LIBRARY
SUSITNA aaa-g.

HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
PROJECT No. 7114

i

3 3755 000 441

RESOURCE USER SURVEY

TITUTE OF SOCIAL

4

D ECONOMIC RESEARCH

IVERSITY OF ALASKA | . SO
o | FINAL REPORT

\RZA=EBASCO | e 1088

SITNA JOINT VENTURE DOCUMENT No. 2906




-9

- .
3 ~
- 3

SR

=,

i
¥

Document No. 2906
Susitna File No. 4.5.5

™
RS

~sx
F o

No. 2906
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

RESOURCE USER SURVEY

Prepared by

The Institute of Social and Economic Research

Jack Kruse
Phil Rowe
lee Huskey

In Collaboration with

Stephen Braumd & Associates
Hellenthal & Assoclates
Dames and Moore

Under Contract to

Harza~Ebasco Susitna Joint Venture

Prepared for

Alaska Power Authority

Final Report ARLEC
N
June 1985 Alaska Resources

Library & Information Services
Anchorage, Ajaska




R ¥

—3 3

ooy S

_«,.4
i

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors would like to acknowledge Jim Hemming of Dames and
Moore Consultants for constructing the geographic ‘analysis areas
employed in this study, compiling information on major resource use
activities, and assisting in the overall design of the study.
Stephen Braund and his associates, Randall Hagenstein and Tim
Holmes, contributed to the design of the study and directed the
face-to-face interview portion of the study. Mare Hellenthal
successfully directed the unusually large telephone survey and wrote
the questionnaire. Terry Hull, Darla Siver, Cathi Dwyer, Kandy
Crowe, and Jim Kerr made major contributions in data and word

processing. Any errors in the report are solely the responsibility
of the authors.

[
e

N



—

NOTICE

ANY QUESTIONS OR COMMENTS CONCERNING
THIS REPORT SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO
THE ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

e
e
[




s

I

Py

g

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section/Title Page
1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF RESULTS
1.1 Study Objectives .......... Chesteeaen et e i steeet et 1
1.2 Summary of ResUlts . ..iuueirivrirrnrtseneorsoeaneresenssess 3
2.0 SELECTION OF SURVEY APPROACH
2.1 Feasibility of Conducting a Mail Survey .........c.vovvunn. 7
2.2 Feasibility of Conducting Face-to-Face Interviews ........ 8
2.3 Feasibility of Conducting Telephone Interviews ........... 8
2.4 Survey Approach Selected .........ciiiierecnonnncnnonocacs 9
3.0 SURVEY POPULATIONS
3.1 Determination of Target Population ............ e s e 11
3.2 Identification of Subpopulations ...... fetecor e coecancs 12
3.3 Generalization to Individuals vs. Households Che e e 14
3.4 Selection of Respondent ........... Ceares e ciereae e 15
4.0 IDENTIFICATION OF STUDY REGION ............. ceesaan ceer e 17
5.0 SAMPLE DESIGN
5.1 Determination of Sample Size ..... it eteeecaaee e e eaens 23
5.2 Telephone Sample Design ........... s et et ree s crerecen 23
5.3 Face-to-face Interview Sample ............. ceecconens e eoe 24
6.0 SURVEY ADMINISTRATION .......... Chteesercraco ceesrecana .. 29
7.0 QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGHN
7.1 Categories of Resource Use ......cc0c00sn ceccesnanans cee.. 39
7.2 Time Period Covered by the Survey ........... G reecoaescan 41
7.3 Selected Resource Use Experiences .......... cceosiatenasan 42
7.4 Household Characteristies .........cc0covvvocuces creinaee. B2
8.0 ANALYSIS DESIGN
@ 8.1 Levels of Resource Use .......... bttt 45
2% ‘ 8.2 Estimated Dollar Value of Resource Use Activities ........ © 45
;l‘ 8.3 Estimation of Relative Value of Resource Uses ...... sesens 53
:; 8.4 Comparison of User Characteristics ..... Ceester et easas 56
% . 9.0 LEVELS OF RESOURCE USE
Te]
B 9.1 Introduction .......vcevecvevasesns Gt e rtesiaeetrseraeeneneas 59
™ 9.2 Summary of Resource Use Results ............ C e e eraaee 63

|
|
\
|




Section/Title Page
10.0 DOLLAR VALUE OF RESOURCE USES
10.1 Introduetion .......ocecvevcvcocccnvons e o et ceccsiecane e 67
10.2 Summary of Dollar Value Analysis Results ................. 68
11.0 RELATIVE VALUE OF RESOURCE USES
11.1 Introduction ......ccccecencoececensccnecnnsonncoeses ceoron 83
11.2 Summary of Relative Value Analy51s ..... s et sotco o ecen e 84
12.0 COMPARISON OF USER CHARACTERISTICS
12.1 Introduction .......cciviivcenorocsoaconcosnnens cesccaos s 103
12.2 Summary of Household Characterlstlcs ........... seaoce . 104
REFERENCES

vi

T



#

-y

Number

4-1

5-1

6-1
6-2
6-3
6-4

6-5

- 8-1

§-2

8-3

9-1

10-1

10-2

10-3

10-4

10-5

LIST OF TABLES

Title

Composition of Analysis Areas
Coding Categories for Small Town Households

Estimated Sampling Errors by.Subpopulation

Estimated Sampling Errors by Grouped Analysis Area
Estimated Sampling Errors by Resource Use: All Households
Estimated Sampling Errors by Resource Use: Urban Households

Estimated Sampling Errors by Resource Use: Small Town
Households

Estimated Sampling Errors by Resource Use: Rural Households

Information Obtained About Selected Resource Use Experiences

Information Obtained About Characteristics of Resource Users

Reporting Categories for Levels of Resource Use

Activity, Population, and Location Groupings for Relative
Value Analysis

Urban, Small Town, and Rural Economic Characteristics
Percent of Households Using Key Areas in 1984

Estimated Dollar Values of All Activities by Area

Estimated Dollar Values of Hunting by Area

Estimated Dollar Values of Fishing by Area

Estimated Dollar Values of Nonconsumptive Activities by Area

Estimated Dollar Values of Activities in Remote Areas by All
Households



Number

10-6

10-7

10-8

10-11

10-12

10-13

11-1

11-2

11-3

11-4

11-5

11-6

11-7

11-8

12-1

12-2

Title

Estimated Dollar Values of Activities in Nonremote Areas
All Households

Estimated Dollar Values of Activities in Remote Areas
Urban Households )

Estimated Dollar Values of Activities in Nonremote Areas
Urban Households

Estimated Dollar Values of Activities in Remote Areas
Small Town Households

Estimated Dollar Values of Activities in Nonremote Areas
Small Town Households

Estimated Dollar Values of Activities in Remote Areas
Rural Households

Estimated Dollar Values of Activities in Nonremote Areas
Rural Households

Percent of Total Aggregate Value by Location

Mean Rating of Location Attributes for All Activities
Mean Rating of Location Attributes for Hunting Activities

Mean Rating of Location Attributes for Fishing Activities

by

by

by

by

by

by

by

Mean Rating of Location Attributes for Nonconsumptive

Activities

Difference in Mean Rating Between Location Used and Best

Substitute Location for All Activities

Difference in Mean Rating Between Location Used and Best

Substitute Location for Hunting Activities

Difference in Mean Rating Between Location Used and Best

Substitute Location for Fishing Activities

Difference in Mean Rating Between Location Used and Best

Substitute Location for Nonconsumptive Activities
Income and Education of Resource Consumers
Reasons for Living in Community Among Resource Users

Resource Consumption Among Resource Consumers

N

R



-

-~y

|

LIST OF FIGURES

Number Title
3-1 Susitna Resource User Survey
4-1 Analysis Units Outside Susitna Study Region
6-1 Distribution of Rural Nonphone Sample
LIST OF EXHIBITS

Number Title
Exhibit A. QUESTIONNAIRE
Exhibit B. RESOURCE USE TABLES

ix



REPORT




1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 STUDY OBJECTIVES

This study has four major objectives. These are:

) Estimate the number and percentage of study area (see
Figure 3-1) Thouseholds engaging in resource use
activities in areas potentially affected by the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project.

. Estimate the present dollar value of these resource use
activities.

. Describe the relative qualities of different resource
use areas.

] Present data on the economic circumstances of urban,
small town, and rural Alaska resident resource users as
a means of describing the value of resource use
activities.
The resource-user survey results provide three major %kinds of
/
information. First, they provide a comprehensive set of reliable
estimates of the number of Alaska residents who use resources in the
areas potentially affected by the Susitna Hydroelectric Project.
While it is possible to derive estimates of some forms of resource
use (e.g., moose hunting, caribou hunting, king salmon fishing) from
data collected by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G),
little or no information exists for other activities (e.g., summer

off-road vehicle use, backpacking, or waterfowl hunting).

Second, the resource-user survey 1identifies the extent to which
these resource demands are being generated by urban, small town, and
rural Alaska resident populations. Again, the residence of some,

but not all, types of resource users can be derived from ADF&G data.

Third, the survey provides empirically sound information about the
value of resource-use activities in areas both inside and outside

the areas most likely to be affected by the Susitna Hydroelectric



Project. This information previously did not exist for any type of

resource user on a broad geographical basis.

Although various studies of resource users and area settlements have
been or are being conducted, no comprehensive source of information
on Alaska resident resource uses occurring in the areas potentially
affected by the Susitna Project existed prior to the Resource User
Survey. Without comparable. information on all types of resource
activities, it wé.s not possible to weigh the distribution of costs
and benefits of the Project among various Alaska resident popula-
tions that could be affected by the Project. This study does not
provide information on nonresident resource use. The reader should
be aware that the results of this study strictly pertain to Alaska

resident resource use.

The data needs in this study were straightforward: who does what,
where, when, and with what purpose and benefits. The major
challenge of the study was not identifying data needs but rather
obtaining the data in a cost-effective manner since a large number
of interviews were required to obtain information on a relatively

small number of resource users.

A survey of some 1,300 southcentral residents in 1979 (ISER, 1979)
indicated that some 15 percent of the adults (male and female) in
Anchorage and Fairbanks went moose hunting somewhere in Alaska in
1979. The percentage of adults involved in a moose hunt in the area
potentially affected by the Sustina Hydroelectric Project was not
specifically measured but clearly was substantially less. Since
moose hunting is a relatively frequent activity compared with bear
hunting or even caribou hunting, obtaining sufficient data was more

difficult than the example suggests.

The low participation in resource use activities in the area

potentially affected by the Susitna Hydroelectric Project made it

LR



difficult to develop the required resource use information from a
genéral population survey. It was necessary to contact large
numbers of households to obtain sufficient data on households that
are involved in resource use activities in the area. The alter-
native methods by which a resource user survey might have been
performed and the reasons presented why a mixed telephone/
face-to-face survey approach was selected are explained in Section
2.0. The remainder of Section 1.0 contains a summary of study

results.

1.2 SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Between February 15 and April 20, 1985, 4,545 study area residents
were interviewed on their hunting, fishing, and other recreational
activities. Respondents provided time and place information on
their household's participatidn in 21 activities and more detailed
participation information on two randomly chosen activities.
Location information was coded into 1 of 14 areas within a defined

study region or within 1 of 7 areas outside the study region.

Survey results established that resource use activities in the area
that would be inundated by the Susitna Hydroelectric Project involve
approximately 0.5 percent of all study area households annually.
The area north of the inundation zone that could be opened up for
increased use due to new road access is used annually by 1.4 percent
of all study area households and 3.3 percent of the study area's
rural households. Finally, the Susitna River reach between Devil's
Canyon and the confluence with the Chulitna River is used annually
for salmon fishing by 1.5 percent of all study area households.

Information about travel costs, travel time, and reported willing-
ness to pay additional money to engage in activities at particular
locations was used to estimate the dollar value of resource uses in

the potential inundation zone and other analysis areas. Results



indicate that the gross annual dollar value of locations in the
inundation zone as sites for resource use activities in 1984 was
between $176,000 and $500,000. These figures represent 0.5 percent
of the gross dollar value of all measured resource uses of study
area residents anywhere in the state in 1984. The estimated annual
dollar value of the reach of the Susitna River between Devil‘'s
Canyon and the confluence with the Chulitna River for recreational

and personal use salmon fishing is between $499,000 and $1,374,000.

Respondents were asked to rate the quality of 10 specifie attributes
of the area they used for a selected resource use activity. They
were also asked to rate the quality of the same 10 attributes for
the best substitute location. The difference between these ratings
represents the comparative advantage of the chosen location over the
next best location. Results show that remote areas of the Susitna
study region have six comparative advantages for resource users who

live in rural areas:

Ease of getting to area
Beauty of area
Familiarity with area
Lower cost of activity

Family tradition of doing activity in area

Lack of crowding in area

The results of the dollar value analysis indicate that the primary
value of the inundation zone 1is its value to urban resource users.
The same pattern applies to all other analysis areas. The absolute
number of urban resource users of the potential inundation zone is
28 times greater than the absolute number of rural resource users of
the zone. Urbén resource users also live farther away from the area
and thus spend more to travel there. The incomes of urban resource
users also average twice that of rural resource users; as a result,

urban resource users spend more on their resource use activities.
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Analysis results show that rural resource users have chosen to live
in an area with fewer employment opportunities in order to live near
hunting and fishing opportunities. The  dollar value analysis
results do not reflect the income opportunity cost of living in
rural areas and therefore understate the value of resource use
activities among rural residents. An indication of the under-
estimate is that 44 percent of rural residents who hunt and fish get
half or more of their food from resource use activities. Among
urban households involved in hunting or fishing, the comparable

figure is 18 percent.

As a whole, the resource use, dollar wvalue, relative value, and user
characteristic analyses establish:

° Current levels of use in the potential inundation zone
are extremely low.

. Approximately 1.5 percent of all study area households
annually fish the study analysis area containing
Susitna River reach between Devil'’s Canyon and
Talkeetna for salmon.

] The gross annual dollar value of the potential
inundation 2zone as a location for vrecreational
resource use and personal use is about 0.5 percent of
the value of all other resource use locations.

. The gross annual dollar value of the analysis area
containing the Susitna River reach between Devil's
Canyon and Talkeetna for salmon 1is approximately
2.4 percent of the value of all other fishing
locations.

] Both resource use and dollar value estimates for the
potential inundation zone are low for rural as well as
small town, and urban residents.

° In general, the value of resource uses to rural
residents is greater than the dollar value estimates
suggest. The dollar value estimates for rural

residents are constrained by low incomes which are the
result of preferences to live near resource use
opportunities. Even if the dollar value estimates
were adjusted to take rural income constraints into
account, the absolute value of the inundation zone to
rural residents would be low since few rural residents
use the area itself.
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2.0 SELECTION OF SURVEY APPROACH

2.1 FEASIBILITY OF CONDUCTING A MAIL SURVEY

The problem of obtaining data necessary to meet the objectives of
this study would be largely eliminated if accurate lists of all
those engaged in each activity of interest were available and could
be used in a targeted mail survey. The ADF&G uses this approach to
determine where licensed residents fish. Unfortunately, accurate
lists of berry-pickers, backpackers, kayakers, or many other types
of resource users are not available. Moreover, complete lists of
hunters or fishermen are not available since some rural residents do
not obtain licenses and license files are not updated frequently.
Even if such lists were available, however, a mail survey would not

be the preferred approach.

The ADF&G mail surveys are short and are sent to people who have a
personal interest in the topic of the survey (e.g. fishing to those
with fishing licenses), and who probably perceive the survey sponsor
as - an agency which provides them with significant benefits.
Research on mail survey response rates clearly indicates that the
length of the survey, the importance of the survey topic to the
respondent, and the type of sponsor are strongly related to response

rate (Linsky, 1975).

In the case of the present study, respondents had to be asked about
a wide range of resource uses during more than one period of time
and in more than one area. Respondents could not reasonably be
expected to be interested in responding to a mail questionnaire
concerning all their resource use activities. In addition, the
Alaska Power Authority could not validly portray itself as an agency
whose primary mandate is to improve the quality of the activities
pursued by respondents. As a result of these factors, even the best

designed mail survey would not achieve an acceptable response rate.
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2.2 FEASIBILITY OF CONDUCTING FACE-TO-FACE INTERVIEWS

/ri‘Si.nce the objectives of the study were not only to estimate the
‘humber of resource users but also to document the characteristics of

‘resource users and the values associated with resource use, the

research design had to yield an adequate number of resource users to

permit an analysis of various target populations. For example, a
sample of 2,000 urban residents was estimated to be required to
generate a subsample of roughly 200 respondents who have pursued one
or more resource-use activities during the last year in remote areas

of the Susitna study region.

The need for such large samples precluded consideration of face-to-
face interviews except where absolutely necessary. A well-designed
survey involving exclusively face-to-face interviews would require
“the development of a sample frame, including the 1listing of
"households, and repeated contacts at selected households to locate
‘respondents. Just the field costs of such a survey would cost in
‘excess of $300,000, a price not worth the additional reliability
géined by asking some types of questions face-to-face rather than
'over the telephone. In fact, the only benefit of face-to-face
interviews in the present study would have been the opportunity to
present maps to respondents when asking for location information.

_ Carefully worded questions minimized this problen.

2.3 FEASIBILITY OF CONDUCTING TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS

Aside from the limitation on the use of maps during the interview,
the only other limitation of telephone interviews was incomplete
.residential telephone coverage. Based on statistics compiled by
local telephone companies and the most recent census counts,
telephcne coverage is generally excellent in the study area and
Copper River/Wrangell regions. An estimated 98 percent of all

households in Anchorage and Fairbanks have residential telephone

s
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service. In the remaining areas, available data indicated that

approximately 96 percent of all households in the Palmer-Wasilla

area, Talkeetna, Glennallen, Tok, and Valdez had residential
telephone service in early 1985. Telephone coverage in both urban
areas and in or near small towns was thus clearly adequate to

support a valid telephone survey.

Telephone coverage in rural areas of the study area and the Copper

River/Wrangell regions was somewhat 1lower, although rapidly

increasing. Seventy-five percent of all rural households in these

areas were 1initially estimated to possess residential telephone

service. Since one of the study's objectives was to desecribe

differences in resource use among urban, small town, and rural

populations, the level of rural telephone coverage was not adequate

to justify an exclusive reliance on telephone contacts as a survey
mode.

2.4 SURVEY APPROACH SELECTED

Based on the above considerations, the method of choice was actually

a combination of telephone and face-to-face interviews. Telephone

interviews were conducted in all target areas and supplementary
sample of households lacking telephone service was used to properly
represent rural areas.

+
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3.0 SURVEY POPULATIONS

3.1 DETERMINATION OF TARGET POPULATION

The objectives of the study required the development of information
that could be generalized to the segment of the study area
population whose resource use activities could be affected by the
Susitna Hydroelectric Project. Theoretically, the maximum size of
this target population was the state population as a whole.
Residents from southeastern, northern, and western Alaska
conceivably occasionally engage in resource use activities in the
southcentral region. Howex;er, use levels in the Susitna Basin among
these populations is extremely low. Their inclusion in the study‘'s
target population would have consumed project resources that
otherwise «could have been used to describe wuse levels and
characteristies of populations which more actively use resources

near the proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project.

At the other extreme, restriction of the target population to the
area containing the most active Susitna area resource users would
result in an underestimation of total resource use. The extent of
underestimation would, of course, be unknown. It was therefore
desirable to adopt a relatively broad definition of the target
population while still excluding Alaska resident populations that
clearly are marginal resource users in the area of interest. The

study's target population included the following areas:

[ The Anchorage Municipality
] The Matanuska-Susitna Borough

) Valdez north on the Richardson Highway to the Copper
River Basin

11




° The Copper River Basin, including households located
within a mile to the east of the Richardson Highway,
north on the Richardson and Tok cutoff to Delta
Junction and Tok

® The Alaska Highway west from Tok
° The Fairbanks North Star Borough

® The Parks Highway south of the Fairbanks North Star
Borough to the Matanuska-Susitna Borough

° The Denali Highway and all other areas within the
Parks, Glenn, Richardson, and Alaska highways

® The area west of the Parks highway and east of the
Alaska Range, south of the Petersville Road to (but
not including) Tyonek on the Cook Inlet

Figure 3-1 delineates the geographic boundaries for the target
population. Within this area, all households were included in the
target population. Military service members living on-base in the
study target population were included since they are commonly active

resource users.

3.2 IDENTIFICATION OF SUBPOPULATIONS

Previous research on Alaska resident resource use potentially
affected by the Susitna Hydroelectric Project by the Power Authority
and the Subsistence Division of the ADF&E has focused on rural
populations. The special circumstances and resource use patterns of
rural residents clearly warrant the identification of rural
residents as a special subpopulation for reporting purposes. At the
same time, it was recognized that residents of the relatively large
population centers of Anchorage and Fairbanks differ from other
population groups in cirecumstances and resource use patterns, and
should also be treated as a subpopulation. It was therefore decided
that three subpopulations would be used for reporting purposes:

urban, small town, and rural.

12
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Peter’s Creek

Skwentna

Tyonek {7
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Figure 3-1

Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Susitna Resource User Survey Study Boundaries

E Study Ares®

% Sll;dv Regilon

D 1.

*Households located along both sides of

boundary highways are included in study
areas.

{nstitute of Social and Economic Research, 1985




The distinction between small town and rural subpopulations cannot
be vaiidly made on the basis of population size within incorporated
boundaries. Communities such as Glennallen are not incorporated,
while much of the area outside the cities of Palmer and Wasilla is
clearly more urban than rural in character. The most valid approach
was to define the small town subpopulation by residence in or near
the following settlements: Palmer, Wasilla, Houston, Willow,
Talkeetna, Nenana, Clear, Cantwell, Anderson, Healy, Delta Junction,
Tok, Glennallen, and Valdez. Rural was therefore defined as all
areas outside the above-named small towns and not part of the

Anchorage Municipality or the Fairbanks North Star Borough.

3.3 GENERALIZATION TO INDIVIDUALS VS. HOUSEHOLDS

The alternatives of generalizing survey results to individuals or to
households were considered, and the latter was chosen for over-
whelming practical reasons. If individuals were randomly sampled,
and information was obtained only about the sampled individual‘s
resource use activity, the resourcé—user data base would likely have
been less than half the size it is. If, on the other hand, each
respondent was asked to report on the resource use activities of
each individual household member, it would have been necessary to
collect detailed information on the household composition of each
resource use incident and necessary to obtain financial and personal

characteristics information concerning each household member.

Given the number of separate resource use activities to be covered
in the survey, the potential benefits associated with adopting the
individual as the reporting unit were outweighed by the lowered
response rates and increased measurement errors associated with a

longer, more complicated interview.

14
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3.4 SELECTION OF RESPONDENT

Since the survey results were to be generalized to households, the
respondent selected in each household reported resource use
information pertaining to any household member. Thus, it 1is not
possible to determine which specific members of the household
participated. To minimize measurement errors, it was important that
the respondent be the person best informed about the resource use
activities of the entiré household. The most straightforward way of
identifying this person was to ask the adult first contacted to
identify the individual household member who he or she believed to
be the most knowledgeable about hunting, fishing, or other outdoor
recreation activities. The interviewer then arranged to interview

that person.

15
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4.0 IDENTIFICATION OF STUDY REGION

Conceptually, the study region of interest is defined by the area in
which regource uses occur that may be affected by the Susitna
Project. New roads and the lakes created by the Susitna Project may
increase access to areas now only accessible by air, or even create
opportunities for new forms of resource use in some areas. These
changes could redistribute or even expand the total amount of
resource use in the state as a whole. Thus, the limits of the study
region theoretically correspond to the boundaries of the state of
Alaska. At the other extreme, relatively small areas would be
directly affected by the construction aﬁd operation of each project

facility such as the dams, reservoirs, and access road.

To properly reflect both the upper and lower extremes of the
definition of the study region, study area residents were asked to
report levels of resource use in the state as a whole and in a set
of 14 analysis areas collectively referred to in this report as the
study region. The study region is defined by two areas: (1) the
area bounded by the Denali, Richardson, Glenn, and Parks Highways
(containing analysis areas 1-12); and (2) the area bounded by the
Parks Highway on the east and a line drawn north from Tyonek on the

west to Petersville Road (containing analysis areas 13 and 1l4) (see
Figure 3-1).

The study region is considerably larger than the area likely to
experience significant project-related effects and was easy to
describe to respondents in either face-to-face or telephone inter-
views. With the exception of the two analysis areas {(numbers 13 and
14) located outside the Glenn, Parks, Denali, and Richardson highway
area, all analysis units were constructed to be consistent with the
recently designed Alaska Department of Fish and Game Uniform Coding

Units. They represent aggregations of ADF&G subunits and are
designed to:

17




[} Clearly identify the Susitna Project's reservoir zone
e Differentiate remote from rocad-based resource uses
® Have clearly identified boundaries that could be

easily communicated by telephone

The ADF&G Uniform Coding System units used to construct the analysis

areas are shown in Table 4-1. Four of the analysis areas are of

particular interest in this study. Area 10 closely matches the

proposed inundation zone. Portions of areas 11 and 12 would be

opened up to road-based resource use

construction phase.

following the Project
Area 1 contains the Susitna River reach most
likely to experience downstream effects on salmon stocks.

In addition to 1identifying 14 analysis

areas within the study
region,

7 analysis areas were identified outside the study region.

These areas are illustrated in Figure 4-1 and described below:

(1) Area 10 miles north of the Denali Highway and south of
the Alaska Range

(2) Kenai Peninsula
(3) Anchorage/Chugach Mountains

(4) Copper River/Wrangell/Valdez

{5) Southeast Alaska
(6) Elsewhere in Alaska

(7) oOutside of Alaska

18



TABLE 4-1
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
COMPOSITION OF ANALYSIS AREAS*

Area 1l: Parks North

Game Management Unit (GMU) 13E: 101, 102, 201, 202, 801, 1001,
3003, 1101, 1501.

Area 2: Parks South

GMU 144A: 101, 303.
GMU 14B: 401, 501, 601, 701, 801, 901.

Area 3: Glenn

GMU 13A: 1001, 1002, 1101, 1201, 1301, 1302, 1303.

GMU 13DH: 1701, 1801, 2301.

GMU 14A: 501, 502, 503, 601, 701, 801, 802, 803, 804, 901,
1001, 11l01.

Area 4: Talkeetna Mountains

GMU 13A: 901, 1401, 1501, 1701, 1801, 1803, 1805, 1806.

GMU 13E: 1201, 1202, 1301, 1302, 1303, 1401, 1801, 2201, 2202,
© 2203.

GMU 14B: 101, 201, 301, 1001.

Area 5: Lake Louise Flats

GMU 13A: 801, 1802, 2001, 2002, 2101, 2102, 2103, 2104.
GMU 13B: 101.

Area 6: Glenn East

GMU 13A: 101, 201, 301, 401, 501, 502, 601, 701, 702, 703.
GMU 13D: 1201, 1501, 1602.

Area 7: Richardson

GMU 13B: 1102, 1401, 1402, 1701, 1703, 1704, 1801, 1802.

*This table describes the composition of this study's geographic
analysis areas in terms of ADF&G game management units and uniform
coding units.
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TABLE 4-1 (Cont.)

Area 8: Alphabet Hills

GMU 13B: 1403, 1501, 1601.

Area 9: Denali East

GMU 13B: 301, 302, 303, 304, 401, 402, 403, 404, 501, 502,
601, 1201, 1202, 1602, 1603.

Area 10: Susitna

GMU 13A: 1e60l.
GMU 13B: 201.
GMU 13E: 1701, 1702, 1703, 2301, 2401.

Area 11: Deadman

GMU 13E: 1601, 1901, 2001, 2101, 2102, 2402, 2501.

Area 12: Denali West

GMU 13E: 2601, 2602, 2902, 2903, 3201,
3202.

Area 13: Sustina West

Part of GMU 16B as far west as old Tyonek and as far north as
Petersville Road.

Area 14: Big Lake

GMU 14A.

SOURCE: A Uniform Coding System {(UCS) for Hunter Harvest Data in

Alaska. 1984. Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Game
Division.
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Figure 41

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
nalysis Areas Outside Susitna Study Region
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5.0 SAMPLE DESIGN

5.1 DETERMINATION OF SAMPLE SIZE

An estimated 2,000 urban, 1,700 small-town, and 670 rural interviews
were required to meet the objectives of this study. Since a primary
objective of the study was to estimate the number of people using
resources in areas within or near the Susitna project area, it was
necessary to generate highly reliable sample estimates of use which
could be applied to the three study subpopulations: urban, small
town, and rural. It was assumed thgt observed levels of use would

be low.

A sample of 2,000 urban households enabled the estimation of the
population size of the user groups involving only two percent of the
urban population to within 650 households at a level of confidence
of 95 percent for an estimated total of 106,000 urban households.
The same size sample also produced adequate subsamples of wurban
resource users by type of resource use. This size sample permitted
an analysis of user group characteristics. The same sampling logic
was applied to the small town and rural strata to calculate required
sample sizes. The resulting sample sizes were smaller due to the
effect of the finite population correction factor {(Moser and Kalton,
1972).

5.2 TELEPHONE SAMPLE DESIGN

The urban telephone sample frame included all prefixes in the
Anchorage Municipality and the Fairbanks North Star Borough
{including prefixes for the military bases). An urban sample of
numbers sufficient to yield approximately 2,000 completed interviews

was generated. The size of each prefix sample was proportional to
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the number of residential telephone numbers in the prefix. Since
the probability of any urban household being selected was equal, the
urban sample is representative without the application of differ-

ential interview weights among urban interviews.

The remaining prefixes in the study area covered both small town and
rural areas. The number of sampled households in each prefix was
proportional to the number of residential telephone numbers in the
prefix. The sgplit of small town and rural interviews was achieved
by asking respondents to identify the physical location of their
residence and sorting completed interviews by location. The location
of small town coding categories are shown in Table 5-1. Rural
coding categories cover all remaining areas except the Anchorage

Municipality and the Fairbanks North Star Borough.

Actual sample elements were drawn randomly. A sampled telephone
number could not be replaced until its disposition was resolved to
be either: (1) a completed interview, (2) a refusal, (3) a nonworking
number, (4) a Dbusiness number, (5) a number not answered or
continuously busy after callbacks repeated over at least four days
in both daytime and evening hours, or (6) a household in which there
was no eligible respondent (e.g., a motel room). The response rate
was determined by the number of completed interviews divided by the

sum of completed interviews, refusals, and nonanswered numbers.

5.3 FACE-TO-FACE INTERVIEW SAMPLE

The final research design called for the development of the rural
nontelephone sample frame immediately prior to the commencement of
face-to-face interviewing. Estimates of the number of households
lacking residential telephone service were first developed by
comparing 1984 Mat-Su Borough housing counts and 1980 U.S. Census
housing counts -with telephone company reports of residential

telephone numbers and census data on the incidence of telephone
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(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)

7

(8)
(9)

(10)

(11)

TABLE 5-1
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
CODING CATEGORIES FOR SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS

Palmer area, defined by Glenn Highway milepost (mp) 35 to
mp 49

Wasilla area, defined by Parks Highway mp 35 to mp 45

Palmer/Wasilla area including Bogard Road and Palmer/Wasilla
Highway

Houston area, defined by Parks Highway mp 56 to mp 58
Willow area, defined by Parks Highway mp 67 to mp 72

Talkeetna, including the northern 2 miles of the Talkeetna
Spur Road

Nenana, Anderson, Healy, Cantwell, and Clear on Parks
Highway

Delta Junction, defined by Alaska Highway mp 96 to mp 100
Tok area, defined by Alaska Highway mp 204 to mp 208

Glennallen area, defined by Glenn Highway mp 175 to
Junction with Richardson Highway

Valdez area, defined by Richardson Highway mp O to mp 25
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service by census enumeration district. While these data were the
best available, they proved to be of limited wvalue. Telephone
service has rapidly expanded throughout the study area in the last
two years, and the most recent data available did not accurately
reflect this expansion. In addition, housing and telephone
information was not awvailable for geographic units that were

sufficiently small to create sample clusters.

In view of the above-mentioned iimitations, sample quotas were
constructed for 17 geographical areas based on the best available
estimates of the number of households lacking telephone service in
each area. Quotas were not strictly proportional +to these
estimates; rather, areas that are along the Parks and Glenn highways
and in the Copper River Basin were oversampled. These areas were
most likely to contain residents who use the Susitna study region.
Had quotas been strictly proportional to population, most of the
face-to-face interviews would have taken place along the Alaska
Highway, particularly in the Tok and Delta Junction areas. The

sample design quotas for the seventeen areas appear in Table 5-2.

The 17 areas identified above were too large to permit direct
sampling of households. Further work was necessary to ensure that
all interviews were not conducted in one or two locations within
each of the 17 areas. Interviewers were therefore directed to
contact telephone linemen and others potentially familiar with the
distribution of households lacking telephone service within each of
the 17 areas. Interviewers were instructed to form sample clusters
of seven-to-ten households per cluster and to then pick enough
clusters to meet the interview quota for each area. This approach
was designed to minimize the chances that the particular sample of
households in each area would be unrepresentative of all households

in the area.
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TABLE 5-2
SUSITNA RESOURCE USER SURVEY
PROJECTED AND ACTUAL INTERVIEWS FOR NONTELEPHONE SAMPLEX

Projected Actual

Parks Highway

A Clear, Healy, McKinley, Denali Highway,

Cantwell (excluding Anderson) 10 10
B North of Talkeetna, Alaska RR, to Summit 8 7
C Greater Peters Creek 13 15
D Greater Talkeetna 20 25
E Roadless Areas, non-RR Areas of Talkeetna

Mountains and Susitna River ' 16 6
F Greater Montana 21 19
G Point MacKenzie 0 4
H Hatcher Pass 3 _4

Parks Highway Subtotal 91 90

Glenn, Alaska, and Richardson Highways

I Sutton 7 7
J Chickaloon 5 8
K Matanuska Glacier Area 6 10
L Glenn Highway to Glennallen (4 in Glennallen

and 8 West of Glennallen) 12 9
M Lake Louise 3 v 7
N Greater Copper Center 8 8
O Greater Gulkana and Gakona 10 3
P Greater Paxson (Delta Junction to Gulkana) 13 13
Q Chistochina, Slana, Mentasta Lake 2 2
R Greater Big Delta and Delta Junction

(Excluding Fort Greely) 9 9
S Greater Tok, Tanacross, Dot Lake 3 3

Glenn, Alaska, and Richardson Highways Subtotal 78 79

Totals for Entire Nontelephone Sample 169 169

*Letters in table correspond to areas shown in Figure 6-1.
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In executing their instructions, interviewers frequently observed
that key informants could not provide highly reliable information on
the distribution of households lacking telephone service. Infor-
mants®' perceptions simply have not kept pace with the rapid
expansion of telephone service and interviewers frequently observed
that households identified by informants to be without telephone
service had recently obtained such service. The lack of reliable
information made it difficult for interviewers to construct sample
clusters without actually contacting every household in the area to
determine if they should be included in the cluster of households
without telephones. 1In areas where it was possible to form sample
clusters, interviewers did so. In other areas, interviewers
frequently stopped for local information and selected isolated

households found to lack telephone service.

While the approach to sampling households without telephones was not
ideal, it capitalized on all available information and included
sufficient safeguards to ensure that the sample 1is broadly
representative. Recent expansions in telephone coverage produced an
exXcellent rural telephone sample. The combined telephone and
face-to-face rural samples provided a sound basis for developing

resource use estimates for rural residents.
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6.0 SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

The telephone fieldwork phase of the study took place between
February 15, 1985, and April 20, 1985. One-hundred-and-six
telephone interviewers were used during the eight-week period of the
survey. Interviewers were trained in the objectives of the study,
general interviewing techniques, and specific interviewing
procedures required to perform this study. Each interviewer
performed several practice interviews prior to receiving their first
sample agsignment. Two supervisors monitored interviewer
performance at a centralized interviewing facility and edited
interviews as they were completed. Supervisors instructed
interviewers to call back respondents for any missing information.
In addition, supervisors verified 10 percent of all completed
interviews. The overall response rate to the telephone survey was

70 percent.

