 491 6,276
2017 6,000 4,529 358 4,887
2018 1,400 1,411 370 1,781
2019 3,450 2,735 102 2,837
2020 5,090 3,770 306 4,076
2021 1,250 1,505 220 1,725
2022 615 519 166 685
2023 0 0

aQOriginal quota of 4,000 caribou was lifted and no adjusted quota was announced.
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Table 4. The number of permits issued, permits used, and caribou harvested under permit
FC1302 Federal caribou hunt in Unit 13 (OSM 2023b).

Regulatory Permits Hunted Harvested | Harvested HS;‘; iﬁid Total
Year Issued Male Female Sex Harvested
2001 2,565 1,469 489 3 6 498
2002 2,507 1,379 323 2 12 337
2003 2,574 1,240 317 2 3 322
2004 2,555 1,337 248 85 2 335
2005 2,557 1,499 365 238 7 610
2006 2,631 1,317 318 238 14 570
2007 2,399 1,092 259 120 6 385
2008 2,532 1,229 180 89 4 273
2009 2,576 1,339 342 7 0 349
2010 2,852 1,535 316 129 6 451
2011 2,980 1,425 281 113 1 395
2012 2,953 1,518 326 203 8 537
2013 2,781 1,303 210 68 1 279
2014 2,943 1,395 177 59 1 237
2015 3,061 1,560 444 147 4 595
2016 3,151 1,530 299 192 0 491
2017 3,071 1,526 208 148 2 358
2018 3,082 1,433 232 135 3 370
2019 2,785 898 80 21 1 102
2020 2,915 1,194 193 112 1 306
2021 2,606 945 149 71 0 220
2022 2,676 1,015 115 51 0 166

Alternative Considered

One alternative suggested by agency staff was to delegate authority for all of Unit 13 rather than just
for 13A and 13B. Delegating the authority for in-season management of caribou in only a portion of
Unit 13 has the potential to create confusion regarding seasons and harvest limits in Unit 13 remainder,
especially given that a single caribou permit applies to all subunits of Unit 13. The harvest limit in 13A
and 13B could potentially be reduced to one caribou but would remain two-bulls in the remainder of
the unit; or the season could be extended or shortened in 13A and 13B, but not in the remainder of the
unit.

Reducing the harvest limit in Units 13A and 13B, while retaining the two bulls limit in Unit 13
remainder could send a message that there is not a conservation concern there and result in increased
hunting pressure in 13C, 13D, and 13E. If authority was delegated to the BLM for all of Unit 13, all
seasons could be adjusted to account for shifting harvest patterns and in response to herd status.

Federal Subsistence Board Public Materials: Volume I1 959



WP24-09

This alternative was not further considered because the proponent did not specifically request this
delegation. Harvest records do not indicate this need either. Since 2016, 72% of Federal caribou
harvest has been from Units 13A and 13B. The NCH typically does not occur in Unit 13D and the rest
of Federal land within Unit 13 remainder is not as easily accessed as Units 13A and 13B.

Effects of the Proposal

If this proposal is adopted, the BLM Glenallen Field Office manager will be delegated authority to
close and reopen seasons, adjust season dates, set harvest limits including any needed sex restrictions,
and set any needed permit conditions for caribou in Units 13A and 13B via delegation of authority
letter only (Appendix 1). The delegation would include the authority to close and reopen Federal
public lands in subunits 13A and 13B to non-subsistence hunting but does not authorize changes to
permit requirements or harvest and possession limits for State-managed hunts. Consultation with
AITRC, in addition to the usual State and Federal agencies and Regional Advisory Councils, would be
required before any in-season management actions occur. The caribou harvest limit in Units 13A and
13B would change from “2 caribou” to “up to 2 caribou.”

Expanding the authority delegated to the in-season manager provides management flexibility to
respond to changing herd population metrics and hunt conditions in a timely manner. Currently,
in-season management actions such as closing seasons during times of conservation concern require
submission of a special action request, a full analysis process and Board action, which can take
months. Delegating authority will allow for quick, in-season management actions to protect the NCH
population from possible overharvest or to allow additional subsistence harvest opportunity as
conditions allow. Removing the Delegated Authority from unit-specific regulations will simplify
Federal regulations, while a Delegation of Authority Letter provides more explicit and detailed
explanations of the requirements and process needed to enact in-season management actions. The
addition of AITRC to the consultation process ensures that an important group of subsistence users
relying on the NCH are incorporated into the decision-making process.

