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PREFACE 

The first version of this report was completed on September 10, 1992, and submitted to the United States 
Forest Service, Chugach National Forest, to fulfill the requirements of a contract (Purchase Order 43-
0109-1-0524) between the U.S. Forest Service and the Division of Subsistence of the Alaska Department 
of Fish and Game. Subsequently, the original report was revised for inclusion in the Division of 
Subsistence Technical Paper Series. The revision included an appendix with copies of maps of harvest 
areas by resource category for each community. Discussion of these maps was added to the text; minor 
corrections and additions to the text were completed as well. The survey results as reported in a series of 
tables and figures for each study community did not change from those appearing in the 1992 report. 
Before final review and editing of the technical paper were completed in 1994, however, both lead 
authors left division employment, and publication of the technical paper was delayed until 2017. We have 
now finished the minor edits so that the report can be readily available.  

 

A NOTE ON THE “COMMUNITY PROFILE DATABASE” AND THE “COMMUNITY 
SUBSISTENCE INFORMATION SYSTEM” 

The report (pages 6 and 7) notes that the household survey results were included in the Division of 
Subsistence “Community Profile Database,” or “CPDB.” After the first version of this report was 
completed in 1992 but before the technical paper was completed, this database was renamed the 
“Community Subsistence Information System,” or “CSIS,” and is now available online: 
http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sb/CSIS/. 
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ABSTRACT 
This report presents the results of a comprehensive household survey conducted in three northern Kenai Peninsula 
communities: Hope, Cooper Landing, and Whittier. This overview discusses the estimated uses and harvests of wild 
resources by community residents during August 1, 1990 through July 31, 1991. Hope and Cooper Landing, both 
unincorporated communities, are connected by the road system that exists throughout the Kenai Peninsula that leads 
northeast to Anchorage, and Whittier lies east of Hope in a year-round ice-free fjord of Prince William Sound called 
Passage Canal. The communities are all within the Chugach National Forest. 

A stratified random sample method was used for this study. Community households were divided into two lists: 
“active harvesters” and “other” to identify low- or non-harvesting households. Overall, researchers surveyed 85 
percent of the active harvesters and 48 percent of the other households in the three study communities; in total, 59% 
of households were surveyed. The total sampled households for each community were: Hope, 41 households (64 
percent); Cooper Landing, 61 households (62 percent); and Whittier, 56 households (54 percent). Sampled 
households were asked questions to identify: community demographic and cash employment characteristics; harvest 
efforts, including the locations of search and harvest areas used by harvesters during the time they resided within a 
study community; overall level of use and harvest of specific wild resources and assessments as to whether use had 
changed recently; and harvest methods, particularly commercial harvests for home use and the gear types used for 
fishing. 

The study communities have a predominately non-Alaska Native population and most sampled households in 
Whittier (93 percent), Hope (83 percent), and Cooper Landing (82 percent) had at least 1 adult who was employed 
for cash for at least part of the study year.  

During the study period, nearly all study community households used wild resources. The range of resources used in 
these communities, as measured by the mean number of resource types used per household, was very similar (8–9 
types per household).  

Wild resources were harvested by more than 90 percent of households in Hope and Cooper Landing, and by 77 
percent of households in Whittier. The per capita harvest was highest in Hope (110.7 pounds usable weight), 
followed by Cooper Landing (91.5 pounds) and Whittier (79.9 pounds). Salmon composed more than 40 percent of 
the total harvest for each community. In Hope and Cooper Landing, land mammals contributed about one-third of 
the total harvest, but in Whittier the next most harvested resource category was non-salmon fish (25 percent of total 
harvest). Approximately 15 percent of the harvest was non-salmon fish in Hope and Cooper Landing, and land 
mammals in Whittier. In each community, vegetation resources contributed about 5 percent to the total harvest, and 
birds and eggs contributed about 3 percent. The only community to harvest marine mammals, Whittier, also had the 
highest proportion of sampled Alaska Native households (15%).  

Whittier also stood slightly apart from the other two communities with regard to the role that commercial fishing 
played in supplying wild resources for home use. While very little to none of the salmon, other fish, or marine 
invertebrates harvested for home use in either Hope or Cooper Landing were removed from households’ commercial 
catches, this harvest method provided 21 percent of Whittier’s total harvest in the study year. 

Key words subsistence, harvest, wild resources, Hope, Whittier, Cooper Landing, Kenai Peninsula, Prince 
William Sound 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

PURPOSES AND OBJECTIVES 

Background and Purposes 

This report presents the findings of research on patterns of use of wild, renewable resources in the 
southcentral Alaska communities of Hope, Cooper Landing, and Whittier (Figure 1). The research was 
conducted by the Division of Subsistence (“the division”) of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
(ADF&G) as part of a contract with the U.S. Forest Service, Chugach National Forest (USFS), which 
requires this information in order to fulfill its obligations under Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest 
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). The division is the only organization with a comprehensive research 
program on the patterns of subsistence uses of fish and wildlife resources in Alaska, and has published 
over 150 reports on its findings. 

The research had 2 primary purposes. The first was to collect comprehensive data on patterns of wild 
resource use in the study communities that can be used by resource management agencies, regional 
councils and advisory committees, and the general public to identify subsistence (customary and 
traditional) uses of wild renewable resources and to develop regulations that allow these uses to occur 
consistent with principles of sound resource management. Such comprehensive information includes 
estimates of levels of participation in harvest activities, harvest quantities, the seasonal round of harvest 
activities, patterns of sharing of harvests, methods and means of harvests, the social organization of 
harvesting activities, harvest areas, and the history of these uses. The Alaska Joint Boards of Fisheries and 
Game developed a procedure for identifying customary and traditional uses of fish and wildlife in Alaska 
that utilizes this range of data.1 The division’s research program, and this proposed study, were designed 
to provide this information. 

A second purpose of the research was to collect and report information that places the patterns of use of 
fish and wildlife in the study communities in a broader sociocultural and socioeconomic framework. Such 
an understanding is central to ANILCA’s definition of subsistence uses as “customary and traditional uses 
by rural Alaska residents” (ANILCA Section 803; emphasis added). Resource management agencies are 
thus faced with the responsibility of identifying these rural areas. A procedure and set of criteria for 
making such data-based decisions were developed by the Alaska Joint Boards. This research provided 
information relevant to most of these criteria. 

The research was conducted in conformance with the division’s “Policy on Research Ethics” (Wolfe 
1984). This policy is based primarily on “The Ethical Principles for the Conduct of Research in the 
North” (Appendix A). Among other things, the policy asserts that all research must respect the privacy 
and dignity of the people involved as research subjects, must occur only with the informed consent of 
those who might be affected by the research, and should maintain the anonymity of respondents unless 
they have agreed to be identified. 

 

                                                 
1. Lonner (1980) and Wolfe (1983) provide discussions for the theoretical background to this approach.  
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Figure 1.–The Study Communities, Southcentral Alaska 
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Objectives 

In the context of this study, research objectives are specific products, such as reports and databases. For 
the communities of Hope, Cooper Landing, and Whittier, for a randomly selected sample of households, 
objectives included: 

1. Estimates of the percentage of the households in each community that used, attempted to 
harvest, harvested, received, and gave away each type of wild fish, game, and plant resource 
during a 12-month study period from August 1990 through July 1991. 

2. Estimates of quantities of resources harvested by each community (by gear type for fish) 
during the 12-month study period and harvests in pounds usable weight per household and 
per capita (expanded from the sample). 

3. Maps of areas used to harvest resources, by resource category, by each household in the 
sample, to be used to produce community-wide maps of harvest areas. 

4. Estimates of the number of individuals by age and sex that engaged in hunting, fishing, 
trapping, and gathering activities in the study year. 

5. Demographic information for each household member, including birth date, sex, ethnicity, 
place of birth, education level, and number of years residing in the study community. 

6. Information on each household’s involvement in the cash economy, including the following 
for each job held by adults: job type, employer type, location, months employed, shift (hours 
worked), and amount earned, plus other sources of income. 

Through key respondent interviews, the following information was also collected for each study 
community: 

7. The seasonal round of harvest activities, illustrating in which months each type of fish, 
wildlife, and plant resource is harvested by community members. 

8. An inventory of all resources currently used by households in the study communities, 
including local names. 

9. The methods and means used to harvest resources and access harvest areas. 

10. Case examples of household strategies for engaging in resource harvest activities, including 
division of labor, scheduling, and the integration of cash-producing and resource harvesting 
activities. 

11. Case examples of resource distribution and exchange. 

12. Case examples of methods used to prepare and preserve wild foods. 

13. Case examples of family histories of resource use in the study communities. 

DATA COLLECTION METHODS 

Consultation of Published and Unpublished Sources 

Prior to fieldwork and throughout the study, available published sources concerning the histories, current 
settlement patterns, demography, economy, and—especially—patterns of wild resource use of each 
community were consulted. In addition, permit, harvest ticket, and sealing data held by the ADF&G 
Division of Wildlife Conservation were used to develop a picture of multi-year harvest patterns for 
certain big game and furbearer species. These were also used to develop lists of households for selection 
of the random sample and lists of key respondents. 
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Key Respondent Interviews 

There were 2 phases of key respondent interviews. The first set of interviews focused on compiling and 
checking lists of community residents and locations of households for selection of the samples for the 
household survey. These early interviews also collected information on species used in the study 
communities, which were then included on the survey instrument, as well as the methods and means used 
to harvest each resource and the timing of each harvest. Information on the latter was compiled in an 
annual round figure that was corrected throughout the research. For this phase, key respondents included 
community leaders, long-term residents, and knowledgeable hunters, fishermen, and trappers. They were 
identified through referrals from resource agency personnel and community residents. 

The purpose of Phase Two of the key respondent interviews was to obtain case examples of patterns of 
hunting, fishing, trapping, gathering, and uses of wild resources, at the household level. These interviews 
were open-ended discussions of how members of the household harvest and use wild resources. Topics 
included the social organization of harvesting and processing wild resources, methods used to prepare and 
preserve wild foods, networks of distribution and exchange of wild resources, household strategies for 
integrating resource harvesting with other economic activities, and the household’s history of resource 
uses in the study community area. Many of the same individuals and households visited during the first 
phase were included here, too, as well as others who were identified during the course of the fieldwork. 

The first key respondent interviewing took place in Hope, in mid-July 1991. Key respondent interviewing 
began in Cooper Landing 2 weeks later. In Whittier, the researchers interviewed the first key respondent 
in late September. Interviews were conducted throughout the year and were completed in June 1992. In 
total, about 8 separate key respondent interviews were conducted in Hope, 12 in Cooper Landing, and 2 in 
Whittier. In addition, information targeted during key respondent interviews was also collected during the 
administration of many of the harvest surveys. This was especially the case in Whittier. 

Household Survey 

Most of the quantitative data collected during the research was obtained through a household survey 
administered to a stratified random sample of households in each community. The goal was to interview 
approximately one-half of the households in each community. The survey was administered by the 
researchers in person, usually in the homes of the respondents or at other convenient locations. Before the 
interview began, respondents were instructed that participation was voluntary and their responses would 
be kept confidential. Surveys were carried out with the individual (or individuals) most knowledgeable 
about the household’s hunting and fishing activities. If a household declined to be interviewed, or, if after 
3 attempts at varying times, the researcher failed to contact a representative of the household, a 
replacement household was selected. 

To select the samples, household lists were first compiled for each community, using a variety of sources. 
These included city and borough real estate and census records, telephone books, emergency services 
maps, and key respondents. In order to most accurately assess resource uses by the communities, the 
sampling design methodology was a stratified random sample. Two lists were developed for each 
community. The first contained “active harvesting households” and the second was “low or non-
harvesting households.” Households were placed on the first list based upon documented big game 
harvests using ADF&G records or at the recommendation of key respondents. The goal was to interview 
all of the households on the “active harvesters” list and a random sample from the other list. The total 
from the 2 lists was to equal about 50 percent of the total households in the community. 

All seasonal and non-resident households were eliminated from the community lists. Seasonal households 
were considered to be those households that spent more than 6 months away from the community on a 
regular basis, those households that had not been in the community for at least 6 months of the previous 
year, and households that lived in the community on a weekend basis. Self-designation as a resident of the 
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community was accepted if there was considerable ambiguity in establishing the household’s true 
domicile. 

After the household lists were drawn up, all households were assigned an identification number. A table 
of random numbers was generated for each community. Households were chosen to be interviewed in the 
order they appeared on the table of random numbers. They were replaced in the same manner, if for some 
reason a household was not interviewed. 

The survey year was from August 1, 1990 through July 31, 1991. Household surveys began in Hope in 
early August 1991 and the majority were completed by the end of the month. The researchers began 
administering the surveys in Cooper Landing in late August; this work continued until mid-September. 
Most of the interviewing in Whittier took place from mid- to late September 1991. 

Table 1 reports the percentage of households by stratum interviewed in each study community. In Hope, 
20 of 23 active harvesters (87 percent) and 21 of 41 other households (51 percent) were interviewed, for a 
total of 41 interviews (64 percent of the total of 64 households). The sample at Cooper Landing included 
34 of 41 active harvesting households (83 percent) and 27 of 58 other households (46 percent), for 61 of 
99 overall (62 percent). Finally, at Whittier, 18 of 21 active harvesters were interviewed (86 percent) as 
well as 38 of 82 other households (46 percent). Overall, 56 of 103 households were included in the 
Whittier sample (54 percent). Refusal rates for the 3 communities were fairly low: 3 households in Hope 
(5 percent); 8 in Whittier (8 percent); and, 14 in Cooper Landing (14 percent). 

As reported in Table 2, the average length of the household interviews (including harvest area mapping—
see below) was .95 hours, or 57 minutes. There was a slight variation in the average length of interviews 
per community, with those conducted in Cooper Landing being the longest at 1.08 hours (65 minutes), 
Hope had the second longest, at 1.06 hours (64 minutes), and Whittier the shortest at .73 hours (44 
minutes).  

 

Table 1.–Sample Sizes, Study Communities, 1991 

 Active Harvesting 
Households 

Other Households Total Households 

 Total Sample Percent Total Sample Percent Total Sample Percent 

Hope 23 20 87% 41 21 51% 64 41 64% 

Cooper Landing 41 34 83% 58 27 46% 99 61 62% 

Whittier 21 18 86% 82 38 46% 103 56 54% 

          

All Communities 85 72 85% 181 86 48% 266 158 59% 

Source: Division of Subsistence, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Household Survey, 1991. 
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Table 2.–Average Length of Interviews, Study Communities, 1991 

 

The survey instrument itself was modeled after the standard form developed by the division to collect 
information for the Community Profile Database (see preface: Community Subsistence Information 
System). The survey form for each community was finalized after an inventory of resources used by 
community residents was developed with key respondents. One form was used in Hope and Cooper 
Landing (Appendix B) and a second form (differing only from the first in its list of species) was used in 
Whittier (Appendix C). 

Harvest Area Mapping 

Each randomly selected household was also asked to complete a series of maps depicting areas they have 
used for certain resource harvest activities while living in the study communities. Respondents drew 
color-coded polygons around these areas on clear acetate over a 1:250,000 mylar U.S. Geological Survey 
base map. Mapping procedures conformed to those required for transferring the information to a 
computerized database. The procedures matched those used in the Tongass Resource Use Cooperative 
Study (TRUCS) and the joint division/Chugach National Forest project in Cordova (Stratton 1992). As 
with the survey responses, household-level maps will remain confidential. They will only be used to 
produce community-wide depictions of harvest areas. 

Resource categories for harvest area mapping included: 

1. Salmon (by gear type) 

2. Other fish 

3. Marine invertebrates 

4. Moose 

5. Sheep (Hope and Cooper Landing only) 

6. Caribou (Hope and Cooper Landing only) 

7. Mountain goat 

8. Sitka black-tailed deer (Whittier only) 

9. Black bear 

10. Furbearers 

11. Birds 

12. Edible plants 
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13. Wood 

In total, 34 households in Hope, 50 households in Cooper Landing, and 23 households in Whittier 
completed maps. 

DATA ANALYSIS 

Data Coding and Checking 

The field researchers were responsible for coding data from the survey forms for computer entry. They 
also reviewed preliminary data print-outs for data entry and coding errors. This stage of the research 
followed standard division procedures. 

Data Review and Write-Up 

Survey data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program.2 
Extrapolations were based on the rates of harvest determined for each of the 2 survey strata for each 
community. Data review and analysis were based on a series of standard tables and figures included in 
this report. Harvest quantities in numbers of animals or fish were also expressed in pounds usable weight 
per household and per capita using standard conversion factors (Appendix D). Information on 
occupational types and employer types was coded using standard categories. A draft final technical paper 
was prepared and circulated for review. 

Map Data 

Carol Barnhill, a cartographer employed with the Division of Habitat, ADF&G, was engaged to digitize 
the household-level map data using the geographical information system (GIS) software ARC-INFO, and 
compile report-sized maps that depict community-level harvest areas for each mapped resource category. 
For each community, the maps depict the outer bound of the combined household use areas for each 
resource or resource category, and thus represent the total area used by each community’s current 
residents over the period that they have been year-round members of that community.  

PRODUCTS 

Community Profile Database (Community Subsistence Information System) 

In addition to this report, computerized household-level map data, and community use area maps, is 
another product resulted from this project. All of the quantified data collected during the household 
survey is now part of the division’s computerized Community Profile Database (see preface: Community 
Subsistence Information System3). This includes demographic, resource harvest and use, and other 
economic information for each community in which the division has conducted baseline research.  

                                                 
2. Product names are given because they are established standards for the State of Alaska or for scientific completeness; they do 

not constitute product endorsement.  
3. ADF&G Community Subsistence Information System: http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sb/CSIS/ (hereinafter cited as CSIS).  
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2. COMMUNITY BACKGROUND 

PHYSICAL SETTING AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

All 3 communities are located on the northern end of the Kenai Peninsula. Hope, at the northern tip of the 
peninsula, faces out onto Turnagain Arm, and is connected by the road system to Anchorage to the north, 
and Cooper Landing, to the south. To the east of Hope, Whittier lies where the railway from the Seward 
Highway terminates, at Passage Canal, in Prince William Sound. 

The communities are all within the Chugach National Forest. Hope and Cooper Landing lie on either side 
of the Resurrection Creek and Juneau Creek drainages, at the northern extension of the Kenai Mountains. 
The drainages run north and south through broad, low mountains. Both communities lie within state 
Game Management Unit (GMU) 7. White spruce, hemlock, and Sitka spruce are the dominant vegetation. 
The timberline is low, graduating into shrubs and alpine vegetation with increased elevation (ADF&G 
1978:24–25). There are numerous lakes and creeks throughout the region. Understory vegetation includes 
blueberry, highbush cranberry, roses, currants, red raspberry, devil’s club, and a variety of herbaceous 
plants. Willow and alder grow in disturbed areas. 

This part of the Kenai Peninsula is habitat for moose; black and brown bears; mountain goats; Dall sheep; 
furbearers such as wolves, coyotes, lynx, martens, mink, land otters, wolverines, marmots, hares, and 
beavers; and a variety of freshwater fish. Caribou were reintroduced to the area by ADF&G in 1965. 
Chinook, chum, coho, and pink salmon spawn in Resurrection Creek, and all those except Chinook 
salmon spawn in Sixmile Creek near Hope. Larger runs of Chinook, sockeye, chum, and coho salmon 
spawn in the Kenai and Russian rivers near Cooper Landing. Birds such as sandhill cranes, ptarmigan, 
grouse, ducks, geese, and eagles also inhabit the region. 

Whittier is a small port community located in a year-round ice-free fjord of Prince William Sound called 
Passage Canal. The main part of the community is located on a triangular-shaped delta about 1 mile long 
and 1 mile wide. The primary climatic influence is the proximity to extensive marine waters. Passage 
Canal is oriented east-to-west off Portage Pass, and subject to strong winds and heavy precipitation. 
Annual precipitation can reach 175 inches, with up to 264 inches of snowfall. The forest consists 
primarily of Sitka spruce and western hemlock. Scrub alder and blueberry and salmonberry bushes grow 
in the delta areas. Ground cover consists of a thin layer of topsoil over bedrock, covered with lichens, 
grasses, and moss. Wildflowers and highbush blueberries are common in certain areas. The area also 
contains freshwater wetlands, saltwater wetlands, and tidal flats. It supports seabirds, and marine 
mammals such as harbor seals, sea lions, sea otters, porpoises, and whales (City of Whittier 1990). 
Whittier and O’Neill creeks support small runs of pink salmon. ADF&G has released coho salmon smolt 
annually into Whittier Creek to establish a sport fishery. Passage Canal also supports crab, shrimp, clams, 
and other varieties of marine invertebrates (City of Whittier 1991). Bottomfish such as rockfish, flounder, 
and halibut occur in Passage Canal. Black bears, wolves, coyotes, and mountain goats are the most 
common large game mammals in the immediate area. Moose are occasionally seen at the head of the bay. 
Deer occur along most of the coastline and islands of Prince William Sound. Snowshoe hares, porcupines, 
beavers, river otters, mink, marmots, squirrels, ptarmigan, and weasels are common. 