The face-to-face component of the survey commenced February 27,
1985, and finished April 20, 1985. Interviewers had to first obtain
information on the location of households lacking telephone service
from key informants and personal observation. Once they developed a
general idea of the number and distribution of such households,
interviewers wused a variety of methods to locate and contact
respondents. These methods included travel by train, snow machine,
skiis, dog sled, and automobile. Some residents of remote areas
were interviewed opportunistically as they traveled on or along the

Alaska Railroad or in town.

The face-to-face interviewers encountered a higher refusal rate
{approximately 20 percent} among the most remote portion of the
nontelephone sample (e.g. Peters Creek} than among other populations

sampled in the survey. As a result, the number of completed
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interviews in the roadless areas accessed from the Parks Highway was
lower than expected. However, this problem was alleviated by
increasing the size of the remote sample near Talkeetna and by
including a sample of Point MacKenzie residents. The interview
totals by area appear in Table 5-2 above. Figure 6-1 illustrates

the distribution of rural nontelephone completed interviews.

Tables 6-1 through 6-4 display sample sizes for major subpopu-
lations, locations, and activities. Also shown are the maximum
estimated standard errors. Standard errors are an expression of the
error that results from the fact that survey findings are based on a
sample of households rather than on all households. Actual standard
errors vary according to the variation in population characteristics
and according to the size of the sample. All standard error
estimates shown in Tables 6-1 through 6-4 assume maximum variation
in responses. The estimates provide a standardized indicator of the
relative reliability of information for each major subpopulation/

location/activity combination.
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Table 6-1

Susitna Hydroelectric Project

ESTIMATED SAMPLING ERRORS
BY SUBPOPULATION

HOUSEHGLDS EEFECTIVE  MAXIHUM
SAMPLE  STANDARD
EIZEA ERRDR

ALL HOUSEHOLLS . 122733 3018 0.7%
URBAN 186215 2128 1.i%
SNALL TOWM 13878 1993 1.14
RURAL 2680 25 L.7%

& The effective sample size is the actual sample size
ad justed by the finite population corrsction factor.
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Table 6-2
Susitna Hydroelectric Project

ESTIMATEDL SAMPLING ERRORS
BY GROUPED ANALYSIS AREAS

ALL ACTIVITIES HUSTING
Sample  Naximua Sample  Mawimum
Size  Standard Size  Standard
ALL HOUSEHOLDS Error Error
Study Region Remote ** 1,25 1.42 3% 2,71
Study Region Nonremote 3,492 6.7% 787 1.8%
Elsewhere Remots 260 3.12 73 G.8%
Elsewhere Non-remote 1,599 1.3% 163 3.9
UREAN HOUSEHOLIS :
Study Region Remote - 422 2.4% 107 4.8%
Study Region Nonremote: 2,513 1.0% 297 2.9%
Elsewhere Remote S 139 4.2% 30 3.1%
Elsewhere Non-remote 998 1.6Z 70 6.0%
SHALL TOWN HOUSEMOLDS
Study Region Remote 341 .7 108 4.8%
Study Region Nonremote 2,339 1.0 287 254
Elsevhere kemote 94 S.3% 29 9.3%
Elsewhere Non-remote 312 2.2% o8 G.6%
RURAL HOUSEHOLIS
Study Region Remote 493 2.3% 121 4.5%
Study Region Nonremote 040 2.0% 103 4.9%
Elsewhere Reacte 27 9.6% 16 13.5%
Elsewhere Non-remote 89 5.3% 5] 8.5%

**Remote refers to areas that cannot be accessed by road.
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Table 6-2 {Cont.}
Susitna Hydroelectric Project

ESTIMAIED SAMPLING ERRORS
BY GROUPED ANALYSIS AREAS

FISHING
Sample  Maximum 8a
Size  Standard 8
ALL HDUSEHOLIS Error
Study Region Remote ** 523 2.2
Study Region Nonremote 1,739 1.2%
Elcewhere Remote 77 .72
Elsewhere hon—remote 411 2e0%
URBAN HOUSEHOLDS
Study Region Remote 216 3.4%
Study Region Nonremote 783 1.8%
Elsewhere Kemote 2 1.7
Elsewhere Mon-remote 230 3.3%
SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS
Study Region Remote 150 4.1
Study Region Nonremote 746 1.92
Elsewhere Remote 23 8.7%
Elsewhere Non-remote 167 3.92
RURAL HOUSEHOLDS
Study Region Remote 157 4.0%
Study Region Nonremote 230 3.3%
Elsewhers Remgte 2 35.4%
Elsewhere Non-remote 14 13.41

*Nonconsumptive activities include: use of sumer and winter off-road
vehicles, skiing, snowshoeing, dogsledding, boating, camping,

hiking, picnicking, berry picking, photography, and sightseeing.

**Remote refers to areas that cannot be accessed by road.
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Table 8-3

ESTIMATED SANPLING ERROR
BY RESOURCE USE

ALL HOUSEHOILD

REMOTE NOK-REMDIE
SAMPLE HAX THUH SAMPLE  HAXIMUM
S1ZE STANDARD SIZE STANTARD
ERKOR EREOR
Hunting 408 2.5% 949 1.6
Moose Hunting 190 3.6% 434 3.4%
Caribou Hunting 54 &.B% 197 4.8%
Sheep or Goat Hunting 29 2.3% 1. 9.1%
Brown Eear Hunling 22 10.7% 3l 16.9%
Black Bear Hunting 37 9.6% 61 {9 74
Small Game Hunting 83 9.9 303 3.9%
Eishing 399 2.0% 2170 1.1%
Salmon Fishing 311 2.81 1086 1.5%
King 3almon Fishing 123 4,34 362 1.6%
Silver Salmon Fishing 27 4.4 432 3.4
Red Salmon Fishing 36 8.31 205 3.31
Other Salwon Fishing 20 11.2 8l 5a0%
Rainbow Trout Fishing 103 4.9% 416 .32
Bolly Varden Fishing 24 10.2% 130 4.4%
Lake Trout Fishing 2 3.6% 89 332
Other Trout Fishing 8 12.7% 19 11.5%
Grayling Fishing 24 3.3% 348 2.7%
Bourbot or Cod Fishing 3 B.6% 73 3.9%
Summer off Road 97 &.62 a3 3.4%
Winter Off Road B8O 56X 248 3.2%
Skiing £ 6.0% 927 2.3%
Motorboating 33 8.9% 477 2.3%
Canoe; Rafi, Kayak 13 12.9% 207 3.5
Bther Boating 1 50.0% 3 9.0%
Backpacking 16 7.4% 193 3.6%
Tent Camping 28 9.4% 178 3.7
Bec Yehicle Camping 2 35.4% 85 .44
Gther Camping g 23.4% 14 13.4%
Hiking, Picnicking 73 S92 831 1.7%
Sighiseeing 75 S.8% 958 1.6%4

*A few individuals did not specify which type of hunting and fishing they
did. Therefore, the addition of specific activity numbers do not always equal
category totals.
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Table 6-4
Susitna Hydroelectric Project
ESTIMATED SAMPLING ERROR

EY RESOURCE USE
URBAH HOUSEHOLDS

REHOTE NOM-REMQTE
SANFLE NAX THUM SAMPLE  HAXINUM
SIZE  STANBARD SIZE  STAMDARD
ERROR ERROK

Hunting * 137 6.0 367 2.6%
Hoose Hunting i 6.4% 16l 3.9%
Caribou Hunting 28 9.84 37 B.2%
Sheep or foat Hunting 9 16.7% 14 13.4%
Brown Bear Hunting 10 15.8% il 15.1%
Black Bear Hunting ? 13,9 20 11.3%
Small Game Hunting 24 16.2% 132 4, 9%
Fishing 238 3.1 1613 1.6%
Salmon Fishing 154 4.0% 331 2.3%
{ing Salmorn Fishing 26 0.0% 135 3.7%
Silver Salmon Fishing 56 6.7% 198 3.6%
Rad Salmon Fishing 15 15.9% 165 4.9%
Other Salmon Fishing 8 17.7% 37 8.2%
Rainbow Trout Fishina 2 774 17 3.7%
Bolly Varden Eishing 3 22.47% 7 6.8%
Lake Trout Fishing i4 13.42 45 742
Other Trout Eishing 2 35.44 13 13.9%
Grayling Fishing 3 - 8.8% 144 §.1%
Bourbot or Cod Fishirg ) 20.4% 34 8.64
Summer off Koad 20 11.2% 148 4.8%
Winter Off Road 18 11.8% 119 4.8%
Skiing g 17.74 293 3.91
Hotorboating 26 9.84 233 3.3
Carce, Raft, Kayak 5 d2.42 105 1. 9%
Other Boating 1 30.0% 18 11,87
Backpacking il 15.1% 113 §.7%
Tent Camping 13 13.9X 101 5,01
Rec Vehicle Camping 1 5873 3l 7.0%
Other Lamping 2 35.44 8 17.7%
Hiking, Picnicking a1 10.9% 433 2.3
Sightseeing 40 7.9% 336 2.2

L]
3

*A few individuals did not specify which type of hunting and fishing they
did. Therefore, the addition of specific activity numbers do not always equal
category totals.

36



 Table 65
Susitna Hydroelectric Project
ESTIMATED SAMPLING ERRCE

BY RESOURCE USE
SHALL TOWM HOUSEHGLDS

REMOTE MOM-RENDTE
SAMPLE  MAXINUM SAMFLE  MAX MUK
GIZE  STANDARD SIZE  STANDARD
ERRDX ERKOR

Hunting © 1% 4% M5 zan
Hoose Hurding 0% B.02 213 3.4%
Caribou Huniing 16 12.5% 48 7.2%
Sheep or foat Hunting 8 17.7¢ 14 13.44
Brown Bear Hunting 9 16.7% 7 18.9%
Black Bear Hurting 9 16.7% 36 9.8%
Small Game Hunting 22 10.7% 13 4,37
Fishing 133 3.7% 912 1.7%
Salmon Fishing ag ¢.04 436 2.4%
King Salaon Fishing 33 2.71 138 4.3%
Silver Salmon Fishing 48 7.2 194 3.6%
Red Salmon Fishing 12 14.4% 79 .63
Other Salmon Fishing 9 22.4% 38 9.4%
Rainbow Trout Fishing 27 9.6% 1% 3.56%
Iolly Varden Eishing ? i8.9% a2 6.9%
Lake Trout Fishing i1 13.1% 35 8.5%1
Other Trout Fishing 1 30.0% b 20.4%
Brayling Fishing 3 9.3 138 4.02
Bourbot or Cod Fishing 9 16,74 29 9.3k
Summer off Road 2 10.9% % 3.1
Winter Off Road 25 10.0% 109 4.8%
Skiimg 2 35.42 1% 3.6%
Motorboating 15 12.9% 185 3.7%
Canoe, Raft, Kayak 4 23.9% 77 Se7%
Other Boating ¢ 0.0% 10 15.8%
Backpacking 7 18.9% 85 ey
Tent Camping 11 15.11 62 5.3%
Rec Yehicle Camping g 0.0% 25 10.0%
Gther Camping 0 0.0% 4 23.0%
Hiking, Picnickirg 15 12.9% 297 2.9%
Sightseeing 33 12.5% 366 3.61

*A few individuals did not specify which type of hunting and fishing they
did. Therefore, the addition of specific activity numbers do not always equai
category totals. .
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Table 6-6
Susitna Hydroelectric Project
ESTIMATED SAXPLING ERROR

BY RESOURCE USE
RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

REMOTE NON-EEMOTE
SAMPLE  MAX IMUM SAHPLE  MAXIHUM
SIZE  STANDARD SIZE  STANDARD
EREOR ERROR
Hunting ¥ 135 4.31 137 §.3%
Moose Hunting &0 £.5% a6 7.1%
Cariboy Hunting 12 14.4% o 10.7%
Sheep or fioat Hunting 12 14.41 2 35.4%
Brown Bear Hunting 3 8.9 3 28.9%
Black Bear Hurting 11 15.1% i3 13.9%
Small Game Hunting 37 B.2% 45 7.4
Eishing 158 4,01 244 3.34
Salmon Fishing 39 6.5% 119 4,562
King Salmon Fishing 20 11.3% 38 g.1%
Silver 53lgon Fishing 23 10.4% 44 7.9%
ked Salmon Fishing 9 16.7% a1 10.9%
Other Salmon Fishing 7 18.,9% 16 12.5%
Rainbow Trout Fishing 24 8.61% il 7.8%
DIially Varden Fishing 2 14.4% L 10.2%
Lake Trout Fishing 2 354 8 17.7%
Cther Trout Fishimg 3 21.4% ¢ 0.0%
Grayling Fishing 7 3.6% 43 7.7%
Bourbot or Cod Fishing 19 11.5% 1% 15.8%
Summer off Road 16 12.5% 16 13.5%
Hirier Off Road 3 8.2X 29 9.3%
Skiing 9 £.5% 36 8.3%
Motarboating 12 1442 g2 £.3%
Canoe, Raft, Kayak ] 20.4% 2 10.0%
Other Boating 0 G.0% 3 28.9%
Backpacking 28 9.4 13 13.9%
Tent Camping 4 25.0% i4 13.4%
Rec Vehicle Camping 1 .07 9 16.7%
Other Camping 3 28.9% 2 35.4%
Hikinq, Picnicking 39 8.0% 81 3.6
Sightsesing 9 11.3% Sk 0.7%

*A few individuals did not specify which txpe of hunting and fishing they
did. Therefore, the addition of specific activity numbers do not always equal

category totals.
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7.0 QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

Each interview was divided into three major sections. The first
section ascertained household resource use by type of use and by
location of use. The second section obtained information on two
selected resource use experiences. The third section determined
household characteristics relevant to resource use. The complete
questionnaire is reproduced in reduced form in Exhibit A. The
actual process of designing the questionnaire involved the
preparation of a final study design; a review of this design by
Harza-Ebasco Susitna Joint Venture (Harza-Ebasco), ADF&G Su-Hydro,
ADF&G, and the Power Authority; the preparation of a draft
questionnaire; a review of the questionnaire by the ADF&G, ADF&G
Su-Hydro, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Harza-Ebasco, and the
Power Authority; and pretests, followed by questionnaire revisions.
The pretests involved both interviews with key informants selected
for their different patterns of resource use and telephone inter-
views with a random sample of Eagle River residents. Approximately

50 pretests were completed.

7.1 CATEGORIES OF RESQURCE USE

The categories of resource use covered by the survey were first
identified from personal experience by Jim Hemming and by reviewing
relevant references concerning resource use in the region defined by
the Denali, Richardson, Glenn, and Parks highways (ADF&G 1983;
Stratton 1982, 1983, 1984; Stratton and Georgette 1984; Mills 1984;
Jubenville 1985). This set was reviewed by ADF&G, ADF&G Su-Hydro,
and Harza-Ebasco, and was subsequently modified to form the

following list of resource uses:
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Hunting: moose, caribou, sheep, goat, brown bear, black
bear, ptarmigan and grouse, waterfowl, snowshoe hare, and
fur-bearer hunting or trapping.

Fishing: %ing salmon, coho salmon, sockeye salmon, chum
salmon, pink salmon, rainbow trout, Dolly Varden, 1lake
trout, greyling, and burbot.

Other Resource Uses: summer off-road vehicle use, winter
off-road vehicle use, cross-country skiing, snowshoeing,
dog sledding, wildlife and scenic photography, motor-
boating, kayaking, canoeing, rafting, ' backpacking, tent
camping, recreational vehicle camping, day hiking, pic-
nicking, berry picking, and sightseeing.

The first pretestslof the questionnaire included all of the above
categories as separate resource uses; the interview length was found
to be éxcessive. To reduce the length of the interview, coho,
sockeye, chum, and pink salmon were grouped into the single category
“other salmon"; rainbow, dolly varden, and lake trout were grouped
into the single category "trout™; motorboating, kayaking, canoeing,
and rafting were grouped into the single category "boating”: and
backpacking, tent .camping, and recreational vehicle camping were
grouped into the single category "backpacking or tent or
recreational vehicle camping”; day hiking, picnicking, and berry
picking were grouped into the single category *day hiking,
picnicking, or berry picking™; and skiing, snowshoing, and dog

sledding were grouped into a single category.

If one of the first four activity groupé {(i.e. salmon other than
king salmon, trout, boating, or camping) was randomly selected for
more detailed questioning, respondents were asked which specific
activity with the activity group they had done. For example, if
“*salmon other than king salmon™ was selected, the respondent was

asked to identify whether the last trip was for coho, sockeye, pink,

or chum salmon.

The above groupings reflected the researchers' best judgment

concerning the tradeoff between specificity and interview complexity
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and length. It is important to recognize that the above categories
were not intended to be mutually exclusive since a single resource
use experiende may combine two or more activities. All partici-
pation was recorded without distinguishing between primary and
incidental activities. 1In general, however, respondents appeared to

report primary activities.

7.2 TIME PERIOD COVERED BY SURVEY

Given the seasonal nature of many resource use activities, the
shortest logical time period to be covered by the survey was twelve
months. The original research design provided for the collection of
information pertaining to both the most recent year and a specific,
longer time period in order to increase the number of resource users
identified. Pretesting of question formats indicated that the best
approach was to adopt an unlimited time period and to ask the
respondent to.identify the last year that a member of the household
engaged in a'given activity. This combination yielded comprehensive
information cbncerning annual and maximum participation rates (i.e.,

ever engaged in a given resource use activity).

After respondents indicated the last year that anyone in their
household had engaged in each resource use activity, regardless of
time or place, interviewers described the study region and
determined which activities occurred within the study region. Any
activities occurring within the study region were then further
defined in terms of their location in one of the 14 analysis areas.
In cases of multiple trips within the study region for any given
resource use, interviewers ascertained the primary use area on the

last trip.

Once respondents had indicated the last year that someone in their
household engaged in a given resource activity in the study region,
interviewers asked them to indicate the last year and last location

for the same activity outside the study region. In cases of
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multiple trips outside the study region for any given resource use,
again interviewers ascertained the primary use area on the last
trip. Thus, reported use levels refer only to the last trip and
underestimate total use in any given time period to the extent that

multiple trips to different locations occurred.

/.3 SELECTED RESQURCE USE EXPERTENCES

Collection of information concerning the characteristics of the area
in which a resource use occurred and the activity itself was
necessary to estimate the value of the use to the user. Section two
of the interview obtained information about two selected resource

use experiences (see Table 7-1).

Ideally, it would have beeﬁ preferable to obtain detailed informa-
tion for each resource use mentioned by the respondent. This was
clearly impossible given the technical constraints associated with a
personal interview. To maximize the amount of information obtained
about diverse forms of resource use, up to two separate resource use
experiences were selected for detailed questioning. To maximize the
amount of information obtained concerning the study region, uses
occurring in the study region were selected first. If no mentioned
activities occurred in the study region, uses occurring elsewhere
were selected. Computer-generated random numbers were used to

select activities.

/.4 COMPARISON OF USER CHARACTERISTICS

Collection of information concerning the characteristics of the
household was important for estimating wvalues attached to resource

uses. The information collected is shown in Table 7-2.
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TABLE 7-1
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
INFORMATION OBTAINED ABOUT
SELECTED RESOURCE USE EXPERIENCES

Total times engaged in activity in same area

Total times engaged in activity in study region (if
applicable)

Total times engaged in activity in same year as last
engagement

Mode of access used to get to final destination (off-road
vehicle, highway vehicle, boat, air charter, horse, or
extended hike)

Number of household members participating

Total number of persons in party

Total travel time from residence to final destination

Total days during which activity took place (including
travel)

Expenses incurred

Amount of money willing to pay before household would
reduce frequency of participation

Perceived characteristics of resource use area:

1

ease of getting into area

- familiarity with area

— beauty of area

- lack of crowding in area

- ease of getting around in area

- chance of getting desired experience in area
- cost of activity in area

- quality of places to stay or camp in in area
— family tradition of doing activity in area

- overall appeal of area

Perceived qualities of best other area for same activity

Ownership of land in area
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TABLE 7-2
SUSTINA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
INFORMATION OBTAINED ON
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESOURCE USERS

. Consumption of wild meat and fish as a percent of all meat
consumed
* Reasons for living in community

opportunity to get a job

- long-term economic opportunity

- chance to get away from urban problems
- challenging or exciting job

- being close to a wilderness environment
- opportunity to earn a high income

- chance to be self-reliant

- being part of a small community

- nearby hunting and fishing

- nearby outdoor recreation opportunities

] Education of respondent

. Number of wage earners in household

e Total number of months household members employed
® Household income
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8.0 ANALYSIS DESIGN

As stated earlier, this study has four major objectives. These are
to (1) estimate the number and percentage of study area households
engaging in resource wuse activities in the study region;
(2) estimate the dollar value of locations for resource use
activities; (3) compare the attributes of alternative locations for
pursuing the same activity; and (4) compare and contrast the
economic circumstances of urban, small town, and rural resource
users as a means of estimating the relative value of resource use

activities.

8.1 LEVELS QF RESOURCE USE

Two tables were constructed fér each of the 21 categories of
resource use covered in the first section of the questionnaire. The
first table contains estimates of the percentage of households
engaging in each activiti within each analysis area. The second
table contains estimates of the absolute number of households
engaging in each activity. A description of the rows and columns of

the 42 tables appears in Table 8.1,

Instead of producing point estimates of the percentage or absolute
number of 'households engaging in each activity, range estimates were
produced based on 95 percent confidence intervals. The best point

estimate in each case is the midpoint of the reported range.

8.2 ESTIMATED DOLLAR VALUE OF RESOURCE USE ACTIVITIES

Recreational and personal uses of mnatural resources in the study
region produce economic returns to the regional and state economy
and produce personal benefits to resource users. This study focused

on the value of loecations for various resource uses. Resource users
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TABLE 8.1
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

REPORTING CATEGORIES FOR LEVELS OF RESOURCE USE

coLuMy

WO 00 =3O LN &N

TIME PERIOD COVERED TARGET POPULATION

ever all households
1980-85 all households

1984 all households

ever urban households
1980-85 urban households

1984 urban households

ever small town households
1980-85 small town households
1984 small town households
ever rural households
1980-85 rural households

1984 rural households

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

Anywhere in or out of Alaska
Anywhere in Alaska

Within the study region
Within Analysis Area One
Within Analysis Area Two

. . )

Within Analysis Area 14

Within area 10 miles north of Denali Highway
Within Anchorage/Chugach Mountain area

On Kenai Peninsula

Within Copper River/Wrangell/Valdez area

In Socutheast Alaska

Elsewhere in Alaska

Outside of Alaska
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often expend significant amounts of money to reach the locations
where they pursue their recreation and personal use activities, and
these expenditures reflect a lower bound on the value they attach to
these locations. Travel expenditures do not reflect the total value
of a location for resource use, however. Information on the wvalue
of travel time and on perceived willingness to pay additional money
to engage in an activity at the chosen location was used in addition
to travel costs in order to approximate the total value of locations
for resource uses. Even these estimates do not reflect the value to
rufal residents of having nearby locations for resource uses. The
economic circumstances of rural, small town, and urban residents
were, therefore, compared as a means of indicating the extent to
which rural residents have foregone income in order to live nearby

resource use opportunities.

The first analysis step was to estimate the minimum value of a
single engagement in a given resource use or in a given geographic
area. Respondents were asked to report their total expenses getting
to the site where they began their last engagement in each activity.
These "out-of-pocket"™ travel costs constitute a minimum estimate of
the value a household placed on a particular geographic area for a

particular type of activity.

To avoid lasing large numbers of observations due to the cumulative
effect missing data, individual missing values were assumed to equal
the mean or median, as appropriate, of the particular population
subgroup/activity combination applying to the wvariable. A
comparison of results with and without the allocation of missing
data indicated that the procedure was valid (i.e., the results were

very similar).
Money is not the only resource expended when a trip is made to a

recreation site; time is also used. This time has value because it

can be used in other ways. An intermediate indicator of the value

47



of 1locations for resource uses was estimated by combining the
minimum value estimate described above with an estimate of the value
of time spent by the household traveling to the site where they
began the activity. Households are likely to travel longer periods
of time to reach more attractive sites. There are probably few
instances in which a household actually foregoes income (e.g., a
wage—-earner takes leave without pay) in order to take the time
necessary to travel to a site. In these instances, the foregone
income is actually part of the cost of engaging in an activity at a
particular site. Even time that is not normally work time has
value, however. Time can be used to do other activities or to go to

other recreation sites.

The use of travel time to estimate the value of a location for
resource use does not work as well for rural residents as it does
for urban residents. Many rural residents have made a one-time
location decision to live near favorable locations for resource
use. The value of these‘ locations is indirectly reflected in the
increased time they spend commuting to work or in the decreased
income they earn. The final chapter in this report presents data
which relates the value of resource use locations to differences in
economic circumstances resulting in part from residence 1location

decisions.

The best estimate of the value of the time spent traveling to a site
is derived from the average household wage. Time value was
estimated by multiplying round-trip travel time by the number of
wage earners estimated to be in the travel party by the estimated
average hourly wage for the household by 0.33. The household wage
was estimated by dividing reported household income by the estimated
number of hours worked by all household members. One-third of the
household wage rate was used rather than the entire household wage

rate because househeld members could not generally find additional
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work at their current wage rate. The one-third fraction is commonly
used in recreation and transportation economic studies (Cesario

1976), but it has no particular theoretical significance.

The intermediate value estimate described above probably under-
estimates the value of a single resource use engagement if the time
spent on the activity is constrained by competing time demands on
the resource user or limits on the availability of the resource.
That is, many resource users would probably spend more time and
money to engage in a given activity at a given location if it were
necessary to do so. It is easiest to conceive of this value as the
admission fee that resource users would pay to use the site. It is
necessary to infer the maximum amount users would pay from survey

responses since no entrance fee is actually charged.

Analysis of responses to reported willingness to pay indicated that
respondents generally did not interpret the question to mean the
amount they would pay before they reduced the frequency of
engagements by one; rather, response patterns showed that the figure
given more closely approximated the amount respondents would pay to
do an activity at all at a given location. The willingness to pay
for the last trip was thus estimated by dividing the reported
willingness to pay by the number of engagements reported for a given
activity/location combination. This figure was added to the
intermediate value described above to calculate a maximum value for
a single trip. As stated earlier, the maximum dollar value estimate
may still underestimate the total value of a location for a resource
use for rural residents who have chosen to live near resources even

though there are fewer economic opportunities in rural areas.

Low, medium, and high estimates of the mean value of single resource
use engagements can be ¢ompared across locations as an indication of
the relative quality of a particular type of resource use among

urban, small town, and rural resource users. To compare the value
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of different types of resource uses, however, an additional
an#lytical step was necessary. Households tend to engage in some
typés of resource uses multiple times during a year and to engage in
other types of resource uses only once a year. A comparison of
single engagement values across resource uses would therefore
underestimate the relative value of resource uses that are commonly
pursued multiple times. The value of all engagements specific to a
single activity and a single location was calculated by multiplying
the mean value for a single engagement times the reported number of

engagements.

Mean value estimates for single resource use engagements also do not
take into account variations in the number of resource users across
locations. Estimates of +the aggregate value of each resource
activity in each analysis area was therefore calculated by
multiplying the mean value estimate for a single resource use
engagement times the number of engagements per household times the

estimated total number of resource users.

The dollar value analysis objectives would have been best met if it
were possible to report resource value information by detailed
activity, geographic location, and user group. GCounting the
21 detailed activities, the 21 detailed geographic locations, and
the 3 user groups, this ideal approach would have yielded 1,764 sets
of resource value information. Each set would have consisted of a
low, intermediate, and high value estimate. Aside from the problem
of information overload, this approach was impractical because there
was insufficient information to provide reliable estimates at such a
detailed level. Given the primary analysis objective of estimating
the value of resource use for areas likely to be directly affected
by the Susitna Project, mean and aggregate dollar value estimates

were calculated for six location groupings:
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® The potential inundation zone, Area 10

® The areas likely to receive improved access, Areas 11
and 12

[ All oﬁher remote areas of the study region

) Nonremote areas of the study region

] All other remote areas

] All other nonremote areas

Mean dollar value estimates for Area 10 and for Areas 11 and 12 were
not based on the geographic location of the activity but rather on
the mode of access used throughout the study area. Resource use
activities were treated as remote if the final mode of transpor-
tation used to get to the activity location was either airplane,
boat, off-road vehicle, horse, or--if a rural household--walking.
All other activities were treated as nonremote (except in the Big
Lake Area 14, in which all modes of access were treated as nonremote
activities). The same categorization system was used for activities
taking place outside the study region. The estimates for Area 10
and for Areas 11 and 12 are, thefefore, equivalent to the mean

dollar value estimate for other remote areas of the study region.

The reason mode of access was used to define remote area activities
rather than geography was that the number of reported activities in
Areas 10, 11, and 12 was insufficient to provide a reliable basis
for computing mean dollar estimates. Since these‘areas cannot be
accessed by road, the best alternative data base was the set of
activities in which the mode of access included airplane, boat,
off-road vehicle, horse, or-——if a rural household--walking. The
choice of this analysis approach was based on the assumption that
mode of access accounts for most of the differences in the value of
activities in remote areas such as Areas 10, 11, and 12 and the

value of activities pursued in nonremote areas of the study region.
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Mean dollar values for remote and nonremote areas outside the study

region were also calculated on the basis of the mode of access used.

Mean and aggregate dollar estimates were produced for the study area
population as a whole for the following groupings of resource use
activities: all activities combined, all hunting activities, all
fishing activities, and all nonconsumptive activities. Comparable
estimates were produced for wurban, small town, and rural

subpopulations.

To provide a more detailed description of the dollar values
associated with the 21 specific resource uses covered by the survey,
the location groupings were collapsed to compare resource values in

the following groups:

Remote areas of the study region
Nonremote areas of the study region

Other remote areas

Other nonremote areas

Activities were classified as either remote or nonremote by mode of
access used, as described earlier. Mean dollar values for single
engagements were calculated for urban, small town, and rural
populations as well as for the study area population as a whole. 1In
this case, it was not possible to produce aggregate value estimatés
because estimates of resource use levels could not be calculated for
the location groupings as defined above. The question on mode of
access was asked only about two reported activities, and the subset
of these activities occurring outside the study region cannot be
considered a random sample of non-Susitna activities. Susitna
activities were selected preferentially for detailed questioning,
and households engaging in activities both in and out of the study

region may differ in the remote/nonremote distribution of their
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activities from households which only engage in activities outside
the study region. However, it was possible to multiply mean dollar
values for single engagements by the reported number of engagements
and thereby produce a set of mean dollar values for all trips to a

location for a given activity.

8.3 ESTIMATION OF RELATIVE VALUE OF RESQURCE USES

Estimation of the dollar value of resource use activities is
necessary if the value of different resource uses are to be
compared. The approach used in this study to estimate dollar values
of resource use activities does not, however, explain why one
particular activity/location 'combination is valued more than
another. If the reasons for relative attractiveness were
understood, the likelihood of protecting the overall attractiveness
of a location for a particular activity would be significantly
increased. Steps can be taken to protect and enhance resource
values. If lack of crowding is a particularly important component
of the value attached to the use of a given area, for example, it
can be expected that improved access and subsequent increases in
resource use may significantly lower the quality of an area for

current resource users.

To provide an indication of the attributes contributing to overall
activity/location attractiveness, respondents were asked to rate the
quality of ten specific area attributes and the quality of the area
overall as a location for the reported activity. These specific

attributes included:

M Ease of getting into the area

° Familiarity with the area

) Beauty of the area

° Lack of crowding in the area

) Ease of getting around in the area
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e Chance of getting what you wanted in the area

® Cost of this activity in the area

] Quality of places to stay or camp in the area

e Chance of being close to nature in the area

. Family tradition of doing the activity in the area

Mean ratings of each of the ten specific area attributes and a mean
rating for the overall assessment of area quality were calculated
for four activity groupings, four population groupings, and four
location groupings. Thus, 64 sets of 11 means were calculated. The

activity, population, and location groupings are shown in Table 8-2.

This combination of activities, population groups, and locations
provided data of acceptable reliability and still permitted a
comparison of the mean values of all attributes in areas sharing the
same access characteristics as the potential inundation zone with

remote areas outside the study region and with nonremote areas.

The comparison of mean values described above provides a perspective
on the relative attractiveness of different areas if one assumes
that the values do not vary among individuals in the same population

subgroup. It was also possible to compare the relative value of a
| particular activity/location combination with the best substitute
location for an activity on an individual basis. Respondents were
asked not only to rate the ten specific area attributes for the
location they used, they were also asked to make the same
evaluations for the best other area in which they could pursue the
same activity. Each attribute rating for the best other area was
subtracted from the comparable rating for the area actually used to
provide a set of relative comparisons on an individual basis. Mean
difference ratings were calculated for the same activity,
population, and location groupings shown for the mean value ratings
in Table 8-2.

54



TABLE 8-2
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
ACTIVITY, POPULATION, AND LOCATION
GROUPINGS FOR RELATIVE VALUE ANALYSIS

Activity Groupings for Relative Value Analysis

All activities
Hunting activities
Fishing activities

Nonconsumptive activities

Population Groupings for Relative Value Analysis

Study area population as a whole
Urban population
Small town population

Rural population

Location Groupings for Relative Value Analysig

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote
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8.4 COMPARISON OF USER CHARACTERISTICS

Rural residents who spend less to engage in an activity because they
live closer to the resource are likely to be shown in the dollar
value analysis to attach a lower value to a particular activity/
location combination than urban residents. Taken out of context,
this comparison is misleading. First, rural residents may spend
less in absolute dollars, but may spend a larger proportion of their
income engaging in an activity. Second, many rural residents may
have forgone the opportunity to maximize their income or receive
other benefits associated with living in urban areas in order to
live closer to fish and wildlife resources. It 1is therefore
important to compare the economic circumstances of urban, small
town, and rural residents. Table 8-3 displays the characteristics

compared among urban, small town, and rural resource users.

The primary objective of the user characteristics analysis was to
determine the extent to which the dollar wvalue analysis results
underestimated the value of rural resident resource uses. The most
appropriate comparison groups for this analysis were urban, small
town, and rural residents who either hunt or fish since the value of
hunting and fishing products to households can be expected to vary
in direct relationship to a household®’s ability to purchase food.
Therefore, all comparisons were made among households which reported

engaging in hunting or fishing activities.
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TABLE B-3
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
URBAN, SMALL TOWN, AND RURAL
ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

Education

Months worked per adult in household

Income

Proportion of food-derived from hunting and fishing

Perceived importance of living in community with regard to:

-opportunity to get a job
-long-term economic opportunity
—-challenging or exciting job

-opportunity to earn a high income

-nearby hunting and fishing
—chance to be self-reliant

-being close to a wilderness environment

-nearby outdoor recreation opportunities
-chance to get away from urban problems
~being part of a small community

~being near friends
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9.0 LEVELS OF RESOURCE USE

9.1 INTRODUCTION

One of the primary objective of this study was to produce estimates
of the number of urban, small town, and rural residents who use
resources that might be affected by the Susitna Project. As
described earlier, a random sample of 4,545 study area residents
provided the information necessary to produce resource use
estimates. This chapter is intended to introduce the reader to the
detailed resource use estimates contained in Exhibit B. The chapter
begins by describing the characteristics of the data, ihcluding its

limitations. The remainder of the chapter summarizes the results.

Sample survey data such as that used to derive the resource use
estimates reported in this study are subject to both sampling error
and measurement error. Resource use estimates are reported as a
range rather than a point estimate so that the reader can readily
see the size of the potential sampling error. A range of 450 to 550,
for example, means that the estimated sampling error for the

particular resource use estimate is plus or minus 50.

It is much more difficult to estimate the size of the measurement
error. Measurement error can result from mistakes made by the
respondent in reporting their activities, mistakes made by the
interviewer in recording responses, and errors or omissions in the
questionnaire. Measurement errors are virtually impossible to
completely eliminate but can be limited to a small percentage of

responses with the application of standard survey procedures.
While measurement errors are often ignored, it is important in this

case for the reader to be aware of the potential effects of

measurement errors on the resource use estimates. Given the overall
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purpose of the study, resource use estimates for the potential
inundation area (Area 10) the areas that would be opened up to road
access (Areas 11 and 12), and the area most likely to experience
downstream effects (Area 1) are of particular interest. Areas 10,
11 and 12 currently experience relatively low levels of resource
use. Even a sample of 4,545 respondents would not be expected to
contain more than a few people who live in households that have

visited these remote areas of the study region.