Changing the harvest limit in Units 13A and 13B from “2 caribou” to “up to 2 caribou” will allow the
in-season manager to respond to changing population metrics and better manage harvest to optimize
herd conservation and Federal subsistence hunting opportunity. For example, during times of
population decline and conservation concern, the ability to restrict the harvest limit to only one caribou
or one bull could help protect the NCH from further declines, while still allowing some harvest
opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users.
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OSM CONCLUSION
Support Proposal WP24-09.
Justification

Delegating authority to manage the NCH hunt provides management flexibility to quickly respond to
changing herd and hunt conditions, optimizing conservation and subsistence opportunity. Approving
WP24-09 will allow for quick in-season management decisions to be made for protection of the NCH
when a conservation concern arises in Units 13A and 13B. Incorporation of AITRC into the
consultation process with the BLM will allow an important group of federally qualified subsistence
users who rely upon the NCH to be incorporated into management decisions regarding the NCH.
Similarly, changing the harvest limit to ‘up to 2 caribou’ balances conservation and subsistence
opportunity.
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SUBSISTENCE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS
Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP24-09 with modification to sunset the delegated authority after four years. The Council
voted to modify the proposal by specifying that the delegated authority will sunset after four years. The
Council supported this proposal with modification as it allows for more timely decisions to be made
and included AITRC in the delegated list of entities that would be consulted. The Council's
modification allows four seasons to review whether the delegation of authority is still warranted.

Note: This modification would be reflected in the ‘Effective Period’ of the Delegation of Authority
Letter (see 4. in Appendix 1). It could also be noted in the Delegation of Authority table in the back of
the Federal regulations booklet.

INTERAGENCY STAFF COMMITTEE COMMENTS

The expanded delegated authority being requested by the Bureau of Land Management in Units 13A
and 13B would allow for quicker and more responsive management of the Nelchina Caribou Herd
(NCH). Recent conservation concerns have highlighted the need to respond quickly to rapidly
changing biological metrics of the NCH. Including the Ahtna Intertribal Resource Commission in the
management process will ensure that perspectives and concerns of local rural users are taken into
consideration.

The modification suggested by the Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council would
allow this requested delegation to sunset after four years. However, because delegations of authority
are administrative in nature, the Board could choose to reauthorize this delegation after the four-year
time period without having to go through the regulatory and public review process. Therefore, any
requested sunset period would be made moot by such Board action. Delegations of authority should
be viewed as a means to allow for long term and responsive management of wildlife resources on the
landscape. Allowing for a sunset of this management tool might not be in the best interests of the
resource. Further, before any delegated authority is initiated, the Federal manager is required to
coordinate with the Southcentral and Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council
Chairs and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game prior to implementation of any management
action affecting the NCH.
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ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME COMMENTS
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS
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Appendix 1

Glennallen Field Office Manager
Bureau of Land Management

PO Box 147

Glennallen, Alaska 99588

Dear Field Office Manager:

This letter delegates specific regulatory authority from the Federal Subsistence Board
(Board) to the manager of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Glennallen Field Office
(GFO) to issue emergency or temporary special actions if necessary to ensure the
conservation of a healthy wildlife population, to continue subsistence uses of wildlife, for
reasons of public safety, or to assure the continued viability of a wildlife population. This
delegation only applies to the Federal public lands subject to Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA) Title VIII jurisdiction within Units 13A and 13B for the
management of caribou on these lands.

It is the intent of the Board that actions related to management of caribou by Federal officials
be coordinated, prior to implementation, with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&GQ), representatives of the Office of Subsistence Management (OSM), the Ahtna
Intertribal Resource Commission, and the Chair of the affected Council(s) to the extent
possible. The Office of Subsistence Management will be used by managers to facilitate
communication of actions and to ensure proposed actions are technically and administratively
aligned with legal mandates and policies. Federal managers are expected to work with
managers from the State and other Federal agencies, the Council Chair or alternate, local
tribes, and Alaska Native Corporations to minimize disruption to subsistence resource users
and existing agency programs, consistent with the need for special action.

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY

1. Delegation: The Glennallen Field Office Manager is hereby delegated authority to issue
emergency or temporary special actions affecting caribou on Federal lands as outlined under
the Scope of Delegation. Any action greater than 60 days in length (temporary special action)
requires a public hearing before implementation. Special actions are governed by Federal
regulation at 36 CFR 242.19 and 50 CFR 100.19.

2. Authority: This delegation of authority is established pursuant to 36 CFR 242.10(d)(6) and
50 CFR 100.10(d)(6), which state: “The Board may delegate to agency field officials the
authority to set harvest and possession limits, define harvest areas, specify methods or means
of harvest, specify permit requirements, and open or close specific fish or wildlife harvest
seasons within frameworks established by the Board.”