REGIONAL AND COMMUNITY HISTORIES 

Hope 

The Hope area was occupied in the 18th and 19th centuries by indigenous Tanaina (Dena’ina) 
Athabaskan Indians who had a settlement near the mouth of Resurrection Creek, and another related 
settlement on Chickaloon Bay. During the early 1890s gold was discovered in the Sunrise-Hope area. 
This led to several waves of miners who came to seek gold during summer, and who, for the most part, 
returned to their homes in the contiguous 48 states for the winter. Barry (1973:40) reports that after the 
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miners arrived, the Athabaskan communities declined through high mortality from diseases introduced by 
the immigrant population, and through out-migration. 

The miners arrived in Hope by way of Cook Inlet and Ship Creek, and Prince William Sound, via the 
Portage Glacier route and a trail to Sunrise. The easiest route for the travelers coming to the Cook Inlet 
goldfields was through Cook Inlet to Turnagain Arm. Deep-sea vessels could come as far as Fire Island, 
though they often discharged passengers at Tyonek. Lighter-draft vessels took people and freight to Hope 
and Sunrise or up Knik Arm to Knik (Barry 1973:54). 

In the winter and spring, ice floes accumulating in Turnagain Arm prevented navigation. Consequently, 
sea-going vessels dropped passengers and freight off at Passage Canal on Prince William Sound, where 
an ancient Athabaskan and Eskimo trade route crossed the 12-mile isthmus connecting the Kenai 
Peninsula to the mainland of Alaska on the west. U.S. industrialists established Seward in 1903, attracted 
by the potential for economic development as a result of the gold discoveries. Between 1904 and 1909 the 
Alaska Railroad was completed from Seward to Kern Creek near Anchorage (Barry 1973:113-114). 

Hope was founded in 1896, and is said to be named for the youngest man on the barge Utopia, which 
carried a boatload of miners to one of Alaska’s first gold rushes. Although Sunrise was the larger of the 2 
communities during the mining years, by 1930 it had dwindled; its population was drawn to gold 
discoveries elsewhere in Alaska, and discouraged by fires in 1907 and 1908. As of 1910-11, Sunrise only 
had 10-12 residents (Grundman and Ohr 1986:18–9), and by 1930, it had just 2 inhabitants (Barry 1973: 
155). Nine years later the last resident died (Barry 1973:170). 

Until 1951, Hope was oriented primarily to Seward for supplies. In 1951 the Seward Highway was 
completed from Anchorage to the junction of the Canyon Creek and East Fork Creek, and paved in 1954 
(Buzzell and McMahan 1986:26). Also, by 1950 the road from Seward to Hope was extended to Kenai by 
improving on the seasonal road to Homer from Cooper Landing, constructed during the 1940s. Just after 
1969, telephones and electricity came to Hope. In 1980 the Hope Highway was paved. 

The population size of Hope has not changed dramatically since the turn of the century. In 1900, 130 
people were counted living in the adjacent mining community of Sunrise. In 1920 there were 44 Hope 
residents. The population remained at less than 100 individuals, and usually less than 50, until 1980, 
when it reached 103. In 1990, 161 residents were counted by the U.S. census (Table 3). 
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Table 3.–Population Size of Hope, Cooper Landing, and Whittier, 1900-1990 

 

Cooper Landing 

The first non-indigenous explorers of this area were Russians who came seeking gold in 1848 and 1850, 
backed by the Russian-American Company. Thirty-four years later Joseph Cooper, for whom the area is 
named, also came in search of gold. He established a trading post and worked on claims in the area as 
well as in the Homer, Anchor Point, and Ninilchik areas. He died in 1899 and was buried at Ninilchik 
(Barry 1973:28–29). Gold mining as the primary attraction eventually gave way to big game guiding, fox 
farming, and trapping as a way of life (Painter 1983:46). 

The early school and post office were given the name of Riddiford. Later, in the 1920s, the general area 
became known as Cooper Landing. Cooper Landing was connected to Seward by road in 1938 and by 
1948 one could drive to Kenai. In 1951 the road to Anchorage was officially opened. In 1962 the 
community received commercial electricity. There has been a school in Cooper Landing continuously 
since 1952 (Painter 1983:46–50). 

Information about the population of Cooper Landing before 1950 is not available. Since 1950 the 
community has tended to grow. In 1990 the community had the largest number of permanent residents 
ever recorded there, 243, or more than twice the number recorded in 1980 (Table 3). 

Whittier 

Whittier was originally constructed as a military complex by the U.S. Army in the early 1940s. However, 
as mentioned earlier, it lies along a route to Cook Inlet from Prince William Sound. During World War II, 
2 railroad tunnels were built by the U.S. Army through the Chugach Mountains to connect with the 
Alaska Railroad system at Portage (DMJM Forssen 1981:s-3). The community was temporarily 
abandoned in 1947 and reoccupied in 1949. At the height of military activities in the 1950s there were 
over 1,000 people living in Whittier, but the population declined rapidly when the Army began pulling 
out in the early 1960s, reaching a low of 130 in 1970. By 1990, the population had climbed back up to 
243 (Table 3). 
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HISTORIC USE OF WILD RESOURCES 

Hope 

As was mentioned in the regional and community history, the Hope area was occupied in the 18th and 
19th centuries by indigenous Tanaina (Dena’ina) Athabaskan Indians who had a settlement near the 
mouth of Resurrection Creek, and another related settlement on Chickaloon Bay. Buzzell and McMahan 
(1986:8) conclude that this “area would have been conducive to seasonal exploitation by hunting and 
gathering groups from the more permanent villages located along the coast or major rivers.” After the 
miners arrived during the late 19th century, the Athabaskan communities declined through out-migration 
and disease (Barry 1973:40). Point Possession, located approximately 30 miles west of Hope, apparently 
was founded in modern times by the survivors of an earlier epidemic and had a population of 15 people in 
1900 (Holmes 1985:49). At the same time, almost one-half of the 27 persons living in Hope were 
Athabaskans (Mishler 1985:23). It was reported that the Athabaskan population in the area subsisted by 
working as guides; trapping; selling moose meat; making snowshoes; and fishing and hunting for 
themselves (Knecht-Levine 1983:42). The flu epidemic of 1918 seems to have decimated the population 
of Point Possession (Holmes 1985:50). 

Trapping was also an important activity to the early miners (Barry 1973:159). Trading and bartering of 
resources was evident in the story related by Barry (1973:110) where an early miner traded a moose for a 
violin. 

Referring again to the regional and community history, one can see that by 1930 the population of the 
Hope-Sunrise area had dwindled. Early settlers that chose to stay engaged in many subsistence activities 
to survive. McCart (1983:46–49) describes in great detail the winter moose hunt in Hope in the mid-
1930s. The hunt occurred just before Christmas and many used dog teams while a few hunted on 
snowshoes. It turned out to be successful and, “Everybody was happy to have enough meat for the winter 
and we all had lots to be thankful for at Christmas time” (McCart 1983:46-49). McCart (1983) refers to 
the wide sharing of resources and labor that occurred in the community at that time. Sheep and bear were 
also hunted by the early settlers. Knecht-Levine (1983:43) reports that besides hunting in the 1930s, the 
men engaged in trapping and logging as well. 

Interviews conducted for this study revealed that hunting and fishing activities continued to be important 
to Hope area residents well into the 1940s and 1950s. One longtime Hope resident remembered that when 
he was a child in the 1940s, his family ate a great deal of fish, moose, goat, and bear. Another longtime 
resident also remembers when her family depended heavily upon moose meat. Traditional harvest of 
moose was in late October and early November. A number of families used gillnets and seines in 
Resurrection Creek to catch Chinook and pink salmon in these decades. The pink salmon were usually 
harvested and dried for the dog teams. Because Hope did not receive commercial electricity until 1967, 
canning and salting were the primary means of preserving fish and wild meat. 

Although large game hunting continues today, many residents report that they no longer have to rely on 
game meat as heavily as they needed to in the earlier years. Many of the longtime residents reported a 
decline in moose and goat populations since they have lived in Hope. They attribute these declines to such 
factors as poor management, predation, and overharvesting (especially during World War II when there 
were more service men coming to the area to hunt). For that reason, many local hunters no longer wish to 
harvest big game such as moose and goats in the local area. Receiving roadkill moose from the State 
Troopers is a popular way Hope residents receive moose meat now, although not everyone in town 
participates in the program. 

Fish and game resources were extremely valuable to the early explorers and miners who arrived in the 
Hope-Sunrise area at the turn of the century. Although the dependence upon these resources is no longer 
as great, these resources continue to be important to Hope-Sunrise residents for many reasons, including 
sustenance and viewing. 
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Cooper Landing 

There is much evidence to suggest that the Cooper Landing area was inhabited by the Tanaina 
Athabaskans long before the non-indigenous explorers arrived. The Upper Kenai River was known to the 
Tanaina as “Sqilantnu” (Kalifornsky 1991:350). People living in the Kenai Mountains would gather near 
this area to hunt Dall sheep and then spend the winter there hunting and trapping (Holmes 1985:33). A 
move in the spring to Point Possession facilitated clam digging and marine mammal hunting activities 
(Holmes 1985:33). Between the late 1830s and 1918, the Tanaina living at Sqilantnu were struck by a 
series of diseases including influenza, measles, and syphilis. They were also plagued by forest fires, 
falling fur prices, and decreasing salmon runs due to the fish traps operated by the canneries at the mouth 
of the Kenai River (Holmes 1985:52). By 1919 there were no Tanaina left living in the Sqilantnu area 
(Holmes 1985:45–47). 

In 1884, Cooper Landing was founded by explorers looking for gold and was named after one of them: 
Joseph Cooper. Gold mining eventually gave way to big game guiding, fox farming, and trapping as a 
way of life (Painter 1983:46). One early fox farmer was a Dane named Louis Nissen who bought placer 
property in the Cooper Landing area in the 1910s (Ford 1984:242–243). Mr. Nissen set up his fox farm on 
Skilak Lake and also trapped for mink, lynx, and fox in the winters. The following seasonal round was 
described by Mr. Nissen (Ford 1984:243): 

In the spring, we always picked seagull eggs on some island on the head of Skilak Lake, 
and duck eggs on the lowlands on the west lower end of the lake. 

In August, we were busy putting up salmon, reds and silvers in the mouth of the Kenai 
River for fox and dog feed. We dried the fish on high pole racks, the heads, bones and 
others went into the garden for fertilizer. 

In the fall, we hunted for meat. Moose, sheep, black bear were plentiful in the blueberry 
patches. We always smoked some for winter use … 

The fox farm was sold in 1917 and Mr. Nissen moved to Kasilof to start a fox farm there. He continued to 
live in the Kenai area until his death in 1973. 

One older Cooper Landing resident interviewed for this project remembered fishing in the late 1920s and 
early 1930s. He described how one local fox farmer used a gaff to take sockeye salmon from the Russian 
River falls to feed to his foxes. Another Cooper Landing resident used the same method in the same area 
to take salmon home to his family. The rest of his salmon fishing was done with a homemade rod and reel 
consisting of linen string, a birch or cottonwood pole, a saltwater reel, a black hook, and some salmon 
eggs. Other longtime Cooper Landing residents (living in the area since the 1940s) remembered when it 
was not uncommon to put a gillnet in the Kenai River to catch sockeye salmon in the 1940s and early 
1950s. The salmon were often canned and saved for winter food. 

Barry (1973:159) reported that the preferred game on the Kenai Peninsula was moose, bear, Dall sheep, 
mountain goats, and caribou. Before their reintroduction in the 1960s, the last sighting of caribou on the 
Kenai Peninsula was in 1912 (Osgood 1937). Local residents not only utilized this game but also went 
after snowshoe hares, ptarmigan, and spruce hen. Longtime residents who were interviewed for this 
project reported that game meat was their main source of meat from the late 1940s through the 1960s. In 
at least 2 of the longtime Cooper Landing households that were interviewed, the husband and wife often 
went hunting together for moose, bear, ptarmigan, and spruce hen. Cooper Landing did not get 
commercial electricity until 1962, therefore canning was an efficient way to preserve game meat as well 
as hanging moose up in a storage shed in the winter months. 

Cooper Landing was also known for its big game guides in the 1930s (Painter 1983:47). Many hunters 
from the contiguous United States came to Cooper Landing to be taken on guided trips that sometimes 
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lasted up to a month (Anderson 1985:n.p.). Moose were typically killed for the trophies and the carcasses 
were left behind for bear bait (Painter 1983:47). 

The Russian River became well known as a trophy rainbow trout fishery in the 1940s and 1950s. The 
Alaska Sportsman magazine showed pictures of 25- to 30-inch long trout, which were not unusual in the 
Russian River, according to Painter (1983:48). Previous Cooper Landing residents guided fishers from the 
contiguous 48 states on the Russian River to catch the prized trout as early as the 1920s, if not earlier, 
according to current community residents. 

The opening of the road to Anchorage in 1951 also opened the opportunity for tourists from Anchorage to 
partake in Cooper Landing’s rich scenic and fishing resources. Lodges, restaurants and filling stations 
were constructed in the Cooper Landing area to accommodate this new industry, which continues today. 
According to the Cooper Landing Land Use Plan, the Lower Russian River and its confluence with the 
Upper Kenai River is considered one of the largest freshwater sport fisheries in Alaska with thousands of 
anglers fishing there each summer (Kenai Peninsula Borough 1992:8). 

Whittier 

According to de Laguna (1956), indigenous people referred to as the Kiniklik People (Pacific Eskimo, 
Chugach Eskimo, or Alutiiq) occupied the area from Glacier Island and Long Bay west to Port Wells and 
all the northern part of the sound. During her investigations of Prince William Sound, de Laguna 
referenced local residents’ knowledge of a village at Wells Bay, red paintings on the rocks on the east 
side of Port Wells, and another village just inside Harrison Lagoon, on the north side of the entrance. 
Passage Canal was used by Alaska Natives going over the portage into Turnagain Arm of Cook Inlet. 
About 500 yards from the head of the bay there is said to have been a camping place. According to de 
Laguna (1956: 27, 28, 58), Vancouver’s men found a hut at the head of the canal, which they reported to 
have used frequently. The nearby area of Port Wells is reported to have been the site of summer camps 
used by the indigenous people for a variety of activities, from trapping to seal hunting, as late as the 
1960s. 

The primary reasons, however, for the existence of the town of Whittier, was as a military post and deep 
water port (City of Whittier 1990). There is no historical documentation available today on the use of 
resources for subsistence by those who built the original community. In all likelihood, military rations 
were the mainstay of the diet of those who lived there during the 1940s and 1950s. Although Alaska 
Natives and American Indians were among the sampled population, research conducted in 1991 and 1992 
indicated no connection between the early or contemporary indigenous presence in Prince William Sound 
and the current residents. For greater knowledge of the use of wild resources by the early community of 
Whittier, more research, probably of an oral historical nature, would be needed. 

CONTEMPORARY COMMUNITY DESCRIPTIONS 

Hope 

Hope is a small unincorporated community within the Kenai Peninsula Borough, about 86 miles from 
Anchorage, 46 miles from Cooper Landing, and 103 miles from Kenai by road. Tourism figures 
prominently in the local economy. Year-round employment is limited, and provided primarily by the state 
Department of Transportation, the school, the post office, and a few small businesses dependent on 
tourism or timber. There is a small convenience store, a couple of gift shops, 1 year-round and 1 seasonal 
cafe, a motel, and 2 cabin rental businesses. Some residents commute to Anchorage for work during the 
week, or work on the North Slope. 

Cooper Landing 

Cooper Landing is an unincorporated community of the Kenai Peninsula Borough, situated on the banks 
of the Kenai River and Kenai Lake, about 101 miles from Anchorage and 57 miles from Kenai by road. 
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The population in the summertime grows with seasonal residents. Much of the local economy is 
dependent on wild resource-related tourism. Cafes, motels, stores, and gas stations line the highway 
through town. Several campgrounds and trails are maintained by the U.S. Forest Service and there are a 
number of fishing and hunting guides and outfitters that cater to the day visitor as well as the more 
ambitious backcountry hunter or fisherman.  

Whittier 

The city of Whittier was incorporated in 1969 as a fourth-class city. Most of the population lives in 1 of 3 
multiunit complexes: the 14-story Begich Towers, Inc., the 2-story Whittier Manor, or the 2-story Anchor 
Annex. There are only 4 single-family dwellings, and these are primarily used on a seasonal basis. Like 
many small Alaska communities, the contemporary community’s population changes seasonally. The 
local economy is oriented toward shipping, recreation, tourism, fishing, and city government. During the 
summer, recreational users and commercial fishermen gain access to Prince William Sound through 
Whittier by way of the Alaska Railroad. During the last several years, workers have come to Whittier for 
employment in fish processing, transportation, shipping, construction, recreational, and other seasonal 
employment activities. In 1989, Exxon Valdez oil spill-related jobs brought a number of workers to 
Whittier. 
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3. DEMOGRAPHY AND CASH ECONOMY 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

This section summarizes the findings of the household surveys regarding the demographic characteristics 
of each study community. The data are based upon a sample of the households in each community and 
have been expanded to the entire population of permanent residents. 

Hope 

As shown in Table 4, the Division of Subsistence identified 64 year-round households in Hope and 
estimated the total year-round population at 152. As shown in Figure 2 and Table 5, the sampled 
population contained 58 males (58.6 percent) and 41 females (41.4 percent). The average age of the 
sampled population was 33.0 years (Table 4). Only 1 household in Hope (an estimated 1.5 percent) was 
headed by an Alaska Native, and only 4.0 percent of the sampled population was Alaska Native (Table 4). 

As reported in Table 6, most of Hope's estimated population (66.6 percent) was born in the United States 
in a state other than Alaska. Also, 2.8 percent of the population was born in foreign countries. On the 
other hand, 30.6 percent was born in Alaska, including 21.9 percent in Hope itself,4 2.8 percent in the 
Cook Inlet region, and 5.9 percent in other parts of the state. On average, household heads and their 
spouses had lived in Hope for 15.0 years (Table 7). This was the longest average length of residency of 
the 3 study communities. While only 4.2 percent of this group was a lifelong resident of Hope, 69.5 
percent had lived there longer than 5 years. 

Cooper Landing 

The researchers identified a total of 99 households that were year-round residents of Cooper Landing 
during the study year. The estimated population of these households was 258 (Table 4). Figure 3 and 
Table 8 are profiles of Cooper Landing’s sampled population during the study year. The sampled 
population was 52.7 percent male and 47.3 percent female. The average age was 39.4 years, by far the 
oldest of the 3 study communities. As in Hope, Cooper Landing had only 1 Alaska Native household (an 
estimated 0.9 percent). Alaska Natives accounted for only 0.6 percent of the sampled community's 
population in 1990/91. 

Table 6 summarizes information on the place of birth of Cooper Landing’s estimated population. The 
pattern was very similar to that of Hope, described above. Most of the people living in Cooper Landing in 
the study year were born in a state other than Alaska (69.0 percent), while 2.3 percent were born in 
another country. The percentage of the population born in Alaska was 28.6 percent, also very similar to 
that of Hope. About 20.3 percent were born in Cooper Landing, 7.4 percent in other regional 
communities, and 0.9 percent in other parts of the state. Most household heads and spouses in Cooper 
Landing (68.4 percent) had lived in the community for more than 5 years prior to the study year (Table 7). 
The average length of residency for household heads and spouses was 13.2 years. 