At f.he same time, most of these 4,545 respondents can be expected to
report resource use activities in other areas. If even a small
proportion of these reported activities are miscoded into a remote
area, the resource use estimate for that remote area can be
significantly inflated. To minimize this problem, a comprehensive
list of some geographic features was used to locate each reported
resource use activity within one of the foufteen analysis areas
described earlier. Many commonly-used rivers and streams crossed
through several analysis areas, however, and interviewers sometimes
found it difficult to locate the activity within a single analysis
area. As a result, some miscoding of resource uses undoubtedly
occurred. Assuming that the miscoded number is equally likely to be
an area used rarely as an area used frequently, the impact of
miscoding will be greatest in the analysis areas in which the least
actual activity occurs. The reader should, therefore, keep in mind
that the resource use estimates for remote areas are likely to

exceed actual levels of resource use.

Three ranges of resource use estimates are given for each type of
resource use for urban, small town, and rural residents as well as
for the study area population as a whole. The three ranges are
labeled "ever," "1980-1985," and "1984." The estimates reported
under each of the three ranges do not refer to the total number or
percentage of households that have engaged in an activity for a

given location but rather to a subset of that total. Respondents
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were not asked to report every location at which théy did each
resource use activity each year. Rather, they were asked to report
the last location at which they did each resource use activity in
the last year they did the activity (1) in the study region and
(2) outside the study region.

If one or more members of a given household pursued the same
activity in three different locations in the last year, only the

location of the last engagement contributes to the reported resource

use estimate. Similarly, if one or more members of a household

pursue a given activity every year, only the location of the most
recent year's engagement contributes to the reported resource use
estimates. The ranges, therefore, always refer to an aggregation of
the number or percentage of household reports on the last time an

activity was pursued.

While it may at first appear as if it would have been preferable to
collect information on all locations where each activity was
pursued, such an approach would have been impossible. Respondents
could not be expected to report all locations, particularly for
multiple years. It was necessary to capture resource uses in
multiple years in order to expand the sample of resource users to a

size sufficient for the value analysis.

The implication of the resource use reporting method used in this
study is that the reported resource use ‘estimates underestimate
total resource use in specific locations, but not as a whole. The
extent of underestimation depends on the frequency of resource use
within individual households and the diversity of locations used for

the same resource use activity, again within individual households.
The extent of underestimation is clearly less for shorter time

periods since there is less opportunity for multiple engagements at

different locations. Thus, the most restrictive time period
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reported, 1984, should be considered the closest estimate to that
which corresponds to total resource use at specific locations.
Activities that are commonly pursued several times each yéar,
however, still would be underestimated for specific locations used

early in the year.

The distribution of some resource uses in 1984 may not be reliable
indicators of the distribution of resource use over longer time
periods since wildlife population fluctuations, changing regula-
tions, and short-term weather conditions can be expected to
influence the pattern of resource use. Range estimates for longer
periods of time accurately identify the total number of households
engaging in specific resource uses but underestimate total use of
specific areas since the last location reported for a given activity
cannot be assumed to be the only location used by a household for

that activity.

In general, however, range estimates for both shorter and longer
periods reliably indicate the relative distribution of resource use
between remote areas and areas accessible by road. It is this
distinction that is most important to make in the present study as
the Susitna Project would provide road access into previously remote

areas.

The final point to keep in mind is that the 1984 range estimates
actually are constructed from reported activities through April
1985, Respondents were asked to report the last year a member of
their household pursued an activity, and in some cases the year
mentioned was 1985. While this approach probably slightly
overestimates winter resource uses, it was judged to be preferable
to the alternative of excluding households which reported activity
in 1985 and, therefore, did not report whether or not they engaged

in the same activity in 1984.
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9.2 SUMMARY OF RESOURCE USE ESTTMATES

Exhibit B contains the 42 resource use tables that constitute the
primary prnduct of this research. The basic. question they are
intended to answer is how much resource use occurs in the areas
likely to be affected by the Susitna Project. Table 9-1 presents a
summary of the distribution of resource uses among all households in
the study area. The Susitna Project's inundation zone is closely
représented by Area 10. Table 9-1 shows that 0.3 percent of all
resource use in 1984 occurred in Area 10. Based on maximum
estimated sampling errors, less than 1,000 households engaged in any
resource use activity in Area 10 in 1984. Considering all resource
use activities together, Area 10 therefore receives a negligible
proportion of total resource use. This conclusion holds for rural,

small town, and urban residents.

The plan of proposed Project access (Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission 1984) calls for a road to be constructed from the Denali
ﬁighway south to the Watana Dam and a road to be constructed from
the Watana Dam west to the Devil Canyon Dam. Assuming that these
roads would be open to the public following constructon, resource
use in areas south of the Denali Highway could significantly expand.
Opening the access roads would increase use of the areas by small
town and urban residents. This increased use could place current
rural user§ of the areas at a competitive disadvantage. It is
therefore important to examine existing levels of rural resource use
in the areas subject to improved access. These areas are best
represented by study analysis Areas 11 and 12. Table 9-1 shows that
2.2 percent of all rural resource uses occurred in Areas 11 and 12
in 1984.

Less than 200 rural households engaged in any resource use activity
in Areas 11 and 12 in 1984. (The best estimate is 88 rural
households.) Improved access does not, therefore, appear to pose a

potential problem for rural resource users as a group. This is not
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to say that some of the 200 individual rural resource users of
Areas 11 and 12 may not faced increased competition for resources a

result of improved access to Areas 11 and 12.

The finding of low resource use levels in Area 10 and in Areas 11
and 12 for resource uses in general also holds for hunting, fishing,
and nonconsumptive uses individually. Referring again to Table 9-1,
the percentage of all hunting resource uses located in either
Area 10 or in Areas 11 and 12 are below 2 percent among urban, small
town, and rural households. The same is true for fishing and
nonconsumptive activities. Table 9-1 does not present comparable
data by individual activity, but a review of the detailed tables in
Exhibit B clearly shows that the pattern of extremely low use levels
in Areas 10, 11 and 12 holds for all individual activities and for

rural, small town, and urban population subgroups as well as for the
population as a whole.

Another area of concern is the Susitna River reach between Devil's
Canyon and the confluence of the Susitna and Chulitna Rivers near
Talkeetna (within Area 1). Changes in water flow, temperature, and
turbidity regimes could affect salmon stocks. An estimated
1,800 study area households fish for salmon in Area 1 annually. The
1,800 households account for approximately 2.5 percent of all study

area households annually involved in recreational or personal use of

salmon.

The survey sample of 4,545 study area residents did not include
anyone who used the Susitna River within the potential inundation
zone for kayaking or any other form of boating the last time they
went boating in 1984. It is entirely possible that none of the
small number of individuals who went boating in Area 10 in 1984 fell
into the survey sample (the probability of no Area 10 boaters

falling into the survey is 0.46 if 20 individuals used Area 10 for
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Total

‘Area 10

Areas 11, 12

Remainder study region

Elsewhere—remote

Elsewhere—nonremote
TOTAL

Hunting

Area 10

Areas 11, 12

Remainder study region

Elsewhere—-remote

E1sewhere—nonremote
TOTAL

Fishing

Area 10

Areas 11, 12

Remainder study region

Elsewhere—remote

Elsewhere—nonremote
TOTAL

Nonconsumptive

Area 10

Areas 11, 12

Remainder study region

Elsewhere—remote

Elsewhere——nonremote
TOTAL

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

TABLE 9-1

HOUSEHOLDS USING KEY AREAS

IN 1984
Urban Small Town Rural Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
531 0.3 69 0.3 19 0.5 619 0.3
1,381 0.8 208 1.0 88 2.2 1,677 0.9
12,120 42.3 10,631 50.5 2,168 53.7 84,919 43.4
13,487 1.9 1,420 6.7 246 6.1 15,153 1.8
82,850 48.7 8,725 41.5 1,512 37.5 93,087 47.6
170,369 100.0 21,053 100.0 4,033 100.0 195,455 100.0
212 0.4 14 0.2 5 0.2 231 0.3
319 0.6 97 1.0 42 1.8 458 0.7
23,686 43.1 5,371 57.5 1,373 60.3 30,430 45.7
4,297 1.8 540 5.8 120 5.3 4,957 1.5
26,399 48.1 3,318 35.5 139 32.4 30,456 45.8
54,913 100.0 9,340 100.0 2,219 100.0 66,532 100.0
212 0.2 28 0.2 3 0.1 243 0.2
531 0.5 42 0.3 21 0.8 594 0.5
44,292 41.6 1,716 55.1 1,113 61.7 53,721 43.6
8,610 8.1 870 6.2 146 5.2 9,626 1.8
52,889 49.6 5,347 38.2 894 32.2 59,130 47.9
106,534 100.0 14,003 100.0 2,717 100.0 123,314 100.0
212 0.1 14 0.1 13 0.4 239 0.1
850 0.5 83 0.4 37 1.0 970 0.6
63,729 40.5 9,840 51.6 2,096 57.2 75,665 42.0
12,982 8.3 1,278 6.7 212 5.8 14,472 8.0
79,744 50.6 7,853 41.2 1,306 35.6 88,903 49.3
157,517 100.0 19,068 100.0 3,664 100.0 180,249 100.0
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their last boating experience in 1984).

The survey results should
not,

therefore, be used toc estimate levels of use of this special,
but extremely small, subpopulation.

The survey results indicate that neither portions of Area 10 nor
improved access to Areas 11 or 12 would directly affect the resource
use activities of more than 2 percent of all study area households,
or more than 4 percent of all rural households who currently use

these areas. The next chapter of this report examines the dollar

value of resource activities of these areas in the context of the

dollar values of resource activities pursued elsewhere in the state.
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10.0 DOLLAR VALUE OF RESOURCE USES

10.1 INTRODUCTION

The estimation of dollar values for resource use activities takes
into account the number of resource users in different areas and the
quality of these different . resource use areas. The dollar value
estimates are restricted to a single year's worth of household
resource uses and, therefore, do not indicate the value of resource
uses in perpetuity. Neither should the dollar value estimates be
interpreted to mean the value lost if the Susitna Hydroelectric
Project goes forward. Rather, the dollar value estimates provide a
useful indication of the gross annual value of resource uses by
location. Changes in access, wildlife population levels, and other
area attributes could increase or decrease the gross annual value of
resource uses at a given location. Finally, dollar values
underestimate the total value of a location to rural resource users
who have chosen to live near resources at a sacrifice to their

income earning potential.

As described in Section 8.2, the first analysis step for estimating
dollar values for resource use activities was to calculate low,
intermediate, and high value estimates for a single engagement in a
resource use. The low estimate is based on "out-of-pocket" expenses
incurred getting to the activity 1location. The intermediate
estimate adds the value of travel time to the low estimate. The
high estimate adds, to the intermediate estimate, the respohdent's
reported willingness to pay an additional amount in order to engage

in the activity.
The second analysis step was to multiply the mean walue estimates

times the number of trips taken to the same place to do the same

activity. These intermediate (i.e., nonreported) values correspond
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to the estimated value of all trips taken by a household. The final
analysis step was to multiply the calculated mean values for all
trips times the estimated total number of resource users engaging in

the same activity at the same location.

10.2 SUMMARY OF DOLLAR VALUE ANALYSIS RESULTS

Tables 10-1 through 10-12 present both mean and aggregate dollar
value estimates, first for all actiQities and all study area
residents and, subsequently, for urban, small town, and rural
residents. The same reporting format is used to present mean and
aggregate dollar value estimates for thunting, fishing, and
nonconsumptive activities. Table 10.1 shows that the mean dollar
value for resource uses as a whole in the potential inundation zome,
Area 10, ranges from a low of $83 per trip to a high of $321 per
trip. As described in Section 8.2, these estimates are based on all
remote activities pursued in the study region, and not solely on

activities pursued in Area 10.

The mean dollar value estimates for Area 10 and for Areas 11 and 12
are similar to the mean dollar value estimates for remote areas
outside the Susitna study region. As expected, they are higher than
for nonremote areas. Travel costs are likely to be higher to access
remote areas and the quality of the experience sought is likely to

be greater.

The aggregate dollar value estimates presented in Tables 10-1
through 10-12 establish a much different perspective on the value of
remote areas in the study region. The aggregate value estimates are
the product of the mean value estimates and resource use estimates.
The use analysis results presented in Section 9.2 showed that only
0.3 percent of all study area households used resources in Area 10
in 1984. Although the mean dollar value estimates are higher for

remote than nonremote areas, extremely low levels of use cause the
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aggregate dollar value estimates to also be low in remote areas.
Table 10-13 directly compares the percent of total aggregate value
attributed to the six key analysis areas. In no case do Areas 10,

11, or 12 account for more than 3 percent of total aggregate value.

Areas 10, 11, and 12 are relatively more important to small town and
rural households, than they are to urban households. In absolute
terms, however, these areas are more valuable to the urban
population than the small town and rural populations combined. The
high estimated aggregate wvalue to the urban population is‘$1,554,456
while the combined high estimated aggregate value to the small town

and rural populations is $259,314.

Another concern raised about Susitna Project is its effect on salmon
stocks in the river reach between Devil's Canyon and the confluence

with the Chulitna River.

The estimated annual wvalue of Area 1, which contains this reach of
the Susitna River for recreational salmon fishing, is between
$499,000 and $1,374,000. These figures represent between 2.0 and
2.4 percent of the aggregate annual value of all fishing sites

within and outside the study region.
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Table 10-1
Susitna Hydroelectric Project

ESTIMATEDL DOLLAR VALUES OF
ALL ACTIVITIES BY AKEA

WEAN DOLLAR VALUE ‘ ANHUAL AGSKEGATE DOLLAX YALUE
OF LAST TRIP OF ALL TRIFS
Low Intermediate  Hian Low Intermediatz  Hign
ALL HOUSEHOLDS
Area 10 33 137 311 180,171 309,137
Areas 11, 12 3 137 321 481,732 828,749 249
Other Study Region Remote 1 135 1 3,564, 454 3,94911'” 9,303,213
Study Region Nonremote 37 87 174 11,586,665 24,521,468 36,332,421
Elsewhere Remote 93 160 29 6,853,495 12,297,72% 16,184,420
Elsewhere Nonremote 3 75 117 13,300,494 30,755,120 40, 1,1.m
URBAN HOUSEHOLDS
Area 10 - ' 93 150 45 159,360 268,159 431,703
Areas 11, 12 93 150 345 414,300 597,405 1122753
Other Study Region Remote 2 148 347 3,094,345 5,088,630 8,349,540
Study Region Nonremote 38 e 18] 10,124,540 21 bof,m,l@ 3N,793,535
Elsewhere Remote L 168 300 5,341,195 11, eue.,:f 15,139,382
Elsewhere Nonremote 3 75 113 3,013,250 26,003,3 35,874,050
SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS
Area 10 ' .5k 108 253 18,078 38,156 52,302
Areas 11, 12 36 108 252 S4,4% 106,990 157,682
Other Study Region Remote 56 108 229 359,304 718,608 1,513,018
Study Region Nonremote 2 59 130 1,223,640 2,333,980 3,986,100
Elsewhere Remote 66 106 292 02,460 568,000 955,560
Elsewhere Nonremote 2 77 140 1,291,300 2,547,700 3,647,050
RURAL HOUSEHOLDS ‘
Area 10 20 39 161 2,793 4,336 2,215
Areas 11, 12 2 3 161 29% 23 40,52
Other Study Region Remote 0 29 159 140,205 241,920 435,645
Study Region Nonremote 2 a0 147 238,485 374,238 S55I,79%
Elsewhere Remote 19 35 55 9,840 53,468 59,372
Elsewhere Nonremote 14 53 341 55,944 204,130 550,180
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Table 10-2
Susitna Hydroelectric Project

ESTIMATED DOLLAR VALUES OF
HUNTING BY ARES

MEAN DULLAR VALUE AMHUAL ARGEEGATE DOLLAR YALUE
OF LAST TRIP OF alL TRIFS
Low Interwedizle  High Low Interaediate  Hish
ALL HOUSEHOLDS .
Area 10 103 a1 471 41,137 84,790 133,780
Areas 11, 12 103 166 471 78,451 1..4 43¢ 2BE,871
Other Study Region Remote 102 112 471 1,412,768 2,237,920 s.:;:.&ﬂf
Study Region Nonremote 5 92 249 2,404,713 4,456,640 9,461,706
Elsewhere Remote 52 249 377 1,232,068 2,109,277 9,842,789
Elsewhere Nonremote , 3l 78 153 2,938,482 5,413,269 8 874,019
URBAN HOUSEHOLDS
Area 10 - 12 178 36 38,150 55,79 143,948
Areas 11, 12 112 178 506 37,426 90,277 716,501
Cther Study Region Remote 111 176 512 114.4..,5:'*0 1,:“36,%1.‘1 3;3 773
Study Region Nonremote 48 % 260 1,889,842 2,554,200 7 .an.gE._
Elsewhere Remote 163 74 11 1,044,468 1,894,577

o

Elsewhere Nonremote 3 80 132 2,099,122 4,546,224

SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS
Area 10 86 150 426 2,702 4,144

AR

71

£,372
Areas 11, 12 86 150 425 18,721 28,712 5¢,006
Other Study Region Remote 88 131 . 388 238,52 343,360 £49,500
Study Region Nonremote 25 71 200 383,201 ?15;8‘?(1 1,532;3@4
Elsewhere Remote 119 148 508 182,320 207,300 451,440
Elsewhere Nonremote 39 76 218 437,976 670,236 1,240,932

RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

Area 10 30 A9 13¢ 373 850 1,460
Areas 11, 12 30 69 180 2,310 5,4 12,354
Other Study Region Remote 30 70 169 41,608 93,076 199,124
Study Region Nonremote 38 g2 xy 131,670 186,480 217,528
Elsewhere Remote 8 16 47 1,080 2,40 5,34
Elsewhere Nonremote 7 ! 4 41,384 9,809 109,372




ALL HOUSEHOLDS
Area 10
Areas 11, 12
Other Study Region Remote
Study Region Nonremote
Elsewhere Remote
Elsewhere Nonremote

URBAN HOUSEHOLDS
Area 10
Areas 11, 12

Other Study Region Remote

Study Region Nonremote
Elsewhere Remote
Elsewhere Nonremte

SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS
Area 10
Areas 11, 12

Other Study Region Remote

Study Region Nonremote
Elsewhere Remote
Elsewhere Nonremote

RURAL HOUSEHOLDS
Area 10
Areas 11, 12

Other Study Region Remote

Study Region Nonremote
Elsewhere Remote
Elsewhere Nonremote

Low

Table 10-3

Susitna Hydroelectric Project

ESTTHATED DCLLAR VALUES 0F
EISHING BY ARE3

HEAN DOLLAR YALUE

LAST TRIP
Irtermedizte  Hiap

73 119 263
73 118 265
73 117 264
37 8% 169
83 137 233

2 92 146
79 128 280
7 138 280
78 idé 28
39 8 177
2 182 281
44 94 147
43 82 178
48 2 178
38 82 e
23 37 22
7 113 303
27 b4 139
19 34 167
19 34 167
19 34 167
27 48 109
173 182 1%

9 19 7l
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ANNUAL AGGRESH

Low

[ T S R ] L-;l

52,430
cl 236
.,334,084
4,769,318
3,341,930
8,726,685

3,68

13,020
104,352
783,240
154,560
524,006

L‘.I’.'x
[}

198
1,386
43,305

JQ,4”“
316,340

16,092

g
&

[E DOLLAR VALLE
OF ALL TRIF

Fi
<
b=}

Iniermediszte  Hian

123,059 130,767
21 454,358
E.Jv4 70 9,497,734
13, (.149. 924
Q,ﬁal;x
}.5, "‘IQb tSJ 4

ir.

10,0 171,932
775,589 430,642
4,525,264 7,440,230

l.,.:@l 224 17,198,114
4,046,700 6,233,640

17,204,703 24,117,384

0 17,336
19,320 26,754
BUO,048 875,248
1,881,060 2,991,720
16,440 557,670
1,122,870 1,967,569

351

2,457

79,458 ,
167,640 285,49
226,038 237,974
31,290 97,446
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Table 10-4

Susitna Hydroelectric Project

ESTIMATED DOLLAR VALUES OF
A

NONCONSUNPTIVE 1*&”1 E3
BY ARE
MEAN DOLLAR YALUE ARNUAL AGGREGATE DOLLAE VALUE
OF LAST TRIF OF ALL TRIPS
Lou Interzedizte  High Low Intermediate  Hish
ALL HOUSEHOLDS .
Area 10 g1 139 276 105,219 169,786 209,574
Areas 11, 12 ‘ 81 139 276 423,043 899, ,JU“ 941,177
Other Study Region Remote 8l 139 378 2,317,3%6 3,935,255 5,343,340
Study Region Nonremote 2 s 169 12,981,475 27,041,389 36,936,774
Elsewhere Remote 72 118 H 9,618,30¢ 17,577,060 20.530,976
Elsewhere Nonremote 2 68 102 13,012,988 ,1_543_,.;{1 29,803,327
URBAN HOUSEHOLDS
Area 10 00 155 34 98,156 131,156 64,158
Areas 11, 12 100 165 314 383,350 BOE,GSL‘- BiB.358
Other Study Region Remote 99 164 315 1,921,288  I,%3, 4,004,458
Study Region Nonremote 36 89 167 11..&1 943 .».’3.?"5.2‘3 32,296,184
Elsewhere Remote 76 124 173 3,437,914 16,715,546 19,758,004
Elsewhere Nonremote i) 67 9 11 362,500 -‘8,5%.352 35,167,104
SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS
Area 10 1 100 163 3,6% 13,113 15,390
Areas 11, 12 3 100 163 31,912 77,771 92,355
Other Study Region Remote 31 144 163 163,96@ 99,680 758, 40¢
Study Region Nonremote ] a7 112 v209,200 2,714,000 3,946,800
Elsewhere Remote 28 o5 85 L..,S"O 313,478 713,..,4
Elsewhere Nonremote 3 85 135 1,413,540 2,811,374 3,585,821
RURAL HOUSEHOLDS
Area 10 i5 24 146 3,367 g,512 3,523
Areas 11, 12 1 24 146 9,533 15,688 34,272
Other Study Region Remote 15 24 148 326,348 371,304 575,484
Study Region Nonremote 3 82 147 330,322 912,076 £93,830
Elsewhere Remote 1 36 36 8,056 143,036 143,248
Elsewhere Nonremote 21 90 711 36,568 229,55() i,047,412
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Table 10-5
Susitna Hydroelectric Project
ESTIMATED DOLLAR YALUES ¢F

ACTIVITIES IN REMOIE AREAS
BT ALL HOUSEHOLLS

MEAN DOLLAR VALUES HEAH NULLAR VALUES
LAST IRIF ALL TRIFS
Low Intermediate  High Law Intermediate  High
Hoose Huniing 115 176 421 186 375 o944
Caribou Hunting 136 23 918 218 321 1,169
Sheep or Hoat Hunting 205 363 635 208 267 542
Brown Eear Hunting 73 139 393 176 333 057
Black Bear Hunting B8l 106 683 13 B8 791
Small Game Hunting 55 132 190 176 285 471
Kina Salmon Fishing 81 121 289 79 416 705
Silver Salaon Fishing B6 133 343 25 491 77
ked Salmon Fishing 57 117 163 133 71 449
Dther Salmon Fishing 103 186 244 77 831 781
Rainbow Irout Fishing 53 89 154 293 475 731
Iiolly Yarden Fishing 47 -89 2 133 3RS 4532
Lake Trout Fishing 97 141 547 328 42 903
Other Trout Fishing A k. X X X *
firayling Fishing 70 121 sl s} 592 792
Bourbat or {od Eishing 31 102 173 352 1,088 1,179
Summer off Road 45 80 108 304 483 366
Winter 0ff Road 17 30 102 139 333 637
Skiing 47 6% 180 1,187 1,394 1,994
Hotorbioating 108 155 220 471 84 783
Canoe, Raft, Kayak 167 198 281 99 764 g4
fther Boating * A k ! A £
Eackpackimg 201 356 432 730 1,130 1,319
Tent Camping 144 323 838 546 932 1,684
kec Vehicle Camping x A £ * * A
Other Camping * A A A k *
Hiking, Ficnicking 42 79 130 668 949 1,025
Signizeeing £9 13 a7 406 1,241 1,332

Asterisks refer io estimates which have been supressed diue to insufficient sample size.
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Mogse Hurting
aribou Hunting

Sheep or Goat Hunting
droun Bear Hunting
Black Bear Hunting
Small Game Hunting
Fing Salmon Fishing
Silver Salmon Fishing
ked Salmon Fishing
ther Salson Fishing
kainbow Trout Eishing
lolly Varden Fishing
Lake Irout Pishirg
Other Trout Fishing
Grayling Fishing
Zourbot or Cod Fishing
Supmer off Eoad
Winter 0ff Road
Skiing

Hotorboating

Cance, Faft, Kavak
Gther Boating
Backpackim

Tent Camping

Rec Vehicle Camping
Other Camping
Hikirg, PFicnicking
Sightseeing

Low

51
3b
45
45
40

¥
)

51

)
44
38
28
30
i
3
33
a8
43
24
14
46
29
29
28
32
b

25

¥
“

a7

Table 10-6

- Susitna Hydroelectric Project

ESTIAATED DOLLAR YALUES OF
ACTIVITIES IN NONKEMOTE AREAS
BY ALL HOUSEHOLDS

MEAN DOLLAR YALUES
LAST ZRIP

Intermediate  Hian Low
116 319
122 302
111 e
132 240

73 213
38 115
123 210
87 130
108 178
28 188
60 134
70 122
83 142
39 204
99 168
2 220
9 179
35 9%
42 90
107 194
86 163
61 90
79 168
29 143
179 256
66 123
61 110
%6 139

75

107
50
34
92

12l

134

137

182

160

108
83

195
b

136
L

481

ite
80

265

231

184

%2

143
462

9
100
182

MEAN DOLLAR VALUES

LL TKIFS

Intermediate

230
182
120
151
i53
A
291
341
394
341

P
213
367
143
74
22
704
242
230
612
485
443
249
3%
75

195
258
380

Hiah

507
119

Ry
@i

447
214
445
S
whiand

578
522
400
216
496
712
514
158
226
329
315
615
552
401
43
974
276
360

iy
Il




Hoose Hunting
Caribou Hunting

Sheep or Boat Hunting
Brown Bear Hunting
Black Bear Hunting
Small Same Hunting
King Saleor Fishing
Silver Salmon Fishina
ked Salmon Eishing
Gther Salmon Fishing
Rainbow Trout Eishimg
Bally Varden Fishing
Lake Trout Fishing
Other Trout Fishing
Srayling Fishing
Bourbot or Cod Fishing
Summer off Road
Winter 0ff Road
Ekiing

- Motorboating

Carpe, Raft, Kayak
Other Boating
Backpacking

Tent Camping

Rkec Vehicle Camping
Bther Camping
Hiking, Picnicking
Sightseeing

Table 10-7
Susitna Hydroelectric Project

ESTIMATED DDLLAR VALUES OF
ACTIVITIES IN REMOTE AREAS
BY URBAN HCUSEHOLDS

MEAN IDLLAR VALUES

LAST TRIP
Low Intermediate  High Low

133 190 44]
163 241 369
& k %
73 163 336
k & k
66 179 218
82 a2 298
94 168 . 351
g2 128 174
k b A
b 93 147
k * k
104 148 802
A A %
79 133 248
% A %
32 86 112
18 5l 108
k k %
117 166 233
x k *

k & x
239 455 508
160 238 933
x k k

% E %
30 93 141
73 136 207

76

490
%
*
926
718
k
*
820
429

HEAN DULLAR VALUES

ALL TRIPS

Interaediate

268
308

%
372

£
537
424
496
404

k
460

ok
(vl
L% = ]

L
o
[2- 2

B3 o
[ e ]

p
S o £ B3 b

ol

1,42
976

n

%
1,103

1,37

—

High

Asterisks refer o estimates which have been supressed due to insufficient sample sisa.
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Tabie 10-8

Susitna Hydroelectric Project

ESTIMATED DOLLAR VALUES 0F
ACTIVITIES IN NONREMOIE AREAS
BY UREAN HOUSEHOLDS

HEAM DOGLLAR VALUES MEAN DOLLAR VALUES
LAST TRIP ALL TRIPS
Low Intermedizte  High Low Intermediate  High

Moose Hunting 32 124 336 7 232 b2
Caribou Hunting 60 144 336 g2 95 467
Sheep or Goat Hunting 44 % wH] 4 103 A
Brown Bear Hurding 46 128 e I Sk 149 254
Black Bear Hunting 43 78 219 81 129 456
Sm3ll Game Hunting 30 63 119 133 237 E
¥ing Saleon Fishing 34 129 216 137 297 43%
3ilver Salmon Eishing 7 22 161 166 362 961
Red Saleon Fishing 46 115 190 181 4G4 605
Other 3almor Fishing 39 103 138 172 366 o

Fainbow Irout Fishing k1 85 142 109 231 399
Bolly VYarden Fishing 3l 72 122 85 314 311
Lake Irout Fishing 1) 8e 143 205 382 486
Other Trout Fishing 23 39 212 Lp 140 747
arayiing Fishing 7 105 169 13% 27 452
Bgurbot or Cod Fishing 38 93 228 25 15 451
Summer off Foad 43 L 182 527 795 g4
Winter Off Hoad 23 38 36 104 246 362
Skiing 14 44 95 i 337 342
Motorboating 47 113 203 229 562 03
Canoe, Raft, Kaysk 30 91 178 248 520 650
Other Roating ) 30 51 51 176 34 341
Backpacking 29 83 . 178 3 Pt 415
Tent Caaping 33 9% 134 109 348 435
Rec Vehicle Camping 81 173 348 491 B11 1,004
Other Camping k. k ] * * %
Hiking, Picnicking 28 82 108 102 266 350
Sightseeing 37 97 151 183 384 303

Asterisks refer to estimates which have been suppressed due to insufficient sample size.
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Table 10-9
Susitna Hydroelectric Project
ESTIKATED [OLLAR YALUES OF

ACTIVITIES IN REMOTE AREAS
BY SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS

MEAM BOLLAR VALUES MEAR DOLLAR YALUES
LAST TRIF ALL TRIFS
Low Intersediate  High Low interpediate  High
Foose Hunting 109 151 420 231 284 397
Caribou Hunling 102 18¢ 507 415 493 33k
Sheep or Goat Huniing } 4 ] A A A
Brown Bear Hunting * A £ F * %
Elack Bear Hunting X X - A k k
Small Game Hunting 30 2 124 103 340 03
Kirg Salmon Fishing 70 118 13% 213 354 445
Silver Salmon Fishing 48 a3 347 423 238 568
Red Salmon Fishing 3 &8 119 133 232 299
Other Salmon Fishing 28 * x k % k
kaintow Irout Fishing 33 9 . 126 538 838 54
Delly Yarden Fishing X X & E % £
Lake Trout Fishing a6 32 154 kA 200 336
Other Trout Fishing i x * % ! k
Grayling Eishing 34 70 189 136 371 &bk
Bourbot or Cod Fishing k * % x k %
Summer off Koad 2 n 110 209 308 &40
Wintar Jft Road 13 6l 119 103 204 1,181
Skiirg k k k X F k
Motorboating 57 98 162 31 530 gl
Cange, Rafi, Kaysk k k * X k *
fther Boating k % X A * *
Backpacking x X k k A %
Ternt Camping 48 180 247 208 a5l 951
Rec Vehicle Camping A k x k k %
[ther Camping k k X A * %
Hiking, Picnicking 23 11 61 383 702 860
Sightseeing 18 162 132 140 1,165 1,357

Asterisks refer to estimates which have beer suppressed due to insufficient cagple size.
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Table 10-10

Susitna Hydroelectric Project

ECTIMATED DULLAR YALUES OF
ACTIVITIES IN NONREMUIE AREAS
BY SMALL TOWM HOUSEHOLIDS

MEAN DALLAR VALUES MEAN DOLLAR YALUES
LAST TKIP ALL TEIFS
Low Interzediate  High Law Intermediste  Hish
Moose Hunting 43 79 - 248 122 19 411
Laribou Hunting 40 g3 164 ol 13§ 332
Sheep or Boat Huniing 49 214 677 63 236 707
Broun Bear Hunting % ! % k k &
Black Bear Hunting P 5 155 141 327 368
Small Gase Hunting 18 28 99 £9 146 308
King Salmon Fishing 28 74 161 114 237 436
Silver Salmon Eishina 3 H 24 i 217 315
Fed Salmon Fishing 31 60 2 303 342 408
{ither Salmon Fishing 3l 3 96 B8O 197 350
Rainbow Trout Fishing 17 : 36 5 05 239 423
Dally Varden Fishing 20 o4 135 7 333 367
Lake Trout Eishing 23 5 142 131 374 16
Qther Trout Eishing * & * X * x
frayling Eishing 23 71 175 i2 413 681
Bourbot or Cod Fishing 19 82 189 143 307 373
Sunmer off Koad A b4 154 182 37 833
Winter Off Road 1% 34 111 125 257 448
8kiing 8 a3 40 » 113 157
ffotorboating 41 7 13 , 494 671 315
Lange, Raft, Kayak 18 41 85 97 218 71
{Jther Boating 22 34 74 a0 189 354
Rackpacking 15 43 68 9% 206 263
Tent Camping 33 82 134 62 236 363
Fec Vehicle Camping 82 271 322 123 5538 32
Gther Camping * & * * * *
Hiking, Picnicking 15 45 95 g0 192 289
Sighiseeing . 39 92 149 155 352 453

#isterisks refer 10 estimates which have been suppressed due to insufficient sample size.
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Table 10-11
Susitna Hydroe!ectric Project
ESTIMATED DOLLAR waALUES OF

ACTIVITIES IN REMCTE AREAS
BY RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

MEAN DOLLAR VaLUES MEAN DOLLAR VALUES
LAST IRIF ALL IRIFS
Low Intergediate  High Low intermedizie  Hish
Koose Hurting 3= &4 75 48 43 266
Caribou Hunting 80 188 477 108 az 336
Sheep or Goat Hunting 2l 100 262 49 131 310
Brown Bear Hunting A * A A & X
Elack Bear Hunting 13 2% 104 33 68 247
Small Game Hunting 3 17 37 : 47 148 173
Kirg Salmon Fishing 44 72 313 185 248 S
Silver 3alman Fishing 27 48 75 84 120 141
Ked Salmon Fishing k x x k i %
Other Salmen Fishing k % k * & A
Fainbow Trout Fishing 18 30 298 a8 1 495
liolly Yarden Fishing H 36 337 18 5l 549
Lake Trout Eishing % k % k 4 k
Other Trout Fishing 4 % i i A %
Grayling Fishing 7 30 83 4 101 373
Bourbot or Cod Fishing 29 36 39 66 9 144
Summer off Road 3 13 33 116 475 313
Yinter Off Hoad a1 3t 44 1,100 1,725 1,768
Skiing 3 b 17 17 41 383
Hotorboating e a8 3 350 456 781
Canoe, Rafi, Kayak * * k * k A
Other Boating k % k k 4 k
Backpacking 1 13 jval 2 33 203
Tent Camping k k & k % k
kec Vehicle Camping b k X * X %
fither Camping k k E % 4 A
Hiking, Pienicking 4 15 27 28 117 235
Sightseeinq 33 &9 507 anl 307 1,209

fsterisks refer to estimates which have been suppressed due {o insufficient cample size.
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Table 10-12

Susitna Hydroelectric Project

ESTIMATED BLLAR VALUES OF
ACTIVITIES IN NONKEMGIE AREAS
BY RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

MEAN DOLLAR VALUES -MEAN DCLLAR VALUES
LAST TRIF ALL TRIPS
Low irtermediate  High Low Intermedizte  Hiah
¥oose Hunting 34 93 231 37 476 Bal
faribou Hunting 30 104 19] &n 172 736
Sheep or Boat Hunting k E k by % A
Brown Bear Hunting A X * x k *
Black Bear Hunting 15 &0 312 131 305 62
Small Game Hunting 9 23 a7 24 &3 159
Kirg Salmon Fishing R 7 150 127 193 a1l
3ilver Salmon Fishing 18 33 61 99 219 262
ked S3lmon Fishing 24 44 £3 104 150 226
Other Salson Fishing 63 93 492 8 131 45
Rainbow Trout Fishing 16 29 63 81 131 299
lolly Varden Fishing 30 43 77 59 104 a0
Lske Irout Fishing % k X X k k
Dther Irout Fishing A X k * E *
Grayling Fishing 28 5 72 81 170 204
Bourbot or Cod Fishing 3 36 o4 19 36 68
Summer off Road 3l 45 156 151 33 602
Winter 0ff Road 18 42 134 77 270 553
Skiing n 38 A3 452 716 779
Woterboating 46 61 ga 524 0d% 7hi
Canoe, Raft, Hayak 43 84 117 134 303 375
" Other Beating % ) & & A %
Backpacking 18 46 82 68 168 aa2
Tent Camping n 102 375 108 197 1,090
Rec Vehicle Camping A & X x k k
Jther Caaping ! k x % k 4
Hiking, Picnicking 2l 77 353 S 182 461
Sightseeing 32 73 128 117 293 77

Asterisks refer to estimates which have been suppressed due to insufficient sample size.
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TABLE 10-13
SUSITNA HYDROELEGCTRIC PROJECT
PERCENT OF TOTAL AGGREGATE VALUE BY LOCATION

Small
. Urban Town Rural Total
All Resource Uses (%) (%) (%) (%)
Area 10 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5
Areas 11, 12 1.2 1.6 2.3 1.3
Other Study Region Remote 9.0 10.4 24.8 9.4
Study Region Nonremote 34.3 40.6 31.4 34.8
Elsewhere Remote 16.4 9.7 4.0 15.5
Elsewhere Nonremote 38.7 37.2 37.0 38.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Hunting
Area 10 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.5
Areas 11, 12 0.9 1.5 1.9 1.1
Other Study Region Remote 18.8 16.5 30.8 18.9
Study Region Nonremote 32.7 38.9 49.1 34.0
Elsewhere Remote 14.7 11.4 1.1 13.8
Elsewhere Nonremote 32.3 31.5 16.9 31.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Fishing
Area 10 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.3
Areas 11, 12 0.8 0.4 0.8 0.7
Other Study Region Remote 13.4 30.0 26.8 13.6
Study Region Nonremote 30.9 46 .8 33.2 32.6
Elsewhere Remote 11.2 8.7 27.8 10.9
Elsewhere Nonremote 43.4 30.8 11.3 41.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Nonconsumptive
Area 10 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2
Areas 11, 12 0.9 1.1 1.0 0.9
Other Study Region Remote 4.4 8.3 23.0 5.1
Study Region Nonremote 35.0 43.3 27.8 35.7
Elsewhere Remote 21.4 7.8 6.0 20.2
Elsewhere Nonremote 38.1 39.3 41.9 37.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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11.0 RELATIVE VALUE ANALYSIS

11.1 INTRODUCTION

The relative value analysis addresses the question of whether remote
areas of the study region have specific attributes that are of
significantly higher quality than the attributes of other areas. If
so, changes in these specific .attributes could have an effect on the

overall value of an area.