3. Scope of Delegation: The regulatory authority hereby delegated is limited to the following
authorities within the limits set by regulation at 36 CFR 242.26 and 50 CFR 100.26:

e To close, reopen, and adjust season dates
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e To set harvest limits, including sex restrictions
e To set any needed permit conditions

This delegation also permits you to close and reopen Federal public lands to nonsubsistence
hunting but does not permit you to specify permit requirements or harvest and possession
limits for State-managed hunts.

This delegation may be exercised only when it is necessary to conserve caribou populations, to
continue subsistence uses, for reasons of public safety, or to assure the continued viability of
the populations. All other proposed changes to codified regulations, such as customary and
traditional use determinations, shall be directed to the Board.

The Federal public lands subject to this delegated authority are those within Units 13A and
13B.

4. Effective Period: This delegation of authority is effective from the date of this letter and
continues until superseded or rescinded. (Southcentral Council modification: continues until
June 30, 2028).

5. Guidelines for Delegation: You will become familiar with the management history of the
wildlife species relevant to this delegation in the region, with current State and Federal
regulations and management plans, and be up-to-date on population and harvest status
information. You will provide subsistence users in the region a local point of contact about
Federal subsistence issues and regulations and facilitate a local liaison with State managers
and other user groups.

You will review special action requests or situations that may require a special action and all
supporting information to determine (1) consistency with 50 CFR 100.19 and 36 CFR 242.19,
(2) if the request/situation falls within the scope of authority, (3) if significant conservation
problems or subsistence harvest concerns are indicated, and (4) what the consequences of
taking an action or no action may be on potentially affected Federally qualified subsistence
users and non-Federally qualified users. Requests not within your delegated authority will be
forwarded to the Board for consideration. You will maintain a record of all special action
requests and rationale for your decision. A copy of this record will be provided to the
Administrative Records Specialist in OSM no later than sixty days after development of the
document.

For management decisions on special actions, consultation is not always possible, but to the
extent practicable, two-way communication will take place before decisions are implemented.
You will also establish meaningful and timely opportunities for government-to-government
consultation related to pre-season and post-season management actions as established in the
Board’s Government-to-Government Tribal Consultation Policy (Federal Subsistence Board
Government-to-Government Tribal Consultation Policy 2012 and Federal Subsistence Board
Policy on Consultation with Alaska Native Claim Settlement Act Corporations 2015).
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You will immediately notify the Board through the Assistant Regional Director for OSM, and
coordinate with the Chair(s) or alternate of the affected Council(s), local ADF&G managers,
and other affected Federal conservation unit managers concerning emergency and temporary
special actions being considered. You will ensure that you have communicated with OSM to
ensure the special action is aligned with ANILCA Title VIII, Federal Subsistence regulations
and policy, and that the perspectives of the Chair(s) or alternate of the affected Council(s),
OSM, and affected State and Federal managers have been fully considered in the review of the
proposed special action.

If the timing of a regularly scheduled meeting of the affected Council(s) permits without
incurring undue delay, you will seek Council recommendations on the proposed temporary
special action(s). If the affected Council(s) provided a recommendation, and your action
differs from that recommendation, you will provide an explanation in writing in accordance
with 50 CFR 100.10(e)(1) and 36 CFR 242.10(e)(1).

You will issue decisions in a timely manner. Before the effective date of any decision,
reasonable efforts will be made to notify the public, OSM, affected State and Federal
managers, law enforcement personnel, and Council members. If an action is to supersede a
State action not yet in effect, the decision will be communicated to the public, OSM, affected
State and Federal managers, and the local Council members at least 24 hours before the State
action would be effective. If a decision to take no action is made, you will notify the
proponent of the request immediately. A summary of special action requests and your
resultant actions must be provided to the coordinator of the appropriate Council(s) at the end
of each calendar year for presentation to the Council(s).

You may defer a special action request, otherwise covered by this delegation of authority, to
the Board in instances when the proposed management action will have a significant impact
on a large number of Federal subsistence users or is particularly controversial. This option
should be exercised judiciously and may be initiated only when sufficient time allows for it.
Such deferrals should not be considered when immediate management actions are necessary
for conservation purposes. The Board may determine that a special action request may best be
handled by the Board, subsequently rescinding the delegated regulatory authority for the
specific action only.

6. Support Services: Administrative support for regulatory actions will be provided by the
Office of Subsistence Management.

Sincerely,

Anthony Christianson
Chair

Enclosures
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cc: Federal Subsistence Board
Office of Subsistence Management
Chair, Southcentral Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council
Chair, Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council
Executive Director, Ahtna Intertribal Resource Commission
Deputy Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Special Projects Coordinator, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Interagency Staff Committee
Administrative Record
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