                                                 
4. As noted in Table 6, birthplace was defined as the place of residence of one’s parents when the individual was born.  
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Table 4.–Demographic Characteristics of Households, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Figure 2.–Sampled Population Profile, Hope, July 1991 

Table 5.–Sampled Population Profile, Hope, July 1991 
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Table 6.–Residence of Parents when Individual was Born, Study Communities, 1990/91 

 

Table 7.–Length of Residency of Household Heads and Spouses, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Figure 3.–Sampled Population Profile, Cooper Landing, July 1991 

Table 8.–Sampled Population Profile, Cooper Landing, July 1991 
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Whittier 

There were 103 year-round households in Whittier during the 1990/91 study year with an estimated 
population of 279 (Table 4). As shown in the population profile (Figure 4, Table 9), 56.7 percent of the 
sampled population was male and 43.3 percent was female. The average age of 29.8 years old was the 
lowest of the 3 study communities (Table 4). Whittier, of the 3 communities, had the highest percentage 
of Alaska Natives in its sampled population, 15.3 percent, and 9.7 percent of the estimated households 
were headed by Alaska Natives (Table 4). 

As in the other 2 study communities, most of Whittier’s estimated population was born in a state other 
than Alaska (67.2 percent) (Table 6). Whittier’s population had a relatively high percentage of people 
who were born in foreign countries: 9.8 percent. On the other hand, Whittier had the lowest Alaska-born 
population percentage: 22.4 percent. Only 13.5 percent of the population was born in Whittier, while 5.7 
percent was born in other regional communities and 3.2 percent born elsewhere in Alaska. As shown in 
Table 7, Whittier had the shortest average length of residency for any of the 3 study communities: 7.6 
years for household heads and spouses. In contrast to both Hope and Cooper Landing, only about one-
third (33.6 percent) of Whittier’s household heads and spouses had lived there longer than 5 years prior to 
the study year. 

 

Figure 4.–Sampled Population Profile, Whittier, July 1991 
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Table 9.–Sampled Population Profile, Whittier, July 1991 

 

 

PATTERNS OF CASH EMPLOYMENT 

Overall Characteristics of Employment 

As shown in Table 10, the largest percentage of sampled adults (age 16 years and older) who were 
employed for at least a portion of the study year was found at Whittier, at 79.3 percent, followed by Hope 
at 76.8 percent and Cooper Landing at 66.7 percent. That Cooper Landing had the lowest percentage of 
employed adults is explained in part by the relatively large number of retired people who live there. The 
Whittier sample also had the highest mean number of months employed for employed adults, at 9.5 
months, followed by Hope at 9.0 months and Cooper Landing at 8.6 months. Sampled household heads in 
Whittier worked an average of 9.9 months, those in Hope were employed for 9.2 months, and those in 
Cooper Landing had jobs in 9.1 months. Only in Whittier did the majority of sampled employed adults 
work year-round (12 months) (56.3 percent). Almost one-half (49.1 percent) of the sampled employed 
adults in Hope also worked in each month of the study year, as did 46.0 percent in Cooper Landing. 

As also shown in Table 10, most sampled households in Whittier (92.9 percent), Hope (82.9 percent), and 
Cooper Landing (82.0 percent) had at least 1 adult who was employed for cash for at least part of the 
study year. For the 3 communities combined, 86.1 percent of the sampled households’ members held 
some cash employment in 1990/91. 
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Table 10.–Employment Characteristics of Sampled Households, 1990/91 

 

 

Employer Types and Occupational Types 

Tables 11 and 12 summarize data on cash employment of the sampled households in the 3 study 
communities by employer and occupational classifications, respectively. As shown in Table 11 and 
Figure 5, for all 3 communities combined, federal, state, and local governments (including schools) was 
the largest employer category, providing 26.9 percent of the jobs held by adults in the sampled 
households during the study year. More than one-half of the sampled households (56.6 percent) had at 
least 1 adult who was employed in a government job. A close second was the services employer category, 
accounting for 24.9 percent of the jobs, and retail trade was third with 14.9 percent. 

At Cooper Landing, the largest number of jobs was in the services category (29.8 percent). Retail trade 
ranked third (20.2 percent), after government (21.8 percent), reflecting Cooper Landing’s role as a service 
center along a major highway. Government jobs ranked first in frequency at Hope (32.9 percent), 
followed by services (26.6 percent) and retail trade (16.5 percent). At Whittier, jobs with the federal, state 
and local governments also ranked first (28.1 percent of all jobs), followed by services (19.4 percent), and 
transportation, communications, and utilities jobs (18.0 percent). The latter represents Whittier’s role as a 
port. 
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Table 12 summarizes employment in the study communities by occupational type. In the sampled 
households for the 3 communities combined, the largest number of jobs were occupations associated with 
services (15.8 percent of all jobs), followed closely by the executive, administrative, and managerial 
occupational type, with 14.3 percent of the jobs. Ranking third were agricultural, forestry, and fishing 
occupations (9.4 percent). In the sample overall, service occupations were most common among 
employed adults in Cooper Landing (19.4 percent of all jobs). At Cooper Landing, following in second 
place was executive, administrative, and managerial occupations (13.7 percent of the jobs). The pattern 
was slightly different at Hope, where transportation occupations ranked first (15.2 percent of the jobs) and 
service occupations second (13.9 percent). At Whittier, executive, administrative, and managerial 
occupations were most numerous (18.7 percent), followed by service occupations (13.7 percent), and 
occupations concerned with agriculture, forestry, or fishing (10.8 percent). 
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Table 11.–Employment by Employer Category, Sampled Results, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Table 12.–Employment by Occupational Type, Sampled Results, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Figure 5.–Employer Categories, Sampled Jobs Results, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Commercial Fishing 

Commercial fishing was not a major employer of residents of the study communities. Few residents from 
Hope were employed in commercial fishing during either 1990 or 1991. According to official 
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) records (ADF&G 1992), in 1991, 6 Cooper Landing 
residents fished 6 permits. Fisheries participated in by Cooper Landing residents included: Cook Inlet 
salmon purse seine and setnet fisheries; Bristol Bay salmon drift gillnet and setnet fisheries; and Lower 
Yukon salmon setnet. Average income for commercial fishing is not given here in order to maintain 
confidentiality. 

In 1991, 10 Whittier residents fished 16 permits in the following fisheries: sablefish, miscellaneous 
finfish, pot shrimp, and Prince William Sound salmon drift gillnet. The average gross earnings of 
individual fishermen ranged from $15 to $3,700 for all these fisheries, except salmon. This represented a 
definite decline from the year before. In 1990, 14 Whittier residents fished 29 permits, including the 
halibut fishery, and the average gross earnings for the fisheries, excluding salmon, ranged from $1,576 to 
$6,100 (ADF&G 1992). 

CFEC information relies on the claimed residency of permit holders, and does not require verification of 
residence. Therefore, some differences may exist between the number of permits on the official record 
and the division’s harvest survey. It is also possible that the harvest survey sample did not include some 
permit holders. In addition, some individuals refused to divulge their income. 

Monetary Income 

Household monetary incomes for the sampled households during the study year are reported in Table 13. 
Incomes were highest in Whittier, with a household mean from all sources of $48,350 and a per capita 
income of $18,051. Cooper Landing ranked second, with an average household income of $35,785 and 
per capita earnings of $12,916. The lowest monetary incomes were recorded for the Hope sample. There, 
the mean household income from all sources was $31,031 and the per capita income was $12,851. In 
comparison, in 1989 the average household income in Alaska was $60,853 and the per capita income was 
$21,656 (Fried 1990:3–4). 

Table 14 lists sources of income other than jobs for each community and for the sample overall. For the 3 
communities combined, as well as in each separately, the most common source of other income was 
Alaska Permanent Fund dividends: 86.1 percent of the sampled households received income from this 
source. In terms of total other income, the Permanent Fund dividends ranked second to pension and 
retirement benefits, which were received by 23.4 percent of the sampled households. Social Security 
payments ranked third in terms of total other income, with 21.5 percent of the households receiving 
income from this source. 
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Table 13.–Mean Household Income, Sampled Households of Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Table 14.–Other Income Sources, Sampled Households of Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Household Food Expenses 

Table 15 summarizes the sampled households’ estimates of their monthly food expenditures. The average 
monthly expenditure on food was highest in Whittier at $510, while Cooper Landing ($400) and Hope 
($382) were lower than Whittier but similar to each other. 

 

Table 15.–Monthly Expenditures on Food as Estimated by Survey Participants, Sampled Households 
of Study Communities, 1990/91 

 

All 3 communities had small locally owned and run groceries that catered primarily to tourists and the 
local convenience market. However, most shopping for supplies was done at a large urban center such as 
Anchorage, Kenai, or Soldotna. The cost of transportation was often figured into the average monthly 
food bill by Whittier residents. The railroad is the only reliable transportation between Whittier and 
Anchorage. From May 19 through September 16, 1990, there were 6 trains a day between Anchorage and 
Whittier. One train each day connected with the Alaska Marine Highway. However, after September 21, 
1990, train service was cut back to Wednesdays, Fridays, and Sundays. The cost of passage was $64 
roundtrip for private vehicles and $15 for passengers in summer. During the winter schedule, fares 
decreased to $48 roundtrip for vehicles and $10 for passengers. In the off-season, Whittier residents took 
the train to Anchorage and tried to save money by returning the same day. The Wednesday schedule 
permitted early departure from Whittier and late return from the Portage station for vehicles only. 
However, if their errands required more than one days’ time, shoppers had to either stay with friends or 
rent a motel room in Anchorage until the next day the train ran, usually Friday. Additionally there was the 
cost of food for the day. The Friday-to-Sunday schedule allowed residents to stay the entire weekend, 
from late in the afternoon on Friday to the afternoon on Sunday. There were also days when weather 
prevented even the train from making the run to Anchorage due to snow or avalanches across the tracks. 

Residents of Cooper Landing were little more than an hour from a major urban area on the Kenai 
Peninsula, that of Soldotna and Kenai, where a number of services were available in addition to large 
grocery stores. They were also about 3 hours by car from Anchorage. In the winter on, occasion, ice and 
snow made traveling the Seward Highway a hazardous proposition. There was an airstrip in Cooper 
Landing, but no commercial flights stopped there on a regular basis. According to the University of 
Alaska Fairbanks Cooperative Extension Service (UAF Cooperative Extension Service 1991), the cost of 
food in Kenai fluctuated between 9 and 11 percent higher than Anchorage prices for the period of June 
1990 through June 1991. 

Hope had the lowest estimated average monthly food bill of the 3 communities. It is possible that being 
closer to Anchorage allowed residents to stock up on supplies regularly. The University of Alaska 
Fairbanks Cooperative Extension Service did not conduct their survey of the cost of 104 standard food 
items in the communities of Whittier and Hope recently. Their estimate for a week’s worth of groceries 
for a family of 2 in Kenai was $64.01 for a week in June 1991, and $95.33 per week for a family with 4 
with preschoolers and elementary children (UAF Cooperative Extension Service 1991). 
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4. OVERVIEW OF HARVEST AND USE PATTERNS, 
1990/91 

INVENTORY OF SPECIES USED 

Table 16 lists all the resources that were used by at least 1 sampled household in any of the 3 study 
communities of Hope, Cooper Landing, and Whittier during the study year. Exclusive of plants, the list 
includes 88 kinds of resources, including 30 types of fish, 14 varieties of marine invertebrates, 21 species 
of land mammals, 4 species of marine mammals, and 19 kinds of birds and eggs. Of these, 6 kinds were 
used by more than one-half of the households in at least 1 study community (coho, pink, and sockeye 
salmon; halibut; Dolly Varden; and, moose), 16 were used by at least 25 percent of households in at least 
1 community, and 25 were used by at least 10 percent of the households in at least 1 of the communities. 

SEASONAL ROUND OF HARVEST ACTIVITIES 

Cooper Landing and Hope Seasonal Round 

The seasonal round in Hope and Cooper Landing is largely conditioned by regulatory seasons and 
restrictions; access to game populations; the ability of harvesters to fish or hunt other areas; and the 
availability of permits (Figure 6). One scenario in these 2 communities is that of local households with a 
year-round harvester. For such households, spring opens with black bear hunting during the warming 
days of April and May. Chinook salmon and eulachon return to the Kenai and Russian rivers and 
Resurrection Creek in May, followed by Dolly Varden in June, pink salmon and sockeye salmon in July 
and coho salmon in August. Large game hunting (moose, sheep, goats, caribou) takes place in August and 
September. Also, black bear hunting begins again in late July or early August when the bears begin 
coming down to the creeks, and continues through the end of October. Furbearers such as mink and 
coyote are trapped or hunted in December. Ptarmigan hunting takes place from November through March. 

For some Hope residents, mining is the primary activity from early March through late September, which 
affects the seasonal pattern of wild resource use. Resident miners occasionally take time to harvest 
salmon during the summer. Moose and goat or caribou (if one wins a permit) are hunted during August 
and September along with birds. 

In all 3 communities there are those who leave the local area for short periods in the fall to guide or hunt 
in other parts of Alaska. For some, these are regularly scheduled trips to areas that do not require a 
drawing permit, such as Kodiak for deer, or Iliamna or McGrath for caribou. Others are trips taken to fill 
a drawing or Tier II permit for caribou (such as the Nelchina herd in GMU 13), moose, Dall sheep, goat, 
or elk. 

Whittier Seasonal Round 

The seasonal round for Whittier is influenced heavily by its coastal environment, the availability of wild 
resources, and regulatory seasons (Figure 7). Participation in hunting and fishing activities may be 
predicted to a great degree by whether or not one has access to a boat to go to other areas of Prince 
William Sound. As depicted in Figure 7, the main resource harvesting activities in Whittier during March 
and April include crabbing, shrimping, and gathering other marine invertebrates, along with cod and 
halibut fishing, and the end of ptarmigan hunting. In May, residents hunt black bear, cod and halibut 
fishing intensifies, and clam digging occurs as well. Big game hunting begins when deer season opens in 
early August. Moose season lasts from late August to early September. This is also the season for 
hunting birds and gathering wild plants and berries. Deer hunting continues through December, along 
with ptarmigan hunting. 
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Table 16.–Resources Used by the Study Communities, August 1990–July 1991 
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Figure 6.–Seasonal Round for Hope and Cooper Landing, 1990/91 



 

 

 

41	

 
Figure 7.–Seasonal Round for Whittier, 1990/91 
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AREAS USED FOR HARVESTING WILD RESOURCES 

The map data depict areas used for resource harvesting over the period that harvesters had resided within 
the communities (see Appendix E: Harvest and Use Area Maps). Some maps were not collected, or 
households declined to be mapped, when their use areas consisted of 1 or very few areas already 
documented in the mapping process. Not all residents of the communities were interviewed; therefore, not 
all of the communities’ use areas are depicted. Areas used for resource harvesting change due to a variety 
of factors, including resource availability, access, weather, and regulations.  

Areas Used by Residents of Hope 

Mapped data were collected from 34 of the 41 randomly selected Hope households interviewed in 1991. 
Areas used for wild resource harvesting included the area immediately around Hope, as well as areas 
accessible along the road system. During the period they had lived in Hope, residents fished for salmon 
and fish other than salmon in the creeks and rivers near Hope, such as creek drainages feeding into the 
Resurrection, Bremer, East Fork, and Granite creeks; the Placer River, Twentymile River, Johnson Creek, 
and Bench Creek. In the Cooper Landing area, the Russian River, Kenai River and Lake, Cooper Lake 
and nearby creeks were also used for fishing. Both salmon and fish other than salmon were taken in 
saltwater in Resurrection Bay out of Seward; Cook Inlet; and in Prince William Sound. Residents also 
fished Tustumena Lake, and the Swanson River and lake system in the northwestern Kenai Peninsula. 
Berries and other plants were gathered locally, in the Seward area, and in Cochrane Bay on the western 
side of Prince William Sound, near Whittier. Marine invertebrates were harvested in Prince William 
Sound, near Whittier; at Clam Gulch and other Cook Inlet beaches; and in Kachemak Bay (appendices E-
1 and E-2). Black bears were commonly taken for food by Hope residents. Hunting areas were confined 
largely to areas near Hope, Cooper Landing; and Turnagain Arm; along the road system; in the mountains 
south and east of Hope; in the Resurrection Valley, and in the Big Indian Creek drainage. Firewood was 
quite important to the community, both currently and historically, and was gathered in the forests around 
Hope; in some limited areas near Cooper Landing; and along the Seward Highway (Appendix E-3). Birds 
were taken along the coast west of Hope, and in nearby river drainages and valleys. Both goats and sheep 
were historically taken by residents of the community in mountains near Hope as well as in the mountains 
around Kenai Lake (Appendix E-4). Hunting for moose and furbearers took place from the Chickaloon 
and Mystery Creek drainages east to the Placer River and Twentymile drainages; and south to the Upper 
Russian Lake across a valley to Cooper Lake, north to the Kenai River, and east along the Quartz Creek 
drainage to Trail Creek (appendices E-5 and E-6). Caribou hunting was confined to the highlands around 
the Resurrection and Palmer Creek drainages (Appendix E-5). 

Areas Used by Residents of Cooper Landing 

Mapped data were collected from 50 of the 61 randomly selected Cooper Landing households interviewed 
in 1991. Residents of the community harvested wild resources locally along the rivers and the road 
system. Areas used for collecting most resources were concentrated in the central and northern Kenai 
Peninsula. Salmon and other fish were taken from the Kenai River, Russian River, Skilak Lake, Kenai 
Lake, and from other local creeks and rivers. Salmon were also taken from Resurrection Bay and Day 
Harbor and other, more isolated bays of Prince William Sound; and along Cook Inlet and in Kachemak 
Bay. Residents reported using much larger areas of Cook Inlet and Kachemak Bay, as well as the creeks 
and rivers of the northwestern Kenai Peninsula lowlands, for harvesting fish other than salmon 
(appendices E-7 and E-8). Marine invertebrates were harvested in western Prince William Sound and 
Kachemak Bay, as well as along Cook Inlet beaches (Appendix E-8). Birds were taken along river 
drainages and the road system of central and northern Kenai Peninsula, and on the western side of Cook 
Inlet and Kachemak Bay. Goats or sheep were hunted in the mountains around Cooper Landing and the 
mountains of Turnagain Pass; the mountains east of Tustumena Lake, the head of Kachemak Bay, the 
southern tip of the Kenai Peninsula; and in the mountains east of Resurrection Bay (Appendix E-9). 
Moose and caribou hunting areas were located along rivers, roads, and lakes of the central and northern 
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Kenai Peninsula (Appendix E-10). Furbearer hunting and trapping took place just off the road system. 
Some hunters traveled to Knight and Montague islands for deer (Appendix E-11). Cooper Landing 
residents hunted black bear over the widest area, extending north on either side of the Seward and Hope 
highways to Hope, south to Seward, and south of the Kenai and Skilak lakes, northeast of Tustumena 
Lake, and along the road west to Kenai and north to the Nikiski area; south to Homer, and northeast along 
the bluffs of Kachemak Bay; and from Kackolof Bay along the Rocky River drainage to Rocky Bay and 
Port Dick (Appendix E-12). 

Areas Used by Residents of Whittier 

Mapped data were collected from 23 of the 56 randomly selected households interviewed in 1991. 
Whittier residents looked to Prince William Sound for most of their hunting and fishing. Though most 
Whittier residents may take their salmon harvest from the coho fishery at the head of Passage Canal, 
which is the most easily accessible area for the community, residents also reported fishing for salmon and 
other fish in many other areas of western Prince William Sound, and some bays of the eastern side of the 
sound as well. Whereas specific areas, usually associated with land, were identified for salmon, larger 
areas of open water were described for fishing for species of fish other than salmon (appendices E-13 and 
14). Marine invertebrate harvest areas were concentrated on the western side of Prince William Sound, 
with a few significant areas such as Orca Inlet and the mudflats off Point Whitshed included in the 
community’s use areas. Berries and other plants were taken locally, or in other areas in conjunction with 
hunting or fishing (Appendix E-15). Moose hunting took place in the Matanuska Valley, around the 
western side and head of Knik Arms, and the northern Kenai Peninsula. Residents have also hunted 
moose at the head of Kings Bay in Port Nellie Juan (Appendix E-16). Black bears were hunted near the 
community and along Culross and Esther passages and the mouth of the Coghill River. Deer were hunted 
in many areas of Prince William Sound, and furbearers were trapped and hunted along Turnagain Arm, in 
the Portage Valley, and in the Copper River Basin along the Edgerton Highway (Appendix E-16). 
Residents reported hunting birds in the northwestern sound, in Port Wells, Passage Canal, Kings Bay, 
Perry Island, and along the eastern side of the sound. Goats or sheep were hunted in isolated areas of 
northern and southwestern Prince William Sound; in the mountains of the Kenai Peninsula from the 
Resurrection Creek south to Cooper Landing and east along Trail Creek and the Seward Highway; also 
south along the eastern side of the Seward Highway south of Upper Trial Lake; in the mountains around 
Eklutna Lake and north of the Knik River; in the Talkeetna and Chugach mountains on either side of the 
Glenn Highway; and in the Chugach Mountains west of the Richardson Highway in the Copper River 
Basin (Appendix E-17). 