Section 8.3 described the relative value analysis. To briefly
recapitulate that description, respondents rated the quality of ten
specific attributes of the area they used for a selected resource

use activity. These attributes were:

Ease of getting into the area

Familiarity with the area

Beauty of the area

Lack of crowding in the area

Ease of getting around in the area

Chance of getting what you wanted in area
Cost of this activity in the area

Quality of places to stay or camp in the area

Chance of being close to nature in the area

Family tradition of doing the activity in the area

The relative value analysis was approached in two ways. First, ten
mean quality ratings for ten specific attributes and one general
quality measure were calculated for four geographic areas: study
region remote, study region nonremote, other remote, and other
nonremote. These calculations were repeated for all activities as a
group as well as for hunting, fishing, and nonconsumptive activities.
The purpose of this analysis was to identify any attributes which

resource users rated relatively high in study region remote areas.
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11.2 SUMMARY OF RELATIVE VALUE ANALYSIS

Tables 11-1 through 11-4 present the analysis results. Virtually
all differences are statistically significant due to large sample
sizes, but differences of less than 0.5 should not be considered
important. The means are based on a scale of 0 to 4 where 4 is
equivalent to “"very good,” 3 1is equivalent to “good,” 2 is
equivalent to "neither good nor poor,” 1 is equivalent to "poor,"

and 0 is equivalent to "very poor.”

The only attribute receiving a higher rating for remote areas of the
study region than for the three other geographic areas was "family
tradition of doing activity in the area.” Even in this case,

however, the differences are not large enough to be important.

It 1is perhaps surprising that there is so little variation in
attribute ratings between remote and nonremote areas. One must keep
in mind that the ratings are perceptions and not objective measures.
The perceptions may not be based on an absolute level of an
attribute, but rather may be based on the difference bhetween the
expected level of an attribute and the level actually experienced.
Thus, for example, an angler fishing Willow Creek at its busiest
time may expect it to be crowded and may find it less crowded than
expected. As a result, the angler might rate the lack of crowding

as “"very good."”

The lack of variation in perceptions does suggest that resource
users are generally successful in finding attractive locations.
Overall, remote areas of the study region, along with all other

areas, were rated midway between "good"” and "very good."

The second approach to the relative value analysis involved
subtracting individual ratings for specific attributes in the best
substitute location from individual ratings for the same specific

attributes in the chosen location. The mean difference in ratings
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indicates the comparative advantage of the chosen location over the
best substitute. Tables 11-5 through 11-8 dispiay the results of

this analysis.

Using a difference of 0.5 as a threshold of importance, no specific
attributes are identified as being comparative advantages of remote
areas of the study region among all users of these areas. However,
rural users of remote areas of the study region reported the

following comparative -advantages:

° Ease of getting to area

. Beauty of area

] Familiarity with area

. Cost of activity

] Family tradition of doing activity in area
° Lack of crowding in area

Neither wurban nor small town resource wusers reported such
comparative advantages. The rural differences hold for fishing and
nonconsumptive activities as well as for hunting. It should also be
noted that approximately 25 percent of all respondents, most of them
rufal residents, found it impossible to rate the quality of specific
attributes in a substitute area. 1In part, this lack of response
suggests a perceived lack of substitute sites. The reported
comparative advantages of selected sites are, therefore, 1likely to
be underestimates since they exclude respondents who could not give

a rating for a substitute site.

In summary, rural residents who use remote areas of the study region
do perceive a number of important comparative advantages to their
chosen location. If the analysis results for remote areas of the
study region as a whole hold in the potential inundation zone
{Area 10) and in areas in which access would be changed by a road to
the Watana dam (Areas 11 and 12), changes in these attributes could
substantially affect the quality of resource use experiences of the

few people who use these areas.
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TABLE 11.1
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
MEAN RATING OF LOCATION ATTRIBUTES
FOR ALL ACTIVITIES*

Small All
Location Attribute Urban Town Rural Househlds
Ease of getting to area
Study region remote 2.8 3.0 3.3 2.9
Study region nonremote 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.2
Other remote 2.9 3.0 2.9 2.9
Other nonremote 3.4 3.2 3.5 3.4
Familiarity with location
Study region remote 2.9 3.0 3.5 3.0
Study region nonremote 2.8 3.1 3.2 2.9
Other remote 2.9 3.2 3.5 3.0
Other nonremote 2.9 3.2 3.5 2.9
Beauty of the area
Study region remote 3.5 3.5 3.7 3.5
Study region nonremote 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6
Other remote 3.5 3.8 3.3 3.6
Other nonremote 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.6
Lack of crowding
Study region remote 2.9 2.9 3.0 2.9
Study region nonremote 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.8
Other remote 3.2 3.6 2.8 3.2
Other nonremote 2.9 3.0 3.2 2.9
Ease of getting around
Study region remote 2.8 2.8 3.0 2.8
Study region nonremote 3.1 3.1 3.0 3.1
Other remote 2.9 3.4 3.1 3.0
Other nonremote 3.3 3.3 3.0 3.3

*Respondents were asked to rate each attribute on a scale of 0 to 4
where "0" represents a rating of poor and "4 represents a rating of
very good.
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Table 11-1. Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Mean Rating of Location Attributes for
All Activities (Cont.)

Small All
Chance of getting what you wanted Urban Town Rural Househlds
Study region remote 3.1 3.1 3.2 3.1
Study region nonremote 3.2 3.1 3.0 3.2
Other remote 3.3 3.2 2.9 3.3
Other nonremote 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4
Cost of activity
Study region remote 2.9 3.1 3.5 3.0
Study region nonremote 3.2 3.4 3.3 3.2
Other remote 3.0 3.5 3.4 3.1
Other nonremote 3.3 3.5 3.7 3.4
Quality of places to stay or camp
Study region remote 2.7 2.7 3.1 2.8
Study region nonremote 2.9 2.6 2.8 2.8
Other remote 2.8 2.8 2.1 2.8
Other nonremote 2.9 2.6 2.4 2.9
Chance of being close to nature
Study region remote 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.6
Study region nonremote - 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
Other remote 3.7 3.7 2.7 3.7
Other nonremote 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.5
Family tradition of doing activity
Study region remote 2.8 2.7 2.9 2.8
Study region nonremote 2.7 2.9 2.7 2.7
Other remote 2.5 3.0 1.7 2.5
Other nonremote 2.5 2.7 2.9 2.5
Overall appeal
Study region remote 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.5
Study region nonremote 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.4
Other remote 3.5 3.7 2.9 3.6
Other nonremote 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.5
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MEAN RATING OF LOCATION ATTRIBUTES

TABLE 11-2
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

FOR HUNTING ACTIVITIES*

Location Attribute

Ease of getting to area

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Familiarity with location

Study
Study
Other
Other

Beauty of

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

the area

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Lack of crowding

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Ease of getting around

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Urban

W whN
NN O

NN DNDN
[= - T« L JRYe]

W Wwww
(S, - SRS, IRV, |

WWwwN
oL oW

W NN N
N O~

Small All
Town Rural Househlds
3.0 3.1 2.7
2.9 3.2 3.0
3.0 2.5 2.3
3.0 4.0 3.2
2.7 3.5 3.0
3.0 3.2 2.8
2.6 3.7 2.9
3.3 3.5 2.9
3.6 3.6 3.5
3.5 3.6 3.5
3.6 3.8 3.5
3.7 3.8 3.5
3.0 3.0 2.9
2.7 2.4 2.9
3.5 3.5 3.5
3.2 3.0 3.0
2.4 2.7 2.6
2.8 2.7 2.8
3.2 2.6 2.6
3.0 3.2 3.2

*Respondents were asked to rate each attribute on a scale of 0 to 4
where *"0" represents a rating of poor and “4" represents a rating of

very good.
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Table 11-2. Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Mean Rating of Location Attributes for
Hunting Activities (Cont.)

Small

Rural

All
Househlds

Chance of getting what you wanted Urban Town

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

(ST VN R V)
o 00 O 00
NN
@ 0 & 0

Cost of activity

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

WWwww
NN O
WWwww
W wwH

Quality of places to stay or camp

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote '
Other nonremote

WWwMN
O O~
NMEMNMN
oo

Chance of being close to nature

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

wWeEwWw
RO O~
W www
[0 I < )N < N <]

Family tradition of doing activity

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

[R5 ST R V)
N U
[AS I SR ST
0 W 00

Overall appeal

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

Wwuww
W~ W
Wwww
(S, - S )
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O W ~ 00
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°

WWwowww
W Wr




TABLE 11-3

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

MEAN RATING OF LOCATION ATTRIBUTES

FOR FISHING ACTIVITIES*

Location Attribute

Ease of getting to area

Study
"Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Familiarity with location

Study
Study
Other
Other

Beauty of

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonrenote

the area

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Lack of crowding

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Ease of getting around

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote '
nonremote

Urban

W www NMNNNDN WwwnN
aonnn O 0N OO &E NN

RN NN
w»n o 0

WwwwN
HO O

Small All
Town Rural Househlds
3.0 3.0 2.9
3.1 3.3 3.2
3.4 3.5 3.3
3.3 3.3 3.3
3.1 3.4 3.0
3.1 3.1 3.0
3.4 4.0 2.7
3.2 3.4 3.0
3.5 3.6 3.5
3.4 3.5 3.5
3.8 3.5 3.6
3.6 3.5 3.6
2.8 2.7 2.8
2.4 2.4 2.5
3.7 2.5 2.9
2.7 2.8 2.6
2.8 2.9 2.8
2.9 3.0 3.0
3.6 3.0 3.1
3.2 2.4 3.2

*Respondents were asked to rate each attribute on a scale of 0 to 4
where "0" represents a rating of poor and "4" represents a rating of

very good.
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Table 11-3. Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Mean Rating of Location Attributes for
Fishing Activities (Cont.) '

Small All
Chance of getting what you wanted Urban Town Rural Househlds
Study region remote 3.1 - 3.2 3.1 3.1
Study region nonremote 3.0 2.9 2.9 3.0
Other remote 3.5 3.2 3.0 3.5
Other nonremote 3.1 3.3 2.9 3.1
Cost of activity
Study region remote 3.0 3.1 3.3 3.0
Study region nonremote 3.1 3.3 3.3 3.1
Other remote 2.9 3.4 3.0 3.0
Other nonremote 3.2 3.5 3.4 3.2
Quality of places to stay or camp
Study region remote 2.7 2.5 2.8 2.7
Study region nonremote 2.8 2.5 2.7 2.8
Other remote 2.8 3.1 2.5 2.8
Other nonremote 3.0 2.9 1.7 2.9
Chance of being close to nature
Study region remote 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6
Study region nonremote 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.4
Other remote 3.6 3.7 3.0 3.6
Other nonremote 3.5 3.5 3.3 3.5
Family tradition of doing activity
Study region remote 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.8
Study region nonremote 2.7 2.8 2.7 2.7
Other remote 2.2 3.1 2.0 2.3
Other nonremote 2.6 2.9 3.2 2.7
Overall appeal
Study region remote 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
Study region nonremote 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4
Other remote 3.5 3.7 4,0 3.5
Other nonremote 3.5 3.5 3.3 3.5
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TABLE 11-4
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
MEAN RATING OF LOCATION ATTRIBUTES
FOR NONCONSUMPTIVE ACTIVITIESX%

Small All
Location Attribute Urban Town Rural Househlds

Ease of getting to area

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

w N ww
L ]
W wwo
Wwwww
N W o
W www
WV Wwo

°

WwWwwhN
W

Familiarity with location

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

NWNN
O -~
Wwwww
NENN
W www
~N NN
wwNn w

LI
O+ wOo

Beauty of the area

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

W www

S

B0 WW

OO~

whNhww

O &N
*

T

LWWww
v
o

Lack of crowding

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

WWwN W
o W o
wwwhN
N~ O W
wWHN W
oo W

Ease of getting around

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

WWWwN
W == o
wWwwww
B wWwN -
wwww
CWOWNN

*Respondents were asked to rate each attribute on a scale of 0 to 4
where "0'" represents a rating of poor and "4" represents a rating of
very good.
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Table 11-4. Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Mean Rating of Location Attributes for
Nonconsumptive Activities (Cont.)

Chance of

getting what you wanted Urban

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote
nonremote

Cost of activity

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Quality of places to stay or camp

Study
-Study
Other
Other

Chance of

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

being close to nature

Study
Study
Other
Other

Family tradition of doing activity

region remote
region nonremote
remote
nonremote

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote
nonremote

Qverall appeal

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote
nonremote
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Small

Town

Wwww NWMNN WWwww WWwWwLww
! & -0 N~ nonw

[~ Y+ I E I~ N

NDWNN
(5, I Y = Y =)

WkeOWwWw
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All
Rural Househlds

3.5 3.3
3.4 3.4
2.2 3.4
3.9 3.5
3.7 3.0
3.4 3.3
2.5 3.1
3.6 3.4
3.3 2.9
2.8 2.9

.4 2.8
2.3 2.8
3.0 3.5
3.5 3.5
1.7 3.6
3.8 3.5
3.0 2.9
2.8 2.7
1.1 2.5
2.7 2.5
3.7 3.6
3.5 3.5
1.7 3.5
3.8 3.6



TABLE 11-5

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
DIFFERENCE IN MEAN RATINGS BETWEEN LOCATION USED
AND BEST SUBSTITUTE LOGCATION

Location Attribute

Ease of getting to area

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

Familiarity with location

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

Beauty of the area

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

Lack of crowding

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

Ease of getting around

Study region remote
Study region nonremote
Other remote

Other nonremote

FOR ALL ACTIVITIESx*

Urban

-.18
.11
.09
.24

.03
.04
.10
.23

.01
.03

.13

.20
.10
.32
.02

.03
.12
.11
.21

Small All
Town Rural  Househlds
-.02 L 63%X% -.11
.17 .33 .12
.17 ~-.38 .09
.17 .54 .24
.18 .70 .08
.18 .28 .06
.39 1.90 .15
.20 .07 .23
.06 .34 .04
-.02 .12 .03
-.07 .90 -.01
.08 .16 .13
.27 .33 .21
.04 .09 .10
.10 .00 .30
.02 ~.07 .02
-.07 .16 .03
.08 .11 .12
-.08 .43 .10
.16 .00 .21

%A positive difference in mean ratings means that the location used

is rated higher on the attribute than the best substitute location.

*%A difference of a 0.5 or greater can be considered important and

is underlined.
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Table 11-5. Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Difference in Mean Ratings Between Loca-

tion Used and Best Substitute Location for

All Activities (Cont.)

Chance of

getting what you wanted Urban

Study
Study
‘Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote
nonremote

Cost of activity

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote
nonremote

Quality of places to stay or camp

Study
Study
Other
Other

Chance of

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

being close to nature

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Family tradition of doing activity

.01
.03
.22
.13

.15
.22
.38
.16

.04
.00
—.04
.09

.18
.06
.23
.08

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote
nonremote

Overall appeal

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote
nonremote

.03
.02
.12
.12

.18
.03
.07
.12
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Small

Town

.10
.01
-.05
.01

.22
.24
.32
.08

.04
-.02
.06
.07

-09
.02
-.03
.03

.27
.09
.14
.03

.14
.03
.00
.07

All

Rural Househlds
.15 .02
-.01 .03
.33 .20
-.14 .13
.87 .20
.42 .22
.52 .38
.37 .16
.18 .05
.06 .00
»83 -.02
-.17 .09
.28 .18
.12 .05
-.08 .21
.04 .08
.74 .09
.17 .03
=52 .12
—.45 .11
.38 .19
.16 .04
.08 .06
.06 .12



TABLE 11-6

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
DIFFERENCE IN MEAN RATINGS BETWEEN LOCATION USED
AND BEST SUBSTITUTE LOCATION

FOR HUNTING ACTIVITIESX

Location Attribute

Ease of getting to area

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Familiarity with location

Study
Study
Other
Other

Beauty of

region remote
region nonremote
remote
nonremote

the area

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Lack of crowding

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote
nonremote

Ease of getting around

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

*A positive difference in mean ratings means that the
is rated higher on the attribute than the best substitute

*%A difference of a 0.5 or greater can be considered

is underlined.

Urban

96

-.10
.21
-.13
.15

.21

11
=30
-.09

.05
.05
-.33
-.13

.02
.12
=83
.02

.08
.17
.08
.13

Small

Town

-.01

.32

<55

21

.35
<41
.18
.14

.00
.00
45
.14

.27
.16
.30
.07

.05
.18
.40
.23

Rural

. Bl X%

.46

.44

-]
K3
=

—
~J
o

& O
& O

All

Househlds

-.04
.23
-.54
.17

.26
.16
-.24
-.06

.05
.04
-.25
-.09

.06
.07
I1
.00

.07
.18
.06
.14

location used
location.

important and




Table 11-6. Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Difference in Mean Ratings Between

tion Used and Best Substitute Location for

Hunting Activities (Cont.)

Loca-

Chance of getting what you wanted Urban
Study region remote -.03
Study region nonremote -.10
Other remote .17
Other nonremote -.21

Cost of activity
Study region remote .14
Study region nonremote .38
Other remote .08
Other nonremote .06

Quality of places to stay or camp
Study region remote - .23
Study region nonremote -.02
Other remote .42
Other nonremote .07

Chance of being close to nature
Study region remote .21
Study region nonremote .04
Other remote .00
Other nonremote .02

Family tradition of doing activity
Study region remote .10
Study region nonremote .09
Other remote .25
Other nonremote .02

Overall appeal
Study region remote .19
Study region nonremote .01
Other remote .08
Other nonremote .04
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Small
Town

.11
~-.12
.00
.10

.27
.31
56
-.04

.01
.03
-.11
.00

.04
-.10
.00
.03

.16
11
.33
-.14

.15
.04
-.30

All

Rural Househlds
-.02 -.02
-.38 -.11
.37 .16
~.45 -.20
.88 .20
.45 .37
.58 .17
.70 .08
.05 .20
.28 -.01
1.00 .39
.00 .06
.29 .20
.09 .02
-.10 .00
.00 .02
.67 .14
05 .09
.58 .28
-.77 -.02
.40 .20
.06 .02
.10 .04
.00 .03



TABLE 11-7

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
DIFFERENCE IN MEAN RATINGS BETWEEN LOCATION USED
AND BEST SUBSTITUTE LOCATION

FOR FISHING ACTIVITIES*

Location Attribute

Ease of getting to area

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remocte
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Familiarity with location

Study
Study
Other
Other

Beauty of

region remote
region nonremote
remote
nonremote

the area

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Lack of crowding

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Ease of getting around

Study
Study
Other
Other

region remote
region nonremote
remote

nonremote

Urban

-.24
.12

.60

.30

-.03
.11
.21
.35

.04
.04
.00
.06

.31
.06
.09
-.09

.09
.13
.08
.22

Small

Town

.03
.04
.13
-.01

.13
.11
.40
.09

.00
-.06
.20
.0l

.25
.07
.40
~.04

-.05
.05
.07
.07

All
Rural Househlds

L51xx  _.18
39 .12
.00 .56

1.87 29
.67 .02
.32 11
.00 .23
.03 .33

1.33 .06
.95 .03
.00 .02
.42 .05

1.91 .31

1.67 .06
.00 .12
.39 -.09
.21 .08
.06 .12
.00 .08
.16 .21

*A positive difference in mean ratings means that the location used
is rated higher on the attribute than the best substitute location.

*%p difference of a 0.5 or greater can be considered important and
is underlined.
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Table 11-7. Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Difference in Mean Ratings Between Loca-
tion Used and Best Substitute Location for
Fishing Activities (GCont.)

Small
Chance of getting what vou wanted Urban Town
Study region remote .01 .08
Study region nonremote .01 -.06
Other remote .50 .00
~Other nonremote .11 -.04
Cost of activity
Study region remote .23 .22
Study region nonremote .18 .27
Other remote .67 .07
Other nonremote .16 .12
Quality of places to stay or camp
Study region remote -.03 .04
Study region nonremote .03 -.07
Other remote .13 .00
Other nonremote .22 .19
Chance of being close to nature
Study region remote .25 .13
Study region nonremote .10 .04
Other remote .46 -.07
Other nonremote .04 .00
Family tradition of doing activity
Study region remote ~.03 .35
Study region nonremote .01 .07
Other remote 17 .23
Other nonremote .17 .01
Overall appeal
Study region remote .18 .14
Study region nonremote .01 .02
Other remote .08 .20
Other nonremote .07 .05

59

All

Rural Househlds
.28 .02
-.01 .00
.00 45
.00 .10
.88 .26
=51 .19
.00 =61
1.00 .16
.11 -.02
.09 .02
.00 .12
.26 .22
.43 .25
.13 .09
.00 .41
-.10 .03
1.04 .05
.15 .02
.00 .17
.29 .16
.46 .19
.21 .02"
.00 .09
-.10 .07




TABLE 11-8
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
DIFFERENCE IN MEAN RATINGS BETWEEN LOCATION USED
AND BEST SUBSTITUTE LOCATION
FOR NONCONSUMPTIVE ACTIVITIES*

Small All
Location Attribute Urban Town Rural Househlds
Ease of getting to area
Study region remote -.11 -.13 L B4x% -.04
Study region nonremote .09 .20 .25 .10
Other remote .02 -.06 -1.00 .01
Other nonremote .23 .29 .13 .23
Familiarity with location
Study region remote -.05 .07 .67 .04
Study region nonremote -.01 .15 .23 .01
Other remote .20 .53 2.00 .22
Other nonremote .22 .29 .09 .23
Beauty of the area
Study region remote -.09 ' .25 .99 -.03
Study region nonremote .02 .00 .87 .02
Other remote .04 -.06 .00 .03
Other nonremote .18 .07 .7 .17
Lack of crowding
Study region remote .12 .30 1.22 .15
Study region nonremote .12 .08 1.33 .12
Other remote .30 -.33 .00 .27
Other nonremote .06 .09 .59 .06
Ease of getting around
Study region remote -.15 -.15 .14 -.12
Study region nonremote .10 .08 .11 .10
Other remote .12 .00 .00 .12
Other nonremote .22 .21 -.28 .22

*A positive difference in mean ratings means that the location used
is rated higher on the attribute than the best substitute location.

*%A difference of a 0.5 or greater can be considered important and
is underlined.
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Table 11-8. Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Difference in Mean Ratings Between Loca-
tion Used and Best Substitute Location for
Nonconsumptive Activities (Cont.)

Small
Chance of getting what you wanted Urban Town
Study region remote .04 .14
Study region nonremote .07 .10
Other remote .10 ~-.14
Other nonremote .18 .03
Cost of activity
Study region remote -.02 .16
Study region nonremote .21 .21
Other remote .32 .43
Other nonremote .17 .08
Quality of places to stay or camp
Study region remote -.02 .23
Study region nonremote -.02 -.01
Other remote -.23 .23
Other nonremote .05 .01
Chance of being close to nature
Study region remote .01 .09
Study region nonremote .04 .05
Other remote .18 .00
Other nonremote .10 .04
Family tradition of doing activity
Study region remote .08 .24
Study region nonremote .01 .10
Other remote .06 -.07
Other nonremote .12 .08
Overall appeal
Study region remote .18 .14
Study region nonremote .05 .03
Other remote .06 .00
Other nonremote .14 .14
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All
Rural Househlds
.11 .06
.13 .07
.00 .09
.10 .17
=86 .08
.33 .21
.00 .32
.15 .17
.33 .03
-.03 -.02
.00 -.21
-.52 .04
.13 .03
.11 .04
.00 .17
.12 .10
=52 .14
.23 .02
.00 .05
-.49 .11
.29 .19
.15 .05
.00 .06
.17 .14
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12.0 COMPARISON OF USER CHARACTERISTICS

12.1 INTRODUCTION

Results of the dollar value analysis by themselves suggest that the
primary value of the potential inundation zone (Area 10) is its
value to urban resource users. Urban resource users spend an
average of over 3.5 times the amount of money as rural resource
users to access remote areas of the study region. The value of
their travel time is over twice that of rural resource users, and
their willingness to pay is 1.5 times that of rural resource users.
In aggregate, the maximum dollar value of the potential inundation
zone is almost 50 times greater for urban resource users than it is

for rural rescurce users.

A major reason that the aggregate wvalue of the potential inundation
zone is nearly 50 times greater for urban residents than it is for
rural residents is that in absolute numbers, there are 28 times as
many urban resource users in Area 10 as there are rural resource
users. The fact that urban resource users live farther away from
remote areas of the study region than rural resource users explains
part of the reason that average urban expenses to access remote
areas of the region are greater. All other things being equal,
however, this difference should be reduced to zero if both urban and
rural residents value locations the same and people's willingness to
pay an additional amount to engage in the activity is considered.
Under these circumstances, one would expect the average amount urban
resource users are willing to pay would be less than the average

amount rural resource users are willing pay.
In fact, as shown in Tables 10-1 through 10-12, urban resource users

are willing to pay more than rural or small town users, on average,

to engage in their activities. These results could be interpreted
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to suggest that, on a per-capita basis and an aggregate basis, the
values of the potential inundation zone and all other areas of the
study region are greater for urban resource users than they are for
small town or rural resource users. Before accepting this
conclusion, it 1is necessary to consider the ability of different

population groups to pay for their resource use activities.

12.2 SUMMARY OF HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Table 12-1 compares the household incomes of urban, small town,
and rural resource users. The median income of urban resource users
was $45,000 in 1984. Forty-two percent of all urban resource user
households had incomes exceeding $50,000. The median income of
small town resource users was slightly lower at $40,000 in 1984. 1In
contrast, the median income of rural resource users was only
$22,000. Less .than 20 percent of all rural resource users had
household incomes of $50,000 or more in 1984, and 44 percent had

incomes of under $20,000.

The lower incomes of rural resource users is largely the result
of the fact that they spent less time working for wages than urban
resource users. On average, adults in urban resource user
households worked 9.0 months in 1984. The average in small town
resource user households was 7.9, and the average in rural resource

user households was only 6.1 months in 1984.

Although rural resource users spent significantly less time than
urban resource users working for wages in 1984, there is evidence
that they are not substantially less qualified to obtain
employment. Rural resource users have an average of 13.1 years of
education, compared with 13.5 years for small town resource users
.and 13.9 years for urban resource users. The difference in months

worked and income is more likely because there are fewer jobs in
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TABLE 12-1
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
INCOME AND EDUCATION OF RESOURCE CONSUMERSX

(Percent)
All
Small Resource
‘ Urban Town Rural Consumers
Income
Under $10,000 2 4 13 3
$10,000 - 19,999 12 11 30 12
$20,000 - 29,999 13 14 16 13
$30,000 - 39,999 16 19 11 16
$40,000 - 49,999 15 19 10 15
$50,000 or more 42 38 20 41
Total 100 100 100 100
Median Income $45,000 $40,000 $22,000 $45,000
Education
Elementary 2 3 5 3
Some high school 5 7 7 5
High school 30 36 39 30
Some college 32 30 28 32
College 16 12 12 16
Post college 15 12 9 14
Total 100 100 100 100
Mean Education 13.9 13.5 13.2 13.9

*Resource consumers consist of the subset of all households who
have engaged in either hunting or fishing activities.
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rural areas and because rural residents have chosen a lifestyle that

involves substantial amounts of nonwage productive activity.

Table 12-2 compares the importance of various reasons for living
in one's community among urban, small town, and rural resource users.
The opportunity to get a job is very important to 56 percent of all
urban resource user households, but only to 25 percent of all rural
resource user households. Similar differences can be observed for
the importance of economic opportunity, importance of a challenging

job, and the importance of opportunities to earnm a high income.

Rural resource users are much more concerned with the quality of
hunting and fishing opportunities and the surrounding environment.
Sixty-nine percent of rural resource users believe nearby hunting
and fishing opportunities are very important compared with
44 percent of urban resource users. Seventy-one percent of rural
resource users believe that being close to a wilderness environment
is very important compared with 51 percent of urban resource users.
Rural resource users also attach more importance to recreational
opportunities; 68 percent believe that nearby outdoor recreational
opportunities are very important compared with 52 percent of urban

resource users.

Underlying rural interests in hunting and fishing opportunities
is an interest in being self-reliant. Fifty-six percent believe
that the chance to be self-reliant is very important compared with
31 percent of urban resource users. In keeping with their desires,
44 percent of all rural resource user households report that
50 percent or more of all the meat and fish consumed is from hunting
and fishing (see Table 12-3). This figure compares with 18 percent

of all urban resource user households.
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TABLE 12-2
‘ SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
REASONS FOR LIVING IN COMMUNITY AMONG RESOURCE CONSUMERS
(Percent Saying Very Important)

All
Small Resource
Reasons Urban Town Rural Consumers
Opportunity to get a job 56 40 25 54
Long-term economic opportunity 50 37 30 48
Having a challenging or
exciting job : 49 39 36 48
Opportunity to earn a high
income 47 31 20 44
Nearby hunting and fishing 44 57 69 46
Being close to a wilderness
environment 51 58 71 53
Nearby outdoor recreation
opportunities 52 61 68 53
Chance to be self-reliant 31 39 56 32
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TABLE 12-3
SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

RESOURCE CONSUMPTION AMONG RESOURCE CONSUMERS

{Percent)
All
Small Resource
Urban Town Rural Consumers
Percent of Food from Hunting and Fishing
None 12 10 7 12
1 - 9 percent 32 27 18 31
10 - 24 percent 26 22 20 25
25 - 49 percent 12 13 11 12
50 - 74 percent 10 13 25 11
75 percent or more 8 15 19 9
Total 100 100 100 . 100
Mean Percent 22.9 32.1 41. 24.4
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The above results suggest that rural resource users have made a
conscious choice to locate their residence near areas which offer
hunting, fishing, and outdoor recreation opportunities. While
well-educated and probably competitive in the wage employment
sector, they are less concerned with  employment and income
opportunities than their wurban counterparts. As a result, rural
household incomes average about half of urban household incomes, and
rural household dependence on personal use of fish and game is about

twice that of urban resource user households.

Lower mean and aggregate dollar estimates for the value of resource
uses to urban, small town, and rural households must, therefore, be
understood in the context of the different lifestyles present in
these populations. Rural residents spend less on their resource use
activities, and their willingness to pay is constrained by limited
incomes. At the same time, they are more dependent on their

resource use activities to provide a substantial part of their food.
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EXHIBIT A

QUESTIONNAIRE



SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROCJECT RESOURCE USER SURVEY
February 1985

HELLENTHAL & ASSOCIATES, INC
5000 Southampton Drive
Anchorage, Bdlaska 99503
(907) 561-1267 or

561-4676
D 1-2-3-4~
Dl 5-
(CCDERS CONLY)

I-1. Hello, I am_______ (FILL IN NAME) from HELLENTHAL & ASSOCIATES calling for
the State of Alaska. We are conducting a survey with the University of Alaska on hunting,
fishing, and outdoor recreation in Alaska. Your telephone number was randomly selected by
a computer. (IF SECOND READING, (0 TO INTRODUCTION #I-2)

S1. 1Is this telephone number ? (IF NO, TERMINATE WITH, "I'm sorry I
dialed the wrong rumber.™)

S2. Is this a residential telephone? (IF NO, TERMINATE INTERVIEW WITH, "I'm
sorry, I need to talk with someone at a residential telephone.™)

83. Are you the person in your household who knows the most about your
household's hunting and fishing?

IF YES, THEN PROCEED TO INTRODUCTION #I-2.

IF NO, THEN ASK .ceee
Is the person home who knows the most about these activities?

IF YES, THEN ASK .....
May I speak with them? (G0 TO INTRODUCTION #I~1 OR TERMINATE
AND NOTE ON TELEPHONE CALL RECORD SHEET )

IF NO, THEN ASK «eceees
When will that person be home? (TERMINATE AND NOTE THE TIME
AND DATE ON TELEPHONE CALL, RECORD SHEET )

IF NO ONE IN HOUSEHOLD KNOWS ABOUT HUNTING AMD FISHING ACTIVITIES
THEN ASK .....

S4. Are you the person in your household who knows the most about your
household's other outdoor recreational activities?

IF YES, THEN PROCEED TO INTRODUCTICN #I-2.

IF NO, THEN ASK .cee.
Is the person home who knows the most about these activities?

IF YES, THEN ASK .....
May I speak with them? (GO TO INTRODUCTION #I-1 OR TERMINATE
AND NOTE ON TELFPHONE CALL RECORD SHEET )

IF NO, THEN ASK ......
When will that person be home? (TERMINATE AND NOTE THE TIME
AND DATE ON ITELEPHONE CALL RECORD SHEET )

I-2. I would like to ask you some questions which will help the State of Alaska take
pecple's hunting, fishing, and other outdoor recreational activities into account in
planmning for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project. All of your answers will be completely
confidential and will be used only in combination with the answers of other Alaskans. The
questions I need to ask can take up to 30 minutes, but I find that most of mine are
shorter. The interview is completely voluntary. If we come to any questions you don't
want to answer, just let me know and we will go on to the next gquestion. (PAUSE AND
PROCEED WITH QUESTION #1)



1. UWhen was the last year you, or someone else in your household, went hunting or

trapping? (IF

"NEVER", THEN RECORD "00" IN COL 6-7-, THEN SKIP TO FISHING; IF NOT NEVER,

THEN RECORD LAST TWO DIGITS OF YEAR IN COL 6-7- AMD ASK GAME TYPES)

98 99

TYPES OF WILD GAME DON'T KNCW REFUSED

CALIBOUZ et e veeeennreessenensnssessoraasacnnsenssennsnsasanancanans .10-11—
Sheep OF GOAE?.cacssacaacesceasanssescacccnccanane sesccccansconaesscld—]13—
BIOWN BEAI?.eeeeeevcecsseceasoncascocooscacococaceccnasonsnsss eecoeld=15—
Black Bear?....-. Gscmscecssecceccascasaevannaccean ccsvocovccsescen 016-17——

Small Game Hunting or Trapping, Like Ducks,
Ptarmigan, Snowshoe Hare or Rabbit, Fox, Etc.? 18-19—

2, When was the last year you, or someone else in your household, went non—commercial

fishing? (IF
ACTIVITIES; IF
TYPES)

"NEVER", THEN RECORD "00* IN COL 20-~21-, THEN SKIP TO OTHER RECREATIONAL
NOT-NEVER, THEN RECORD LAST TWO DIGITS OF YEAR IN COL 20-21- AND ASK FISH

Pishing?:ceneeeiaeeeeneeniioataectaressasnceccsacoansosrncoscsacannnas .20-21—

3. VWhen was the

SAlMON? e e ceaceccnseaseccosanssacasctconenansenscsssascnsasonsssssssd2—2I—
Ring SalmONZ.cecasecscenacocesseasassccnvencsanancscanansorasase2d=25—
Salmon other than King?ieieiececcssersecoscssacscascasasnsconocsslf=27—

TroUt?2eccececesnccccosssacscacecconnoccancaoscanascsosaese 28-29-—

Grayling?..ccecececccoccocccoconssccosasnecnascossocoanse ecesenoses30-3l—

Burbot or Fresh Water Ling Cod?.ciceevceccscceasenaan eovctoosacncna 32-33—

last year you, or someone else in your household, ..... (READ LIST)

Used a Summer Off-road Vehicle?..eecccecscscescacascscrcsscnnsscaenedd=35—

Used a Winter Off-road VehicCle?..eeeeecscscosvascencnaascnassscnscso3db—37—

Went Skiing, Snowshoeing, or Dog Sledding?Z...cceccccnscocacosconcesasIBf=39=—"

Went Boating?cceccoccesscencecensacancans tecestocsenscccascnssesseedl=4dl—

Went Backpacking or Tent or Recreational Vehicle Camping?..-.......42-43——

Went Day hiking, Picnicing, or Berry PickingZ.ceeesceecccsossceses dd=45——

Went Sightseeing or Took Wildlife or Scenic PhotographS?.ccececosood6-47—
-2 -

=



e

e

In order

to identify the effect of the Susitna Dam on hunting, fishing, and other outdoor

recreational activities, T would like to ask about your own household's outdoor activities
in two areas. The first is the area bounded by the Parks, Glen, Richardson, and Denali

Highways.
Cantwell,

Communities in this area include Palmer, Wasilla, Sutton, Glennallen, Paxon,

Talkeetna. Lake Louise, the Gulkana River, Sheep Mountain, and Byer's Lake

Campground are also in this area. The second area is South and West of the Parks Highway
and East of the Alaska Range. The Lower Susitna River and the Deshka River are in this

area. Do

you know where the two areas are that I am talking about? (IF "NO", THEN

REDESCRIBE ARFAS TO THEM; IF PERSISTENT "NO'S", THEN SKIFP TO PAGE #5)

4. (ASK

year You,
two areas?

CONLY OF Q-#1 ACTIVITIES WHICH ARE NOT "NEVER" OR "CO"} When was the last
or someone else in your household, went hunting or trapping in either of these
(IF "NEVER", THEN RECORD "00" IN COL 48-49-, THEN SKIP TO PISHING; IF NOT

NEVER, THEN RECORD IAST TWC DIGITS OF YEAR IN COL 48-49- AND ASK GAME TYPES)

S. (ASK
year you,
these two

98 99
TYPES OF WILD GAME DON'T KNOW REFUSED

HUNEING 2 eeineccoaceancnsssesuesansassassaascsassasacssssscacassenssssdf=dfm—
MOOSE? ceeceaaanssesacnssasasscaseassanssassnanscesansacessnanss eose30-51—
CaAribOU? e ceeaseasesceanoccenntsassascacsacaansancsnscnssasnnacssesssd2D3I~—

Sheep O GoAt?eeeeeesneccncoaracaccaas

N Y-

BrOWN BeAr?.cccceerccsessasasssnnsacancsanasasansnnsssassssasnsesseedd~D7—

Black Bear?...ce.ececsccecesssessnscccsnccoaconncsssacensersncsanasssdf—59=—
Small Game Hunting or Trapping, Like Ducks,
Ptarmigan, Snowshoe Hare or Rabbit, FOX, EtCe?ecrsascsencaseaes60-6l—

ONLY OF Q-#2 ACTIVITIES WHICH ARE NOT "NEVER" OR "00") When was the last
or someone else in your household, went non~commercial fishing in either of
areas? (IF "NEVER", THEN RECORD "00" IN COL 62-63-, THEN SKIP TO CTHER

RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES; IF NOT-NEVER, THEN RECORD LAST TWO DIGITS OF YEAR IN COL 62-63-
AND ASK FISH TYPES)

6. (ASK
year you,

FiShing?iuceseccescoceccacasancsacessecssansnsarasascssssncsssasancanssb2=fI—
BalMON?: coeaceassasessssscasesasesssneassassesesssnanacassansnnssssedd—65—
King SalmONZ.cceeeccescsccearcesnaanns cetscsisencatasonnssannesOO=BHT—
Salmon other than King?..cceceeecececcasccccecacsancsccannacesss88-69——
TLOUL? 2 ceoneneasossescessoseaconcancassasnnssccascsancoanasvnsnsnessU=fl——
Grayling?eeceecesessassssasoasssressassasoarosaasascassosansananasad2=73——

Burbot or Fresh Water Ling CoG2..ceecriaccrctecanccsnareasacscnsacsald=75—

ONLY OF Q-#3 ACTIVITIES WHICH ARE NOT "NEVER" OR "00") When was the last
or someone else in your household, (FILL IN OTHER RECREATIONAL

ACTIVITIES) in either of these two areas?

OTHER RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES:
Used a Summer Off-road VehicleZ.cicecessasaaaaas sstesssssancarensealb=TT—

Used a Winter Off-road Vehicle?.cccecssaeccsasesscccassscsnasssssnnel3=79—

m2 1-2-3-4-
D2 5-
(CODERS ONLY)

Went Skiing, Snowshoeing, or Dog Sledding?..cesecceccscacccercanensasfmTm—
Went BOALING?eeececesecascasacascsacssansanns N : B M.
Went Backpacking or Tent or Recreational Vehicle Camping? 10-11—
Went Day hiking, Picnicing, or Berry Picking?...eeeecnceeccceaanesol2=13——
Went Sightseeing or Took Wildlife or Scenic Photographs?.....e.....14-15——
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PAGE 4. I have a map in front of me with 15 subareas of the two areas I described to you
and I need to identify which subarea vour household went (REPEAT FOR ALL
HUNTING GAME TYPE, FISH TYPE, AND OTHER RECREATTONAL ACTIVITIES NOT GIVEN A "NEVER" OR
"00" IN QUESTIONS #4, #5, AND #6) the last time during 19xx (FILL IN YEAR FROM PAGE 3).

What was the closest landmark, such as a road or river, near where you (FIILL IN

ACTIVITY TYPE} the last time? (PROBE UNTIL YOU CAN LOCATE THE PROPER SUBAREA NUMBER ON
YOUR MAP)

SUBAREA, PAGE 4 16-57—

DON'T KNOW... (What is your best quess?)....98
REFUSED e cccescacsanancansarsancns —- ]

PAGE 3. (ASK IF LAST YEARS ON PAGE #2 ARE MORE RECENT THAN LAST YEARS ON PAGE #3 — THE

SUSITNA AREA)} Now could you please tell me where you went (FILL IN ACTIVITY
TYPE) the last time you did it. Was this .....

In an area 10 miles North of the Denali Highway,:ece.. 1
In the Anchorage/Chugach Mountain area@,;essesceesscscsad
On the Kenai Peninsulasecececssecaccsccacsssssccasasan 3
In the Copper River/Wrangell/Valdez ar€@j.ceccececocso4
In Southeast,;..cccecaceresncssccssccnorcecancccons eossd
Elsewhere in Alaska, Or was itceccosceccrececcsenccensb
Outside Of Alask@P.ceececcsoccseosccrsmsccvocnascosncss]
PAGE 5 58-78—
DON'T KNOW...css... (What is your best quess?)........8
REFUSED: et eancasccccnnnstacce

ctsedsecmseacesnrssscacd

PAGE 6. BSEE ANSWER SHEET TO CIRCIE THE TWO SELECTED ACTTVITIES.

ID3 1-2-3-4-
PAGE 6 o3 5=
(CODERS ONLY)

-4 and 6 -



Select as activities only 70's or 80's on Pages 2 and 3.

There are activities within the Greater Susitna Area (Page 3 non—"00"):
If there are 2, take all.
If there are more than 2, count the number of Susitna Area activities, and
pick random numbers between 1 and the number of activities, and count down
to the random number picked. Repeat procedure for second Susitna Area

activity.
If there are less than 2, take all and make up quota from outside the Susitna
area.
Need activities from outside of the Susitna Area (Page 2 non-"00"):
Need 2:

If there are more than 2, count the number of activities, and pick a ran-
dom number between 1 and the mumber of activities, and count down to
the random number picked. Repeat procedure for second activity.

If there are 2 or less, take all.

Need 1:

If there are more than 1, count the number of activities, and pick a ran-
dom number between 1 and the number of activities, and count down to
the random number picked.

If there is 1, take it.

From the hunting, fishing, or other recreational activities you mentioned — I have
selected two that I would like to ask you further questions about. (PAUSE AND PROCEED)

12A. (IF ACTIVITY SELECTED IS "SAIMON OFHER THAN KING", ™TROUT" "BOATING", OR "WENT
BACKPACKING OR TENT OR RECREATIOMAL VEHICLE CAMPING" —— THEN ASK cc...)

12a-1. (IF "SAIMON OTHER THAN KING", ASK:)} Was the salmon you were last after .....

Silver Or COhOseecaceeceasesccsnnseassasnsosal
Red or Sockeye,..........,..................2
Chum or Dog, or was it @.ecececeee. P 3
Pink or Humpy? ....4
OTHER, SPECIFY.

12—
DON'T ENOW....(What is your best guess?)....8
REFUSED s eceseesesscsntssacntsannsoscnene .

12a-2. (IF "TROUT", ASK .....} Was the trout you were last after .....

RAINDOW, e seensesnsccaacrassassscassnnccaasaal
Dolly Varden or Char, or was it .ccccccececa?
Take Trout?.eceenccaceas esssssaccusccesscssned
OTHER, SPECIFY

13~
DON'T KNOW....(What is your best guess?)....8

12A~-3. (IF "WENT BOATING", ASK ....) Was the boating you last did ....

MotOrbOatingrececcesseseaccavaacssnascencaaal
CaNOEING, csseseeseasncscsessacosscsascasscssed
Kayaking, Or was it .vecveercceeasccnasenand3
RAFEING?eaeeascenaccucsossssansonaassasnansed
OTHER, SPECIFY

14—
DON'T KNOW. ... (What is your best quess?)....B
REFUSEDcecesveaccoscncocannsacsassasncanseanesd

12A-4. (IF "WENT BACKPACKING CR TENT OR RECREATIONAL VEHICLE CAMPING", ASK ....) Was

that backpacking, tent camping, or recreational vehicle camping that you did
last?

BACKPACKING. cceccosaaccsacaensncsanscssanesassl
TENT CAMPING.cccccasecsocacscsvascancssanoand
RECREATTONAL VEHICAL CAMPING.cccesasacassssal
15—
DON'T KNOW....(What is your best guess?}....8
REFUSED. seseesansocasaatsatanssncsessasncssnsad
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12B. During 19__ _ (FILL IN LAST YFAR OF 18T ACTIVITY FROM PAGE 2 OR 3), how many total
times didyou go ____ (FILL IN 1ST ACTIVITY TYPE, NOT LOCALIZED)?

NUMBER OF TIMES 16-17—

DON'T KNOW. .. (What is your best guess?)....98
REFUSEDccoessacsnscoccnoscoosncacsceccsscescdd

12C. Now thinking again of your last trip (FILL IN 1ST ACTIVITY AND LOCATICH)

what was the last type of transportation that you used to get to where you began actually
doing the activity?

NONE, JUST WALKED . .ccevscsnescroncccocosnasnsosscal
ROAD VEHICLE, LIKE A CAR, TRUCK; ETC..ccucvccocss
ATR VEHICLE, LIKE AN AIRPLANE OR HELICOPTER......3
WATER VEHICLE LIKE A BOAT OR CANOE..:ccenenscoacad
OFF RORD VEHICLE LIKE SNOWMACHINE OR 3-WHEELER...5
OTHER, SPECIFY.

18—
DON'T KNOW.~....(What is your best guess?)....c..8
REFUSED.eceaccasnosesecossossasconcsacsascnssssced
12D. How many total members of your household were inwvolved in this trip?
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLD MEMRBERS 19-20——-

DON'T KNCW...(What is your best guess?)....98
REFUSED . ccceccscocoscasoscccncacsasccscnnossdd

12E. How many total pecple (including those who are not members of your household, like
friends; but not including guides) were involved in this trip?

NUMBER OF PECPLE 21-22——

DON'T KNOW...{(What is your best guess?)....98
REFUSED s vsaceasessnscsnsnscrscsssanccocsnssdd

12F. How many total hours and minutes did it take you to travel from your home to where

you began (FILL IN 1ST ACTIVITY AND LOCATION)?
MIMBER OF HOURS 23-24——
NUMBER OF MINUTES 25-26—
DON'T KNCW. .. {What is your best guess?)....98
REFUSED: cccocccecoeonacnssacna ciscesssaan ..99
12G. During how many total days ({including travel) did your (FILL IN 1ST
ACTIVITY AND LOCATICN) trip take?
NUMBER OF DAYS 27-28——

DON'T KNCOW...(What is your best guess?)....98
REFUSED.ccnrssacoscacccnacsucnoasacacscnsasedd

12H. Please tell me approximately how much your household spent during that trip for each
of the following items: (ROUND TO NEAREST DOLLAR)

Fuel and/or other travel costs________ ___  29-30-31—
Food and Drink_ 32-33-34—
Fees and/or Guide Service 35~36-37—
Lodging__ 38-39-40—
Miscellaneous, i.e., ammnition, etc. 41~42-43—
Estimated total cost of trip__ . 44-45-46-47-48—

NOTHING. vcocascenscarcnasacssonsccsaasess 000

DON'T KNOW...(What is your best quess?)...298
REFUSED . cveaacsvesscessanssssoacsasnoeens 999




12I. You said the cost of this last trip was § (PAGE 8; Q #12H; COL 44-45-46-47-48-)?
Would you still use this location as frequently to (FILL IN 1ST ACTIVITY), if
your cost were ..... $50 more? $100 more? $150 more? $200 more? $250 more? $300 more?
$350 more? $400 more? (AND SO ON, UNTIL THEY SAY "NO", THEN ASK: "What is the exact
dollar amount?™)

AMCUNT. 49-50-51-52-53——

NOTHING.«osssescecensasscannrencsnnscess00000

OVER $99,997 .. ccicertcacnccasiananaseasas39997
DON'T KNCW. . (What is your best guess?)..99998
REFUSED. - teececcsanessacscansesasscasss-39999

123. In school, we were often given the grades A, B, C, D, or F (FAIL) to evaluate the
quality of our work. Given that an A is very good, a B is good, a C is neither good nor
poor, a D is poor, and an F is very poor — please grade this location and the best other
area of the State in which you can do the same activity along the following dimensions.
Along a scale from A to F, what grade would you give _________ (FILL IN: ™"This location"
AND "Best other area of state"™) in terms of ________ (FILL IN DIMENSION)? (REPEAT FOR
EACH DIMENSICN AND PLACE APPRCPRIATE NUMBER ON ANSWER SHEET)

4 3 2 1 0 8 9
DON'T RE-
DIMENSION A B Cc D F KNCOW FUSED

The ease of %%ttmg into the area:

O e ieceeetienenacesnansascncescncasensacsacsosancassenansassadd—

BEST OTHER ARER OF STATE..eccocccsosscancssacsnuanassancenassssascasacnsessdd=
Your familiarity with the area:
THIS LOCATT

Cescesrecsncieccsesscsnronacnes ceecrstesssostsnecsanas tesaesaB6—

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE.ccrescascsscasasscacasascssssasncsssacassssnansssd /™
The beauty of the area:
THIS TI

L

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE. s s eccsccosceseoccnnaracaensaes

The lack of crowding in the area:
THIS LOCATION..acenoevaasncsccsaasrsascsncasconsssancssasarsscnascasassnnssssocb——

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE.cccacsscccancrscccscacsssrescsasscaansaaansesssnasebl—
The ease of %Iettmg around within the area:
THIS LOCA

ONeeeeosasosnoncensoscsecccsncscosaseasstsseteacoascnne censanecf2—

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE..vessaccscacaccsveacssnsascosssscanscannssaananssBI—
The chance of 8Nttmg what you wanted in the area:
THIS LOCATT

..... eescscecsseseasineseasssesensssessnatcsssosancesscnecssbd—

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE..ceccsacecncccescesassosassssssnnserasvcnsocnsssdd——
The cost of this activity in the area:
THIS LOCATI

“isacesineedescsacsaseassarssestencosananne cesevcesssnsanns 66—

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE.ceccccccorcsscaccscscssasasoascsasccssasaaansaseb/=—"
The Taual g of oglaces to stay or camp in the area:

cecescessssssencecns tescaccaccorcesneaesanane Y 1
BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE..cciecececaccccccsccaccncscsceaaccosccanassanscebI=—0
The chance of being close to nature in the area:
THIS LOCATION

GsseisecseacsenstsvstasasesrasesessrenasstecenteavetEeane e 70—

BEST OTHER BRFA OF STATE..ceccacavsesascscssecascaaccsscascnssnancncnncnnsell—
The famll tradition of doing the activity in the area:
S TAckEToN J Y

ONecececanoaasesaasecsesscsosasscsncassstssnaancacacssseasasnae

BEST CTHER AREA OF STATE .« cseseseceacsaccasassarsrasssacsccasscssscansosancsld—

Its overall ‘I'Egﬁ......-.........................u...‘......-.........,.....74-——

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE.ccecsccsossccocssasscsssccsasnssscscosaccsssocansld——
12K. Do you own land near where you last __ ___ (FILL IN 1ST ACTIVITY AND LOCATION)?

YESieessocnococsarecscsnaannsnas . |

NOceasessenasesssannssascasssaranasaraasesnsd

DON'T KNOW.... (What is your best guess?)....8
REFUSED s et eseesasescsanencsssccancaanssasaned
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D4 1-2-3-4-
CD4 5-
(CCDERS ONLY)

Now we are to the second activity that I need further information about. (PAUSE AND

PROCEED)

13a. (IF ACTIVITY SELECTED IS

BACKPACKING OR TENT OR RECREATTCNAL VEHICLE CAMPING" — THEN ASK .cc..)

13a-1. (IF "SAIMON OTHER THAN KING", ASK:)

13a-2. (IF "TROUT",

13a-3. (IF "WENT BCATING", ASK ....)

Silver or CoOhOrecesesceasensscasnncaconsanccne .1
Red or SOCKEYE,ecectsncssacsscocncosnscscnas o2
Chum or Dog, Or Was it Seccosesvscoccacscosed
Pink Or HUMPDY?.eecessocescerescsencccasnnsnncd
OTHER, SPECIFY.

DON'T KNOW. ...(What is your best guess?}....8
REFUSEDcsvescsscassscssnscsossaccavssaanscacsed

ASK .....) Was the trout you were last after .....

RAiNbOWreccesnescccscascsccnanaan 4vacoacocasl
Dolly Varden or Char, or was it scoeccocscoso 2
Lake Trout?.cececscecococss cassscscscs cacess3

OTHER, SPECIFY.

DON'T KNCW....(What is your best guess?)....8
REFUSED.cceesnesnss

“suesscsecccccsccsaosccsesd

Motorboating,ccecescecoesconocsacoccnsccesasl
Canoeings.eccesecccecaccesensccsscsanscscoscsl
Kayaking, or was it cceececccccoococeas reoaed

RAfting?eececaesscronncscvaccascsocosmeccosad
OTHER, SPECIFY

DON'T KNOW....(What is your best guess?)....B
REFUSED: cescucesccensconccoccsccnnsocnnonsnad

Was the boating you last did ....

"SATMON OTHER THAN KING", "TROUT"™ "BOATING®, OR "WENT

Was the salmon you were last after c.c..

13A-4. (IF "WENT BACKPACKING OR TENT OR RECREATICNAL VEHICLE CAMPING", ASK ....) Was

that backpacking, tent campinl;, or recreational vehicle camping that you did

last?

BACKPACKING.cceveeocracconsencecsovacaenscenacl
TENT CAMPING.«ocescossccsosnescononsonaasnnsl
RECREATICNAL VEHICAL CAMPING..cecccecscascosd

DON'T KMOW....(What is your best quess?}....8
REFUSED«:ceeeas cocesceccececocescsscsossnns .8

13B. During 19 ____ (FILL IN IAST YEAR OF 2ND ACTIVITY FROM PAGE 2 OR 3), how many total

times did you go

(FILL IN 2ND ACTIVITY TYPE, NOT LOCALIZED)?

NUMBER OF TIMES

10-11—

DON'T KNCW. .. (What is your best guess?)....98
REFUSED. ecacecoccoccacscccncocccnnsoncnnseadd
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12B-2. During 19__ (FILL IN LAST YEAR OF 1ST ACTIVITY FROM PAGE 3), how many total times

did yougo - (FILL IN 1ST ACTIVITY TYPE) in the two greater Susitna areas that we
talked about earlier?

NUMBER OF TIMES IN TWO GREATER SUSITNA AREAS 77-78-

DON'T ENOW......{What is your best guess?)......98
REFUSED.ceecsecsucscacasasccssarcsnsascanassannesdd

12B-3. During 1S__ (FILL IN LAST YEAR OF 1ST ACTIVITY FROM PAGE 3), how many total times
did you go ________ (FILL IN 1ST ACTIVITY TYPE, LOCALIZED TO SUBAREA) in the one of the
15_subareas of the two areas that we talked about earlier?

NUMBER OF TIMES IN SUBAREA OF SUSITNA____  79-80-
DON'T Imav......‘(What is your best guess?)......98
REFUSED-:--.-u--.--c-u----a.lo-.-n--n----'.-q-o:gg

.

13B~2. During 19__ (FILL IN IAST YEAR OF 1ST ACTIVITY FROM PAGE 3), how many total times
did yougo ________ (FILL IN 1ST ACTIVITY TYPE) in the two greater Susitna areas that we
talked about earlier?

NUMBER OF TIMES IN TWO GREATER SUSITMM ARPEAS = 71-72-

DON'T KNOW......(What is your best guess?)......98
REFUSED e vcacasvcooenccrasscancacssansancascaacaesdld

13B-3, During 19__ (FILL IN LAST YEAR OF 1ST ACTIVITY FROM PAGE 3), how many total times
did you go ______ _ (FILL IN 1ST ACTIVITY TYPE, LOCALIZED TO SUBAREA)} in the one of the
15_subareas of the two areas that we talked about earlier?

NUMBER OF TIMES IN SUBAREA OF SUSITNA 73-74-

DON'T KNOW......{What is your best guess?}......98
REFUSED.eeececccanocassacenasaasnacvnssncansacsssdd



13C. Now thinking again of your last trip (FILL IN 2ND ACTIVITY AND LOCATION}

what was the last type of transportation that you used to get to where you began actually
doing the activity?

NONE, JUST WALKED.veeesossossceanssosanescecs eeneol
ROAD VEHICLE, LIKE A CAR. TRUCK, ETC.cceneeneces.?
ATR VEHICLE, LIKE AN AIRPLANE OR HELICOPTER......3
WATER VEHICLE LIKE A BOAT OR CANCE..cccoerecnaes.d
OFF ROAD VEHICLE LIKE SNOWMACHINE OR 3-WHEELER...5
OTHER., SPECIFY

12—

DON'T RNCW......(What is your best guess?).c.c...8

REFUSED ¢ sc csnsvoansccassnsascenssccnconcoansansooed

13D. How many total members of your household were involved in this trip?
NUMBER OF HOUSEHCOLD MEMBERS__ o 13-14——

DON'T KNOW...(What is your best gquess?)....98
REFUSED:. ceeeoserosanssesncccanssansensanassedd

13E. How many total people {including those who are not members of your household. like
friends; but not including guides) were involved in this trip?

NUMBER CF PECPLE __15-16~—
DON'T KNOW. .. (What is your best guess?)....98
REFUSED. cscceessoceonssaasncoccnonsannsca .99
13F. How many total hours and minutes did it take you to travel from your home to where
you began _ (FILL IN 2ND ACTIVITY AND LOCATION)?
NUMBER OF HOURS 17-18—
NUMBER OF MINUTES 19-20—
DON'T KNOW...{(What is your best guess?)....98
REFUSED e eseeeseossanconoranatcassascnsance .99
13G. During how many total days (including trawvel) did your (FILL IN 2ND
ACTIVITY AND LOCATION) trip take?
NUMBER OF DAYS 2]1=22—

DON'T KNCOW. .. (What is your best guess?)....98
REFUSEDcevccesassessvcncecscnsnnssonssenssadd

13H. Please tell me approximately how much your household spent during that trip for each
of the following items: (ROUND TO NEAREST DCLIAR)

Fuel and/or other travel costs__ _____23=24~=25——
Food and Drink 26-27-28——
Fees and/or Guide Service _29-30-31—-
Lodging 32-33-34——
Miscellaneous, i.e., ammnition, etc. 35=-36=37—
Estimated total cost of trip_  _ 38-39-40-41-42-——
NOTHING. e vc.e cereecccsssencrns cessensessa000
DON'T KNOW...(What is your best guess?)...998
REFUSED. ceeeceoascccsccassns esaenas eesess.999
13I. You said the cost of this last trip was $ ___ (PAGE 11; Q #13H; COL 38-39-40-41-42-)?
Would you still use this location as frequently to . (FILL IN 2ND ACTIVITY), if

your cost were ..... $50 more? $100 more? $150 more? $200 more? $250 more? $300 more?

$350 more? $400 more? (AND S0 ON, UNTIL THEY SAY "NO", THEN ASK: "what is the exact
dollar amount?")

AMOUNT 43-44-45-46-47—

NOTHING. cccceecnssancassacnesonasnesses 00000

OVER $99,997 . cccicacnraccsonsnscansess 99997

DON*T KNOW.. (What is your best guess?)..99998
REFUSED casacvencscnconcascasscscanasss-39999
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133. In school, we were often givén the grades A, B, C, D, or F (FAIL)} to evaluate the
= quality of our work. Given that an A is very good, a B is good, a C 1s neither good nor
v poor, a D is poor, and an F is very poor — please grade this locatlon and the best other

area of the State in which you can do the same activity along the following dimensions.

Along a scale from A to F, what grade would you give . (PFILL IN: "This location"
— AND "Best other area of state") in terms of _____ . (FILL IN DIMENSION)? (REPEAT FOR
: FEACH DIMENSION AND PLACE APPROPRIATE NUMBER ON ANSWER SHEET)

4 3 2 1 0 8 9
DON'T RE-~
DIMENSION A B c D F KNOW FUSED

The ease of getting into the area:
THIS LOCATION. covrnannassnssnasansossssnssssnssacssnnanassnsssnsesansenssssdo——

REST OUTHER AREA CF STATE......... . |

Your familiarity with the area:
THIS LOCATTON.eeccevasensaranssnssnnnns teescssessasssscasncsssennsnsreses I

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE.ccsacsacsecccsccssassancanssssanasisarascaassssedl=——

The beauty of the area:
THIS IOCATION.ceceaseaseresonoscssansesoasasasssasnssansssnansasaannsscsadd——

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE..ccacscvscanseascsnssnscaccrarasesonscasncasesssdd—

The lack of crowding in the area:
THIS LOCATION. cecaessonconssenncononsassasseasnsscoscosonnasssnsassansassedde—

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE. ecescsncaccasceccorsanscsoasasanssansenssacssssadd—

The ease of getting around within the area:
THIS IOCATION.eeteecenvscannas P 1

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE.sccnsccctnrescscsncensescenccnascsscscccnnsnssnsadl/~——

The chance of getting what you wanted in the area:
THIS LOCATION. i ceecescsccasasnacsasacantossansaancscsasnssnactassansassasadd—

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE.scceseccsocccccetsrsasreansesaaassascaassenseansadI—

The cost of this activity in the area:
THIS LOCATION.e.eceteccecnccascnccsssscscnssoasasasmananncss veseesccesen . 60—

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATEe.:eescscctntssscasoesvsssacsnssssssvoascovssensesdl—

The quality of places to stay or camp in the area:
THIS LOCATION.ceeaaescccacesaccsasacsonnssasca P Y

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE...ccceaceresnsessssscssacsasansn sesescccccaanns 63—

The chance of being close to nature in the area:
THIS LOCATION:.ceseesesecctscsscvssassscsseanssasasssasensssassasssssceannsasssld——

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE.ceceecaccasanmacccccaancuansanamene N 1

The family tradition of doing the activity in the area:
THIS LOCATION. e ssecsonsvrsacosnnsassscansesosasssseossasscanssascsansasscesaesssdO—

BEST OTHER ARFA OF STATE..... N Y A

Its overall appeal:
THIS LOCATION....... I 1

BEST OTHER AREA OF STATE. «eeceesescasassoasssssncssasnsnscassesaseanessss B9
13R. Do you own land near where you last _______ (FILL IN 2NMD ACTIVITY AND LOCATION)?

YESesseecasecesacssnsesnscncscsssansassnncasl

NOteuesassasscanencaestassannssasncsassaaananee

70—
DON'T KNCW.... (What is your best quess?)....8

REFUSEDeecceosrasactsanseccnscstsascanoscnenssd
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D5 1-2-3-4-

5 5=
{CCDERS ONLY)
l4. From the following list of outdoor types equipment that you own for non-commercial
use -— please tell me if your household owns that type of equipment; and if so, what you
would estimate its present value to be; and what percent (%) of the value of this
equipment is used for {FILL IN 1ST AND 2ND ACTIVITIES, BUT NOT THEIR LOCATIONS) in
the two Susitna Areas I described earlier and what percent (%) of the value of this
equipment is wused for (FILL IN 1IST AND 2ND ACTIVITIES, BUT NOT THEIR LOCATIONS) in
other areas? (REPEAT FOR FACH EQUIPMENT TYPE) (OVER $99,997 = 99957 AND OVER 97% = 97)
1 2 8 9
DON'T DON'T RE-
EQUIPMENT TYPES OWN W RNCW FUSED
Camping Vehicles (Like pickup-campers, RV's, Vans, etcC.) cesvcssonssces cacesesb——
ESTIMATED PRESENT VALUE 7-8-9-10-11——
% OF VALUE USED FOR 1ST ACTIVITY IN SUSITNA 12-13—
% OF VALUE USED FOR 1ST ACTIVITY IN OTHER AREAS 14-15——
$ OF VALUE USED FOR 2ND ACTIVITY IN SUSITNA 16-17—
% OF VALUE USED FOR 2ND ACTIVITY IN OTHER AREAS 18-19—

Snow Machines, Sleds, and ATV's (Like weasels, 3-wheelers, swamp buggies)...20—

ESTIMATED PRESENT VALUE 21-22-23-24-25—
% OF VALUE USED FOR 1ST ACTIVITY IN SUSITNA __ 26=27—
% OF VALUE USED FOR 1ST ACTIVITY IN OTHER AREAS 28-29—
$ OF VALUE USED FOR 2ND ACTIVITY IN SUSITMA 30-31—
$ OF VALUE USED FOR 2ND ACTIVITY IN OTHER AREAS 32-33—

Boats and Equipment (Like cances, kayaks, jet boats, air boats, etc.).......34—

ESTIMATED PRESENT VALUE 35-36-37-38=39~—
% OF VALUE USED FOR 1ST ACTIVITY IN SUSITNA 40-41—
$ OF VALUE USED FOR 1ST ACTIVITY IN OTHER AREAS 42-43—
$ OF VALUE USED FOR 2ND ACTIVITY IN SUSITNA 44~45—
% OF VALUE USED FOR 2ND ACTIVITY IN CTHER ARFAS 46=47—
AIrPlanEecceereasssccsaconaevassosacsseossasnsscassaccrsscssnctssscnsccacson 48—
ESTIMATED PRESENT VALUE 49-50-51-52~53-—
¢ OF VALUE USED FOR 1ST ACTIVITY IN SUSITNA 54=55=—
% OF VALUE USED FOR 1ST ACTIVITY IN OTHER AREAS 56-57—
% OF VALUE USED FOR 2ND ACTIVITY IN SUSITNA 58~59=—
% OF VALUE USED FOR 2ND ACTIVITY IN COTHER ARFAS 60-61—

Hunting, Fishing and Camping Equipment and Gear
(like rifles, fishing rods, tents,
sleeping bags, skiis, cameras,

special clothes, etC.)ecevaoeccecascanassactcnacannes ceressmressaes tesenceb2—

ESTIMATED PRESENT VALUE 63-64-65-66—67——

% OF VALUE USED FOR 1ST ACTIVITY IN SUSITNA 68-69——

% OF VALUE USED FOR 1ST ACTIVITY IN OTHER AREAS 70-71—

% OF VALUE US'ED FOR 2ND ACTIVITY IN SUSITNA 72-73——

% OF VALUE USED FOR 2ND ACTIVITY IN OTHER AREAS 74-75——
-13 -



Ipé  1-2-3-4-
(D6 5-
(CODERS ONLY)

LEAVE THIS COLUMN BLANK 6-

16. what percent (%)} of the meat and fish consumed by your household is from hunting and
fishing?

PERCENT OF MEAT AND FISH 7-8-9—

DON'T KNOW...(What is your best guess?)...998
REFUSED e escenaancsnsraasssascansannasasesdd0

17. How many total vyears and months have you lived in Alaska? (WRITE NUMRER OF YEARS AND
MONTHS ON ANSWER SHEET)

XX YEARS 10-11-—
XX MONTHS 12-13——
DON'T KNOW...(WHAT IS YOUR BEST GUESS?)...998
REFUSED<cscuesa teenerecssscarcansen eneenes999
18, How many total years and months have you lived in ? (FILL IN NAME CF
COMMUNITY) (WRITE NUMBER OF YEARS AND MCNTHS ON ANSWER SHEET)
XX YEARS __14-15——
XX MONTHS 16-17——

DON'T KN(M...{(What is your best guess?)...998
REFUSED:. ceescusvaccnva bevecssansssessrsane 999

19. Given that an A is very important, a B is important, a C is neither important or
unimportant, a D is unimportant, and an F is very unimportant — please grade each of the
following qualities in terms of how important that quality is to you, personally, for

living in _ (FILL IN NAME OF COMMUNITY). Along a scale from A to F, what grade
would you give ___ (FILL IN EVERY QUALITY) for livingin ____ (FILL IN NAME
OF COMMUNITY)?
4 3 2 1 0 8 9
OON'T RE-
QUALITY A B C D F KNOW FUSED
Being near friendS.ccceicccecnerctccncccccsacanas ceenae ctesssccennan cencveaalB—r
The opportunity to get a job....... seetaseneecsneracesenercancsannaaan cerenns «19——
The long-term economic OPPOrtUNitY.eceieacrarcceccesanccanaas essteecescs 2ee 20—
A chance to get away from urban problemS...ceccesccccccceccaceancceasanenas 21—
Having a challenging or eXCiting JOb.asececeiececaseseasccseescctocansnasnneadl——
Being close to a wilderness envirOmmeNt..cse-aeccssssscscsscecsascocaccanansaddI—

Having an opportunity to earn a high INCOME.ceacececccsecrocesasenasnnaanees2d—
Baving a chance to be self-reliant, to live more

of a subsistence or pioneer's lifestylece.ecececsssacaccnsenns testesaneedS—
Being part of a small community..eeececeeas ceserecseneacecrsansss cosesonsassdb—
Being nearby hunting and fishing.e.ccecseeicaareeriatececnecnscecenaacnca ees2]——
Being nearby outdoor recreational opportUNitieS.ceeeveeceecvasocaecncancn caes28—
Curiousity about Alask@e.eseececccenccas cetecascanscnensecaasrrsacssnacsaaces2d™
School or military..cceeeeasoacees toesersscncaannea cceescessecancoaannaone .e s 30—

A chance to be independent, to start somethmg new.......................,...31—————
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20. Please tell me when each person living in your household was born and their gender or
sex. Please start with yourself.