HOPE: LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION IN RESOURCE ACTIVITIES AND HARVEST 
QUANTITIES 

As reported in Table 17, 100.0 percent of the estimated households in Hope used at least 1 type of wild 
resource during the 1990/91 study year. Also, almost all (93.9 percent) hunted, fished, or gathered wild 
foods, 90.3 percent received wild resources from other households, and 73.8 gave away wild resources. 
On average, sampled households in Hope used 9.1 kinds of wild resources in the study year, the highest 
of the 3 study communities. Sampled Hope households, on average, attempted to harvest 7.2 kinds of 
wild resources, harvested 6.4 kinds, received 3.8 kinds, and gave away 2.8 kinds. 

.
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Table 17.–Resource Harvest and Use by Cooper Landing, Hope, and Whittier, 1990/91 

 
  Note: Resource use, harvest, and sharing characteristics by number of resources are based upon sampled households. 
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Table 18.–Community Participation in the Harvest of Wild Resources, 1990/91 

 

Table 18 reports the percentage of the estimated population of Hope that hunted, fished, trapped, or 
gathered wild resources during the study year. As shown in the table, 19.5 percent of the population 
hunted, 64.4 percent fished, 2.3 percent trapped, and 82.3 percent gathered wild plants. Overall, 87.0 
percent of Hope’s population engaged in at least 1 resource harvesting activity in 1990/91. 

The estimated per capita harvest of wild foods in Hope during the 1990/91 study year, as measured in 
pounds usable weight, was 110.7 pounds (Table 17). This was the highest of the 3 study communities. 
The mean household harvest was 262.2 pounds. As depicted in figures 8 and 9, salmon made up the 
largest portion of Hope’s wild resource harvest, 45.2 percent (50.0 pounds per person), followed by land 
mammals at 29.6 percent (32.8 pounds per person), other fish at 14.3 percent (15.8 pounds), wild plants at 
5.2 percent (5.7 pounds per person), marine invertebrates at 3.6 percent (4.0 pounds), and birds and eggs 
at 2.1 percent (2.4 pounds per person). 
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Figure 8.–Per Capita Harvests of Wild Resources by Resource Category, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Figure 9.–Composition of Wild Resource Harvests by Resource Category, Study Communities, 
1990/91 

 

Table 19 reports levels of participation in the use, harvest, receiving, and sharing of wild resources in 
Hope in 1990/91 at the individual resource and resource category levels. The table also reports estimated 
harvest quantities per person, per household, and for the entire community in pounds usable weight and in 
numbers of animals or fish (or other appropriate units such as gallons). The most commonly used 
resource in Hope during the study year was berries, used by 78.1 percent of the households. Other 
commonly used resources in Hope included moose (67.9 percent of the households using), Dolly Varden 
(58.7 percent), sockeye salmon (58.7 percent), pink salmon (54.6 percent), coho salmon (53.9 percent), 
halibut (52.6 percent), other wild plants (38.8 percent), Chinook salmon (34.5 percent), and ptarmigan 
(29.6 percent). The ten resources that provided the largest portions to the total harvest, as measured in 
pounds usable weight per person, were moose (19.0 pounds per person), sockeye salmon (18.7 pounds), 
coho salmon (10.9 pounds), pink salmon (9.5 pounds), caribou (8.0 pounds), Chinook salmon (6.9 
pounds), halibut (5.1 pounds), Dolly Varden (4.9 pounds), berries (4.0 pounds), and chum salmon (3.9 
pounds). 
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Table 19.–Estimated Harvest and Use of Wild Resources by the Community of Hope, August 1, 1990 – July 31, 1991 
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COOPER LANDING: LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION IN RESOURCE ACTIVITIES AND 
HARVEST QUANTITIES 

During the 1990/91 study year, all of the households in Cooper Landing (100.0 percent) used wild 
resources (Table 17). Most also harvested (93.5 percent), received (80.9 percent), and gave away (71.7 
percent) fish, game, and wild plant resources. The average number of types of resources used per sampled 
household in Cooper Landing was 8.3, while the average number harvested was 5.9, the average received 
was 3.4, and the average number given away was 2.1. 

At the individual level, Cooper Landing had the highest rate of participation in resource harvesting 
activities of the three study communities during the study year. As shown in Table 18, 88.8 percent of the 
total estimated population engaged in at least one harvesting activity in 1990/91 with most gathering wild 
plants (83.4 percent) or fishing (66.3 percent). Also, 32.1 percent hunted, and 4.3 percent trapped 
furbearers. 

Wild resource harvests at Cooper Landing in 1990/91 averaged 91.5 pounds usable weight per person and 
238.0 pounds per household. The composition of this harvest by resource category is shown in figures 8 
and 9. As in Hope, salmon contributed the most to the wild resource harvest at Cooper Landing, 43.1 
percent (39.5 pounds per person). Also as in Hope, land mammals were the second-most significant 
portion of the harvest, at 31.5 percent (28.8 pounds per person). Other fish were ranked third at 15.8 
percent (14.4 pounds). The other categories, in relative size of the harvest were wild plants (4.4 percent; 
4.1 pounds), birds and eggs (2.7 percent; 2.5 pounds), and marine invertebrates (2.5 percent; 2.3 pounds). 

Table 20 reports estimated levels of harvest and levels of participation in resource use activities for 
Cooper Landing during the study year at the specific resource level. The households in Cooper Landing 
used sockeye salmon (76.6 percent), berries (70.5 percent), halibut (64.6 percent), Dolly Varden (56.5 
percent), coho salmon (53.1 percent), moose (42.9 percent), other plants (35.4 percent), grouse (32.8 
percent), Chinook salmon (29.8 percent), and lake trout (25.2 percent). As in Hope, the three resources 
that contributed the most per person to the annual harvest at Cooper Landing in 1990/91 were sockeye 
salmon (22.7 pounds per person), moose (18.7 pounds), and coho salmon (11.8 pounds). The remaining 
resources that made up the top ten in terms of harvest quantities were halibut (7.0 pounds per person), 
Chinook salmon (3.9 pounds), Dolly Varden (3.6 pounds), berries (3.6 pounds), caribou (3.5 pounds), 
deer (2.8 pounds), and black bear (1.9 pounds). 
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Table 20.–Estimated Harvest and Use of Wild Resources by the Community of Cooper Landing, August 1, 1990 – July 31, 1991 
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WHITTIER: LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION IN RESOURCE ACTIVITIES AND HARVEST 
QUANTITIES 

As shown in Table 17, levels of participation in the use and harvest of wild resources in Whittier were 
slightly lower overall than in Hope or Cooper Landing. During the study year, 93.7 percent of the 
households in Whittier used wild resources, 76.8 percent harvested resources, 87.4 percent received wild 
foods, and 66.3 percent gave away resources to other households. The average ranges of resources used 
and harvested were also the lowest in Whittier of the three study communities. The mean number of 
resources used per sampled household was 8.0, and the mean harvested was 4.0. On the other hand, 
Whittier had the highest mean per household of kinds of resources received (4.7) and given away (3.1). 

Overall, 70.8 percent of the estimated total population of Whittier participated in at least one resource 
harvesting activity in the study year (Table 18). This was the lowest level of participation of the three 
study communities. As also shown in Table 18, 11.1 percent of Whittier's population hunted, 46.0 percent 
fished, 2.1 percent trapped, and 58.6 percent gathered wild plants. 

For the study year, the per capita harvest of wild foods in Whittier was 79.9 pounds and the mean 
household harvest was 216.6 pounds. These were the lowest measurements among the three study 
communities (Table 17). As shown in figures 8 and 9, salmon and other fish made up most of the 
community's harvest, at 42.2 percent and 24.7 percent, respectively. Compared to Hope and Cooper 
Landing, land mammal harvests at Whittier were relatively low at 11.0 pounds per person and 13.7 
percent of the total harvest. In contrast, marine invertebrate harvests at Whittier were relatively high, 8.9 
pounds per person for 11.2 percent of the total resource take. In addition, wild plants made up 5.0 percent 
of the total (4.1 pounds per person), birds and eggs 1.7 percent (1.4 pounds), and marine mammals 1.2 
percent (1.0 pound). 

A summary of the study findings for Whittier at the specific resource and resource category levels is 
provided in Table 21. Overall, most of the households in Whittier used berries during the study year (75.8 
percent), followed by halibut (74.7 percent), coho salmon (68.4 percent), shrimp (44.1 percent), moose 
(43.9 percent), sockeye salmon (35.7 percent), red rockfish (34.4 percent), black cod (30.4 percent), 
Tanner crab (27.9 percent), and pink salmon (23.4 percent). In terms of harvest quantities as measured in 
usable pounds per person, coho salmon, at 25.4 pounds per person, by far contributed the most to the total 
harvest of any single resource at Whittier. After coho salmon, the nine next highest contributors to the 
harvest were: halibut (8.0 pounds), moose (6.3 pounds), shrimp (4.8 pounds), sockeye salmon (4.0 
pounds), deer (4.0 pounds), berries (3.6 pounds), gray cod (2.8 pounds), red rockfish (2.7 pounds), and 
Tanner crab (1.8 pounds). 
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Table 21.–Estimated Harvest and Use of Wild Resources by the Community of Whittier, August 1, 1990 – July 31, 1991 
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DISTRIBUTION AND EXCHANGE OF WILD RESOURCES 

As noted above, most households in the three study communities were involved in receiving and giving 
wild resources during the study year. About 90 percent of the households in Hope received at least one 
kind of wild resource from another household in 1990/91, as did 81 percent in Cooper Landing and 87 
percent in Whittier (Table 17). Also, 73.8 percent of the households at Hope gave away wild resources to 
others, as did 71.7 percent in Cooper Landing and 66.3 percent in Whittier. On average, sampled 
households in Hope received 3.8 kinds of wild foods and gave away 2.8 kinds; sampled households in 
Cooper Landing received 3.4 kinds and gave away 2.1 kinds, and; sampled households in Whittier 
received 4.7 kinds and gave away 3.1 kinds. 

During the study year, the resource categories most often shared by Hope households were salmon (by 
43.5 percent of all households), wild plants (41.8 percent), and game (by 34.3 percent). Game (primarily 
moose, followed by caribou) was the resource category received by the most households (66.1 percent), 
followed by salmon (65.5 percent), and other fish (mainly halibut) (53.9 percent of households). 

In Cooper Landing the most commonly shared resources were salmon (particularly sockeye and coho 
salmon), halibut, berry products, Dolly Varden, and moose. Generally, wild food was shared with more 
than one household. For example, sockeye salmon was given away by 30.1 percent of Cooper Landing 
households, and received by 38.9 percent of households. Halibut was given away by 32.4 percent of 
households and received by 47.4 percent of Cooper Landing households. Moose was given away by 11.0 
percent of households and received by 39.3 percent. Households also gave away resources to relatives and 
friends outside the community, and received resources from other communities as well. 

In Whittier, the households which were able to harvest resources other than salmon were generally those 
which had access to a boat and were able to hunt and fish in Prince William Sound. As in the 
communities of Hope and Cooper Landing, wild food was shared with those in need and those who were 
unable to hunt and fish for themselves. Whittier's patterns of sharing reflected this aspect of access to 
resources, in that the most widely shared resources were marine resources. The most widely shared 
resources were salmon (particularly coho salmon and sockeye salmon), followed by non-salmon fish, 
such as halibut, rockfish (mainly red rockfish), and cod; big game (particularly moose, but deer and black 
bear also), and marine invertebrates (particularly shrimp). However, the number of households receiving 
these resources usually was much higher than the number giving away the resource, thus indicating 
networks of sharing within the community. For example, halibut was given away by 31.1 percent of 
households and received by 52.9 percent of households. Moose was given away by 11.9 percent of 
Whittier households and received by 41.6 percent. Deer was given away by 6.8 percent of households and 
received by 21.3 percent. Marine invertebrates were given away by 18.4 percent of households and 
received by 43.5 percent. Within the marine invertebrate resource category, shrimp and crab were quite 
widely distributed. 

In all three communities bartering is a small, but significant activity which residents use to increase the 
variety of wild foods in their diet. For example, several households in Cooper Landing exchange firewood 
for scallops and crab which one local household harvests commercially from the Bering Sea. Another 
trade is that of offering freezer space in exchange for part of the wild food to be frozen. Households may 
also help each other pack meat out of the areas restricted to foot or horse travel, and be compensated for 
their effort with part of a moose. To a limited degree, furs are traded for finished products.
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COMMERCIAL FISHERIES AS A SOURCE OF WILD RESOURCES 

Removal of fish and marine invertebrates from commercial catches was not a significant source of 
resources for home use in Hope or Cooper Landing. In Hope, an estimated total of 216 pounds of 
resources was removed from commercial harvests for 1.3 percent of total community harvest of wild 
foods (Table 22). Commercial removal was the source of only four resources: gray cod, halibut, red 
rockfish, and dungeness crab. In Cooper Landing, only chum and Chinook salmon were removed for 
home use from any commercial harvests (Table 23). The total amount removed was 215 pounds, just 0.9 
percent of the community's total resource take. 

In contrast, removal from commercial catches was the source of 13 specific kinds of resources in Whittier 
during the study year (Table 24). Altogether, about 4,671 pounds of wild foods were obtained from this 
source, accounting for 20.9 percent of the total community harvest. This included 100.0 percent of the 
harvest of lingcod and wolf eel, 79.6 percent of the black cod harvest, 67.9 percent of the gray cod, 61.0 
percent of the red rockfish, 55.8 percent of the sockeye salmon, 39.6 percent of the halibut, and 13.9 
percent of the shrimp harvests. Commercial harvests were also a source for coho salmon, Chinook 
salmon, pink salmon, octopus, and Tanner crab in Whittier. 

 

Table 22.–Estimated Resources Removed From Commercial Harvests, Hope, 1990/91 

 

 

Table 23.–Estimated Resources Removed From Commercial Harvests, Cooper Landing, 1990/91 
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Table 24.–Estimated Resources Removed From Commercial Harvests, Whittier, 1990/91 
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OVERALL ASSESSMENTS OF RESOURCE USES IN THE STUDY YEAR 

As part of the household survey, each respondent was asked to assess how their uses of each resource 
category compared to other recent years. If the respondent indicated that the study year was different from 
other years, they were asked to provide a reason for this change. The study findings for the assessment of 
uses of resources overall are provided in Table 25. Assessments for each resource category will be 
discussed in the next chapter. 

As shown in Table 25, just over one-half the surveyed households in the three study communities (53.9 
percent), as well as about one-half in each individual community of Hope (55.0 percent), Cooper Landing 
(50.8 percent), and Whittier (56.9 percent) said that, overall, their uses of wild resources in the 1990/91 
study year were about the same as in other recent years. 

On the other hand, just over one-third (36.2 percent) of the total sampled households said that their uses 
were lower during the study year. Three reasons were mostly commonly provided to account for this 
decline in uses: reduced time available to hunt and fish (16.4 percent), a choice not to use as much wild 
food in 1990/91 as in past years (6.6 percent), or reduced availability of certain species (10.5 percent) 
which led to lower harvests. An assessment of lowered uses was most common among the sample of 
households at Cooper Landing, with 41.0 percent offering this response. In Hope, 32.5 percent of the 
households reported lowered uses, as did 33.3 percent of the households in Whittier. General reasons for 
these changes are summarized in Table 25. 

In contrast, only a small portion of the surveyed households, 9.2 percent, said that they believed that their 
uses of wild resources had increased in 1990/91 compared to other recent years. The highest percentage 
was recorded in Hope (10.0 percent), followed by Whittier (9.8 percent), and Cooper Landing (8.2 
percent). A variety of reasons were cited for increased uses, choice (2.6 percent) and more abundant fish 
or game populations (2.6 percent) being most frequent (Table 25). 
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Table 25.–Assessment of Overall Harvest/Use Changes, Study Year Compared to Recent Years 
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CASE HOUSEHOLD DESCRIPTIONS 

The purpose of this section is to present some case examples of household-level resource use patterns to 
illustrate some of the more general points based upon the quantified survey results reviewed above. In 
these case descriptions, certain details have been altered slightly to mask the identities of particular 
households. 

Hope Case Household 1 

This Hope household consists of a middle-aged husband and wife with four children. They are long-time 
residents of Hope. The male household head belongs to the 49.1 percent of adults that are employed year-
round in Hope. He reported that his wild resource harvesting increases when he is not working year-
round. 

The household is fairly representative of the Hope families that utilize wild resources through hunting, 
fishing, or gathering in relatively moderate quantities. However, while other Hope households may travel 
outside the Hope area into different game management units to hunt birds, caribou, or furbearers, this 
household harvests wild resources in the greater Hope area exclusively. The husband is the main fisher 
and hunter and shares wood gathering activities with his children. The wife and children are the main 
gatherers. 

During the study year this family harvested salmon from July to early September. Berries and mushrooms 
were gathered from late July to early August. Black bear hunting began in August and went through 
October. Grouse were taken in September. The family harvested ptarmigan and beaver in December. In 
the spring, Dolly Varden and hooligan were harvested. Activities that occurred year-round included hare 
and wood harvesting. 

This household reported that they typically give away more amounts of wild resources than they receive 
from other households. They received halibut, roadkill moose, and berry products. They gave away black 
bear, moose, Dolly Varden, chum salmon, coho salmon, beaver, and hare. The husband commonly shares 
his wild food with his hunting partners, elderly people, and those he considers more in need than his own 
family. 

Hope Case Household 2 

This household was composed of a single male who had lived in the community since the late 1970s, and 
represented a Hope household which harvested and used a relatively large volume of wild resources. He 
held a variety of seasonal jobs that involved being outdoors to some degree. Most of his employment was 
in the Hope area. He also traveled to Prince William Sound and another Kenai Peninsula community for 
work during the study year. He preferred seasonal work that allowed him to spend more time engaging in 
wild resource harvesting activities. Fishing, hunting, trapping, and gathering are all typical activities for 
this man each year. Salmon fishing occurred in the summer months. Moose hunting took place in 
September. He usually harvests grouse, black bear, and various species of fish while he is moose hunting. 
He usually goes deer hunting between October and January. Trapping usually occurs between October 
and March. 

His harvest of salmon was higher than usual during the study year because he was able to catch more 
coho salmon. Beside coho salmon, he also harvested pink, sockeye, and Chinook salmon with a rod and 
reel. He smoked his salmon and reported giving some of each species to neighbors. He did not report 
receiving any salmon from other households. Aside from the higher coho harvest, he said 1990 was a 
typical year for him. 

This man takes a great interest in hunting. Over the last ten years he has applied for sheep, goat, bear, 
caribou, and bison drawing permits, but has only received one caribou and one goat permit during that 
time. Non-permit hunts in which he participates include those for moose and deer. During the study year 
he harvested deer from Kodiak (GMU 8). He also harvested moose and received a roadkill moose. He 
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gave some of this moose away but did not receive any wild meat from anyone else. After winning a 
permit for mountain goat in GMU 7, this man had a successful hunt. He reported that he particularly 
enjoyed sharing the meat with some of his neighbors: two older Hope households who had harvested their 
own goats in the past from the Hope area. 

He said that his harvest of furbearers during the study year was lower than usual because he did not have 
much time to go trapping due to a temporary employment opportunity. He traps locally and in another 
GMU off the road system. His harvest consisted of red fox, beaver, snowshoe hare, river (land) otter, 
marten, muskrat, weasel, and a few red squirrels. He does not usually sell his furs but trades them or gives 
them away for presents. As he said, he is "not into it for the money," but genuinely enjoys trapping and 
sharing his furs with neighbors. 

During the study year he also harvested birds, primarily ptarmigan and some grouse. He had a higher than 
normal harvest, because, he said, there were more ptarmigan in the area. He gave some birds away, but 
did not receive any. 