21.. How many
(EIGHTH GRADE
MASTERS DEGREE

(WRITE IN LAST TWO DIGITS OF YEAR BORN CON ANSWER SHEET)
DON'T KNOW......(What is your best guess?)......98
REFUSED . ceeacacsasooseseseeascasncansansscoanaace 99

(WRITE MALE FEMALE CODES ON ANSWER SHEET)
MATE cuicconceannsoeccacoscnsonnasoenscacmnsnce 1
FEMAIE . cicceeconcosescosansanccacncscncusanacd

DON'T KNOW...(WHAT IS YOUR BEST GUESS?).....8

REFUSED s v e e coenocnnnacsasnsansconnsss cebeens 9
LAST TWO DIGITS OF YEAR BORN FOR RESPONDENT 32-33——
SEX OF RESPONDENT g
LAST TWO DIGITS OF YFAR BORM FOR PERSON #2 35-36——
SEX OF PERSON #2 37—
LAST TWO DIGITS OF YFAR BORN FOR PERSON #3 38-39——
SEX OF PERSON #3 40—
IAST TWO DIGITS OF YEAR BORN FOR PERSON #4 41-42——
SEX OF DERSON #4 43—
LAST TWO DIGITS OF YFAR BORN FOR PERSON #5_ _ 44-45——
SEX OF PERSON #5 46——
IAST TWO DIGITS OF YEAR RORN FOR PERSON #6 47-48-——
SEX OF PERSCN #6 49—
IAST TWO DIGITS OF YEAR BORN FOR PERSON #7 50-51-—0
SEX OF PERSON #7 oy —
LAST TWO DIGITS OF YEAR BORN FOR PERSON #8__ 53~54——
SEX OF PERSON #8 S5
LAST TWO DIGITS OF YEAR BORN FOR PERSON #9 56~57—
SEX OF DERSON #9 58——
IAST TWO DIGITS OF YFAR BORN FOR PERSON #10 59-60——
SEX OF PERSON #10 6l
LAST TWO DIGITS OF YEAR BORN FOR PERSON #11 62~63=—
SEX OF PERSON #11_ [ —

total years of education have you completed? (FORMAL ATTENDANCE IN SCHOOL)

8; HIGH SCHOOL = 12; TRADE SCHOOL = 14; COLLEGE GRADUATE — BA COR BS = 16;
18; IAWYER, DOCTOR, PH.D = 19}

YEARS OF EDUCATION 65~66——

REFUSED:.ccesectosnsscconcnoseascasnnsascsscadd

ILEAVE THIS COLUMN BLANK 67—
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Tne last few questions are being collected purely for statistical purposes.

23. During 1984, how many individuals in your household worked fulltime 35 or more hours
per week?

NUMBER OF FULLTIME WORKERS 68—-69——

DON'T KNCW...(WHAT IS YOUR BEST GUESS?}....98
REFUSED s secsacscaanscascsaccssssosacaasessd?d

23pb. How many part-time, 34 or less hours?

.~ NUMBER CF PART-TIME WORKERS 70—

NONE.ceteasacesseascnssannssnnsncccs conesess00

DON'T KNOW...(WHAT IS YOUR BEST GUESS?)....98
REFUSED:ccscesscsccaassscasscocanssascaeneadd

24. During 1984, how many total months was everyone in your household employed? (ADD ALL
HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS TOGETHER)

TOTAL NUMBER OF MCNTHS 71-72——

DON'T KNOW.., (What is your best quess?)....98
REFUSED . ccoescsaseansansnosssnncoscsonncnscedd

25. Are you presently seasonally employed, annually employed, unemploved and looking for
work, not looking for work, or retired?

SEASONALLY FMPLOYED<eeescesscaccssncecaasoasl
ANNUALLY EMPLOYFDeeecseacscasaescocsoscsancal
UNEMPLOYED AND LOCKING FOR WORKeecessonsessel
NOT LOCKING FOR WORK.e-ec... Y
RETTRED . cveccecasoaccesoscasasnasscancnasenad

73—
REFUSED:cerecscasscassacacocsescocavcansancasd

26. Including only those presently living at home, what was your total household income
for 1984, before taxes and other deductions were made? Please tell me the figure to the

nearest thousand dollars. (WRITE IN, TO THE NEAREST THCUSAND DOLLARS, THE NUMBER ON THE
ANSWER SHEET?

X THOUSAND DOLIARS 74-75-76——

DON'T KNOW...(What is your best guess?)...998
REFUSED«eseassscases (ASK COL 59} ccave....999

26b. We don't need the exact dollar figure; could you tell me which of these
broad categories it falls in...

Less than 16,000 dollarS,.ceeeccscssccascasal
Between 16,000 and 25,000 dollarS,sesecacees 2
Between 26,000 and 35,000 dollarS,ecseecesasa3
Between 36,000 and 45,000 dollarS,;ceseeccesad
Between 46,000 and 55,000 dollarSscessacceaesd
Between 36,000 and 65,000 dollarSscecsaccaceb
Between 66,000 and 75,000 dollarsS, Ofeeeceese?
More than 75,000 dollarS?.ceecccecccscscasacsl

77—
REFUSED. ccvceecscasscsncccasncssannes ceseesd
27. 1Is your telephone numberesvecesesceas .
Listed OL.ecescascacccossescssncensossnssanal
Unlisted..ccceeceneanesacsccccocnascananssaal
78—

DON'T KNCW...(WHAT IS YOUR BEST GUESS?).....8
REFUSED. ceceaecssecccanssoscsasansscacsacsead
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28. What is the likelihood that you, or someone else in your household, will go sports

fishing this year?
or very unlikely?

VERY LIKELY...e00eeeesveasccvcccosacsoacccwasl

SOMEWHAT LIKELY eevccascsocss tesscecsacece veal
SOMEWHAT UNLIKELY:.cecso Pescans cecucecanas .3
VERY UNLIKELY..ce00v0aes N 4

DON'T KNCW....(What is your best guess?)....8
REFUSED.ccesacenaccnsscnsacancncs I

Would you say it is very likely, somewhat likely, somewhat unlikely,

79—

28B. (IF VERY UNLIKELY, THEN SKIP THIS QUESTION) May we call you in a few
months for another survey for the State about sports fishing?

YES:caesccsenssccsnsecssosassoconssasssnnssol

MOecevecoacososacnsnoovacons cheesesccctaneccd

DON'T KNOW. .. (WHAT IS YOUR BEST GUESS?).....8
REFUSED.cscsceacccsencoessoccecamsans P

THIS COMPLETES THE SURVEY, THANKYOU VERY MUCH FOR HELPING US — GOCDEYE
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INTERPRETATION OF TABLES
IN EXHIBIT B

The tables in Exhibit E are paired. Tables on the left-facing page
contain percentages, and tables on the right-facing page contain the
corresponding absolute numbers. Both the percentages and absolute
numbers refer to one of four population groups: all study area
households, urban households, small town households, and rural
households. The table titles indicate which of the four population
groups is the subject of a particular table.

The percentages shown represent upper and lower bound estimates of

the true population percentage. The true population percentage
could only be determined if the survey sample included all
households. 'The standard errors upon which the upper and lower

bound estimates were derived were calculated as follows:

se = [(PY(A-P)
n

where P equals the proportion observed in the survey
n equals the effective sample size and
se equals the estimated standard error

The estimated standard was multiplied by 1.96 and the product was
added to and subtracted from the observed survey percentage to
produce upper and lower bound percentage estimates. If the survey
were replicated an infinite number of times, the observed survey
percentages would fall within the reported range 95 percent of the
time. A more intuitive interpretation of the reported ranges is
that there is a 95 percent chance that the true population
percentage is contained within the range.

The absolute numbers reported are simply the product of the reported
percentages and the total number of households in the population
group. There are an estimated 122,753 households in the study area
as a whole, 106,215 urban households, 13,878 small town households,
and 2,660 rural households.
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NOTE:

"Susitna Study Area" in all tables in Appendix B
refers to the same area defined in the main body

of the report as the Study Region (see Figure 3-1).
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Table B.l.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Hunting by Area

GEOGRAFAIC LOCATION

In or out of Alasks

In Alaska

Susitna Study #res

firea One

frea Two

Area Three

Araa Four

Area Five

Area Six

Area Seven

firea Eight

Area Nine

Area Ten

Ar=a Eleven

Area Tuelve

Area Thirteen

Area Bourteen

10 Miles North of Denali Huy
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area
Kenai Perinsula

Copper K./Wrangell/Valdez
Southeast &laska
Elsewhere in Alasks
futside Alaska

LOW
9.7
33.9%
2%.1%

1.7%

6.8

1.5%

0.3%

1.2%

144

0.9%

0.1%

0.7%

¢.1%

0%

0.1%

4.7%

2.22

1.04

2.2

7.7%

1.3%

0.9%

1.3%

2.4
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ALL HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985 1984
LOW HIGH Low HIGH
50,92 537 20.6%  43.4%
90.4% 53.: $6.57  43.3
2.6 29.0% 2077 E.9
1.6Z 2.4% 1.32 1.94
6.2% 7.6% 4.9% 6.1%
4.0 3.2% 2.92 3.8%
0.4% 0.8% 0.4% 0.8%
1.0% 1.6 0.9% 1.5%
1.2% .13 1.0% 1.6%
0.8% 1.4 G.61 1.7
.13 0.3% Nird .27
0.6% 1.% 0.4% .95
0.1% 0.3% 0.1 0.3%
NIk 0.23% 0% 0.2%
0.1% 0.3% Q% 0.2%
4,33 3.5% 3.47 4.4%
1.9% .74 1.5% 2.3Z
g.9% | 174 0.5 1.2%
2.04 2.8% 1.6 2.4%
7.1 3.5% 8.1% 754
1L.1Z 1.7% 0.91 1.5
0.9% 1.5% + 0.6% 1.0%
641 18.4X 12.9%% 14.9%
1.3 1.% 0.5% 0.9




Table B.2.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Hunting by Area

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVEE 1980 -1985 1984
Lo HIGH LOW HIGH L0 HiGH
In or out of Alaska 69640 73000 62300 53300 49880 53230
Ir Alaska 68160 71530 81890 63280 49760 53110
Susitna Study Area 35730 38890 32600 33650 25360 28160
drea One 090 3060 1980 2930 o540 3350
Area Two 8310 10100 7610 933¢ 5980 7930
Area Three 5210 7010 4930 6360 3440 4pal
Area Four 380 1140 §7Q 1000 §70 1009
Ares Five 1430 2250 1219 1980 1100 1349
Area Six 1760 2660 1650 2530 1216 1980
Area Seven 1109 1840 1000 1700 680 1280
Area Eight 90 100 90 400 20 230
Arez Nine 890 15740 780 1430 470 1600
Area Ten 180 250 180 530 50 406
Area Eleven 20 230 20 230 20 230
Area Tuelve %9 400 50 400 20 230
drea Thirteen 9740 7370 5280 6730 4130 5436
#rea Pourteen 2630 3730 2316 3330 1874 2800
10 Miles North of Depali Hwy 1210 1980 1100 1340 780 1430
Anchorage/Chugach Ntn. Area 2650 3730 2430 3470 1320 2930
Kenai Peninsula 3439 11380 8660 10490 7490 3200
Copper R./¥rangell/Valdez 1650 2330 1320 2120 1100 1840
Southeast Alaska 1190 1840 1100 1840 530 1280
Elsevhera in Alasks 1870 2800 20070 22650 19890 18240
Qutside 4laska 2990 4130 1540 2390 380 1140
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Table B.3.

Susitna Hydroelectric Projegt, Percentage
of Urban Households Hunting by Axea

AEDGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER
LOW HIGH

In or out of Alaska 34.3%  98.4%
In Alasks 53.97  57.1%
Susitna Study Area 26.92  30.3%
Area One 1.3% 2.9%
Area Two S.6% 7.8%
Area Three 3.8% 3.6%
Area Four 0.3% 5.9%
Area Five N P4 1.9%
Area Six 1.2% .2
Area Seven 3.7% ine
Ares Eight Nir4 0.4%
Area Nine 0.6% 1.4%
Area Ten 0.12 0.5%
Area Eleven V¥ 0.2%
Area Twelve A% 0.3%
Area Thirteen 4.4% B.2%
Arez Fourteen 1.8% 3.0%
10 Miles North of Denali Hwy 0.82 1.8%
Anchorage/Chugach Ntn, Area 2.0% 3.4%
Kenai Peninsuyla g8.2%  10.6%
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdes G.7% 1.5%
Southeast Alaska g.21 1.81
Elsewhere in Alasks 17.52 20.9X
Qutside Alaska 2.9% 4,1%
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URBAN  HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1983
LOW HIGH
8.2 52.4%
47.5% 517
2408 27.8%
1.2 2.4%
.12 7.1
3.4% b rd
0.3% 0.9%
0. 7% T
L.9% 2.0
0.6% 1.41
W 0.4%
0.52 1.3
0.1% 0.3%
N4 0.22
0% 0.2%
4.0% 5.82
1.6% 2.8
0.32 1.9%
1.8% 3.2%
7.4% 9,8%
0.9% 1.3%
0.8% 1.82
15.% 1%.1%
1.2 .44

LoW

37.64
37.9%
18.0%
.04
3.8%
3.2%
0.2%
0.7%
4.7%
0.3
D
0.3%
N
0%
0%

3.0%

1.27

0.51
1.3%
.44
0.3%
0.3%
12.4%
0.4




Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of

GEOSRAPHIC LOCATION

in or out of Alaska
In Alasks
Susitna Study Ares

Table B.4.

Urban Households Hunting by Area

EVER
Lo HIGH
7570 62030
36186 60660
28130 32200

4rea One 1400 2630
frea Two 5996 8240
Area Three 4040 5940
fires Four 30 980
Area Five 960 2020
Aray Six 132 2390
Ares Seven 700 1540
Arez Eight 10 410
firea ¥ine 610 1519
Area Ten 70 360
frea Eleven 0 250
Araa Twelve Y 29
Area Thirteen 4620 6640
Area Fourteen 1860 3240
10 Miles North of Denali Hwy 370 18%0
Anchor 39e/Chugach Htn. Ares 2140 3600
Kenai Peninsula 8670 11300
Copper R,/Wrangell/Valdez 700 1640
Southeast Alaska 870 1890
Elseuhere in Alaska 18620 22170
Qutside Alaska 2700 4310
B-17

URBAN HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985
Loy HIGH
1180 55680
0430 54920
25540 29480
1316 2310
5400 7ak0
2630 3480
290 9806
730 760
10390 2140
610 1510
10 419
330 1380
70 560
0 230
¢ 290
432 6180
1680 3000
870 1890
1956 3360
7870 10400
330 1380
870 1890
16880 20300
1310 2310

LO¥
39964
398560
19130

1630
4040
2320

0

700

780

370

0

370

16

¢

0

3130
122

330

1580

6730

7

330
13210

450
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Hunting by Area

GEGGRAPHIC LOCATION

in or out of Alaska

In Alaska

Susitna Study Area

Area One

Area Two

Area Three

Area Four

frea Five

firea Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

Area Nime

area Ten

Araa Eleven

firea Tuelve

Area Ihirteen

rea Fourteen

10 Hiles North of Denali Hwy
inchorage/Chugach Ntn, Arez
Keriai Peninsula

Copper R./Wranqell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alasks
Dutside Alaska

Table B.5.

EVER

LOW
64.7%
6d.47
3%.6%
2.3%
11.0%
6.0k
0.64
2.2%
1.9%
.22
0%
0.3%
0%
74
¢.1%
4.0%
2.9%
0.3%
1.0%
3.3
4.4
0.1%
15.4%
0.3%

HIGH
68.9%
68.64
44.0%
3.9%
13.80
B+
1.4%
3.6%
3.3
2.4%
0.4%
§.92
2k
0.4%
0.5%
6.0%
4.5
.11
2.2%
3.7%
b.4%
9.7%
18.8%
1.12
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SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1965
LO¥  HIGH
61.4%  65.6%
6117  65.3%
374 4l.6%
2.3% 3.71
10.52 13.3%
.51 7.74
0.6% 1.4%
1.9% 3.31
1.8% 3.2%
1.0% 2.2%
0% 0,41
8.3 0.92
01 0.2%
17 0.4%
.17 0.5%
3.9% 5.7%
2.6% 4,27
0.3% 0.9%
1.0% 2.2
B4 3.6%
4.3% £.31
0.1% 4.7¢
14.6%  17.8%
012 0.7%
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Table B.6.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Ares
Area One

firea Two

Area Three

Area Four

Area Five

Area Six

Area Seven

Arex Eignt

Area Nine

Area Ten

grea Eleven

Area Twelve

Ares Ihirteen

Ares Fourteen

10 ¥iles Horth of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area

Kenzi Peninsula

Copper R./Weangell/Valdez

Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Qutside Alaska

LOW
8980
8940
3500

320
1520

83¢

80

300

260

170

40

10
360
400

30
130
31
610

20

2140

50

EVER

HIGH
9360
9520
6106
40
1320
1140
200
500
460
330
30
130

0
Al
230
&30
130
300
20
8%0
90
2600
150
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SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS

193¢ -1983
LOW HIGH
520 9118

8480 060

9180 3780
310 a2

1430 1850
760 1070
80 200
260 460
230 440
130 300
¢ 30
4 130
0 30
¢ a0
10 70
340 800
360 380
40 130
150 200
300 300
600 870
20 20
2020 2470
20 %0

LOW
7230
7230
4500

230
126G

630

&0
pe]

170

120

40

1¢
460
320
40
120
260
490
19
1610
0

1984
HIGH
7840
7340
3080

470
1630
960
17¢
419
330
370
30
130
30
30
70
710
40
130
7
460
740
70
2020
30



Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage

Table B.7.

of Rural Households Hunting by Area

GEOGRAFHIC LOCAT [ON

In or out of Alaska

In Alaska

Susitna Study Ares

Area One

Araa Two

Area Thres

Area Pour

Araa Five

Area Six

Area Seven

Area Bignt

Area Nine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

Ares Twelve

Area Thirteen

Area Fourteen

10 Miles North of Denali Hwy
fnchorage/Chugach Min. Ares
Kenai Peninsula

Copper E./Hrangell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska
Elsevhere in Alaska
Jutside Alaska

LOW
80.7%
80.1%
44.7%

2.6%

2.0%

8.4%

0.2%

0.9%

2.2%

1.0%

0.0%

1.1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.2¢

4.6%

2.5

0.5%

1.6X

1.0%

.47

1.6%
13.5%

1.1%

EVER

HiGH
85.71
83.11
31.3%
Ge2%
16.6%
10.0%
1L.2X
7%

L= <& - N Ry N |
-
L 00 o
ﬁHMN
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RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985
LO4 HIGH
74,95 RO
7.1 79.7%
4011  46.7%
3.6% G621
1.7 16.3%
3.6% 9.0%
0.2% L.2%
g.81 2.6%
13X 3.3%
1.0% d.8%
0.0% 0.3%
0.3 1.5
0.0% 0.32
0.0% 0.3%
0.1% 1.1%
4,02 7.0%
S % 4.5
§.92 1.9%
1.2% 3.0%
1.0% 2.8%
3.0% 3.8%
0.0% 0.3%
17.08 2.2
0.2% L2
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of

GEDGRAPHIC LOCATION

Table B.8.

Rural Households Hunting by Area

60 -

LOW
in or out of Alasks 2130
In élaska 2130
Susitna Study Ares 1190
Area One 70
area Tua 320
Area Three 17¢
Area Four ]
Ares Five 20
Ares Six
firea Seven 30
Area Eight 0
Area Nipe 30
Area Ten 0
#rea Eleven 4
Ares Tuelve 0
Area Thirteen 120
Area Pourteen 70
10 Hiles North of Denali Huy 10
fnchorage/Chugach Min. Ares 40
Kenai Peninsula 3
Copper K./Wrangell/Valdez 90
Southeast Alaska 44
Elsewhere in Alaska 36
Qutside Alaska 30

EVER
HIGH
2280
2260
1360

140
140
370

70
120
70
10
80
10
10
30
210
130
3¢
100
70
120
160
1%
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RURAL  HOUSEHGLDS

1980 -1985
LGW HIGH
1986 2130
1974 120
107¢ 1240
70 140
310 430
150 240
0 30
20 7R
3 90
30 70
0 10
10 40
0 10
¢ 10
0 30
110 190
60 120
10 H
30 80
30 70
B0 130
0 10
450 390
0 30

1984
LOW H1GH
1750 1919
1740 1916
830 1060
30 114
27 380
120 310
0 30
3 7
30 80
§ 20
¢ 10
10 40
§ 10
0 16
@ 30
%0 170
4 100
10 30
30 86
20 60
70 140
0 0
420 360
0 2
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Table B.9.

Susitna Hydroelectric Projectt Percentage
of All Households Moose Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study #rea
Area One

Area Tuo

frea Three

frez Four

Area Five

Ares Six

Area Seven

fAirea Eight

#rea Nine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

Aras Twelve

Area Thirteen
irea Fourteen

10 Hiles North of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area

Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez

Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Qutside Alaska

EVER

LOW
11.1%
40.6%
24.9%

1.47

6.0

3.7

0.9%

1.0%

1.1%

0.6%

07
0.7%
0.1%

02
0.1%

Judk

1.3
0.7
1.2%
.3
0.9%
0.62
14.1%
0.22

HIGH
43.9%
13.41
37.3%
2.2%
7.4
3.7%
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ALL HOUSEROLBS

1980 -1985 1984
Low HIGH © LW H1GH
37,00 39.6% 27,84  30.27%
36.38 391X 27.40  30.0%
22.4%  24.B% 16,32 18.%
1.3% 2.1% 112 L7
.41 6.8% 4,1% 3.3%
2.4% 3.4% 1.3 2.1%
0.41 0.8% 0.3% 0.7%
0.7% 1.3% g.h% 1.0%
0.9% 1.5% .64 1.2%
0.5% 0.9% 0.3 0.7%
0% 0.2% 0% 4.27
0.6% 1.0% G. 44 0.8%
0.1% 0.3% 174 0.2%
0% 0.2% Misd 0.2%
0.1% ¢.3% ¢.1% 0.3%
4.3% 6.0% 3.4% 4.4%
1.3% 1.9% 1.0% l.6X
0.7 1.3% 0.5% 0.9%
1.0% 1.6% 0.7% 1.3
3.6% 4.5% 2.3 3.9%
0.6% 1.2% 0.3% 0.9%
0.6% 1.0% ¢.4% 0.0%
1270 W4.7% .40 11.0%
0.1% 0.3% L% ey



Table B.10.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Moose Hunting by Area

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPRIC LOCATION EVER ' 1980 -1985 1984
LOW HIGH L0 HIGH LOK HIGH
In or out of Alssha 30490 53830 43360 48670 33940 37020
In Alaska 49880 53230 44750 48050 33630 36770
Susitna Study Area 30550 33530 27530 30410 19930 22320
#rea One 1760 3660 1630 2330 1326 2126
Area Two 73890 2070 6670 8300 2030 6490
Area Three 3330 4530 2990 4130 1650 2330
firea Four 580 1140 470 1900 370 830
Area Five 1210 1980 390 1579 680 1280
fires Six 1320 2120 1100 1840 780 1430
Airea Seven 736 1430 a0 1140 370 829
Area Eight 20 230 20 330 20 230
Area Nine g90 1570 . &80 1380 7 1300
Area Ten % 460 96 400 i 230
Area Eleven : 20 330 0 pricti] Py 230
firey Twelve 950 400 99 400 9 100
Area Thirteen £330 7910 J860 7400 4130 5430
area Fourteen 1650 2930 1540 2390 1316 1980
10 Miles North of Benali Hwy 890 1570 390 1570 580 1140
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area 1430 2230 1210 1980 890 15740
Kenai Peninsula 3380 8790 4360 3710 3360 4790
Copper R./Wranqgell/Valdez 1100 1840 780 1430 o580 1149
Southeast Alaska 780 1436 630 280 470 100
Elsewhere in Alasks 17320 197%¢ 1565¢ 17999 11490 13550
Butside Alaska 280 710 180 550 20 330
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Table B.1ll.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Moose Hunting by Area

URBAN  HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985
L0y HIGH LaW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 37.6% §2.07 33.6% 37.6%
In Alaska 7.2 4.4 BE 7.9
Susitna Study Area al.ed 35.2 19.38 R.7%
fre3 Ine 1.0 2.0% 1.04 3.0%
Ares Two §.6% 6.6% §.1% 3.9%
Area Three 2.1% 3.5 1.8% LA
Args Four 0.3% G.9% 0.3% 0.9%
Area Five 0.7% 1.5% 4,41 1.2
Area Six 0.7% 1.7 0.6% 1.4%
Area Seven §.3% 1.1% 0.3% 0.9%
Area Eight 01 es) Rird D.2%
Area Nine 8.6% 1.4% G.42 1.3%
Area Ten L% 0.4% 0% §.43%
firez Eleven ird 0.2% 0% 0.32
firea Twelve 74 2% iy 4,22
Area Thirteen 4.7% 6,72 4.4% h.3%
Area Fourteen 1.0% 2.0% 1.0% 2.0%
10 Hiles Morth of Denali Hwy 0.6% 1.4 0.61 1.3
fnchor 3se/Chugach #in. Area 1.0% 2.04 0.8% 1.8%
{eral Peninsula 4.4 6.3%7 K Y4 Ge3%
Capper R./Wrangell/Valdes 0.4% e 0.2% 0.8%
Southeast Alaska 0.6% 1.4% G.52 1.3%
Elsewhere in Alasks 13.6% 16.6% 2.2 15.%
Qutside Alaska d.12 8.7% 0.12 0.7%
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Table B.12.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Urban Households Moose Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
Area One

Area Tuo

Area Three

Area Four

Ares Five

Area Six

Area Saven

area Eight

Ares Nine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

Araaz Tuelve

Area Thirteen

Area Fourtesen

10 Hiles North of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area

Kenai Peninsuls

Copper R./¥rangell/Valdesz

Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alasks
Outside Alaska

EVER
Low HIGH
40180 44580
39540 43940
22930 26760
1050 2140
910 6980
2230 3730
230 980
700 1640
780 1760
370 1120
0 250
610 1310
10 410
0 230
0 230
3010 7100
1050 2140
610 1310
1030 2140
4620 6h40
450 1250
610 1510
14430 17650
140 710
B-25

UREBAN HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985

LOW HIGH
o660 39970
35030 39220
20476 24140

1959 2149

4330 6290
1950 3360
290 980
430 1350
810 1510
299 980
0 256
450 1350
10 410

& 250

& 250
4620 6640
1030 2140
610 1310
870 1890
3750 3600
210 850
330 1380
13000 16100
140 710

1984
Low HIGH
25950 29920
23640 29590
14120 17320

780 1780
3080 4780
870 139¢
210 g0
370 112
430 1250
146 710
0 0
290 980
] 250

0 250

G 250
3030 4780
730 1766
370 112
619 1510
2980 4660
140 714
370 1129
9370 12080
g 350



Table B.13.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Moose Hunting by Area

SHALL TOWM HOUSEHOLDS

BEQGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 19806 19839 1924

LoW RIGH LO% HIGH LOK HIGH
In or out of Alaska 944X 5B.8% 0.7¢ 55.1% 41,07 45.4%
In Alaska .32 587 WL 351% 41,35 45.6%
Susitna 5tudy Area 37.9% 4.3 35.4%  39.6% 9.2 35.2%
fArea One 2.4% 4.0% 234 3.9% 2.0% 1.4%
fArea Two 1132 14.3% 11,07 13.8% 901 11.6%
Area Three §.6% 0.0% 4,08 .07 3.5% .31
Area Four 0.6% 1.42 0.58% 1.4% 0.4% 1.2%
firea Five 1.9% 3.3 1.6 3.0% 1.3% 2.9%
firea Six 2.04 3.4% 1.8% 3.2% 1.0% 2.2
Area Seven I.0% 2.2 0.9% 1.9Z 0.7¢ 1.7%
Area Eight 0% 6.4% 07 0.4% E 0.2%
Area Nine 0.3% 0.9% 0.3% 0.9% 0.3% 0.9%
Area Ten 0.1% 0.5% 0.14 0.5% Q% 0.27
Area Eleven L% ¢.2% D% 0.2% 0% W2
arez Twelve 871 0.4% 0% 0.42 0% 0.4%
Area Thirteen 4.5% 6.9% 4,2 G2k 3.6% S.4%
area Fourteen 2.1 3.5% 1.8% 3.2% 1.5% .74
10 Miles North of Denali Huy 0.47 1.2 0.3% 0.9% 0.3% 0.9%
Anchorage/Chugach Hin. Area 1.0% 2.0% 1.0% 2.04 0.6% 1.6
kenal Peninsula .73 3.1 1.61 2.8% 1.24 2.4%
Copper R./Wranqell/Vildez 2.5% 4.1% 2.41 4,07 2.0% 344
Southeast Alaska 0% 0.32% 0% 0.2% 0% 0.3%
Elsewhers in #Alaska 12.92 15.9% 11.87  14.BX 8.9% 1.4
futside Alasks 0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Table B.1l4.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, gumber of
Small Town Households Moose Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska

In Alaska

Susitna Study Area

Area One

Area Two

Area Three

Area Four

frea Five

Ares Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

Area Nine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

Airea Iwelve

Area Thirteen

Area Fourteen

10 Miles North of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn, Ares
Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez
Southeast Alasks
Elsewhere in Alaska
Qutside Alasks

EVER

LOW HIGH
7330 8160
7340 8140
5270 3860
340 330
1570 1980
640 520
80 200
260 460
280 470
150 300
0 30
40 130
10 0

0 30

0 30
620 900
290 490
60 170
130 280
240 430
350 70
9 30
1780 2210
g 30
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SHALL TOWN HOUSEHOLES

1980 -1985
LW HIGH Loy
7040 7630 36%0
7040 7650 720
4910 2500 4650
320 340 230
1320 1920 1240
J6l 330 450
80 200 &0
230 410 130
230 440 150
120 370 100
0 30 0
40 130 40
10 76 0
0 - 30 0
0 50 ¢
390 a60 300
230 449 200
40 120 40
130 280 9
220 30 70
340 330 286
0 30 g
140 2050 1220
0 0 )

1984

HIGH
8300
6330
4610
170
1619
740
170
350
300
230
30
13¢
30
30
W
750
380
129
220
330
470
30
1599



Table B.15.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Rural Households Moose Hunting by Area

RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

B-28

GEOGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 1984
LOW HIGH LOW HIGH LOW
In or out of Alaska 73.3 78.9% 87.74 7.7 54.0%
In Alaska 73.13  78.7% 67.62  73.6% 3.2
Susitna Study Area S7.9% M43 3240 99.0% 41.3%
Area Ore 3.1X 5.9% 3.0% 7.9% .1
Area Two 16.12 21.3% 15.32 20.32 11.8%
Area Thres 6.7¢  10.3% 5.9% 9.3% 4.3
Area Four 0.7% 2.3% 0.6% 2.0% 0.9%
Area Five 1.8% 4.0% 1.6% 3.6 1.22
Ares Six 2.0% 214 1.6% 3.B7 1.1%
Area Seven 2.1% 4.5% 2.0% 4.4% 0.9%
#irea Eight 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0%
Area Nine 9.6% 3.3 0.6% 2.0% 0.5%
Area Ten 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.07
Area Eleven 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%
Area Twelve 0.3% 1.5% 9.2 1.2% 0.1%
Area Thirteen 7.84 11.8% 8,92 10.74 8,11
Area Fourteen 3.0% 5.6% 2.81 J.4% 2.4%
10 #Hiles North of Denali Huwy 6% 2.0% 0.6 2.0% (.6%
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area 1.0% 3.8% 1.5% 3.5% 1.1%
" Kenai Peninsula 0.8% 2.4 8.3% 2.4% 0.74
Copper R./¥rangell/Valdes 3.5% 8.3 3.12 3.9 264
Southeast Alaska 6.0% 0.02% 0.0% (.04 .04
Elseuwhere in Alaska 15.9% 21.12 4.74 15.7% 10.87
Jutside Alaska 0.04 9.04 4.0% §.04 9.0%

—



Table B.16.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Moose Hunting by Area

GEDRRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska

In Alaska

Susitna Study #rea

Area One

Ares Two

Area Inree

Area Four

Ares Five

fires Six

Ares Seven

fires Eisht

Area Nine

Area Ten

Ares Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Thirteen

ares Fourteen

14 Niles North of Denali Hwy
Ancharage/Chunach Hin. Area
Kerai Peninsula

Copper E./Wrangell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Outside Alaska

RUEAL  HOUSEHOLDS

EVER 1980 -1985 1984

LOW HIGH LOW HIGH - LOW HIGH
1930 2100 1800 1960 1440 1610
1949 2090 1806 1960 1440 1620
1540 1710 1390 1576 1106 1270
80 160 80 130 60 120
430 370 410 340 310 440
180 370 160 250 110 200
P ol . 10 30 1 30
30 116 40 100 30 g0
L 130 40 140 30 g0
B0 120 0 10 20 70
0 20 0 20 0 20
20 &0 19 i 16 30
0 10 0 10 ¢ 10

0 10 ¢ 10 0 10
10 40 O 30 0 20
210 310 180 230 160 260
80 136 70 140 o0 139
10 30 12 30 10 S0
40 106 40 30 30 80
20 60 2 66 20 B0
9 170 80 169 70 14¢
Y ¢ 0 0 0 0
420 360 390 520 290 400
¢ 0 G 0 i 0
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EOGRAFHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alsska

Susitna Study Area
#rea One

area Two

firea Three

area Four

Area Five

Area Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

drea Nine

Area Ten

4rea Eleven

Ares Tuelve

Area Thirieen
Ares Fourieen

10 Miles dorth of Denali Hwy
finchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area

Kenal Peninsyla

Lopper R./Wrargell/Valdez

Southeast Alaska

Elsewhers in #laska
Jutside Alaska

Table B.1l7.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Caribou Hunting by Area

EVER
HIGH
20.7%
26.5%

LOY

8.3
18.3%

8.1%
A
0.7%
9.6%
0.2%
1.32
1.2%
0.47%
0.0%
0.2Z
0%
0.0k
0.1%
0.7
0.1
D.6%
0.1%
1.22
0.5%
0.2%
8.5%
0.1%

10. 1

8.7%
0.9%
1.3%

0.6%
L.
1.8%
0.8%
0.0
0.64
0.2
0.0%
0.3%
LA

lez
1.22

0.3%
13X
0.%%
0.61

2]

0.3%
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ALL HOUSEHOLDS
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9,64
381
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0%
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HIGH
11.2%

11.1%

& nw
Jadie

0.6%
0,9%
0.6%
0.3%
1.9%
g.8%
G.54
6,0%
0.2%
0.0%
0,0%
0.2%
1.0%
G.3%
9.7%
0.0%
9.5%
0.6%
3.3%
6.1

0.2%




Table B.18.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Caribou Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