In summary, this Hope resident evidently relies a great deal on wild resources and places a high value on 
his hunting, fishing and gathering activities. He also values being able to share his harvests with others, 
and dislikes seeing people waste fish or game. 

Hope Case Household 3 

This case illustrates many prominent aspects of the Hope community, including its large number of 
single-member households (39 percent of the surveyed households), its significant population of elderly 
and retired people, and its many households that harvest very little, if any resources, yet utilize resources 
by receiving them from others. 

The single member of this household was a retired woman in her 60s. She moved to the community in the 
mid-1980s from elsewhere on the Kenai Peninsula. Her harvesting was limited to picking wild berries in 
her yard. She reported her harvesting of berries was decreased because she was apprehensive about 
picking alone and running into bears outside of her yard. 

Other wild resources she utilized included coho salmon, sockeye salmon, caribou, and moose. All of these 
resources were given to her by neighbors. Before she moved to Hope, she usually received small amounts 
of salmon every year, but she only started receiving the game after she began residing in the community. 
She said this was the first time she had lived around someone who hunted wild game. She also said that 
she was not a large consumer of meat in general, implying that the quantities of game she used were not 
large. 

Cooper Landing Case Household 1 

This case illustrates a household that bought property and a cabin on the Kenai River many years before 
they relocated to Cooper Landing permanently. They visited their cabin in Cooper Landing on weekends 
and during vacations until the husband retired in the early 1980s. At that time, this household relocated to 
Cooper Landing permanently, building a house beside their cabin. This is a similar pattern for a number 
of Cooper Landing’s households with retired household heads. This household is one of the 46 percent of 
the surveyed households which had household heads that were 60 years old or older, most of whom 
reported that they were retired. The husband was a retired professional who still engaged in commercial 
guiding on occasion.  

Another feature of this household is that it is fairly representative of the active harvesting households in 
Cooper Landing. This couple engages in salmon fishing, moose hunting, bird hunting, and wild plant 
gathering in any typical year. When they first started to visit Cooper Landing 20 years ago, they hunted 
goats and took one or two a year. They no longer hunt goats, citing their inability to obtain a drawing 
permit. 
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During the study year, this couple used about 30 salmon, mostly coho and sockeye salmon. All were 
taken with a rod and reel. This household reported sharing their salmon but did not receive any from 
others. They steak, filet, freeze, and kipper their salmon. They enjoy kippered pink salmon. 

They prefer to fish off the banks of their own property into the Kenai River rather than “combat” fish on 
the Russian River. The husband still goes to the Russian River to harvest sockeye salmon, however. They 
recalled that 20 to 30 years before, they could fish the Russian River and not see anyone else. Their 
dislike for the crowded conditions on the Russian River, which prevailed during the study year, was a 
theme echoed by most of the surveyed households at Cooper Landing. Likewise, this household does not 
go moose hunting locally anymore due to the perceived increased competition from Anchorage hunters. 
They feel that they hardly have a chance at successfully harvesting a moose with the ever increasing 
hunting pressure. Consequently, they now hunt for moose in another game management unit. Moose is 
the household's main meat supply. The couple attributes their low cholesterol levels to the consumption of 
less fatty moose meat. 

When the husband is guiding, he sometimes receives moose meat from a client who is mainly interested 
in the trophy. Other times, the husband and his hunting partner will hunt for their own moose. The 
husband prefers to split a moose with his non-related hunting partner since he and his wife use less meat 
as they get older and no longer have family living with them. The husband usually gets a moose or 
portion of one every year but had an unsuccessful hunt during the study year. The household reported that 
they used meat from a successful hunt the year before “to hold them over” until they could get a moose. 
They had also received moose roadkill in the past, but did not receive one during the study year. Nor did 
they receive moose meat from any other households. 

This household processes all of their moose meat themselves. They usually make hamburger and ribs and 
share their portions with friends and family. Sometimes they will trade moose meat for halibut and other 
wild foods from their friends. 

One favorite activity for this household is game bird hunting, often done with another resident of the 
community. Bird hunting begins by regulation in August. They stop grouse hunting after the grouse begin 
to eat spruce in November. Ptarmigan hunting is usually finished by January, but if conditions are good 
for cross-country skiing, he sometimes hunts for ptarmigan again later in the year. Usually, they do not 
eat many of the birds while out camping, but bring the catch back home and share it with several local 
households. 

Wildlife viewing was also an important activity for this couple. For example, they did not object to the 
closure of hunting at the Skilak Loop Road area because they enjoy viewing the wildlife there. They also 
pay particular attention to the local wild birds and have a feeding platform for them. This couple is able to 
tell many stories about the wild animals and birds they have watched over the years. 

In summary, this case illustrates a Cooper Landing household that is active in harvesting. Like many of 
the other active Cooper Landing harvesters, this household utilized salmon and birds during the study 
year. Although they were unsuccessful in harvesting a moose, they still utilized meat left over from the 
year before. Hunting and fishing activities are very important to this household, not only for securing 
food, but also for viewing wildlife. 

Cooper Landing Case Household 2 

This Cooper Landing household also consisted of long-term residents of the community. The husband 
was employed full time with a private business and the wife held part-time employment in a government 
job. 

They used wild resources in relatively moderate amounts. In general, their harvests were lower than 
previous years since their children have grown and moved away. Nevertheless, a son and daughter 
brought home sockeye salmon from clients of their river guiding business. The household in turn gave 
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some of these fish away to other local households. They also received berries, lake trout, and black bear 
sausage from her brother, as well as one-quarter of a moose from a stranger for helping pack the meat out 
of the forest. They gave some of the moose meat away. 

Cooper Landing Case Household 3 

This Cooper Landing household was made up of an older couple. They were long-term residents of the 
community having come there in the early 1950s. The husband is a businessman and is employed year-
round. The wife is a homemaker. They harvested relatively few wild foods during the study year. Their 
main harvesting activities were salmon fishing, clam digging, plant gathering, and wood cutting. The 
quantities they harvested were typical ones during the study year. 

This household used to receive a great deal of meat from clients when they were part of a guiding 
business. They also received fish such as salmon, halibut, and cod, in exchange for allowing people to use 
their freezer space. More recently they, like several other households, have exchanged firewood for 
seafood such as scallops, crab, and cod from a local household that commercial fishes in the Bering Sea. 

Whittier Case Household 1 

This case represents the 18 percent of the surveyed households in Whittier that were commercial 
fishermen. One characteristic of these commercial fishermen was that they generally harvested more wild 
resources and more kinds of resources than the average Whittier resident. This may be partially attributed 
to the fact that they had access to harvesting equipment such as boats, nets, and pots, which would be 
costly items if they were not used primarily for commercial fishing purposes. 

This Whittier household is a couple in their 30s and their three school-age children. The husband and wife 
both engage in commercial fishing in Prince William Sound. This household is also one of the longer-
term resident households in Whittier, having lived there for nearly two decades. 

The whole family engages in sport fishing for salmon. During the study year they harvested over 300 
pounds of salmon by rod and reel. The majority of these were sockeye salmon, and the remainder coho 
salmon. They reported this to be an average yearly harvest for their household. They did not receive 
salmon from anyone else but did share their catch with others. From commercial fishing, this household 
gave away and brought home halibut and bottomfish, including black cod and various rockfish. 

Due to restrictions on the season, this household did not participate in commercial pot shrimping but 
instead used their shrimp pots to catch shrimp and octopus for home use. They did not receive any other 
shellfish nor did they give any of theirs away. This was an unusually low harvest for their household as 
they used to take shrimp from their commercial catch and would harvest much more. 

Since the household did not go commercial shrimping during the study year, the husband was able to go 
moose hunting for the first time. In previous years he was shrimping during moose season. He was 
unsuccessful at harvesting a moose but received one-half a moose from his hunting partner, who was 
successful. He also shared his moose with others outside the community. 

Since the family participates in the commercial fishing industry, they had the equipment and means to 
harvest large quantities of marine fish and shellfish. This household also is a source of marine resources 
for other members of the community. 

Whittier Case Household 2 

This Whittier household consists of a commercial fisherman. In the study year, he brought home gray cod 
and halibut from commercial fishing with his brother, and gave away 150 pounds of rockfish by-catch. He 
also brought home 30 pounds of “wolf fish.” Some of the commercial harvests of red rockfish and Tanner 
crab he gave to relatives living in the contiguous 48 states. Chinook salmon, sockeye salmon, smoked 
coho salmon, smoked black cod, lingcod, halibut, and farmed oysters were received from other Whittier 
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households. He shared some of the black cod and halibut with neighbors. In return for helping a relative 
pick pots last year he brought home Tanner crab and shrimp. He harvested coho salmon, Chinook salmon, 
and clams. Clam digging is not a typical activity for this man, but because he had transportation, he 
traveled to Cook Inlet and dug clams there. He shared the clams with his parents. 

In the study year, he was not successful hunting big game, but received black bear, caribou, deer, and 
moose (in exchange for helping pack it out) from other Whittier households. He did have success hunting 
upland game birds and ducks, and shared some of this harvest within the community. 

Whittier Case Household 3 

This household is composed of a family of six who moved to Alaska in 1989. The husband and wife were 
employed year-round in the community. The household is representative of the many Whittier households 
who are recent arrivals to the community, as well as Alaska. Their use levels of wild foods were 
moderate. Although they did not harvest a great deal, they participated in some harvesting activities. 
During the study year they harvested about 30 pink and coho salmon, which they caught in the harbor and 
at the head of Passage Canal with rod and reel. They fished for bottomfish with a friend and caught black 
cod and tomcod, which they shared with a neighbor. Their oldest son went bird hunting and got a 
ptarmigan. They received flounder, Tanner crab (which they shared), and moose meat. The whole family 
went berry picking. Although the household fished, they prefer to purchase their seafood from local 
commercial fishermen. 

 



 

71 

 

5. HARVEST AND USE PATTERNS BY RESOURCE 
CATEGORY 

SALMON 

Overall Harvest and Use Characteristics 

As measured by levels of participation and by harvest quantities, salmon were the most important wild 
resource in each of the study communities in 1990/91. In Hope, 90.3 percent of the households used 
salmon, 70.2 percent fished for salmon, and 60.5 percent harvested salmon (Figure 10). The per capita 
harvest of salmon at Hope was 50.1 pounds, usable weight, composing 45.2 percent of the total resource 
take, the most of any resource category (figures 8 and 9). Similarly, at Cooper Landing, 85.8 percent of 
the households used salmon, 65.0 percent fished for salmon, and 61.6 percent harvested salmon. There, 
the harvest measured 39.5 pounds per person, for 43.1 percent of the total harvest. Again, this was more 
than any other category. Participation in the use or harvest of salmon was lower in Whittier than in Hope 
or Cooper Landing, but was still relatively high. Overall, 77.0 percent of Whittier’s households used 
salmon in 1990/91, while 55.7 percent fished for salmon and 53.6 percent harvested salmon for food. The 
per capita harvest was 33.9 pounds of salmon, 42.2 percent of the total take of wild foods and the highest 
of any category at Whittier. 

Areas Used for Salmon Fishing in 1990/91 

Residents of the Kenai Peninsula communities of Hope and Cooper Landing harvested salmon from the 
Russian River, the Kenai River, Cook Inlet, the Hidden Creek fishery, and Resurrection and Sixmile 
creeks. On the Prince William Sound side of the Kenai Peninsula, Whittier residents primarily harvested 
coho salmon from Passage Canal. A few families relocated to other Alaska communities for the summer 
to fish for salmon and be with relatives. A few residents of the study communities also harvested salmon 
for home use from the Copper River, an area accessible by road where dip net and fish wheel fisheries 
were allowed. 



 

 

 

72 

 

Figure 10.–Levels of Participation in Use and Harvest of Salmon, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Regulations: Sport fishing5 

In 1991, the daily sport fishing bag limits for the Kenai River were as follows: 10 Chinook salmon, less 
than 16 inches; 10 salmon, other than Chinook or pink, less than 16 inches; 6 pink salmon; 5 Arctic 
char/Dolly Varden, except for the waters of Skilak Lake within one-half mile of the Kenai River inlet, 
upstream to the downstream edge of the Sterling Highway bridge at the outlet of Kenai Lake where the 
daily bag/possession limit for Dolly Varden was 2 fish of which only one may be 24 inches or more; 10 
grayling; 2 lake trout 20 inches or more and 10 lake trout less than 20 inches; 3 salmon, other than 
Chinook or pink, 16 inches or more; and no limits on other small fish. The yearly aggregate bag limit for 
Chinook salmon, 16 inches or more, was 5, of which not more than 2 could be taken from that portion of 
the Kenai River drainage open to Chinook salmon fishing; the yearly aggregate bag limit for rainbow or 
steelhead trout, 20 inches or more, was two. Only unbaited, single-hook, artificial lures could be used in 
the waters of Skilak Lake within a one-half mile radius of the Kenai River inlet, and in the Kenai River 
upstream of Skilak Lake to the downstream edge of the Sterling Highway bridge at the outlet of Kenai 
Lake. 

In 1991, the Russian River had different regulations than the Kenai River. During 1991, the river was 
closed to taking Chinook salmon l6 inches or more in length. In the Russian River drainage, including 
Upper and Lower Russian Lake, only unbaited, single-hook, artificial lures could be used year-round. 
Between June 1 and April 14, the daily bag and possession limit was 3 other salmon 16 inches or more; 
from the mouth of the river upstream to department markers placed 600 yards downstream from the falls. 
Of Chinook salmon less than 16 inches, one could keep 10; plus 10 other salmon less than 16 inches. 
Between June 1 and August 20, the Russian River from the mouth upstream to a department marker 
placed 600 yards downstream from the falls was fly-fishing-only water. The Kenai River, from its 
confluence of the Russian River to a department marker 1,800 yards downstream, was fly-fishing-only 
water. Also, the area from a department marker below the ferry crossing on the Kenai River to a 
department marker 700 yards upstream on the Russian River was closed to fishing from June 1 through 
July 14. 

Most salmon harvested in Whittier under sport fishing regulations were taken at the head of Passage 
Canal, from the artificial run of coho salmon planted by ADF&G. Under the sport fishing regulations for 
Prince William Sound, anglers could take 6 salmon other than Chinook salmon each day, and have no 
more than 12 in possession, with no size limit. 

Regulations: Subsistence and Personal Use Fishing 

In November 1990, the Alaska Board of Fisheries passed regulations promulgating subsistence fisheries 
for Upper Cook Inlet which were ruled invalid in 1991 by a Kenai superior court judge. Under the 
regulations set by the board, subsistence fishing would be allowed with 10-fathom set gillnets in most 
marine water areas of Upper Cook Inlet normally open to commercial set gillnet fishing. In addition, 
setnet fisheries were created in the Knik Arm as well as dip net fisheries in the mouths of the Kenai and 
Kasilof rivers. Subsistence periods were scheduled on certain Wednesdays and Saturdays from 8:00 a.m. 
to 8:00 p.m. by regulation. On August 9, 1991, a superior court judge invalidated the Upper Cook Inlet 
Subsistence Salmon Management Plan, eliminating any further subsistence fisheries in Upper Cook Inlet 
conducted under this plan. A total of five days of subsistence fishing were conducted under the plan 
during 1991, though not all areas were open each of these periods. In total, the 7,065 holders of Upper 
Cook Inlet subsistence permits issued under the newly-adopted management plan reported harvesting 550 
Chinook, 32,230 sockeye, 3,520 coho, 537 pink, and 1,598 chum salmon (Ruesch and Fox 1991:15–18). 

The Kasilof Personal Use Gillnet Fishery allowed fishing with a single 10-fathom gillnet with a mesh size 
no larger than six inches and 45 meshes deep. Open fishing periods were scheduled from 6:00 a.m. to 
6:00 p.m. daily beginning June 21. Participants were required to have a current Alaska resident sport 
                                                 
5. Refer to Appendix F for an overview of regulatory information. 
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fishing license. Fishing was limited to the beaches adjacent to the mouth of the Kasilof River inside the 
ADF&G commercial salmon fishing regulatory markers. The fishery was limited to a harvest of 5,000 to 
10,000 sockeye salmon. The Kasilof gillnet fishery was open for four days. The final harvest was 
estimated to be 8,380 sockeye salmon and 34 Chinook salmon. Effort was estimated at an average of 117 
nets per day (Ruesch and Fox 1991:15–18). 

The Fall Personal Use Coho Salmon Fishery allowed one 10-fathom set gillnet with 6-inch mesh, 45 
meshes deep to be set from 12:00 p.m., Saturday until 12:00 p.m., Sunday, on the last three weekends of 
September, or until 2,500 salmon have been taken. Open areas were defined as all areas along the Kenai 
Peninsula shoreline normally open to commercial set gillnetting from the Kasilof River north to Point 
Possession. Also required were a sport fishing license and a permit issued by the Soldotna ADF&G office 
prior to participation in the fishery. A total of 360 permits were issued for the 1991 fishery. The total 
harvest was 2,703 fish (Ruesch and Fox 1991:15–18). 

In 1991, a general subsistence permit for Prince William Sound was issued by the Cordova office of 
ADF&G. This permit allowed Alaska residents to subsistence fish using gillnets or seines in areas open to 
commercial fishing in Prince William Sound or the Copper River Flats (Appendix F). Permits were also 
issued for the Southwestern District and the Eastern District of Prince William Sound. In these two 
districts, the season was from May 15 through September 30, and until two days before the first 
commercial opening, seven days per week. During the commercial salmon fishing season, subsistence 
fishing could take place only during open commercial fishing periods. From two days following the 
closure of the commercial salmon season until September 30 (in the Southwestern District), or October 31 
(in the Eastern District) fishing could take place seven days per week. Gillnets could be up to 150 fathoms 
in length, with a maximum mesh size of 6.25 inches, except that pink salmon could be taken in fresh 
water by dip nets only. There were no bag or possession limits for these fisheries. A permit was required, 
however.  

The Hidden Creek dip net fishery was a one-time event carried out to reduce the escapement of the 
artificial run of sockeye salmon to Hidden Lake (U.S. Department of the Interior 1993:23, 87, 102). 
Hidden Creek and Hidden Lake are within Kenai National Wildlife Refuge. The United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service administers refuge lands and determines appropriate land use activities consistent with 
refuge management objectives. In 1976, ADF&G initiated a fingerling stocking program in Hidden Lake. 
Fingerling were released into the lake from 1976–1978; 1982–1984; and from 1986 through 1991. The 
1990 spawning escapement to Hidden Lake was 77,959. Limnological studies by the department 
indicated water quality of the lake may be significantly altered if repeated spawning escapements exceed 
30,000. In order to limit escapement, a personal use dip net fishery in Hidden Creek was conducted by the 
USFWS and ADF&G. 

The fishery was opened by emergency order on Tuesday, July 30, 1991 and held on a total of nine days. 
The area open to dipnetting was Hidden Creek, from Skilak Loop Road downstream approximately 150 
yards. There was a bag limit of six sockeye salmon. An estimated 12,000 dipnetters harvested 72,060 fish, 
accomplishing the department goal of reducing the escapement. The estimated 1991 return of 112,792 
sockeye salmon to Hidden Lake is seen as a singular event, and further dip net fisheries are not 
anticipated. 

Composition of Salmon Harvests by Species 

At Hope, the estimated total harvest of 1,877 salmon was composed of 36.5 percent sockeye, 34.1 percent 
pink, 19.3 percent coho, 6.5 percent chum, 3.6 percent Chinook, and 0.1 percent spawned-out salmon of 
unknown species (Table 19, Figure 11). As measured in pounds usable weight, the total take of 7,586 
pounds of salmon by Hope residents was made up of 37.3 percent sockeye, 21.9 percent coho, 19.0 
percent pink, 13.9 percent Chinook, and 7.9 percent chum salmon (Table 19, Figure 12). 
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As shown in Table 20 and Figure 11, the community of Cooper Landing harvested 2,236 salmon in 
1990/91. This harvest was composed of 63.3 percent sockeye, 29.7 percent coho, 2.9 percent Chinook, 
1.7 percent landlocked, 1.5 percent chum, and 1.1 percent pink salmon. The estimated salmon harvest for 
Cooper Landing in pounds usable weight was 10,160 pounds. Of this, 57.6 percent was sockeye, 29.9 
percent was coho, 9.8 percent was Chinook, 1.6 percent was chum, 0.5 percent was landlocked, and 0.5 
percent was pink salmon (Table 20, Figure 12). 