LW
In or out of Alaska 32710
In Alaska 22470
Susitna Study Area 9960
Area One 580
Arez Two 890
Area Three 780
Area Four 280
Area Five 1540
Area Siy 1430
Area Seven 470
Area Eight 0
ére3 Hine 280
Area Ien 20
Ares Eleven i}
Area Twelve 90
Area Thirteen 890
érea Fourteen 180
10 Miles Morth of Denali Hwy 780
Anchor age/Chugach Hin. Ares 50
Kenai Peninsuls 1439
Copper K./Hramgell/Valdez 380
Southeast Alaska 280
Elsevhere in Alaska 10430
Dutside Alaska 96

EVER
HIGH
23410
25160
118%0
1140
1579
1430
710
23%
2230
1000
0
710
230
0
400
1570
el
1430
400
2250
1140
710
12400
400
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ALL HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985 1984
LOW HIGH LoW HIGH
17926 20330 1736 13800
17680 20130 11610 13680
7140 8820 3050 5439
479 1600 250 710
GBO 1280 a80 1140
37 830 280 719
180 390 90 106
1000 1760 680 1380
390 1570 470 1000
180 Sa0 i8 350
9 0 0 0
20 230 a0 230
g ] 0 0
0 H B 0
9% 400 20 236
780 1430 680 1330
90 400 50 400
680 1230 37 gt
20 230 0 0
1100 1340 80 1140
470 1600 280 710
180 950 290 404
8780 10610 5980 730
90 440 20 230




Table B.1l9.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage

of Urban Households Caribou Hunting by Area

GEDRRAFHIC LOCATICK

In or out of Alasks
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
Area One

Ares Two

#rea Ihree

area Four

Area Five

Area Six

Area Seven

firea Eight

Area Nine

Area Ten

ares Eleven

Ares Twelve

firea Thirteen

Area Fourteen

10 Hiles Horth of Denali Hwy

Anchorage/Chimach Mtn. Area
¥enai Peninsula’

Copper E./Wrargell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska

Elsawhere in Alaska
Outside Alaska

W
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0.0%
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URBAN HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1965

Low
13.3%
13.1%

4,8%

2%
erd
¢.1%

0.1%

0.4%

0.3%

Nk
0.0%
N
0.0%
0.0%
Ok
g.6%
N4
0.4%
JE

0.5%

0.1%

0.1

6.7%

N4

HIGH
16.3%
16.1%
6.8%
¢.9%
1.1%
0.7
.34
i

B dcin

1.1%

<

-
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P

FRCE B

£ obw g e B

[ I )

ng w3
S WE ol §E 3E FE B RE S8 3

£ B3 D O3 e D s €D R D O D D
- - L] L] - L] a a - - -
b 013

Fa]

0.1%

LGy
B.eX
g.0%
341
0.1%
0.3%
Y 4
O
0.3%
g1y
0.0%
0.0%
9.0%
4.0%
Nixd
§.4%
Ja
g.2%
0. 0%
0.4%
0.1
0%
4,54
0%

1954
HIGH
11.22
11.2%

e ny
2,37

-
C.zé

1.1%

wy
autia

112
g £l
0.4%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.02
0.21
1.2%
0.7
1.3%

0.3
0.4%
6.33%

&Y
Veida

Y
[
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Table B.20.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Urban Households Caribou Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or oul of Alaska

In Alaska

Susitna Study Area

Area ne

Area Two

frea Ihree

Area Four

Area Five

Area Six

Area Seven

fArea Eight

Area Nine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Thirteen

Area Fourtaen

10 Hiles North of Derali Huy
Anchorage/Chugach Kin, frea
Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Outside Alsska

LOW
17900
17800

7380

370

330

370

70

870

700

210

0

70
0

0
10
700
70
530
10
1130
210
219
827¢
10

EVER

HIGH
21400
21296
9830
1120
138¢
1120
960
1890
1640
850

360

414
1640
360
1380
410
2260
830
830
10850
410
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UREAN  HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985
Ly HIGH

14120 17320

135920 17100

5116 7210
a0 330
370 1126
40 710

70 6
450 1250
70 112

10 419

0 0
0 230
0 0
0 g

19 41¢
610 1510

10 410
40 1250

0 230
470 1890
140 710
140 710

7080 94%)

10 410

LOW
917
9170
3630

140

I7

706
10
370
140
10

1984

HIGH
119&80
11860
5480
710
1120
S60

410
1130




L]

Susitna Hydroel

GEOGRAFHIC LOCATION

In or ot of Alaska

In Alaska

Susitna Study Area

Area (One

Area Two

area Three

érea Four

Ares Fiva

Area Six

Area Saven

Ar2a Eight

Area Hine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

Ares Tuelve

Area Thirteen

Airea Fourtesn

10 Miles North of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Chugach Min. Ares
Kenai Pendrnsuls

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Qutside Alaska

LOW
22.64
22.4%
11.7%

G.4%

0.9%

0.9%

ey

2.34

2.4%

0.5%

0.2%

L0

0.0%

0.0%

Nizd
0.3%
0.1%
0.12

0%
0.1%
104

0%
9.1%

A%

EVER

HIGH

26,41

26.2%

14,74
L2
1.9%
4
0.8%
3.7
4.40%
13X
0.8%
0.4%
0.0%
0.0%

oy
» Ghs

0.8%
0.5%

b
LEE. ]

0.2%
0.3%
2.0%
0.4%
11.7
0.2%
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Table B.21.
ectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Caribou Hunting by Area

SMALL TOWM HOUSEHOLDS

198G -1985

LOW
18.1%
18.02

3.3%

)

Fort T e ETY e
R 3 o

a
<
> T

0.0%
0.0%
Niyd
0.2%
i
G.1%
0%
0%
0.9%
0%
7.0%
Rird

HIGH

21.54
2l.4%
13.14

1-13

[

am
aim

TY
il

oixd
4
sl
0.5%
0.2
0.0%
0.0%

a%
B atie

0.8%
0. 4%
0.5%
0.2%
0.4%
1.9%
0.4%
9.4%
0.24

Cd LI & e
- M

o

LoW
11.0%
I1.3%

945%

0.3%

G.3%

0.5

N

1.1%

1.0%

0.1%

0. 0%

R
0.0
0.0%
i34
A
N
§.1%
02
74
.94
4
4.1%

A A
i34
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1954
HIGH
14,04
14.3%

78X

X

»
€ ke L3 b A

e
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Small Town Households Caribou Hunting by Area

GECGRAPHIC LOCATION

Ir or oul of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
Area One

Area Iwo

Area Ihres

firea Four

Area Five

Area Six

Area Seven

firea Eight

#res fine

firea Ten

firea Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Inirteen

firea Fourteen

10 ¥iles North of Denali Hwy
Ancherage/Chugach Min. Area

Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Vsldez

Southeast Alaska
Eisewhers in Alaska
Outside Alaska

Table B.22.
Susitna Hydrecelectric Project, Number of

EVER

LowW HIGH
3140 3660
310 3630
1630 2040
60 170
120 270
120 270
30 110
316G 220
340 350
70 180
30 110
¢ 30

0 0

¢ 9

] 30
30 1
10 76
20 99
¢ 30

10 70
130 280
0 H
1260 1630
0 30
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SMALL TOWN HOUSEMOLDS

198¢ -19835
L0 HIGH
251 299¢

2490 2980

1300 1670
0 150
110 230
10¢ 230
20 90
23 41¢
290 499
40 130
14 70
i 3¢
4 0
Y 9
0 3¢
30 110
¢ By
1 70
O 30
0 a0
120 270
¢ 30
970 131¢
0 K1)

1984

LOW

1330
157

780

40

30

70

160
130

]

—
<> L

3

] —
o KDy 0 O O S KD D I A

HIGH
1940
1380
1084
130
136
180
<40
310
286
70

4

kit

30
90
0
7
30
0
120
3¢
844
2




Table B.23.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Rural Households Caribou Hunting by Area_

FtiR4L HOUSEHOLDS

BEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 1984

LOd HIGH Loy HIGH LOu HIGH
In or out of Alaska 1.8 3804 24,50 30K 14.0% 18.8%
In Alaska 31.57  37.8% 2421 30.0% 13.8%  1B.6%
Susitha Study Ares 19.25  34.64 12.3%  16.84% 7.0 1067
Area Dne 0.51 1.9% 0,528 1.94 0 §.9%
Ares Two 0.7% 3. 0.6% 2.0% 0.2% 1.2%
frea Three 1.3 3.3% 1.3% 3.0% 2,51 1.9%
Area Four 0% 1.0% 8,071 4,51 G.01 I
Area Fiva 2.7% S 2.0% 4.4% 1.24 3.0%
Area Six §.1% 7.1% 2.3% 7 1.6% 3.6
Area Seven 1.3% 3.3% 0.3% 1.5% 4.1% 1.1%
firesz Eight 0.0% 0.0 6,04 3.0% 0.0% 0.0
frea Nine 1.2% 3.0 9.5% 1.91 2 1.9%
Area Ten 0.0% 004 0.0% 0.0% 9.0% 0.0%
drea Eleven 0.0 0.04 0.0 .01 0.0% 4.0%
Area Twelve 0.7 3.3 L0 G.8% 9.0% G.7%
Arez Thirteen 74 0.8¢ x4 .97 .0% $.5%
Ar=3 Fourtesn A% 0.8% 0.01 0,31 Q.0 (. 3%
10 Miles Morih of Denali Huy 1.0% 2.8% 9.9 2.74 2.62 2.2%
Anchorsge/Chegach Mtn. frea 8iy) G.5% 0.0% G.7% 0.0% G0
heral Peninsula 000 0.0% g.0% .02 G.0% Q.07
Copper ¥./Wranaell/Valdez 2.0 4.9% i.8% 4,07 (4 3.2%
Southeast Alaska b.0% 0.33 0.01 0.3 0.0% §.3%
Elsewhere in Alasha 13.24 16.8% 9.3% 13.5% 4.4% 7.8%
futside Alaska 0.0% 0.9% 0.02 G.3% 8.0 [
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Table B.24.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Caribou Hunting by Area

RURAL HGUSEHOLDS
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985

1984

LOW HIGH LGy HIGH LYW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 840 1510 630 810 370 500
In Alacka 840 1610 &40 800 37 300
Susitna Study Area 310 L 320 450 194 290
Ares Ine 10 20 10 50 ] i
Area Two . 2 £Q 19 a0 G 30
area Three 30 9% 30 80 i 56
Ares Four 0 30 G 14 0 10
Area Five 70 140 o0 129 30 30
Area Six 119 190 &0 130 Eh 190
Arga Seven 30 920 14 40 0 30
Area Eigqnt § ] 0 0 0 ]
Area Nine 30 80 10 56 ¢ 30
fires Ten ] 0 6 0 0 g
Area Eleven g ] ¢ 0 0 0
Area Tuelve 20 60 ¢ 20 0 20
Area Thirteen ¢ 20 ] 20 0 10
Arez Bourteen . 0 20 0 10 D 16
10 Miles North of Denali Hwy ) 70 20 70 20 &0
Archorage/Chugach ¥in. Area 0 20 o 20 ] 0
Kenai Peninsula 9 ] ] ¢ 9 0
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdes 70 130 30 110 20 60
Southeast #laska 0 10 90 10 0 10
Elsewhers in Alaska 3 450 250 360 120 a0
Jutside Alaska U] 10 ] 10 ) 10
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Table B.25.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage

of All Households Sheep or Goat Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
Arez One

Area Tua

Ares Three

Area Four

firea Five

firea Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

Area Nine

firea Ten

Area Eleven

Arza Tuelve

Area Thirteen

Ares Fourteen

10 Miles Horth of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Chugach Hin. Area

Kenai Peninsula

Copper E./Mrangell/Valdez

Southesst Alaska
Elsewhere in &laska
Outside Alaska
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Table B.26.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Sheep or Goat Huanting by Area

REOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alasks

In Alaska

Susitna Study Area

Area One

firea Two

Area Thres

Ares Four

Ares Five

Area Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

Area Nine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Thirtieen

Area Fourteen

10 Miles North of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Ciiugach Min. fAres
Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./¥rangell/Yaldez
Southeast Alasks
Elsewhere in Alaska
Jutside Alaska

LOW
11020
10780

3440
90
380
479
96
90
180
9¢
{
90
0

0

0
280
%
20
680
B90
1060
180
4130
90

EVER

HIGH
13040
12799

4650

140
1140
1000

400

30

356

40

400

719
N
230
1280
1570
1700
350
3430
400
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ALL HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985 1984
LOW HIGH LO¥ HIGH
7730 9460 4130 450
7490 9200 4130 3450
2650 2730 1340 2390
20 23 20 330
70 1060 280 710
370 33l 90 400
20 230 at 230
90 400 920 100
90 400 96 400
% 400 20 230
0 0 0 0
i 230 H 0
i 0 0 ¢
§ 0 9 0
g 0 0 0
90 400 %90 400
20 230 20 230
20 230 20 230
470 1000 280 710
470 1060 18¢ 30
470 1600 180 930
20 400 20 230
3100 4260 1430 2230
20 230 0 g

]
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Table B.27.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage

of Urban Households Sheep or Goat Hunting by Area

SEDGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alasks
In Alaska

Susitna Study &rea
Area fne

Area Two

Area Three

Arza Four

area Five

Area Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

firea Nire

Area Ten

#rea Eleven’

Ares Twelve

Area Thirteen

Arsa Fourteen

10 Hiles North of Denali Hwy

Archorage/Chugach Mtn. Area

Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in 4laska
Outside Alaska

Low
7.7
7.5%
2.3%
D2
0.2%
0.1%
0%
irs
0%
0%
0.0%
0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.1%
0%
N1y
0.3%
0.6%
0.4%
0.1Z
2.8%
0%

EVEE
HIGH
10,14
9.9%
3.7%
0.2
1.1%

~3
4

L] -
LB Y Y T
NNﬁNblHNN

Lo o

(i~ = e B e B R o B e B B e R )
. - - " = - . w
Bl b WY O D

—
I
4

1.3%
0.5%
4.4
0.4%

B-40

URBAN HOUSEHOLDS

198¢ -1985
LoY HIGH
4 7.2%
3.1% 7.1%
1.7% 2.9%
NS .22
0.3% 4.9%
0.1% 0.3
0% 0.4
X 0.4%
0% 0.4%
0% 0.44
0.0Z 0.0%
0% 0.1
0.04 0.04
0.0% 0.0%
¢.0% 0.0%
0% G.4%
20X 0.27%
% o2k
0.3% 0.9%
0.3 1.1Z
0.1% 0.3%
i 0.4%
2.1% 3.9%
N 0.2%

LOW
2.7%

g o
ani

1.0%
0.0%
0.1%
Rir4
0.0%
Rird
Rirs
Rird
401
0.0%
G.01
0.0%
0.0%
Nire
0.0%
Mir4
0.1%
8.1%
N7
0%
0.9%
0.0%

1984

HIGH
4.3%
4.3%
2.0%
0.0%
0.7%
0.2%
0.0%
0.4%
0.4%
¢.2%
0.0%
0.04
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Urban Households Sheep or Goat Hunting by Area

REOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
Area Une

Area Twa

firea Three

Area Four

frea Five

Ares Six

Area Seven

Area Eiaght

area Nine

Area Ten

Area Elaven

Area Twelve

firea Thirteen

Area Fourteen

10 Hiles Horth of Denali Huy
Anchor 29e/Chugach Mtn. Area

Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wramgell/Valdez

Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
futside Alaska

Table B.28.

EVER

LoV HIGH
8170 10740
7970 10510
2420 3950
9 230
370 1120
140 710
19 410
10 410
10 410
10 410

9 ¢

19 410

0 Y

¢ 0

0 ¢
140 710
10 416

g 250
370 112
610 1310
450 1230
70 60
2980 4660
10 419

B-41

URBAN HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985
LoW HIGH
3500 767G
5400 7360
1770 3120
0 230
2% 980
70 360
0 230
1 410
10 410
190 410
§ )
0 250
¢ 0
0 0
0 0
10 419
] 23
0 30
290 980
370 1120
70 560
10 419
2230 3730
0 250

1934
LW
2890
2890
1056

140

140
70
10

960

HiGH
4540
4540
2140

710
230

410
410

350

41
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50
710
300
414
350

2020
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage

Table B.29.

of Small Town Households Sheep or Goat Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In ar out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
Area Une

Area Two

Area Three

Area Pour

frea Five

frea Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

Area Hine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Thirteen

Ares Fourteer

10 ¥iles North of Denali Hwy
Anchoragqe/Chugach Ntn. Arez

Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wramgell/Valdez

Southeast Alaska
Elsevhere in Alaska
futside Alasks

13.3%
13.3X
3.9
0.12
0.5%
1.32
6.1%
L%
0.3%
0.0Z
0.0X
G.0%
0.0%
4.0%
O
0%
0.1%
0%
0.3%
0.5%
1.8%
N7
3.0%
0%

= =4
- » "« =8 = -

e ® = = 8 & - =
— n [ e R R e o e R T Y, B TR B B YOO A -
iiN?iNNNQNQ?lNNN?INMHNNNNWJ?{'N

"
- Y

" L]
ta >
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SHALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985
LGW HIGH

10.2%  13.0%
10.22  13.0%
3.2% F.0%
Ny 0.42
0.3% 1.1%
1.0% 2.24
0.1% 0.3%
0% 0.4%
0.3% 0.9%
0.0% 0.0%
0.0% 0.0%
0.04 0.0%
0.0% 0.0%
0.0% 0.0%
4.0% 0.0%
0% 0.4%
0.1% 0.3%
0% G.4%
0.34 1.1Z
0.3% 0.9%
1.3% 2.32
0% 0.2%
3.7 5.9%
Nizd 0.2%
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Table B.30.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of _
Small Town Households Sheep or Goat Hunting by Area -~
L)
GMALL TOWN HOUSEMOLIS
GEOGRAPHIC LDCATIONM EVER 1986 -1985 1924 ”’“’
LauW HIGH LOW HIGH Low HIEH :
In or out of Alasks 1850 2380 141¢ 1309 790 1100
In Alaska 1830 238 1410 1300 300 1118 o
Susitna Study Area 540 806 454 £90 350 440
area One 19 7 0 50 g o
Ares Tuo 74 180 30 156 10 70 .
Area Theee 180 3% 150 300 74 130 .
Area Fpur 16 7 10 70 0 50
Area Five 0 50 9 5% b 30
firea Six 40 130 40 130 pit g o
Area Seven ] 9 8 & o ]
firea Bight 6 0 g 0 i 9
Area Nine 0 ] G 0 0 0 -
Area Ten ] 0 4 0 { 4
Ares Elevan 0 0 ¢ 8 3 f
firea Iwelve 0 30 G ] G G s
drea Thirteen ] 50 0 i 3 50 %
Arsa Fourteern 10 70 10 70 ¢ a0
10 #iles North of Denali Hwy 0 30 ) 30 ¢ H
Anchorase/Chugach Wtn. Ares 50 150 50 150 0 56 -
Kenai Peninszula 70 180 40 130 1% 74 N
Copper R./Wrargell/Valdez 230 a4 1860 350 110 230 ‘
Southeast Alasks 9 56 { 3 0 3G s
Elsewhers in Alaska £90 980 310 776 234 440 ‘
Jutside Alaska ¢ 3 8 30 g -
ey

B~43 wn
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GEQGRAPHIC LOCAT IDN

In or out of #lasky

In Alaska

Susitna Study Ares

Area One

Area Tuo

Area Three

Ares Eour

Area Eive

Area Siyx

Area Seven

Area Eight

Area Mine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

firea Tuelve

Area Thirteen

Area Fourteen

10 Hiles North of Denali Huwy
Anchor 3g2/Chugach Kin. Ares
Kenai Peningula

Copper R./Srangells/Valdes
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Dutside Alaska

Table B.31.

. Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Rural Households Sheep or Goat Hunting by Area

LOW
16.2%
16.2%

4,54

a
-
e

. & - [ ]

HOQOOQGF’OQO‘::'GP“OO
. .

D S £ i D KD £ O 3 O b G £ B G
I S N R T Y]

L]

L]
]

TV s

.31

0.6%
.7
0.0%

EVEK
HIGH
21.44
al.42
7.7%
11X
1.7%
W2k
0.7%
0.5%
L.1Z
¢.01
0.0%
0.7%
0.0%
0.51
0.3%
0.7%
0.5%
0.3%
3.0%
1.2
7.2%
2.0%
5.3
0.02
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RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

198¢ -1985
LoW HIGH
10,32 14.7%
1038 1472
3.9% 6.3%
0.1% 1.1X
0.3% 1.7
0.8% 2.67
0.9% 0.7%
0.0% 0.3%
O 0.8%
0.04 0.0%
g.0% 0.0%
0.0% 0.0%
0.0% 0.0Z
0.0% 0.51
0.0% G.0%
0.90% 0.3%
0.0% G.5%
0.0% 0.3%
1.2% 3. 0%
Ni)) 1.0%
2.5% 1.9%
0.0% 0.3%
1.4% 3.4%
0.0% 0.0%

LOW
274
2.0%
.64
0.0%
9.01
L%
.03
0.0%
0. 0%
0.0%
§.90%
0.0%
0.0%
¢.0%
0.0%
G.0%
0.0%
0.04

0’)5’

odin

le
lez
0.0%
0.3%
8.0%

1964

HIGH
3.3%
i
2.0%
0.3%
0.3
1.4

0.71




Susitna Hydroel

Rural Households Sheep or Goat Hunting by Area

HEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

LOW
I or out of Alaska 430
In Alaska 430
Susitng Study Area 120
Ared One 0
area Two 10
Area Three 30
firea Four G
Araa Five ¢
area Six 0
Area Seven o
Area Eight O
Area Nine 0
Araz Ten ]
area Eleven 0
Area Twelve
Area Thirteen
drea Fourteen
10 ¥iles North of Denali Hwy
finchorage/Chugach Ntn. firea 3
Kenai Peninsuls ]
Copper R./WrangellNaldez = - 119
Southeast Alasks 10
Elsewhere in Alaska 70
Dutside Alaska g

Table B.32. ’
ectric Project, Number of

RURAL HOUSEHOLEDS

EVER 1980 -1983
HIGH LoW HIGH
30 270 390
370 370 390
200 20 17¢
30 0 30
40 19 40
80 20 70
2 0 20
16 0 10
30 0 20
9 g 0
0 0 0
20 0 0
0 0 0
10 0 10
0 1o G ¢
o 2 0 19
0 - 10 0 10
0 10 9 10
0 B0 30 B0
3¢ 0 30
190 70 130
o0 4 10
140 40 9¢
¢ 0 9

B-45

Low
70
20
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1984
HIGH
140
150
o

46
20
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Table B.33.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage

of All Households Brown Bear Hunting by Area

SEDGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alasks

In Alashks

Susitna Study Area

Area ne

4rea Two

Area Ihres

Area Four

Area Five

Ares Six

Area Seven

area Eight

Area Nire

Area Ten

Area Eleven

Arga Twelve

Area Thirteen

Area Fourteen

10 Miles North of Denali Hwy
#ncharage/Chugach Min. Area
Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./¥rangell/Valdez
Southeast Alazka
Elsewhere in filaska
Outside Alaska

Low
6.7%
6.61
2.4%
0.22
0.3%
g.1%
1174
0.1%
N4
0.1%
0.0%

¥
A

0.6%
¢.0%
0.0%
0.5%

02X
0.1%
0.1%
0.8%
0.1%4
0.1%
2.87

0%

EVER
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ALL HOUSEHGLDS

1980 -1983

LOW
o8
.41
2.3
0.2
0.3%
0.1%
0%
12
O
Q%
¢.0%
%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.5%
N
0.1%
874
6.74
¢.1%
0.13%
2024
0%

HIGH
6.8%
6.8%
3.1%
0.64
0.7%
0.5%
0.2%
4.3%
0.3%
0.2%
0.0%

5%
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Table B.34..
Susitna Hydroelectric Progect,.Number of
All Households Brown Bear Hunting by Area

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985

Loy HIGH LOW HIGH LW
In or out of Alaska 2190 9970 6R7D 830¢ 4470
In Alaska 8080 9840 5670 2300 4470
Susitna Study Ares 2990 4130 700 3860 1870
Area One 280 710 280 710 180
drea Two 37 850 370 ] 90
dres Three 180 550 180 T30 99
firea Four 20 230 20 230 0
Area Five 90 4060 20 300 90
firez Six 2 23 0 230 20
Area Seven 30 400 20 230 2
firea Eight 0 ] 0 ] ¢
Area Nine A 230 20 239 ¢
Area Ten ] 0 ] D ¢
Area Elaven g ¢ 9 ] i
frea Twelve 9 0 0 0 {
firea Thirteen 580 1140 380 1140 37
fAiraa Fourteen 20 230 20 230 20
1¢ Miles North of Denali Hwy 30 400 9 400 %0
Anchor 3ge/Chuqach Mtn. Area 90 400 20 220 20
Kerai Peninsuls 1000 1700 890 1370 470
Capper R./Brangell/Valdez 180 =30 18 a0 9
Southeast Alaska 180 330 30 400 20
Elsewhere in Alaska 3440 4669 2630 3730 1750
Qutside Alaska 3 230 20 230 0
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GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or aut of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Ares
Ares One

Ar2a Two

Area Three

Area Four

Area Eive

Ares Six

Area Seven

Area Bight

drea Nine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

Area Tuelve

‘Area Thirteen

Area Fourteen

10 Miles North of Denali Hwy
Ancharaqe/Chugach Mtn. Area
Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska

Elsewhere in Alaska

Qutside Alashka

Table B.35.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Brown Bear Hunting by Area

EVER
LOW HIGH
3.9 8.1
Th 7.9%
1.9% 3.3%
3.2% 4.8%
3.24 4.82
2.3% 3.7%
0.0% 0.0%
1.4% 2.6%
6.64 1.4%
1.4% 2.0%
0.0% 0.0%
0.0% 0.0%
0.0% .04
0.0% (.02
0.0% 0.04
0.3% 112
0% 0.2%
Ry 0.44
R4 0.42%
0.7% 1.5%
0% 0.4%
0.1% 0.5%
2,54 3.9%
0% 0.2%
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URBAN HOUSEHDLDS

1980 -1965

LW
4.7%
4.7%
1.8%
0.1%
0.1%
74
0.0%
Nird
.04
o4
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0u
0.04
0.3%
0%
Ry
0.0%
0.6X
0%
0%
1.8%
01

HIGH
8.71
B.7%
3.0%
0.5%
0.7%
Q.4%
0.0%
0.4%
0.2%
§.2%
0.90%
0.0%
2.0%
0.0%
0.0%
1.1X
0.2%
§.4%
0.0%
1.4%
0.4%
0.4%
3.2%
0.2%

LW
3.1%
J.2%
1.2%
0.1%
B4
.irs
0.0%
0%
0%
Q%
0.04
0.0%
0.0%
¢.0%
0.0%
3.34
0%
Nird
0.9%
0.3%
0%
iy
1.2%
0.071

1984

HIGH
4.7%
4.8%
2.41
0.3%
0.2%

3%
0.0%
§.4%
G.2%
0.2%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
G.04
¢.9%
0.2%
0.4%
G.0%



Table B.36.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Urban Households Brown Bear Hunting by Area

URBAN HOUSEHOLDS
REQGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983

1984

LOW HIGH LoW KIGH LOW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 63290 8380 5010 7100 3270 010
In Alasks 6090 8360 3010 7160 3370 5130
Susitna Study Area 2050 3480 1860 3240 1310 2510
Area One 3370 S130 70 360 70 560
Ares Two 3370 5130 140 710 0 250
Ares Three 2420 3930 10 i10 0 254
Area Four 0 ] ] i ¢ g
Area Five 1490 2730 10 410 16 41
Area 5ix 610 1910 0 230 O 230
Area Seven 1490 750 0 250 d 390
firea Eight 9 6 0 0 0
Arez Nine 0 9 0 ul 0 ]
Ares Ten 0 0 0 0 & 0
Area Eleven 0 ] ¢ ] i} 0
Area Tuelve 0 0 0 ] ] 0
Area Thirteen 370 1120 370 1120 290 950
Arez Fourteen 0 230 9 250 { paiti]
10 Niles Morth of Denali Hwy 10 410 19 410 10 410
finchorage/Chugach Mtn, Ares 10 410 G 0 g 9
Keral Peninsula 700 1640 810 1510 370 1130
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdez 10 410 19 410 0 250
Southeast Alaska : 70 560 10 416 i} 234
Elsewhere in Alaska 2610 4190 1950 3360 1220 2390
futside Alaska i 230 0 230 ¢ 0
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Brown Bear Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
Area One

Area Two

Area Three

Ares Four

Area Five

firea Six

Arez Seven

Area Eight

Area Nipe

Ares Ten

Area Eleven

Area Iwelve

firea Thirteen

Area Fourteen

14 Hiles North of Denali Huwy
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn. Ares

¥enai Peninsyla

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez

Southeast Alasks
Elsewhere in Alaska
(utside Alaska

Table B.37.

EVER

LON  HIGH
8.7 1121
8.7 1L
4L 5.
0.31 0.9
0.4 L2
0.30 0.2
Q% 0.2%
0,20 0.8%
01 0.47
0,01 0.02
N Y
Q1 0.
0% 0.2
0.07  0.0%
Q0 0.2
0.1 L%
0% 0.5%
01 0.2
0% 0.4
0.5¢ 131
0L L.
01 0.2
35 5.3
O 0.

B-50

SMALL TOWM HOUSEHOLLS

1980 ~1985
LOW HIGH
7.3% 9.7%
7.4% 9.8%
J.1% 4.0
0.3% 0.9%
0.24 1.1%
0.34 0.%
% 0.2%
0.2% 0.9%
0% 0.4%
0.0% 0.0%
OF 0.4%
Q2 0.2%
0.0% 0.0%
G.0% 0.0%
M 0.2%
0.3% 1.1%
0.1% 0.5%
(% 0.2%
Q2 0.4%
0.3% 1.1%
0.4% 1.21
¢.0% 0.01
2.8% 4.4%
0.0% ¢.0%

LOW
4.7
1.9
2.1
0.1%
0.1%
0.2%
0.0%
Rird
R 174
0.04
0%
0%
0.4
0.0%
L%
§.2%
.02
0%
R
0.1%
0.3
0.0%
1.6%
0.04

2

-

1984

HIGH
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Table B.38.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Nun.nber of
Small Town Households Brown Bear Hunting by Area

SMALL TOWW HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983 1984

LOW HIGH LOW HIGH LOuW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 1190 1566 1019 1359 650 930
In Alaska 1210 1570 1020 1360 80 960
Susitna Study Area 470 720 440 670 290 499
frea One 40 130 40 139 0 90
Airea Iwo 80 170 50 150 1¢ 70
Area Three 40 130 10 130 30 119
firea Four § 30 ] 30 § 0
firea Five 30 110 30 110 ] 50
Area Six ] a0 0 0 0 50
Area Seven 0 0 ] 0 G ]
Area EBight 0 30 0 50 0 30
Area Nine 0 30 Q 30 & 30
Area Ten 0 30 0 0 ] ]
Arez Eleven g 0 0 ¢ 9 9
Area Twelve ¢ 30 0 30 ] 30
Area Thirteen 30 150 50 150 44 130
Area Fourteen 10 70 10 70 9 a0
10 Miles North of Depali Hwy 0 30 ] 30 0 30
Ancharage/Chugach Min. Area 0 50 0 50 0 30
Kenai Peninsula ' 70 180 50 150 12 70
Copper R./¥rangell/Valdez 70 180 80 170 40 130
Southeast Alaska 0 30 0 0 9 b
Elsewhere in Alaska 490 740 390 510 330 410
Qutside Alsska ¢ 30 0 ] ] ]
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Rural Households Brown Bear Hunting by Area

GEOGRAFHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alasks
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
&rea One

Ares Two

Area Three

Are3 Four

Ares Five

Area Six

Ares Seven

Arez Bight

Area Nine

Area Ien

Area Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Thirteen

Area Eourteen

10 files Horth of Dienali Hwy

Anchorage/Chugach Ntn. Area

Kenai Pepinsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alasks
{utside &Alaska

LOW
9.01
8.9%
3.3
0%
0.5%
0.6%
0%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.12
0.0%
0.0%
0%
0.3%
0.0%
0.2
0.0%
0%
8.2
0.0%
2.8%
0.04

Table B.39.

EVER

HIGH

13.2%

13.1%
8.74
1.0%
1.9%
.01
1.0%
1.IX
0.2%
0.7%
G.0%
1.1%
0.0%
0.7%
0.8%
1.5%
0.7%
1.4%
0.7%
1.0X
1.2%
0.7%
.4
0.3
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RUKRAL HOUSEHOLDS

1980 ~1985
LOW HIGH
g.10 121
8.11  I2.1%
4.5% 7.7%
0% 1.02
0.3% 1.7%
¢. 3 1.7%
0.0% 0.72
Nird 1.0%
0.0% 0.3%
0.0% 0.7%
0.0% ¢.0%
0.1z 1.1%
0.02 0.0%
0.0% 0.7%
0% 0.8%
.3 132
0.0% 0.7%
0.22 1.4%
0.0% 0.7%
0% 1.0%
0.2% 1.2%
0.0% 0.5%
2.9% 4.9%
0.0% 0.0%

LOw
4.4%
4.7%
2.6
O
0.2
0.2
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
G.0%
0.0%
N7
.04
0.02
0.0%
Q%

b - L]
2 L0 € p—

FR =

1984

HIGH
704
7.9%
5'21

0.8%
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Table B.40.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Brown Bear Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska

In Alaska

Susitna Study Area

Area One

Area Two

Area Three

Area Four

Area Five

Area Six

Area Seven

Area Eignt

Ar2a Nine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Thirteen

Area Tourteen

10 Miles Morth of Denali Hwy
Anchor age/Chugach Htn. Ares
Kenai Peninsula '
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Qutside Alaska

LOW
240
240
140

o
Lo B I =]

£ ooy R 4Dy KD S B3 e

—t

—

=2
(= = e e i B~ B B e B e

EVER

HIGH
350
350
230
30
0
30
30
30
10
20

30

2
40
20
40
20
30
30
2
140
10

B-53

RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985 1984
LGY HIGH LOW HIGH
220 320 120 200
220 320 120 210
12¢ 206 70 140
0 30 0 20
I 40 0 3¢
B3] 40 G 30
0 20 b 2
0 30 0 19
0 10 8 10
& 20 ) 19
0 ¢ 0 0
9 30 ] 24
0 0 & g
0 20 0 it
0 20 4 20
10 10 9 20
0 20 0 0
i 40 0 20
¢ 20 9 20
0 30 0 20
0 30 g 30
9 10 0 13t
70 130 20 70
0 0 0 g
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Rgrcentage
of All Households Black Bear Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitha Study Ares
Ares One

firea Twuo

Aresz Ihree

Area Four

#rea Five

frea Six

Area Saven

Arez Eight

Area Nine

Area len

Arez Eleven

Area Twelve

Ar2a Thirteen
Area Fourtesn

10 Miles Morth of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Chugach Btn. Area

Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez -

Southeast Alaska
Elsewnhere in Alasks
futside Alaska

Table B.4l.