The total salmon harvest for home use in Whittier in 1990/91 was 1,596 fish. Of these, 67.3 percent were 
coho, 13.7 percent were sockeye, 11.8 percent were pink, 3.3 percent were chum, 1.2 percent were 
Chinook, and the rest (2.7 percent) were of unknown species (Table 21, Figure 11). The total harvest of 
9,453 pounds of salmon was 75.1 percent coho, 11.9 percent sockeye, 4.5 percent pink, 3.7 percent chum, 
2.1 percent Chinook, and 2.7 percent of unknown salmon species (Table 21, Figure 12). 

 

 

Figure 11.–Composition of Salmon Harvests, Number of Salmon, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Figure 12.–Composition of Salmon Harvests, Pounds of Salmon, Study Communities, 1990/91 

 

Salmon Harvest Methods 

By far, the most frequently used method for obtaining salmon in all three study communities was rod and 
reel fishing under sport fishing regulations. As shown in Table 26, 60.5 percent of the households in Hope 
fished for salmon in 1990/91. By gear type, 53.9 percent used rod and reel, 16.3 percent used subsistence 
gear, and none removed any salmon from commercial fisheries. “Subsistence gear” was defined as a 
gillnet, dip net, seine, or fish wheel operated under subsistence or personal use regulations.  

The pattern was very similar at Cooper Landing. There, 61.6 percent of the households fished for salmon; 
54.9 percent used rod and reel, 15.0 percent used subsistence methods, and 1.2 percent removed salmon 
from commercial catches (Table 27). At Whittier, 53.6 percent of the households fished for salmon for 
home use in 1990/91. By gear type, 47.3 percent used rod and reel, 4.2 percent used subsistence methods, 
and 5.5 percent removed salmon from a commercial catch (Table 28). 



 

77 

 

Table 26.–Percentage of Hope Households Harvesting Salmon by Gear Type and Species, 1990/91 

 

Table 27.–Percentage of Cooper Landing Households Harvesting Salmon by Gear Type and Species, 
1990/91 

 

Table 28.–Percentage of Whittier Households Harvesting Salmon by Gear Type and Species, 1990/91 
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Tables 29 through 34 summarize data on salmon harvests by species and gear type. At Hope, it is 
estimated that most salmon, 1,078 fish (57.4 percent), were harvested for home use by rod and reel while 
799 (42.6 percent) were caught with subsistence gear (tables 29 and 30). However, as shown in Figure 13, 
as measured in pounds usable weight, 51.7 percent of Hope’s salmon harvest was taken by subsistence 
methods and 48.3 percent by rod and reel. Subsistence gear was the dominant method used for harvesting 
most sockeye (88.7 percent) and Chinook (69.4 percent) salmon, while rod and reel harvest methods were 
dominant for catching chum (52.2 percent), coho (76.2 percent), and pink (100 percent) salmon (Table 
30). Table 29 provides detailed information on the estimated numbers of each salmon species harvested 
by gear type by residents of Hope in 1990/91. The significant use of “subsistence” methods may be 
explained for the most part by participation in the dip net fishery for sockeye salmon at Hidden Creek. 

In contrast, the largest portion of the 1990/91 Cooper Landing salmon harvest for home use, 85.4 percent, 
as measured in pounds, was caught with rod and reel (Figure 13). Subsistence methods provided 12.5 
percent of this harvest by weight and removal from commercial catches accounted for 2.1 percent (Figure 
13). Rod and reel fishing produced an estimated total of 1,901 salmon for home use in Cooper Landing in 
1990/91, subsistence fishing provided 314 salmon, and commercial removal contributed 21 salmon 
(Table 31). Of the major types of salmon harvested, only a notable portion of the sockeye salmon catch by 
Cooper Landing residents, 20.4 percent, derived from subsistence fishing (Table 32). As noted above, 
Cooper Landing households had access to several subsistence and personal use openings for salmon on 
Cook Inlet, the Kasilof River dip net fishery, or the Hidden Creek dip net fishery where they could have 
used “subsistence methods.” However, regulations on the Kenai and Russian rivers, the areas closest to 
them, required rod and reel fishing during certain periods and, in certain places, fly fishing only. Table 31   
presents estimates of salmon harvested by gear type in numbers of fish and pounds usable weight for each 
salmon species used in Cooper Landing in 1990/91. 

As shown in Figure 13, rod and reel fishing provided the largest portion of the 1990/91salmon harvest in 
Whittier as well. As expressed in pounds usable weight, 68.0 percent of the salmon were caught with rod 
and reel, 15.4 percent were taken with subsistence gear, and 16.6 percent were removed from commercial 
catches. The latter was the largest contribution of salmon from commercial catches to the overall harvest 
of any study community. In numbers of salmon, rod and reel fishing resulted in a harvest of 1,103 salmon 
in Whittier, subsistence fishing provided 220 salmon, and removal from commercial catches totaled 273 
salmon (Table 33). 

Only for coho salmon did subsistence methods provide a sizeable portion of the total catch, at 20.1 
percent (Table 34). Estimated salmon harvests in number of fish by species and gear type by Whittier 
residents in 1990/91 are reported in Table 33. 
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Table 29.–Estimated Salmon Harvest by Gear Type for the Community of Hope, 1990/91 
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Table 30.–Estimated Percentages of Salmon Harvest by Resource Gear Type, and Salmon Total Harvest for the Community of Hope, 1990/91 
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Figure 13.–Salmon Harvests by Gear Type, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Table 31.–Estimated Salmon Harvest by Gear Type for the Community of Cooper Landing, 1990/91 
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Table 32.–Estimated Percentages of Salmon Harvest by Resource, Gear Type, and Salmon Total Harvest for the Community of Cooper 
Landing, 1990/91 
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Table 33.–Estimated Salmon Harvest by Gear Type for the Community of Whittier, 1990/91 
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Table 34.–Estimated Percentages of Salmon Harvest by Resource, Gear Type, and Salmon Total Harvest for the Community of Whittier, 
1990/91 
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Case Household, Salmon Uses 

The following case is an example of a household’s salmon uses during the study year. Annually, this 
Hope family harvests about 40 salmon, the majority of which are coho harvested in August. A few pink 
and chum salmon are also taken. The household did not harvest Chinook salmon, due to regulatory 
restrictions on the local run. Sockeye salmon were not available near Hope. All of the fishing is done by 
rod and reel and although the husband is the main fisher, the whole family takes part in fishing activities. 

The prevalence of the use of rod and reel compared to subsistence methods by this and other households 
does not necessarily reflect a preference of one gear type over another. Several individuals in all three 
communities expressed a desire to be able to catch fish for home use, rather than for sport, and would 
prefer more efficient means to do so. However, regulations required rod and reel, and in some areas, fly 
fishing, to catch fish. Thus, those methods were used. 

Methods of Preservation of Salmon 

In all three communities salmon was kippered, frozen, canned, or hard smoked to make “squaw candy.” 
As an example, a Hope family processed chum and coho salmon, usually 20–30 fish each year, by 
freezing and by smoking. They shared a ventilated smokehouse with a neighbor. The curing process 
usually took about seven days and included drying. The smokehouse was equipped with an electric heater 
to facilitate the drying process. Purchased hickory chips were used in an electric pan to smoke the salmon. 
This household preferred to bake pink salmon fresh rather than to attempt to preserve any. 

Assessments of Uses and Harvests of Salmon 

As part of the household interview, each respondent was asked to assess how their uses of salmon 
compared to other recent years. As shown in Table 35, the majority of households included in the study 
(61.2 percent) said that their uses of salmon were about the same in 1990/91 as other recent years. The 
same was true in each community, with 55.7 percent of the Cooper Landing households, 55.0 percent of 
Hope households, and 72.5 percent of households in Whittier providing this assessment regarding salmon 
uses. 

On the other hand, 27 percent of the households in the three communities said their uses of salmon had 
declined, while 11.8 percent said they had increased. The most often cited reason for a change in the uses 
of salmon was less time available for harvesting activities. In the three communities, 14 households said 
their uses of salmon were down because they had had less time to devote to salmon fishing, while eight 
households chose not to harvest as much, six households said salmon was less available during the study 
year, and 11 gave other reasons for using less salmon (seven of these were in Cooper Landing). In the 
three communities, seven households said their salmon use was up because salmon were more available 
during the study year: most of these households (four) were in Whittier.  

Opinions about salmon fishing were the strongest in Cooper Landing. One-third of the 61 households 
interviewed in Cooper Landing said that their harvest of salmon during the study year had declined from 
previous years. Sixteen respondents mentioned poor access into the area as one reason for fishing less in 
recent years, or not at all. In particular they mentioned the high cost to enter an area that used to have no 
charge associated with its use, and the long waits to enter the Russian River campground area due to the 
lines of vehicles waiting. In 1991, the cost of parking in the Russian River parking lot increased from 
$2.00 to $4.00 per 12-hour period. Also, the fee requirement was enforced for the full 24 hours each day. 
All visitors to the campground had to pay a parking fee if they stayed longer than 20 minutes. Several 
households objected to the idea of Cooper Landing residents having to pay to park near the river. 

Thirteen respondents from Cooper Landing commented that the crowds converging on the area was the 
primary reason their fishing for salmon has declined, or that they no longer fish at all for salmon on the 
Kenai and Russian rivers. Several of those interviewed commented that the crowding had increased 
during the last 5–10 years, and had intensified particularly during the last 2–3 years. Crowding and cost 
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were also two complaints expressed often by residents regarding the Kenai River ferry crossing. Other 
households (seven) from all communities objected to the regulations which at times specified catch-and-
release only and fly fishing only, stating that they were after salmon and Dolly Varden to eat them, not to 
just catch them, and wanted to catch them in the most efficient manner. Several respondents emphasized 
their interest in fishing for food, rather than entertainment. 
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Table 35.–Assessment of Salmon Harvest/Use Changes, Study Year Compared to Recent Years 
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OTHER FISH 

Overall Harvest and Use Characteristics 

The harvest of fish other than salmon made substantial contributions to the overall take of wild foods of 
each study community in 1990/91. At Hope, 79.9 percent of the households used fish other than salmon, 
59.3 percent attempted to harvest these fish, and 57.5 percent were successful (Figure 14). The average 
harvest of other fish was 15.8 pounds per person in Hope, 14.3 percent of the total resource take (Table 
19). This was the third highest total of any resource category. The pattern was similar at Cooper Landing, 
where the average take of 14.5 pounds per person of fish other than salmon made up 15.8 percent of the 
resource total (Table 20). Overall, 81.2 percent of the households in Cooper Landing used other fish, 64.5 
percent fished for these species, and 62.3 percent were successful harvesters (Figure 14). At Whittier, use 
of other fish was as common as in the other two study communities, with 82.1 percent using these 
resources. However, a smaller percentage of the community households actually fished for (37.9 percent) 
or harvested (37.9 percent) these species than at either Hope or Cooper Landing. On the other hand, the 
average harvest of other fish (19.8 pounds per person) and percentage of the total take made up of this 
category of resources (24.7 percent) were higher in Whittier than in the other two communities (Table 
21). The harvest of other fish was second only to salmon in Whittier. 

Composition of Harvests by Species 

Although 17 different kinds of fish other than salmon were used by households in Hope during the study 
year, only two, halibut and Dolly Varden, were used by more than one-half the households (Table 19). 
For halibut, 52.6 percent of the households used these fish and about one-quarter of the households 
harvested them. Even more households used (58.7 percent) and harvested (52.6 percent) Dolly Varden. 
There were only two other fish species used by more than 10 percent of the households in Hope: rainbow 
trout (18.7 percent used) and lake trout (10.2 percent used). 

Among Cooper Landing households, the most commonly used kinds of fish other than salmon were 
halibut (by 64.6 percent), Dolly Varden (by 56.5 percent), lake trout (by 25.2 percent), rainbow trout (by 
23.3 percent), and grayling (by 17.5 percent) (Table 20). In total, 14 kinds of fish other than salmon were 
used by at least one Cooper Landing household in 1990/91. 

Nineteen kinds of fish other than salmon were used in Whittier during the study year (Table 21). As in 
Hope and Cooper Landing, halibut was used by the most households (74.7 percent). Other commonly 
used fish included red rockfish (34.4 percent), black cod (30.4 percent), gray cod (18.6 percent), lingcod 
(10.8 percent), and rainbow trout (9.9 percent). 
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Figure 14.–Levels of Participation in Use and Harvest of Other Fish, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Harvest Methods 

In the two study communities of Hope and Cooper Landing, rod and reel fishing in open water was the 
primary method for harvesting non-salmon fish. At Hope, 94.1 of all the non-salmon fish, as measured in 
pounds usable weight, was harvested with rod and reel (Table 36). In addition, 0.4 percent was harvested 
with subsistence gear, 0.3 percent by ice fishing, and 5.3 percent was removed from commercial catches. 
The mean household harvest of non-salmon fish with rod and reel in Hope was 35.2 pounds, compared to 
2.0 pounds on average removed from commercial catches, 0.2 pounds from subsistence gear, and 0.1 
pounds from ice fishing (Table 37). As shown in Table 38, 57.5 percent of the households in Hope 
harvested non-salmon fish with rod and reel, while 3.6 percent harvested them by ice fishing, 1.8 percent 
used subsistence gear, and 1.8 percent removed these species from commercial catches. 

In Cooper Landing, 94.6 percent of the total non-salmon fish harvest, as measured in pounds usable 
weight, was taken with rod and reel, 4.3 percent by ice fishing, 1.1 percent with subsistence methods, and 
none from commercial harvests (Table 39). On average, households harvested 35.6 pounds of non-salmon 
fish with rod and reel, and 2.0 pounds with all other methods (Table 40). As shown in Table 41, 59.9 
percent of the Cooper Landing households harvested fish with rod and reel, 2.4 percent by ice fishing, and 
4.9 percent with subsistence methods. 

At Whittier, a different pattern was documented. There, removal from commercial catches provided 52.2 
percent of the non-salmon fish harvest, as measured in pounds usable weight, in 1990/91, while rod and 
reel fishing accounted for 40.3 percent, and subsistence methods provided 7.5 percent (Table 42). The 
average household harvest of non-salmon fish was 28.0 pounds through commercial removal, 21.6 
pounds through rod and reel fishing, and 4.0 pounds with subsistence gear (Table 43). As in the other 
communities, however, the largest percentage of the households in Whittier harvested non-salmon fish 
with rod and reel (30.4 percent), rather than by removing fish from commercial catches (14.4 percent) or 
using subsistence methods (3.4 percent) (Table 44). 

 

Table 36.–Estimated Percentages of Non-Salmon Fish Harvest, in Pounds Usable Weight, by Gear 
Type for the Community of Hope, 1990/91 
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Table 37.–Estimated Non-Salmon Fish Harvest by Gear Type for the Community of Hope, 1990/91 

 

 

Table 38.–Percentage of Hope Households Harvesting Non-Salmon Fish by Gear Type and Species, 
1990/91 
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Table 39.–Estimated Percentages of Non-Salmon Fish Harvested, in Pounds Usable Weight, by Gear 
Type for the Community of Cooper Landing, 1990/91 

 

 

Table 40.–Estimated Non-Salmon Fish Harvest by Gear Type for the Community of Cooper Landing, 
1990/91 
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Table 41.–Percentage of Cooper Landing Households Harvesting Non-Salmon Fish by Gear Type and 
Species, 1990/91 

 

 

Table 42.–Estimated Percentages of Non-Salmon Fish Harvested, in Pounds Usable Weight, by Gear 
Type for the Community of Whittier, 1990/91 
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Table 43.–Estimated Non-Salmon Fish Harvest by Gear Type for the Community of Whittier, 1990/91 

 

 

Table 44.–Percentage of Whittier Households Harvesting Non-Salmon Fish by Gear Type and 
Species, 1990/91 
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As noted above, the non-salmon fish most represented in Whittier’s catches were halibut, bottomfish, and 
trout. Most Whittier households are not occupied by commercial fishermen, but residents took day trips in 
their own boats, or with friends or charters to sport fish for halibut and for bottomfish such as cod and 
rockfishes. Commercial fishermen had more opportunity than non-commercial fishermen to fish for 
halibut and bottomfish outside the commercial periods and would also bring home some fish from their 
commercial fishing operations. Hunters staying out in the sound to hunt deer also fished for trout to eat 
while camping. Respondents were also asked if they had used the services of professional charter boat 
operations as part of their non-salmon fishing activities during the study year. At Hope, 15.1 percent of 
the households used charter operations during the study year, primarily for halibut. In Cooper Landing, 
the pattern was similar, with 12.3 percent of the households using these services exclusively for halibut 
fishing. Use of charter operations was not common at Whittier, with just 6.5 percent of the households 
harvesting fish other than salmon through the use of charters. These households caught halibut, gray cod, 
and rockfish (Table 45). 

 

Table 45.–Percentage of Households Harvesting Non-Salmon Fish by Commercial Charter, Study 
Communities, 1990/91 

 

Methods of Preservation of Fish Other Than Salmon 

While most marine fish were eaten fresh or frozen, one Whittier household canned, froze, and smoked 
black cod, lingcod, and halibut. While most households in the communities preferred to eat trout fresh, at 
least one Cooper Landing household also canned and froze trout. 

Assessments of Use and Harvest of Other Fish 

Households’ assessments of their uses of other fish in the study year compared to other recent years were 
similar overall to their assessments of salmon harvests. For the three communities combined, 58.6 percent 
of the households reported normal levels of use of fish other than salmon in 1990/91, while 26.3 percent 
said uses were down and 14.5 percent said uses were up (Table 46). This general pattern pertained to the 
three communities themselves, as well, although a slightly higher percentage of Whittier households 
reported normal (64.7 percent) and higher (21.6 percent) uses of other fish. For those who reported 
lowered use, time constraints, reduced availability of these fish, or choosing to use less were most often 
cited as reasons for change. The majority of households that reported higher levels of use said this was the 
result of their choosing to expend more time and effort in harvesting these fish in addition to there being 
more fish available and more sharing within the community. 

Whittier was the most outspoken about this category of resources, especially the portion occupied by 
marine fish. While interviews were being conducted, commercial fishermen from Whittier were quite 
exercised over the waste of the by-catch of bottomfish from a recent halibut opener. Commercial 
fishermen were primarily concerned about the waste of cod and yelloweye rockfish, the poor production 
for certain shellfish, and low prices. 
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Table 46.–Assessment of Non-Salmon Finfish Harvest/Use Changes, Study Year Compared to Recent Years 
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MARINE INVERTEBRATES 

As noted in the previous chapter, of the three study communities, Whittier reported the highest harvests of 
marine invertebrates for home use. The per capita harvest of marine invertebrates at Whittier was 8.9 
pounds and represented 11.2 percent of the total resource take, the largest percentage of any community 
in the study (figures 8 and 9). In contrast, marine invertebrate harvests averaged 4.0 pounds per person in 
Hope (3.6 percent of the total harvest) and just 2.3 pounds per person in Cooper Landing (2.5 percent). 
The relatively significant role that removal of marine invertebrates from commercial catches for home use 
played in Whittier accounts for much of this difference. As shown Table 24, commercial removal harvests 
totaled 225.1 pounds, compared to 92 pounds for Hope (Table 22) and none for Cooper Landing (Table 
23). 

Similarly, a larger percentage of the households in Whittier used marine invertebrates during the study 
year (52.4 percent) than in either Hope (33.2 percent) or Cooper Landing (29.1 percent) (Figure 15). On 
the other hand, there was little difference between the three communities in terms of the percentage of 
households harvesting these resources. This was 16.3 percent in Cooper Landing, 15.5 percent in 
Whittier, and 12.0 percent in Hope. Receiving marine invertebrates from other households was most 
common in Whittier (43.5 percent) followed by Hope (27.8 percent) and Cooper Landing (17.5 percent). 

As shown in Table 16, a total of 14 kinds of marine invertebrates were used in the study communities in 
1990/91, but only a few of these were used by more than a very small number of households. In Whittier, 
the most frequently used kinds of marine invertebrates were shrimp (44.1 percent of households using), 
Tanner crab (27.9 percent), Dungeness crab (9.9 percent) and razor clams (9.5 percent). At Cooper 
Landing, only razor clams were used by more than five percent of the community households (24.2 
percent). For Hope, the marine invertebrates used by the most households were razor clams (16.9 
percent), king crab (8.4 percent), and scallops (8.4 percent). 

As shown in Table 47, most households in the study (69.1 percent) said that their uses of marine 
invertebrates in 1990/91 were typical of other recent years. This included 75.4 percent of the Cooper 
Landing households, 65.0 percent in Hope, and 64.7 percent in Whittier. For those who reported that their 
uses of marine invertebrates were down (21.7 percent), time constraints and lower levels of sharing were 
most often mentioned as reasons for the change. A few Whittier households mentioned that because of the 
decrease in commercial fishing time for shellfish there was less available around town. On the other hand, 
increased levels of sharing were most often cited as reasons for increased use of marine invertebrates in 
Hope and Whittier, followed by such economic reasons as a greater need to use these resources or more 
cash available to support harvest activities. 
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Figure 15.–Levels of Participation in Use and Harvest of Marine Invertebrates, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Table 47.–Assessment of Marine Invertebrate Harvest/Use Changes, Study Year Compared to Recent Years 
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LAND MAMMALS 

Overall Harvest Levels 

The majority of the households in all three study communities used wild game during the study year, 
including 73.3 percent of the Hope households, 51.2 percent in Cooper Landing, and 56.8 percent of the 
households in Whittier (Figure 16). Harvests of land mammals ranked second after salmon in Hope (32.8 
pounds per person; 29.6 percent of the total harvest) and Cooper Landing (28.8 pounds per person; 31.5 
percent of the total harvest) (figures 8 and 9). At Whittier, land mammals ranked third after salmon and 
other fish, with a per capita take of 11.0 pounds (13.7 percent of the total harvest). 

Although most households used wild game, far fewer hunted or were successful harvesters (Figure 16). 
Cooper Landing and Hope had about the same percentage of households which hunted land mammals, 
though Hope households were more successful (28.9 percent compared to 22.9 percent of Cooper 
Landing households). Participation in hunting land mammals was notably lower in Whittier, with 12.3 
percent of the households hunting land mammals and 7.9 percent harvesting them. Consequently, most 
Whittier households which used game during the study year (56.8 percent) received meat from other 
households. Overall, 66.1 percent of the households in Hope received wild meat in the study year, as did 
42.9 percent in Cooper Landing and 52.3 percent in Whittier. 

Moose 

Regulations, Population Status, and General Harvest Patterns 
ADF&G management objectives for moose in GMU 7 were to maintain the existing moose population 
with a posthunting sex ratio of no less than 15 bulls:100 cows (Abbott 1993e:60). In neighboring GMUs 
15A and 15C, the objective was also to maintain the existing moose population with a posthunting sex 
ratio of no less than 15 bulls:100 cows, except in Subunit 15B, where the objective was a population with 
no less than 40 bulls per 100 cows (Abbott 1993e: 148, 157, 165). GMUs 7 and 15 cover 8,400 square 
miles of the Kenai Peninsula (Abbott 1993e:60, 147, 157, 165). A moose census was not conducted 
during 1990/91, but recent fall surveys suggested a moose population between 1,000 and 1,500 animals in 
GMUs 7 and 15A (Abbott 1993e:61 149 ). 

For the regulatory year 1990/91, moose hunting was restricted to those areas of GMU 7 outside the 
Resurrection Creek Closed Area. One hundred drawing permits, 40 for antlered and 60 for antlerless 
moose, were available to Alaska residents for the area of the Placer River drainages and Bear Valley for 
the season August 20 through September 30. Within the area between Hope and Cooper Landing, 
residents as well as non-residents could take one bull as long as it had a spike-fork or 50-inch antlers. The 
open season was September 1–20 (Table 48). 

According to ADF&G data from returned harvest tickets and permits, during 1990/91 a total of 454 
hunters harvested 69 bull moose in GMU 7 (Abbott 1993e:61). Twenty-three of the 63 successful Alaska-
resident hunters were residents of GMU 7. Forty-one percent of the successful hunters reported using 
highway vehicles for their transportation, followed by horses (23 percent), and airplanes (19 percent). 
Twenty-eight of the 69 successful hunters reported taking bulls with an antler spread greater than 50 
inches (Abbott 1993e:61). 

Besides moose that wander through the train tunnel to Whittier from Portage, the only population of 
moose on the western side of Prince William Sound (GMU 6) is at Kings Bay, at the head of Port Nellie 
Juan (Abbott 1993e:44). Residents and non-residents alike could take one bull moose in GMU 6D from 
September 1 through 30 during the 1990/91 season (Table 48). The population of Subunit 6D was not 
discussed in the most recent department survey and inventory report (Abbott 1993e:45). 



  

 

 

102 

 

Figure 16.–Levels of Participation in Use and Harvest of Land Mammals, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Table 48.–Big Game Hunting Regulations for Game Management Units 6D, 7 and 15, 1990/91 

 
See also Appendix F. 



  

104 

 

Study Findings 
Moose was by far the most widely used land mammal resource used in each of the study communities in 
1990/91 (tables 19, 20, and 21). At Hope, 67.9 percent of the households used moose, 25.2 percent hunted 
moose, and 9.0 percent harvested moose. The estimated total community harvest was six moose (Table 
49). As measured in pounds per capita, this harvest was 19.0 pounds, the highest of any single resource in 
Hope (Table 19). The pattern was very similar at Cooper Landing. There, 42.9 percent of the households 
used moose, 27.7 percent hunted moose, and 9.7 percent harvested moose (Table 20). The lower 
percentage of households using moose in Cooper Landing compared to Hope is a result of relatively more 
sharing of moose meat at Hope, where 62.5 percent of the households received moose (Table 19). This is 
in contrast to Cooper Landing, where only 39.3 percent received gifts of moose, even though the per 
capita harvest was about the same (Table 20). The estimated community take of moose at Cooper 
Landing was 10 animals for 18.7 pounds per person, second only to sockeye salmon in this community 
(tables 49 and 20). At Whittier, 43.9 percent of the households used moose during the study year, but only 
7.8 percent hunted for moose and only 3.4 percent harvested one (Table 21). On the other hand, 41.6 
percent received gifts of moose meat from other households. The estimated total harvest of moose by 
Whittier residents was four animals, for a per capita harvest of 6.3 pounds (table 49 and 21). Moose 
ranked third after coho salmon and halibut in its contribution to the overall wild resource harvest of 
Whittier in 1990/91. 

 

Table 49.–Estimated Harvests of Big Game Species by the Study Communities, 1990/91 

 

 

Harvest data for moose from ADF&G department records are summarized for the three study 
communities in Table 50. Between 1975 and 1990, the reported number of moose harvested by residents 
of Hope ranged from 0 to 6, with an average of 3.3 moose per year. For Cooper Landing, the range has 
been between 0 and 12, with an average annual take of 5.6 moose. Whittier’s harvest of moose has ranged 
from 0 to 4, with a yearly average of 1.1 animals. 
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Table 50.–Reported Harvests of Moose, Study Communities, 1975-1990 

 

Caribou 

Species Abundance and Hunting Regulations 
There are four small caribou herds on the Kenai Peninsula which are the result of reintroductions of 
caribou in 1965–66 and 1985–86. The Kenai Lowland Caribou Herd spends summers in the area north of 
the Kenai airport to the Swanson River and winters on the Moose River Flats near Bear Lake (GMU 
15A). The Kenai Mountains Caribou Herd occupies the area drained by the Chickaloon River, Big Indian 
Creek, and Resurrection Creek in GMU 7. The Killey River Caribou Herd is found in the upper drainages 
of Funny and Killey rivers in Subunit 15B. Finally, the Fox River Caribou Herd occupies the area 
between upper Fox River and Truuli Creek in Subunit 15C. The 1990 population sizes of the herds were 
117, 310, 154 and 137 caribou, respectively (Abbott 1992a:1). 

ADF&G management objectives for caribou in GMU 7 (the Kenai Mountains Caribou Herd) were to 
maintain the posthunting herd at about 400 until a carrying capacity can be determined for their winter 
range (Abbott 1992a:1). In GMU 15A, the objective was to increase the herd to a minimum of 150 by 
1990 (Abbott 1992a:66). In GMUs 15B and 15C, the objective was to reestablish viable caribou 
populations in suitable caribou range (Abbott 1992a:70). 

During the 1990/91 study year, caribou in GMU 7 could only be taken north of the Sterling Highway and 
west of the Seward Highway and only by drawing permit. In 1990/91 there were 150 permits available 
(Table 48). One thousand thirty-nine hunters applied for the drawing permit hunt of the Kenai Mountains 
Caribou Herd; a total of 50 permits were issued (Abbott 1992a:3). Thirty permittees actually hunted and 7 
hunters were successful (Abbott 1992a:6). There were 795 applicants for three permits to hunt the Kenai 
Lowlands Caribou Herd; two of the permittees were successful (Abbott 1992a:67). There was no hunting 
of the other two herds (Abbott 1992a:72). 

The Mulchatna Caribou Herd and the Nelchina Caribou Herd were also hunted by residents of these 
Kenai Peninsula communities. The Mulchatna Herd is primarily located in GMUs 9A, 9B, 9C, and 17C 
and 17B east of the Nushagak River. The season was from August 10 to March 31 and Alaska resident 
hunters were allowed four caribou (Abbott 1992a:11). Any Alaska resident could hunt this herd under 

See also ADF&G (1981 – 1991). 
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those regulations. GMU 17A and GMU 17C west of the Nushagak River were closed areas. In 1990, the 
Nelchina Caribou Herd hunt was managed as a registration hunt. The allowable harvest was achieved in 3 
days and the remainder of the season was closed by emergency order (Abbott 1993c:89). 

Study Findings 
At Hope, caribou ranked second to moose among big game species in frequency of use and harvest 
quantities. During the 1990/91 study year, 19.9 percent of the households in Hope used caribou, 9.0 
percent hunted caribou, and 7.2 percent harvested caribou. A total of eight animals were taken, for about 
8.0 pounds per person harvested (tables 19 and 49). 

At Cooper Landing, caribou ranked third after moose and deer in frequency of use. Six animals were 
harvested, contributing 3.5 pounds per person to total community wild resource take in 1990/91 (tables 49 
and 20). In the study year, 10.4 percent of the Cooper Landing households used caribou, 7.3 percent 
hunted caribou, and 4.9 percent harvested caribou. 

There were no caribou harvesters among the sampled households at Whittier, although 6.6 percent used 
caribou that they received from others (Table 21). Except by travelling to another part of the state to hunt, 
caribou were generally inaccessible to residents of Whittier. 

Deer 

Regulations and Population Status 
There were two populations of Sitka black-tailed deer that were used by the study communities. First, 
deer occur throughout GMU 6, Prince William Sound. The islands of subunit 6D are the areas of highest 
density within the sound. Deer were introduced to the sound by the Cordova Chamber of Commerce in 
1916. Factors limiting deer abundance and distribution have been identified as snow depth and duration. 
The 1990 pre-parturition population was estimated at between 6,500–11,000 animals. Management 
objectives were to maintain a deer population to sustain an annual harvest of 1,500 deer, with a harvest of 
60 percent males and a minimum hunter success rate of 50 percent (Abbott 1991:41–43). 

In the 1990/91 and 1991/92 regulatory years, the deer season in Prince William Sound was from August 1 
to December 31 (Table 48 and Abbott 1993d:65). The bag limit dropped from 5 deer in 1990/91 to 4 deer 
in 1991/92. The antlerless season was shortened by moving the opening date from September 15 to 
November 1 in the 1991/92 season. For both years, the antlerless season ended December 31. 

Another place residents of all three communities hunt deer is the Kodiak Island area (GMU 8). The deer 
population of Kodiak and adjacent islands originated with a series of four transplants made to Long Island 
and Kodiak Island between 1924 and 1934. For the past 15 years season length has ranged from 153 to 
184 days and the maximum annual bag limits ranged from four to seven deer of either sex (Abbott 
1991:57). 

Study Findings 
During the study year, harvests of Sitka black-tailed deer were most significant at Whittier (Table 49). In 
that community, harvests of deer ranked second to moose as measured in pounds per person, at 4.0 
pounds (Table 21). The estimated harvest total was 26 deer. Overall, 27.0 percent of Whittier’s 
households used deer, although only 6.8 percent hunted deer and 5.7 percent harvested them. Deer meat 
was the second-most commonly received game resource in Whittier in 1990/91, with 21.3 percent of the 
community households obtaining deer from other households. 

Deer harvests were also relatively notable at Cooper Landing, where 13.1 percent of the households used 
this resource, second only to moose among species of big game. Additionally, 9.5 percent of the estimated 
households in Cooper Landing hunted deer, and 7.3 percent harvested deer. Sharing of deer meat was less 
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common than at Whittier, with 7.0 percent of the households receiving deer. The estimated total harvest 
of deer by Cooper Landing was 17 animals, for a per capita harvest of 2.8 pounds. 

In contrast, only 4.8 percent of the households in Hope used deer during the study year, and just 1.8 
percent hunted and harvested deer. The total harvest for Hope was two deer, 0.7 pounds per person. 

Black Bear 

Hunting Regulations and Population Status 
The management objectives for GMUs 7 and 15 were to maintain a black bear population that would 
sustain a three-year average annual harvest of 200 bears composed of at least 60 percent males (Abbott 
1993b:68). Harvest data from ADF&G sealing records for the study period were unavailable. During the 
fall of 1990, fewer than the normal number of hides were sealed in local ADF&G offices (Abbott 
1993b:73). Therefore the conclusion was reached that few black bears were harvested during that period. 
However, in the spring of 1991 black bear hunting effort and reported success appeared higher than the 
previous year. 

Since 1980, there has been no closed season on black bear in GMU 7 (Appendix F). Residents and non- 
residents were allowed to take three black bears, but the taking of cubs or females accompanied by cubs 
was prohibited. Regulations also permitted a spring baiting season. In GMU 6, hunters, whether resident 
or non-resident, were allowed to take one bear, from September 1 to June 30. 

Study Findings 
At Hope, black bear was the third most significant species of big game harvested in the 1990/91 study 
year. In that year, 14.5 percent of the households used black bear, 12.0 hunted black bears, and 8.4 
percent harvested black bears (Table 19). The estimated total take was about eight black bears, for a per 
capita harvest of 2.5 pounds (tables 49 and 19). 

Use of black bears at Cooper Landing during the study year was slightly lower than at Hope, with 8.3 
percent of the households using this resource, 6.1 percent hunting, and 4.9 percent harvesting black bears 
(Table 20). The total kill was eight black bears, about 1.9 pounds usable weight per person (tables 49 and 
20). 

At Whittier, as at Hope, black bear ranked third in use and harvest among big game species in 1990/91 
(Table 21). Two black bears were harvested, contributing 0.5 pounds to the per capita harvest total. In the 
study year, 13.1 percent of Whittier’s households used black bear, and 2.3 percent hunted and harvested 
this resource. Black bear meat was one of the more commonly received resources in Whittier, with 10.8 
percent of the community households obtaining black bear from other households. 

Other Big Game 

As shown in Tables 19, 20, 21, and 49, a few other big game species were used or harvested by a small 
number of households in the three study communities in 1990/91. At Hope, these included mountain goat 
(4.8 percent used) and Dall sheep (1.8 percent used). At Cooper Landing, a few households used brown 
bear (3.4 percent used), elk (2.4 percent), mountain goat (1.2 percent), and Dall sheep (3.7 percent). 
Finally, 2.1 percent of the Whittier households used sheep. Estimated harvest quantities for these other 
species of big game are reported in Table 49. 

When the state took over fish and game management in 1960, there was no open season for Dall sheep 
anywhere in the state in 1960/61 (Appendix F). For the next 32 years in GMU 7, the open season was for 
rams with 3/4 curl horns or larger from August 10–31 (1961–1964) or August 10–September 20 (1965–
1992). In 1970/71, in addition to rams of 3/4 curl horn, sheep of either sex could be taken with 1/2 curl 
horn or less by permit only in GMU 7 (in specific areas). From 1979 to 1988 sheep hunting was restricted 
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to one ram with 7/8 curl horn or larger for all of GMU 7. From 1989 to 1991, rams with full curl horns 
were the only sheep which could be taken in GMU 7. 

The management objectives for Dall sheep in GMUs 7 and 15 (the Kenai Mountains) were to maintain a 
population of sheep able to sustain an annual harvest of 25 rams (Abbott 1993a:1). The sheep harvest was 
monitored primarily from harvest reports. Taking the most complete recent survey and estimates of 
uncounted areas, there were an estimated 1,200 to 1,500 Dall sheep on the Kenai Peninsula as of 1990 
(Abbott 1993a:5). In 1989/90, the first year the legal ram horn length changed to full curl, hunters took 8 
rams, well below the objective (Abbott 1993a:3). The 1990/91 harvest increased to 33 rams, matching the 
3-year mean harvest from 1986 to 1988 when 7/8 curl rams could be harvested. 

ADF&G management objectives for the mountain goat population of GMU 6 were to increase the goat 
population to a minimum of 4,500 goats by the year 2000. In GMUs 7 and 15, management objectives 
were to maintain a prehunting population of at least 3,000 goats on the Kenai Peninsula (Abbott 
1992b:47, 63). 

For GMU 6 in 1990/91, eight mountain goat count areas within subunits 6A, 6B, and 6D were surveyed 
and 872 goats (20 percent kids) were tallied (Abbott 1992b:53–57). For units 7 and 15, a population of 
864 mountain goats was counted during aerial surveys. Kids made up 20 percent of the tallied population 
(Abbott 1992b:70–76).  

In 1990/91, mountain goats could be taken by Tier II permit in GMU 7 or GMU 15C, in the Seldovia, 
Brown Mountain, Port Dick, and English Bay hunt subareas; or, in the remainder of GMU 7, by drawing 
permit during August 10–September 30; or by registration permit only in the October 15–November 30 
season (Appendix F). In 1991/92, the Tier II season was moved back to August 1 and ended September 
30. The drawing permit hunt remained the same. 

Ninety-eight goats were taken on the Kenai Peninsula in 1990 (Abbott 1992b:79–81). Population 
estimates suggested stable to slightly increasing goat numbers. There were an estimated 4,000–5,200 
goats on the Kenai Peninsula including Kenai Fjords National Park (the current management objective 
was met). 

In 1990/91, mountain goats could be taken by registration permit only for portions of 6A, 6B, and 6D. 
Permits were available in Anchorage, Chenega Bay, Cordova, Fairbanks, Glennallen, Palmer, Seward, 
Soldotna, Tatitlek, and Valdez. The season was open August 20 through January 31 (Appendix F). One 
hundred thirty-three hunters reported hunting out of 265 permits issued (Abbott 1992b:60). The 
maximum allowable harvest for GMU 6 was 79 goats for the 1990 hunting season. Sixty-six goats were 
reported killed, 46 males and 19 females, and one animal was not recovered. Six registration hunts were 
closed by Emergency Order to prevent the harvest from exceeding allowable levels (Abbott 1992b:48). 
Current population estimates suggested a declining trend and decreasing likelihood of meeting the 
population objective by the year 2000. Increasing predation by canids, expanding timber harvest 
activities, and recent hard winters are suspected causes of the trend (Abbott 1992b:50). 

Small Game and Furbearers 

At Hope, the most commonly used small game was snowshoe hare, used by 10.2 percent of the 
households (Table 19). Also, 8.4 percent of the households used tree squirrels. There were an estimated 
four trappers in Hope in 1990/91 (Table 18). Among furbearers, beaver were taken in the largest 
quantities (15 animals). Small numbers of six other furbearers were also harvested in Hope. 

Use and harvest of small game and furbearers was limited in Cooper Landing in 1990/91, with no more 
than 4.9 percent of the households using any particular resource (Table 20). There were an estimated 11 
people who trapped in Cooper Landing in the study year (Table 18). They harvested beaver, coyote, 
snowshoe hare, land otter, marmot, marten, and tree squirrels (Table 20). 
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Only 3.4 percent of the households in Whittier used any kinds of small game or furbearers during the 
study year (Table 21). An estimated six residents of Whittier trapped or hunted small game and harvested 
23 snowshoe hares, 7 tree squirrels, a wolverine, a porcupine, and a beaver in 1990/91 (tables 18 and 21). 

Assessment of Uses and Harvests of Land Mammals 

Overall, most of the interviewed households (64.5 percent) reported that their uses of big game species in 
1990/91 were similar to those of other recent years, while 23.7 percent said they believed their uses were 
down and 9.9 percent said their uses had increased (Table 51). Similarly, most households in Cooper 
Landing (65.6 percent), Hope (57.5 percent), and Whittier (68.6 percent) said uses of big game had 
remained about the same in 1990/91. While 27.9 percent of the Cooper Landing households and 30.0 
percent of those in Hope said big game uses were down, only 13.7 percent noted a decline compared to 
other recent years in Whittier. Correspondingly, 17.6 percent of the Whittier households reported 
increased levels of use of big game, compared to only 4.9 percent in Cooper Landing and 7.5 percent in 
Hope. For the communities overall, reasons for lowered uses of game were evenly split between 
decreased sharing and less time for hunting, followed by decreased availability. By far, the most often 
cited reason for increased uses of big game was increased sharing during the study year. 

Households were also asked to assess their uses of small game and furbearers. Assessment of “no change” 
by the vast majority of households (88.8 percent) reflected primarily the lack of involvement by most 
households in trapping or hunting furbearers (Table 52). Decreased resource availability garnered the 
most responses overall regarding changed assessments of use. Hope had the highest percentage of 
households involved in hunting and trapping furbearers (18.7 percent), compared to 9.5 percent of 
households in Cooper Landing, and 3.4 percent of households in Whittier (tables 19, 20, and 21). 
Snowshoe hare was the furbearer hunted or trapped the most in the three communities. 
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Table 51.–Assessment of Big Game Harvest/Use Changes, Study Year Compared to Recent Years 
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Table 52.–Assessment of Small Game/Furbearers Harvest/Use Changes, Study Year Compared to Recent Years 
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MARINE MAMMALS 

Marine mammals played a very minor role in the wild resource use patterns of the three study 
communities. This is not surprising given their very small Alaska Native populations. Under the provision 
of the federal Marine Mammal Protection Act, only Alaska Natives may hunt marine mammals for 
subsistence uses. The largest percentage of households which used marine mammals was found in 
Whittier, at 7.6 percent (Figure 17). Correspondingly, Whittier had the largest Alaska Native population 
(15.3 percent) (Table 4). Whittier was also the only study community with a household that harvested any 
marine mammals during the study year (1.1 percent) (Figure 17). This harvest consisted of seven harbor 
seals, comprising just 1.2 percent of the community’s total resource take as measured in usable pounds 
(Table 21 and Figure 9). 

In Hope, only 3.1 percent of the households used marine mammal products (Figure 17). These included 
belukha and bearded seal that were received from outside the community. No households in Cooper 
Landing used marine mammals in 1990/91 (Figure 17). 

Since very few people with a history of use of marine mammals live in the study communities, it is also 
not surprising that most households (94.7 percent) said that this very low level of use (or non-use) was 
typical of recent years (Table 53). A few households reported that their marine mammal uses were down. 
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Figure 17.–Levels of Participation in Use and Harvest of Marine Mammals, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Table 53.–Assessment of Marine Mammal Harvest/Use Changes, Study Year Compared to Recent Years 
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BIRDS AND EGGS 

The category of birds and eggs was a minor component of the resource harvests in Hope, Cooper 
Landing, and Whittier in 1990/91. As shown in figures 8 and 9, the harvest of 2.4 pounds per person of 
birds and eggs at Hope represented 2.1 percent of the total resource take. Similarly, at Cooper Landing, 
harvests of these resources totaled 2.5 pounds per person for 2.7 percent of the total. At Whittier, the 
harvest of 1.4 pounds of birds and eggs per person made up 1.7 percent of the total harvest. 

Overall, 41.7 percent of the households in Hope, 43.5 percent in Cooper Landing, and 20.7 percent in 
Whittier used at least one type of bird or egg resource in 1990/91 (Figure 18). Fewer households 
harvested resources in this category, with 27.7 percent in Hope, 31.1 percent in Cooper Landing, and 15.3 
percent in Whittier doing so. 

Although 18 kinds of identified species of birds and eggs were used by at least one household in at least 
one study community in 1990/91, very few were used in large numbers or by more than a few households 
(Table 16). Most commonly used were two kinds of upland game birds: ptarmigan and grouse. At Hope, 
29.6 percent of households used ptarmigan and 20.5 percent used grouse. The estimated total harvests of 
these birds at Hope were 349 and 88, respectively (Table 19). At Cooper Landing, 22.3 percent of the 
households used ptarmigan and 32.8 percent used grouse (Table 16). The harvest was 442.0 ptarmigan 
and 288.0 grouse (Table 20). Use of these birds was lower at Whittier. There, 16.5 percent of the 
households used ptarmigan and the harvest was 227 of these birds (Table 21). Also, 7.8 percent of the 
Whittier households used grouse; the harvest was 98 birds. 

The use and harvest of migratory birds (ducks, geese, cranes, shorebirds, and seabirds) was relatively low 
in each study community. At Hope, 7.2 percent of the households used birds from this category, with a 
few species of ducks used by a small percentage of the households, and fewer households using Canada 
geese. At Cooper Landing, only 6.1 percent of the households used migratory waterfowl, again mostly 
ducks. At Whittier, migratory birds were used by 7.8 percent of the households. 

Eggs were virtually absent from the reported harvests of the study communities in 1990/91. There were 
no users or harvesters of eggs in Hope or Cooper Landing, while at Whittier, 1.1 percent of the 
households used and harvested gull eggs (Table 16). 

According to households’ assessments, levels of uses of birds and eggs in all three study communities in 
1990/91 were typical of other recent years. As shown in Table 54, 80.3 percent of the households overall, 
or 85.2 percent in Cooper Landing, 72.5 percent in Hope, and 80.4 percent in Whittier, said that compared 
to the recent past, uses of birds and eggs had not changed in the study year. The most commonly cited 
reasons for changes were resource availability, a choice to harvest more or less, and time factors.
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Figure 18.–Levels of Participation in Use and Harvest of Birds and Eggs, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Table 54.–Assessment of Birds and Eggs Harvest/Use Changes, Study Year Compared to Recent Years 
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EDIBLE WILD PLANTS 

General Levels of Use and Harvest 

Use of wild plants was very common in all three study communities in 1990/91. In Hope, 78.1 percent of 
the households used wild plants during the study year, as did 73.8 percent in Cooper Landing and 77.9 
percent in Whittier (Figure 19). Most households in the study communities also harvested wild plants, 
including 74.5 percent in Hope, 69.5 percent in Cooper Landing, and 72.6 percent in Whittier. Berries 
were the most widely used resource in both Hope (78.1 percent of the households using) and Whittier 
(75.8 percent) and ranked second to sockeye salmon in Cooper Landing (70.5 percent using). 

As measured in usable pounds per person, harvest quantities of wild plants were very similar in Hope, 
Cooper Landing, and Whittier. At Hope, these harvests averaged 5.7 pounds per person for 5.2 percent of 
the total resource take (figures 8 and 9). At Cooper Landing, the average of 4.1 pounds of wild plants per 
person was 4.4 percent of the total harvest in the study year. Finally, Whittier households’ harvests of 
wild plants also averaged 4.1 pounds per person, for 5.0 percent of the overall harvest of wild foods. 

Varieties Used and Patterns of Use 

Berries used by the three communities included currants, blueberries, raspberries, mossberries, lowbush 
cranberries, and highbush cranberries. A variety of jams, pies, compotes, and syrups were made with wild 
berries. Fiddlehead ferns, fireweed, dandelions, devil’s club, birch sap, and clover flowers were also used. 
Fireweed was used to make fireweed honey. Birch sap was made into birch syrup. Dandelions were 
harvested just below the “heart” and above the root. Devil’s club root was used for tea, as a cure for colds, 
and fiddlehead ferns were used in salads and stir-fried. A variety of flowers were cut, dried, and made 
into potpourris and flower arrangements, for sale. Mushrooms used included shaggy manes, orange 
delicious, puffballs, and golden delicious. 

Assessment of Uses and Harvests of Wild Plants 

As with other resource categories, most households in Cooper Landing (52.5 percent), Hope (60.0 
percent), and Whittier (62.7 percent), as well as the three communities combined (57.9 percent), reported 
that their uses of plants and berries in 1990/91 were similar to other recent years (Table 55). A notable 
number of households (26.3 percent) reported lowered use, however, with most citing either reduced 
availability of wild plants, or reduced time devoted to harvesting as reasons for a decline. 
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Figure 19.–Levels of Participation in Use and Harvest of Wild Plants, Study Communities, 1990/91 
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Table 55.–Assessment of Plants and Berries Harvest/Use Changes, Study Year Compared to Recent Years 
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WOOD 

Harvests for Home Use 

The noncommercial harvest of wood for home use was very common in Hope and Cooper Landing during 
the 1990/91 study year. At Hope, 81.7 percent of the households used wood and 78.6 percent harvested 
wood. The estimated total harvest was 373 cords, an average of 5.8 cords per household. At Cooper 
Landing, the pattern was very similar to that of Hope. Of the estimated households, 81.4 percent used 
wood and 76.8 percent harvested wood. On average, households harvested 8.5 cords of wood for an 
estimated community total of 838 cords. 

Most households in Hope and Cooper Landing used wood to heat their homes, which were primarily 
single-family dwellings. In 1990/91 there was an abundance of beetle kill spruce available for heating in 
Cooper Landing, while the USFS makes wood available annually for Hope residents to cut. 

In contrast, use of wood was extremely rare in Whittier, with only 3.4 percent of the households using and 
harvesting this resource. Whittier, unlike Hope and Cooper Landing, had few single-family dwellings. As 
noted in Chapter 2, the community is composed primarily of three multi-family housing units. There are 
single-family dwellings along Shotgun Cove road, but these are primarily seasonally occupied. Thus, 
there is little demand for wood in Whittier. 
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6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

COMPARISON OF STUDY COMMUNITIES 

This study of wild resource uses in Cooper Landing, Hope, and Whittier in 1990/91 found far more 
similarities than differences between the three study communities. First, most residents of these 
communities participated in resource harvesting activities in the study year (Table 18), and virtually every 
estimated household used and harvested wild foods (tables 19, 20, and 21). Also, harvest quantities, as 
measured in pounds usable weight per person, were within the same range in Hope (110.7 pounds), 
Cooper Landing (91.5 pounds), and Whittier (79.9 pounds). Furthermore, the range of resources used, as 
measured by the mean number of resource types used per household, was also very similar (8.0 in 
Whittier, 8.3 in Cooper Landing, and 9.1 in Hope) (Table 17). 

In terms of kinds of resources used and the composition of harvests, there were also broad similarities 
between the communities. At the resource category level, the harvest composition in Hope and Cooper 
Landing were virtually identical (see Figure 9), with salmon ranking first in its contribution to the overall 
resource take (45.2 percent of the total harvest in Hope, 43.1 percent in Cooper Landing), game ranked 
second (31.5 percent in Cooper Landing, 29.6 percent in Hope), and fish other than was salmon third 
(15.8 percent in Cooper Landing, 14.3 percent in Hope). In Whittier, salmon also ranked first (42.2 
percent), but there was more emphasis on other categories of marine resources in this community, with 
other fish ranking second (24.7 percent) and land mammals a more distant third (13.7 percent). Marine 
invertebrates also played a more prominent role in Whittier’s harvests (11.2 percent of the total) than in 
either Hope (3.6 percent) or Cooper Landing (2.5 percent), reflecting Whittier’s location on Prince 
William Sound and its stronger orientation toward the marine environment. 

Whittier stood slightly apart from the other two communities with regard to the role that commercial 
fishing played in supplying wild resources for local use. While very little to none of the salmon, other 
fish, or marine invertebrates harvested for home use in either Hope or Cooper Landing were removed 
from households’ commercial catches, this source provided 20.9 percent of Whittier’s total harvest in the 
study year (tables 22, 23, and 24). 

Although these study community areas were all important to indigenous people in the past, the 
communities were founded within this century, one as late as 50 years ago, and continue to be primarily 
non-Alaska Native. For residents of Hope and Cooper Landing, wild resources played an important role 
in helping residents establish the communities. Whittier began as a military installation, and, while the 
use of wild foods by the early residents has not been documented, it is probable that wild resources played 
a role in assisting the establishment of that community as well. In all three places, hunting and fishing 
continue to supplement the cash incomes of residents and provide activities which are quite significant to 
most residents. 

Based upon interviews conducted for this project, the three communities have somewhat different 
concerns regarding resources and their use. Whittier residents expressed most concern about the health of 
bottomfish and shellfish populations, particularly the by-catch of bottomfish from the commercial halibut 
fishery. They were interested in subsistence regulations to the extent that they might assist them during 
the present rough economic times. Cooper Landing and Hope both were interested in the idea of local 
preference in hunting and fishing regulations because of the competition they experience from others who 
also live along the road system. Both communities had many households in the sample which stated their 
interest in harvesting animals such as salmon, other fish, and big game, to eat, rather than for sport or a 
trophy. 

Hope residents relied on wood for heat, and were most outspoken about being able to cut wood in the 
forest. Cooper Landing residents expressed concern about access to the Russian and Kenai rivers to fish 
for salmon, Dolly Varden, and rainbow trout for home use and about the lack of sanitary facilities for 



  

123 

 

tourists traveling the highway in the summertime. The property owners along Kenai Lake, Kenai River 
and the Russian River, as well as those along the highway, commented on the magnitude of the problem 
of human waste during the tourist season. The majority of respondents in Hope and Cooper Landing 
expressed satisfaction with wildlife viewing areas. 

In all three communities respondents expressed confusion about the purpose of this study in their 
communities, about the direction of regulatory change, and about whether their community was now 
going to be eligible for subsistence hunting and fishing in the future. There was confusion about how 
eligibility is determined. 

COMPARISON WITH OTHER COMMUNITIES 

Figure 20 compares the per capita harvests of wild foods by Hope, Cooper Landing, and Whittier in 
1990/91 with those of other communities of the Cook Inlet basin and Prince William Sound which have 
been documented through Division of Subsistence research. In the Cook Inlet area, Hope’s harvest of 111 
pounds of wild food per person, and Cooper Landing’s take of 91 pounds of resources per person, places 
them at the high end of the range of harvests recorded for small, mostly non-Alaska Native communities 
along the road system such as Homer (94 pounds per person in 1982), Ninilchik (86 pounds per person in 
1982), Trapper Creek (65 pounds per person in 1985), Talkeetna (55 pounds per person in 1985), and 
Kenai (38 pounds per person in 1982) (Figure 20). In comparison, the estimated per capita harvest for 
Anchorage in the mid-1980s was 10 pounds of wild foods (Wolfe and Walker 1987). On the other hand, 
the overall harvest levels for the two Cook Inlet study communities were notably lower than those 
recorded for the three Alaska Native villages along the shore of Cook Inlet: English Bay (289 pounds per 
person in 1987), Tyonek (260 pounds per person in 1982/83) and Port Graham (227 pounds per person in 
1987) (Figure 20). The harvests of Hope and Cooper Landing in the study year were also about one-half 
those recorded for two mostly non-Alaska Native communities off the road system in the Cook Inlet 
basin: Skwentna (225 pounds per person in 1982) and Chase (209 pounds per person in 1985). 

In addition to Whittier, harvest estimates are available for three other Prince William Sound communities 
based on Division of Subsistence research. The highest harvest levels have been recorded for the two 
Alaska Native villages of the sound: Tatitlek (352 pounds per person in 1987/88 and 644 pounds per 
person in 1988/89), and Chenega Bay (309 pounds per person in 1984/85 and 374 pounds per person in 
1985/86) (Figure 20). Also, the two measurements for the relatively large commercial fishing community 
of Cordova are more than double that recorded for Whittier in the study year (164 pounds per person in 
1985 and 234 pounds per person in 1988). 

Comparisons between these communities can also be made based on the mean number of resources used 
per household, as an index of the diversity of each community’s resource uses. The range of resources 
used in the study communities (8.0 per household in Whittier, 8.3 in Cooper Landing, and 9.1 in Hope) 
most closely resembled those of other road-connected communities of the upper Cook Inlet basin such as 
Talkeetna (7.1 per household) and Trapper Creek (7.2 per household) (Table 17; Fall and Foster 1987:31), 
and other Kenai Peninsula communities such as Kenai (5.1 per household), Ninilchik (8.0 per household), 
and Homer (7.4 per household) (Reed 1985:35). On the other hand, documented resource uses for coastal 
Alaska Native villages of southcentral Alaska have been found to be substantially more diverse. 
Examples include English Bay (also known as Nanwalek) (25.0 kinds of resources per household in 
1987), Port Graham (21.5 kinds per household in 1987), Chenega Bay (20.6 kinds per household in 
1985/86), and Tatitlek (19.6 kinds per household in 1987/88, 22.6 kinds per household in 1988/89) (Fall 
1997:84, 96, 62, 72). Resource use diversity also appears to be wider in Cordova, where households on 
average used 14.3 kinds of wild foods in 1988 (Stratton 1992:31). 
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Figure 20.–Comparison of Per Capita Resource Harvests, Communities of Prince William Sound and Cook Inlet, 1980s-1990s 
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CONCLUSIONS 

This study has documented the uses and harvests of wild fish, game, and plant resources by three 
communities of southcentral Alaska—Hope, Cooper Landing, and Whittier. The study found that most 
residents of these communities participated in resource harvest activities during the 1990/91 study year. 
Moreover, most households in all three communities used, attempted to harvest, harvested, received, and 
gave away wild foods. As documented in case household descriptions, many residents of these 
communities value hunting, fishing, and gathering activities as sources of healthful food and as 
opportunities to enjoy the natural environment 

As measured in pounds usable weight, wild resource harvests in Hope, Cooper Landing, and Whittier 
were similar to those of other small to mid-sized, mostly non-Alaska Native communities along the road 
system of southcentral Alaska, such as Kenai, Ninilchik, Homer, Talkeetna, and Trapper Creek. Their per 
capita harvests were substantially lower (by 50 percent or more) than those of the small Alaska villages of 
Cook Inlet and Prince William Sound such as Tyonek, English Bay, Port Graham, Chenega Bay, and 
Tatitlek. In terms of the diversity of resources harvested and used, the three study communities were 
again very similar to other road-connected communities of southcentral Alaska such as Talkeetna, 
Trapper Creek, Ninilchik, and Homer. Also, as with resource harvest quantities, the range of resources 
used in Hope, Cooper Landing, and Whittier was narrower than those of the coastal Alaska Native 
communities of southcentral Alaska. 

In conclusion, hunting, fishing, and gathering activities play important roles for many families in Hope, 
Cooper Landing, and Whittier. Harvest and use patterns documented in 1990/91 were similar to those of 
other small and mid-sized communities along the road system in southcentral Alaska as recorded in other 
Division of Subsistence studies. Many residents of these communities, especially Hope and Cooper 
Landing, moved to these places both for their beauty and to be able to carry out a lifestyle where hunting 
and fishing play a part. For residents of all three communities, hunting and fishing supplement the income 
earned by the household and allow them to live on the lower incomes generally earned in these 
communities. An appreciation of the presence of wildlife and being able to observe it on a daily basis are 
values present in all three communities as well. 
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APPENDIX A: ETHICAL PRINCIPLES FOR THE CONDUCT 
OF RESEARCH IN THE NORTH 
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APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE FOR HOPE AND COOPER 
LANDING
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APPENDIX E: HARVEST AND USE AREA MAPS 
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Appendix E-1.–Salmon and Vegetation Use Areas, Hope, 1990/91 
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Appendix E 2.–Non-salmon Fish and Marine Invertebrates Use Areas, Hope, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-3.–Firewood and Black Bear Use Areas, Hope, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-4.–Birds and Goats and Sheep Use Areas, Hope, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-5.–Moose and Caribou Use Areas, Hope, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-6.–Furbearers Use Areas, Hope, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-7.–Salmon and Vegetation Use Areas, Cooper Landing, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-8.–Non-Salmon Fish and Marine Invertebrates Use Areas, Cooper Landing, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-9.–Birds and Goats and Sheep Use Areas, Cooper Landing, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-10.–Moose and Caribou Use Areas, Cooper Landing, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-11.–Furbearers and Deer Use Areas, Cooper Landing, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-12.–Firewood and Black Bear Use Areas, Cooper Landing, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-13.–Salmon and Black Bear Use Areas, Whittier, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-14.–Non-Salmon Fish and Firewood Use Areas, Whittier, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-15.–Marine Invertebrates and Vegetation Use Areas, Whittier, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-16.–Moose, Dear, and Furbearers Use Areas, Whittier, 1990/91 
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Appendix E-17.–Birds and Goats and Sheep Use Areas, Whittier, 1990/91 
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