EVER
Lo HIGH
11.8% 13.6%
11.8%  13.6X
4.8X 6.01
0.3 0.7x
0.9% 1.3%
0.6% 1.0%
0.1 0.3%
N174 G.2%
0.1% 0.5%
0.1 0.3%
0.0% 0.02
0% 0.2%
0.0% 0.0%
G.0% G.0%
0.0% 0.0%
1.2% 1.82
0.1% 0.3%
0.1% 0.31
0.42 0.8%
.61 2.4%
0.52 0.9%
0.2% 0.6
4.0% 3,24
0.1% 0.3%
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ALL HOUSEHOLES

1980 -1985
LOw HIGH
16.06%  11.8%
1002 11.8%
4.4 5.4
0.2% 0.6%
0.9% L.¥
0.5% 0.9%
0.1Z 0.3%
0% 0.2%
0.1% 0.3%
0.1% 0.3%
0.0% G.0%
0% 3.3
0.0% 0.0%
0.0% 0.0%
0.0% 0.0%
1.2 1.8%
0.1% 0.3%
0.12 0.3
0.2% 0.64
1.2% 1.5%
0.2% 0.6%
§.1% 0.5%
3.6% 4.6%
)4 0.2%

LOW
7.3%

e d
3.2
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0.0%
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0.1%
0.8
6.2%
.07
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0.04

1984

HIGH
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Table B.42.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project,‘Npmber of
All Households Black Bear Hunting by Area

REQGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In &laska

Susitna Study drea
drea One

Area Two

Ares Three

area Four

firea Five

Area 5ix

Area Seven

Area Eight

Area Nine
fres Ten

Area Elaven

Area Twelve

Area Thirteen
Area Fourteen

10 #iles North of Denali Huy
frchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area

Kenai Peninsula

Copper K./Wrangell/Valdez

Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Jutside Alaska

EVER
LOou HIGH
14460 16720
14460 16720

860 7400
70 830
1100 184¢
680 1280
%0 00
20 230
180 30
90 460
0 0
20 230
0 0

9 ¢

0 0
1430 2250
9 400
30 400
470 1000
1580 2930
380 1140
280 710
4330 6350
20 400
B-55

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985
Lo§ HIGH

12320 14440

12320 14440

5400 6880
290 710
1100 1840
580 1140
90 400
20 230
180 550
9 400
A '
20 230

0 0

? 0

0 0
1430 2250
90 400
90 400
280 710
1540 2390
260 710
180 550
360 5710
20 230

8780
4900
3900

680
370
90
20
%
30

0

1060
20
20

189
1000
280
20
220
0

L]




Table B.43.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Pgrcentage
of Urban Households Black Bear Hunting by Area

URBAN HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1965 1984
LOW HIGH Loy HIGH Lo HIGH
In or out of Alaska 10.3% 13.3% 2.8% 11.4% Badk 8.4%
In Alaska 10.47 13.2% .87 11.4% 6.3 8.5
Sugitna Study Area 3.9% 5.7% 3.5% G5 3.54 4,1%
Are3 One 0.1% §.7% 0.1% G.5% 0.1% g.9%
firea Two 0.6 1.42 0.62 1.42 0.3% 1.1%
Area Three 0.3% 0.9% 6.2 0.82 8.1% 0.5%
firea Four 74 0.4% 0% 0.4% i1 0.4%
Ares Five ' Nird 0.2% 02 22 iy 2
Area Six 0.1Z 0.1 0.1% T.9% 07 0.4%
Area Seven 0% 0.2% 07 9.2 ; 0% 0.2
fArea Eight 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Area Nine 0% 0.2% ' 0% 0.2% 0.02 0.0%
Area Ten 0.0% 0.0% 6.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Area Eleven 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0Z 0.0%
Ares Twelve 0.0% 0.0% 0,01 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Area Thirteen 1.0% 2.0% 1.0% 2.07 0.7% 1.5%
Are3 Fourteen 174 0.4% 0 0.2 07 0.3%
16 Miles dorth of Denali Huy Rird 0.4% 0% 0.4% 0% 5.24
Anchoraga/Chugach Ntn, Area 0.3 0.9% 0.1% 8. 7% 0.1% 0,54
Kenai Penimsula 1.6% 2.9% 1.2% 3.2% 0.7% 1.7%
Copger R./Wrangell/Valdez 0.2 0.8% 02 0.4% 7 0.4%
Southeast Alaska 0.1% 0.7% 0.1% 0.5% 0% ey
Elseuhere in Alaska : 3.5% 3.3% 2.11 4.7 2.3 3.71
~ Quiside Alaska 02 0.47 Rird 0.2% .04 0.0%
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Table B.44.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of

Urban Households Black Bear Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPFHIC LOCATION

Ir or out of Alaska

In Alacka

Susitna Study Area

Ares One

Ares Two

Area Three

Area Four

Area Five

Area Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

Area Mine

ares Ten

Area Eleven

Arez Twelve

area Thirteen

Area Pourteen

10 Miles North of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Ehugach Min. Area
Keriai Peninsula

Coppar R./Wrargell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Qutside Alasks

EVER
LOW HIGH
11180 14100
11080 1399

4140 6060
140 719
810 1516
290 280
10 410
0 20
70 360
0 250

0 0

¢ 200

0 0

9 0

0 0
105¢ 2140
10 410
19 a0
290 980
1680 3000
a0 850
140 710
730 600
It 410
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URBAN  HGUSEHOLDS

1980 -198%
LOW HIGH
9370 12080
9370 12080
3750 3680
70 360
61C 1310
210 I
10 41§
) 23
70 360
g 250
9 9
g 230
0 0
0 0
0 ]
1630 2140
0 230
19 410
140 710
1320 il
13 410
70 360
3278 3010
0 250

LW
6380
6630
70

70
370
0
10

1§

<

~.3
=
T D D O oD

70
780
10

2420

1984
HIGH
8520
5049
4210

960
1120
360

410

a9

110

290

"

¥

1640
290
50
36l

1760
110
250

3950

won
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. Table B.45.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percgntage
of Small Town Households Black Bear Hunting by Area

SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -14945 1984

LOW HIGH LW HIGH LOW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 13,21 18.4% 13.37 16.5% %.97 12.7
In Alaska 15.3%  18.5% 13.3% 16.7% 10.12  12.%%
Sugitna Study Area 7.4% 9.84 6.8% 9.2% .11 7.3%
Area One 0.3% 1.1% 0.3% 1.1% 4.3% 0.9%
Arez Two 1.1% 2.3 1.0% 2024 0.8% 1.2%
Area Three 1.2 2.4% 1.0% 2.0 0.7% 1.7%
Area Four 0% 0.2% 01 0.2 Y4 0.2%
Ares Five 21 0.82 0.21 0.8%7 g.1% 8,72
Area Six 0.2% 0.8% §.2% 0.8 b.1% 0.9%
Area Seven 0.1% G.5% 0.1% 0.5% 0.1% 0.5%
Area Eight G.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0% 0.0% (.0%
Area Nine % 0.4% 04 0.4% 0% 9.4%
Area Ten Q% 0.2 - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Area Eleven 07 0.2% A% 0.27 0.0% $.0%
Area Twelve 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Area Thirteen 1.1 2.3 1.0% 2.2% 0.62 1.6%
Area Fourteen 0.3 0.9 0.3% 0.9% 0.1% 6.7%
10 Miles Morth of Denali Huy 0% 9.4% 0% 0.4% L7 0.2%
Ainchor age/Chugach Mtn. Ares 6.2% .81 0.2% 0.8% 6.1% 0.3%
#erai Pepinsula 0.7% 1.72 0.67 1.4% 0.3% 0.9%
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez 1.3 2.5% 1.11 2.3% 1.0% 2.24
Southeast flaska 0% 0.41 R 0.2% 0L 0.2%
Elsewhere in Alaska 4,.8% 6.8% §.1% G.1% 3.0% 4.E3
Outside Alaska . 0.0% 9.0% 6.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Table B.46.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Black Bear Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

I or out of Alaska
In Alasks

Susitna Study dres
area One

Area Tuo

Ares Three

Area Four

Are3 Five

Arez Six

Area Seven

Ares EBight

Area Nins

are3 len

#rea Eleven

frea Twelve

Area Thirtsen
area Fourteen

10 Miles North of Depali Hwy
fAncharage/Chugach Ntn. Area

Kenai Peninsula

Capper R./Hrangell/Valdez

Southeast Alasks
Elsewhare in Alaska
Putside Alasks

SMALL TOWM HOUSEHOLDS

EVEE 1589 -1943 1984

LoW HIGH Lo HIH LOW RIGH
2100 2560 1850 2280 1280 1760
2120 2570 1880 310 1400 1790
1620 1360 940 290 718 1010
50 150 30 130 40 1390
160 210 130 300 119 290
179 330 130 280 100 230
0 30 0 30 0 30
30 110 30 119 20 ki
30 119 30 110 10 70
18 70 10 70 ig 70
{ 0 0 0 0 0

0 S 0 50 0 30

¢ 30 ] @ 0 9

0 3¢ 0 30 0 !

¢ 0 0 0 0 )
160 3 130 300 % 220
46 130 40 130 20 90

0 30 7 bl 0 30
30 110 36 110 10 70
100 230 80 200 40 130
180 30 180 310 130 300
0 30 0 30 0 30
660 930 370 840 419 640
0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table B.47.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Rural Households Black Bear Hunting by Area

RURAL HGUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 1584
LOW KIGH LOK HIGH Lo
In or out of #laska 22.02  27.8% 18.2% 3.67 10.6%
In Alaska AN.7% 7.3 18.0%  23.4% 16,72
Susitna Study #rea 13.44  18.%% 11.4%  16.0% 7.3%
Area One 0.8% d.4% 0.3% 2.4% $.3%
area Two 3.7% 8.3% 3.4% 6.2% T
4rea Three 2.64 5.2% 2.3% 4.6 1.7%
Area Four 0.0% 0.7¢% 0.07 $.7% G.0%
Area Eive 0.2% 1.2% ¢.1% 1.1% 0,07
irea Six 0.1% 1.1% 0% 0.8% 0.0%
Ares Seven 0.0% ¢.51 ¢.0% 0.3% 0.04
Ares Eight 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Area Nine 0.0% 0.0% ¢.0% 0.0% G.0%
firea Ten 0.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0% .04
4rea Eleven §.0% 0.3 0.0% 0.32 0.0
area Twelve 0.0% 0.31 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%
Area Thirteen 1.6% 3.82 9.%% 2.7L 0.4%
Area Fourteen 0% §.51 0.0% §.7% 0.0%
10 #iles North of Derali Huy 0.0% ¢.91 0.0% 0.5% 0.0%
anchor2ge/Chugach Hin. Area 0.5% 1.92 0.41 1.8% G.1%
Kenai Feninsula 0.4% 1.82 0.3% 1.7% 6.3%
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdez 0.9 3.7% 0.8 .47 0.3%
Southeast Alaska 0% 0.8% §.0% 0.3% 0.0%
Elsewhara in #laska 4.6% 7.8% 4.3% 7.3% 1.9%
Butside Alaska 0% 0.82 $.0% 3,74 0.0%

B-60

(]
- .
[ 2] L]
e e

L= B o e ]
» . @

LJ Q3

~e e

»

[ ol =~ IS R e ) |

3 oo KR et
v w s o=
o S T

e



Table B.48.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Black Bear Hunting by Area

RURAL  HOUSEHOLLS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -19835 1984
Lo¥ HIGH Loy HIGH LOW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 580 740 480 £30 280 440
In Alaska B89 730 430 620 280 460
Susitns Study Area 360 480 300 20 19¢ 300
firea One 20 60 20 80 10 44
area Tuo 100 170 %0 176 50 100
Area Three 70 140 60 120 b 160
Area Four ¢ 20 0 20 0 26
Area Five ¢ 30 9 30 0 10
Area Six 0 30 0 20 0 20
Area Ssven 0 14 ¢ 14 ¢ 16
Are3 Eight ] ¢ ¢ 0 { @
Area Nine 0 ] 0 0 ¢ g
Ares Ten ¢ 0 0 ] 9 ]
Area Eleven 0 16 ] 10 g 19
fires Tuelve 0 12 o 10 0 1%
frea Thirteen 40 100 30 7 10 30
Are3 Fourteen 0 20 0 20 6 14
10 Miles North of Penali Hwy ] 10 9 10 0 10
Ancharage/Chugach #n. Area 13 50 10 o ] 30
¥enai Peninsula 19 50 10 40 0 30
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez 20 70 20 80 15 40
Southeast Alaska 0 20 0 10 G 0
Elsewhers in Alaska 120 210 110 200 30 110
Qutside Alaska § 20 0 a0 ¢ g
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Table B.49.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Small Game Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alacka

Susiina Study Area
area Ore

hrea Two

drea Three

Area Four

firea Five

fires Six

Area Seven

Ares Eight

frea Nine

Area Ten

drea Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Thirteen

firea Fourteen

10 Miles dorth of Denali Hwy
ancharage/Chugach Kin. Area

Kenai Peninsula

Copger KE./Wrangell/Valdez

Southeast flaska
Elsewhere in Alasks
Jutside Alaska

874

Rird
0.2
2461
3.41
0.7%
3.0
g.0d
1.3%
0.3

12.5%
.47

B-62

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985 - 1964
LW HIGH L0y HIGH
3.8 3.4 7.64  30.2%
32.8%  35.4% 4L 30.0%
18.02  20.3% 14.87  16.8%
0.7% 1.3% G.6% 1.2%
3.84 3.0% 3.3% 4.2%
3.8% 3.0% 3.0% 4.0
0.1% 0.3% g.1% 0.3%
0.32 ¢.9% 6.52 0.94
L.o% 1.6% 0.8% 1.4%
0.4% 0.8% g.3% TE
0% 0.3% ¢.0% 0.0%
0.5% 0.9% 0.3 id
0% 0.22 % 0.2%
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
0% 0.3 0% e rd
1.7 2.5% 1.41 2.2%4
2.3 3.3 2.0% 2.9%
¢.2% 0.7% 0.2% 0.6
2.3 3.1% 1.8% 2.87
2.2% 7.6% S.31 5.7%
¢.6% 1.2% G.52 0. 9%
¢.41 ¢.8% 0.3% §.61
9.5 1.1 7.84 9.41
0.7% .3 0.2% .61




Table B.50.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Small Game Hunting by Area

GEQGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitn3 Study Area
Area Dne

Area Two

Area Three

Are3 Four

Area Five

Area Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

Are3 Nine

firea Ten

Area Eleven

Area Twelve

Ares Thirteen
Area Fourteen

10 Miles North of Denali Hwy
anchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area

Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez

Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Qutside Alaska

EVER
LOW HIGH
46380 49900
44370 47350
23670 26410

890 1570
820 6230
5400 5880

180 550
580 1140
1430 2250
80 1140

0 2%
580 1140
230
0 0
0 230

2200 3200
2990 4130

7 850
3100 4260
3080 9340

830 1570

580 1140

13150 15330

1980 2930

B-63

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985

LGW HIGH
41460 44710
40350 43470
22110 24780

890G 1576
4700 6106
4700 6146

18¢ 590

80 1140
1210 1980

470 1960

20 230
386 1140
20 230

0 9

20 230
2090 3060
2880 4000

3 830
2760 3860
7610 9330

780 143¢

470 1600

11610 13680

8%0 1576

1984
LO¥ HIGH
33940 37020
33690 36770
18160 20630

780 1430
3900 3180
3676 4920

9 400

380 1144

1000 1740

- 3N 850
0 0

370 830

20 230

0 0

20 230
1760 26h{
2430 3470

280 710
2200 3200
8560 8170

280 1140

280 710
9600 11310

280 710



Table B.51.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Small Game Hunting by Area

URBAN HOUSEHOLDS

GEGGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983 1934
LOW HIGH LowW HIGH Low
In or out of Alaska .12 40.3% 31.8%  35.9% 29.6%
In Alasks 4.7 38.1% 30.6% 34.6% 35.31
Susitna Study Area 1702 20.2% 15.8  19.0% 13.74
fires One 9.5% 1.3% 0.9% 1.32 0.4%
Arza Two 3.12 .7 3.04 4.6% 24k
Ares Three 3.5 3.3% 3.0 4.0% 2.2%
Area Four 0.1% 0.9% NIy G.4% Nirs
Ares Five G.3% 0.9% 0.3% 0.9% ¢.2%
Area Six 1.0% 2.0% v 0.8 1.8% G.6%
Area Seven 0.3% 0.9% 0.2% 0.5% §.2%
Area Eight 0.0% .07 o 0.0% 0,04 0.0%
Area Nine 0.3% 1.12 © 0.3 1.12 2%
4rea Ten DX 0.2 S 4 0.2% DX
drea Eleven 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.04 0.42
Area Tuelve 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Area Thirteen 1.6% 2.8% 1.3 2.7 1.2%
Ares Fourteen 2.1% 3.3% 3.0% 3.41 L7
10 Miles Morth of Denali Huy 0.3% 0.9 0.321 0.84 0.1%
Anchorase/Chugach Min. Area 2.5% 3.9 2.3% 3.7% 1.8%
Kenai Peninsula 6.9% 9.3% 6.5 8.7% 3.6%
Copper K./Wrargell/Valdez 0.2% 0.8% 0.11 0,74 0.12
Southeast Alaska 0.37 1.1 0.3% 8.92 0.2
Elsewhere in Alaska 10,12 12.9% 4.9 11.4% 7.3%
Qutside Alaska 1.6% 2.8% 2.7% 1.7% $.3%
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Table B.52.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of

Urban Households Small Game Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
in Alaska

Susitng Study Area
frea Dne

érea Two

Area Three

Area Four

Area Five

Lres 5ix

&r23 Seven

Area Nine

#rea Ten

Area Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Inirteen
Area Fourteen

10 Hiles Narth of Denali Huy
Anchorage/Chugach Htn. Area
Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdesz
Southeast Alaska

Elsewhare in Alaska

Qutside Alaska

LoW HIGH
3830 4270
36180 40510
18000 21510

330 1380
3270 3010
3730 3600

70 60

250 990
el 2140
2% 280

fi i\
379 1130
0 250
0 0
0 0

1680 3000
2230 3730

290 940
2610 4190
7380 9830

210 . B

370 1120

10780 13650

1680 3000
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URBAN HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -19835
LOW HIGH
33770 38030
32520 26740
1677 20190
330 1380
3188 4300
3180 4900
16 410
230 280
870 1596
210 e
0 1120
9 330
{ 9
0 ¢
1380 2380
2140 3600
ale 850
2420 3950
5880 9270
140 710
290 980
9370 12080
780 1760

Lo
27200
26890
13510

450

2510
2320
4

210

510

il

1984

HIGH
2l
30590
16650
1230
4070
3340
410
850
1310

836G

230
250

.Y

U

2510
2120
710
3240
3240
710
850
10286
850



Table B.53.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage

of Small Town Households Small Game Hunting by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In ar out of Alasska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
Ares One

Area Two

Area Three

Area Four

Area Five

Area Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

Area Hine

Area Ien

Area Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Thirteen

Area Pourteen

10 Miles Morth of Denali Huy
fnchorage/Chugach Mtn. Ares

Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Hrangell/Valdez

Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Outside Alaska

LOW
40.5%
40.2%
36.82

0.6

b.3L

7.0%

0.22

L.o%

1.1%

0.64

0%

G.2%

0%

Ni74

EVER
HIGH
4.9
44.62
30.82%
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SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLES

1980 -1985
LW HIGH
38.61  43.0%
38.57  42.9%%
.80 29.8%
0.6% 1.6%
6.3% 8.7%
664 9.0%
0.1% 0.73
1.0% 2.0%
1.1 2.3
0.6% 1.4%
.02 0.2%
Nerd 9.3%
0% G.2%
0% 0.3%
0% 0.4%
1.3 2.5%
2.8% {.42
0% 0.4%
0.8% .81
1.7% 3.1
2.9 4.3%
0.1% 0.54
8.8% 1.4
D% 0.4%
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Table B.54.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Small Game Hunting by Area

SHALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 1984
LU HIGH Loy HIGH LOW HIizH
In or out of Alaska 3620 6330 5360 %0 4640 5320
In Alasks 3580 6190 5330 5930 4650 5270
Susitna Study Ares 3720 4270 3590 4130 3060 3580
Area (ne 90 2 20 230 a0 200
Area Two 910 1230 880 1200 740 1649
Area Three 970 1310 930 1350 820 1129
Area Pour 30 110 20 90 19 70
+ Area Five 130 300 130 236 110 250
Area 3ix 160 319 160 31 110 230
drea Seven 80 200 80 200 HH] 176
frea Eiaht 0 30 9 3 0 3
Area Nine 30 11¢ 30 10 10 70
Ares Tan 0 30 ] 30 0 0
frea Eleven ¢ 30 0 30 ] 3
Area Tuelve ¢ 3 6 30 0 30
Area Thirteen 130 359 180 350 150 300
Area Fourteen 410 540 390 810 310 20
10 Hiles North of Denali Huy 0 a0 0 20 ¢ 30
Anchorage/Chugach Hin. Area 110 230 110 250 90 220
Yenai Peninsula 239 449 240 430 32 3490
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdez 410 640 400 B30 340 Sl
Southeast Alaska 10 70 10 70 ] 30
Elsewhere in Alaska 1310 1690 1220 1590 1060 1410
Jutside Alashka 20 a0 g S50 ] 0
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Table B.55.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Pgrcentage
of Rural Households Small Game Hunting by Area

RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1986 -1985
LOuW HIGH LOW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 6l.8% 7.2% S6.3% J.5%
In Alaska 60.17  66.5% 56.0%  G2.4%
Susitna Study Ares 43,51 30.1% 40.1% 46,71
Ares (ne 2.9% 5.9% .11 4.53
Araa Two 11.7% 16.3% 11.4% 16.9%
Area Three 7.9% 11.3% B9 15.7%
Arez Four 0.0% G.974 0,04 ¢.5%
fres Five 2.04 4,44 1.8% 4.0%
Area Siy 1.7% 3.9% 1.4% 3.4%
Area Seven 0.7% 2.3% 8.74 2.3%
Area Eight 0.0% 0.3% 0,0% 0.3%
firea Nine 0.3% 1.5% 0.3% R
Ares Ten 0.04% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
firea Eleven 0.0% 9.9% BN 74 3.5%
Areza Twelve 07 0.5% 0% 0.8%
frea Inirteen 3.7% 0.7% 3.3% 6.1%
firez Fourtesn 274 .32 2.9% a1
10 Miles Horth of Denali Hwy 0.3% 1.7% ¢.3% 1.5%
Anchoraga/Chugach Min, Ares 1.1% 2.9 0.6% 2.3
Kenai Peninsula 2.9% 2.7% 4.9% 3.6%
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez 2.2 4.6% 2.0% i.4%
Southeast Alaska 0.04 0.3% .04 0.3
Elsawhere in Alaska 15.0% 20.0 14.1%  18.9%
Outside Alaska 0.2% 1.4% 0% 1.0%
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Table B.56.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, gumber of
Rural Households Small Game Hunting by Area

GEOGRAFHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alasks
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
frea One

ares Two

Araa Three

Area Four

Area Five

Ares Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

Area Nine

Area Ten

Airea Eleven

Arga Tuwelve

firea Thirteen

4reaz Pourteen

10 Miles Horth of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Chugach Ktn, #rea

ien3i Peninsuls

Copper K./Wrangell/Valdes

Southesst Alaska
Elsewhere in Alasks
Outside Alasks

RURAL HOUSEHOLLS

EVER 1920 -1983

LOW HEGH LOW HIGH LOW
1620 1790 1490 1670 1374
1600 1770 1456 lacd 1270
1150 1330 1976 1340 920
80 130 69 120 40
310 430 300 430 abd
200 300 189 280 140
0 10 ‘ 0 10 0
30 130 30 110 40
a0 100 40 99 30
20 50 20 &0 17
{ 10 0 34 )

19 40 10 4G ¢

§ 0 & 0 0

0 14 i VR |

¢ 20 9 20 0
100 18¢ 9 150 0
70 140 70 139 i
10 40 10 40 12
3¢ 80 20 60 20
20 70 20 70 14
b0 16 0 120 0
0 10 G 10 g
440 230 370 500 210
10 40 0 30 {
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HIGH
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1340
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100
386

230

160



GEDGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alaska
Susitna Study #res
drea One
frez Two
rea Tnree
Area Four
Aras Five
ares Six
Area Seven
Area Eight
Area Nine
Area Ten
Area Eleven
Area Twelve
érez Thirteen
Area Fourteen
10 Niles Morth of Dermli Huwy
Anchar 3ge/Chuqach Min, Ares
Kepal Peninsula
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdez
Southesst Alacka
Elsewnere in Alasks
Qutside Alaska

EVEX
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B2.2%

81.61

s
b
-

[ ]
e

—
0
P

2 R S P TR SR T Y O e P e Rt SR o

—t
£
a

(==

[T 2> W Y 5 |
- " s ®

[N R W]
a = a =

B3 B B0 by G L7 bm £ 3 rd oD T3 LS i ] a3 )

—
S LD — O
a = = .

L
E-—'l LI B2 b3
.

14.9%
1.61

Table B.57.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Fishing by Area
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Table B.58.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Fishing by Area

GEORRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alasks
In Alaska

Susitna Study Ares
Ares One

Area Two

Ares Ihree

Airez Four

Ares Five

fires Six

Ares Seven

fires Eignt

area Nine

Area Ten

Area Elsven

Area Tuelve

Araa Thirteen

#raz Fourteen

EVER

LaW HIGH
100860 103400
100110 102680
J3020 38410
2314 3330
1577¢ 18110
1700 6140
370 il
3326 4336
2540 3660
1100 940

0 4
1180 1840
9 400
20 230

0 i

1363¢ 13830
4240 5980

10 Hiles North of Dlenali Hwy 730 1439
Anchorage/Chugach Min. Area 2994 4130

Kenai Peninsila

40330 43470

Eopper ®./Wrargell/Valdes 3900 5180

Soutneast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaskaz
Jutside Alaska

2630 3730
18280 20760
1980 2930

B-71

ALL HGUSEHOLDS

1986 -198%

Ly HIGH
97970 100040
97340 100040
32810 58190
3300 3260
15296 17610
4360 3710

370 85
330 43%0
2310 2330
1109 1340

0 g
1109 1840
90 404
20 230
¢ ]

13150 13330
4420 9316

680 1230
299 4130
39380 42430
3790 030
2430 3470
17920 z038¢
1340 339

L
35480
8362
45730

11519
3449
380
254
3473
3440
il
13890
780

1924
HIGH
29040
39426
49040
3600
15430
4790
254
3800
2654
1430
G

1700

=30

et

3060
5240

1430



Table B.59.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Fishing by Area

UREAN HOUSEHOLES

GEDGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -198% 1984

LOK HIGH LW HIGH LW HIGH

" In or out of Alaska 81.3%1 84,57 7875 BLIE .15 73.9%
In Alaska 30.8%  3i.8% 78.2% BL.J? 88,91 FL.7E
Susitna Study #rea 43.8% 47.0% 40.%% .12 3535 39,2
Arza One 1.7% 1.9% 1.6% 2.8% 1.6% 3.8%
Area Two 11.7% 14.3% 11.3% 14.1% 9.7% 12.3%
Area Three 3.1% 4,7% 3.9% 4,5% 3.3% 3.7%
area Four 0.3 G.9% G.3% §.9% 4,21 §.8%
Ares five 394 3.9% 2.4 3.8 2.0 3.4
firea Siy 1.7% 2.9 | 4 2.7% 1.1% 2.1
Area Seven 271 1.71 0.7% 1.3% Jed% 1.3%
Arez Eight 0.0% G.0% .01 G.0% 0.0% 0.04
Area Mine 0.8% 1.3% 0.9% 1.8% 0.7% 1.5
Ares Isn i) (.47 iy G.4% N G.2%
frea Eleven 0% 0.2% Mixd ¢.2% LR 0.2%
Ares Twelve 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% §.0% 9.0 0.0%
Aresz Ihirteen 0.7 13.5% 10,32 13.0% 9.04 1.6%
Ares Fourieen 3.0% 4.6 2.8% §.4% 2495 394
10 Hiles North of Denali Huy 0.5% 1.3% 0.9% 1.3% 7.4% 1.3%
Anchorage/Chuqach Mtn. Area 2.31 3.9% .4k 3.9% 3.0% Y
Kenai Peninsula 35,31 39.2% 34.4%2  34.4% 30,37 34.3%
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdez 1.9% 3.3% 1.8% 3.2 1.7% 3.9
Southeast Alaska 2.2 3.6% 1.% 3.3 1.7% 2.92
Elsewhers in Alaska 14.5% 17.71 14,34 17.3% 12.6% 13.6%
Jutside Alaska 1.6% .87 1.24 2.4% 0.5% 1.32
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of

Table B.60.

Urban Households Fishing by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska

In Alaska

Susitna Study Area

Area One

Aras Iwo

frea IThree

firea Four

firea Five

firey Six

Area Javen

Araa Eight

Area Hine

fre3 Ten

Area Eleven

4rea Twelve

Area Thirteen

4re3 Pourieen

10 Miles Morth of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Chusach Ktn., Ares
Kanai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrarmell/Valdes
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alasks
Jutcide Alaska

Low
96360
85590
49450
1776
12400
3370
2990
2619
1770

780

370
10

11380
3180
a30
2618
37340
2030
2330
13430
1680

EVER
HIGH
83730
39020
49930
3130
15430
3610
980
4190
3130
1760
¢
1390
410
250
0
14320
4200
1380
4190
41590
3480
3840
18760
3008
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UREAN HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1983

LOW
X
33060
13440

1680
119%)
3030
236
21
1380
700

4

37

1

> O O

10380
2980

[
53

2310
36300
1950
2030
13140
1310

HIGH
87160
86670
47900

3600
14990

4780

980

4070

2880

1640

0

139¢

416
25

¢

13766

4660

138¢

4070
40330

3360

J480
18420

26910

1984

H1GH
F7A60
FrENG
41690
3000
13090
3920
830
3600
2260
1356
0
1640
230

25
g
12310
4150
1350
3604
36410
3120
3120
16540
1360



Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage

Table B.61l.

of Small Town Households Fishing by Area

GEDGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In #laska

Susitna Study Ares
Area One

Ares Two

Area Taree

Area Four

4res Five

Ares Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

Ares Hine

Area Ten

Area Elsven

firea Twelve

Area Inirteen

tirez Fourteen

10 Hiles Mortin of Denali Huwy
Anchoraqe/Chusach ¥in. fres

Kernai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangall/Valdes

Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in flaska
Jutside Alaska

EVEK
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B3.6%
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SHALL TOWM HOUSEHULDS

1930 -1985
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Table B.62.
Susitna Hydroelectric Projec?, Number of
Small Town Households Fishing by Area

SMALL TOMM HOUSEHOLDS

GEDGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -198% 1984
Loy HIGH LOW HIGH LOW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 11610 12040 11460 11910 10330 10830
In Alaska 115390 12039 11450 11899 12370 10899
Susitna Study Area 7296 7890 7130 7760 6400 010
frea ne 160 3 160 310 130 38
frea Two 2290 27560 2249 2700 2046 2499
#rea Three 930 1364 910 id30 790 1104
Area Four 30 110 34 1i% 30 10
firea Five 350 57 320 40 296 490
frea Six 37 800 370 &0 330 340
Area Seven 160 310 160 310 120 7
Ares Eight 9 €0 vl w ¢ 3
Area Nine 70 180 70 180 50 150
arez Tem ¢ 30 9 30 i 50
ares Eleven g 4 ¢ g 9 0
fires Twelve 0 ] ] \ 0 G
Area Thirteen 1400 1790 1460 1790 1280 1650
Area Fourtesn 320 780 Sl 770 444 670
10 Miles Nortn of Denali Huy 16 0 19 70 9 39
Ancharaqe/Chugach Htn. Area 110 250 110 250 30 320
Kenai Peninsula 1360 2300 1820 2360 1610 2030
Copper X./Wramgell/Valdes 1300 1674 1300 1670 1336 1680
Southeast Alaska 7 180 7 180 30 150
Elsewhere in #laska 1850 2280 1830 2280 1670 2080
Qutside Alaska 30 110 it 110 10 70
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Table B.63.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage

of Rural Households Fishing by Area

GEDGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska

In Alssks

Susitna Study Area

Area One

firea Iwo

Area Three

ares Four

Area Five

Ares Six

Ares Seven

frea Bignt

Area Mine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

firea Tuelve

Area Tnirteen

firza Fourbesn

10 Hiles Morth of Derali Hwy
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn, Ares
Kerai Peninsula

Copper K./Wrangell/Valdes
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Qutside Alaska

LOW
B39
83.6%
48.56%
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RURAL HOUSEHOLILS

1926 -1983
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Table B.64.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Fishing by Area

RURAL  HOUSEHDLDS

BEOGRAPHIL LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 1984

X LOW HIGH LOW HIGH Lau HIGH
In or out of flasks 2230 2330 2190 2320 193¢ 2130
In Alaska 22320 2330 2190 2320 198¢ 130
Susitna Study Ares 1290 1475 1356 1426 1660 1249
Ares One 3 104 50 146 40 145
érea Two 370 00 360 490 33 460
Arez Three 30 150 80 15¢ 70 14¢
Area Four ] 0 0 i} G ]
Area Five &0 136 &0 120 &0 130
Area Six &0 13¢ 10 139 3 30
Area Seven G 30 g 3 G 3
Are3 Eiaht 0 0 0 ] B g
Area Nine 30 80 1¢ 5¢ 0 10
firez Ten 0 10 e 1§ 0 10
Ares Eleven 0 g ¢ v ¢ g
Area Tuelve 0 20 9 20 1l 26
Ara2a Thirteen 59 360 25 3ef 220 335
Arez Fourtsen 120 200 120 200 90 160
10 Miles North of Denali Hwy 10 4% 9 40 i 49
Ancherage/Chugach Atn. Area 10 50 16 3 1 40
¥enai Peninsula 230 370 240 350 219 330
Copper K./Wrangell/Valdez 140 230 130 22 130 220
Southeast Alaska 20 &0 2 60 20 a4
Elsewhere in Alaska 280 400 260 400 210 310
Jutside Alasks 1¢ 40 10 40 0 20

B-77



p

f%

Table B.65.

Susitna Hydroelectric Projgct3 Percentage
of All Households Salmon Fishing by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCAT IOM

In or out of Alaska

In Alaska

Susitna Study Ares

Area (One

firea Two

Area Thres

Arss Four

Araa Five

Ares Six

Airaa Seaven

fres Eight

Area Nine

araa Ten

firea Eleven

Arez Tuelve

ar2a Inirteen

Area Fourteen

14 Hiles Horth of Denali Hwy
fncnorase/Chugach Kin. Area
Kenai Peninsula

Lopper K./Wransell/Valdez
Soutiheast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Jutside Alaska

LOW
67.0%
87 .M
40.9%

1.3%

3.0%

2.7%

2y

0.3%

1 7
L-ii

1.8%
3.5%
0,04
0,394
G.0%
0.0%
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Table B.66.

Susitna Hydroelectric ProjecF, Number of
All Households Salmon Fishing by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alasks

Susitna Study Area
Area One

Area Twe

dres Three

Area Four

Area Five

Arez 5ix

Ares Seven

Ar=3 Eight

Area Nine

Area Ten

frez Eleven

Araz Iwelve

frea Thirteen

Ares Fourteen

10 Hiles Horth of Denali Hwy
Anchor age/Cheqach Min. 4rea

{enai Peninsula

Copper B./Hrangell/Valdez

Southeast &laska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Jutside Alaskas

EVER

LO¥ HIGH
B2266 8540
23380 88510
023 33R00
1650 2530
16010 18380
3330 4330

270 850
2090 3060
WG 2200
780 1430
S0 0
580 1140
o 0

6 0

0 0
15170 17480
%50 2730
76 1000
1650 2530
39910 42110
4020 5310
650 3730
11490 13550
290 710

B-79

ALL HGUSEHOLLS

1980 -198%

LoW

HIGH
3220

84080

c17En
SLfal

2390
17860
4399
830
2930
’!G"JQ

L

1439
9

LOW
o630

71350

41459

1430

13030

2540

279

1760

143
63

¢

170

o

0

¢

13910

2200

470

320

whia
33E70

Sud:u
3330
1280
9256

15¢

1984

HISH
73970
74580
710
2290
5200
2600
250
2660

Aac
LAY

280
0
1004
0

{)
12076
3200
1500
2130
6040
1336
2930
1113
Sl



Table B.67.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Salmon Fishing by Area

UKBAN  HOUSERDLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1984 -1983 1934

LOW HIGH LOW HIGH Lo
I or out of Alaska £3.6% 69.6% 03.8% 67 .51 9E.1% Y
In Alasks Bb.41  70.4% 04.0%2 08.9% 3652 %
Susitpa Study Ares 8.7 4L.9% 3705 41.3% 31.5% ik
Area One _ 1.3% 2.24 Az .12 1.0% .01
Area Two 11.7% 14,5 11.30 14.1% 9.3% 11.9%
Arez Three 2.2% 3.67 2.14 351 l.a% 3.8%.
Ares Eour 0.2% 0.8% ey a.8% 0,3% 0.8%
drea Five 1.5% 2.71 1.4% 2.6% 1.2% 2.4%
frez Six 1.4% 2.6% 3% I.4% G.9% 1.9
arza Seven 0.4% e 0.4% 1.3% 4.3 1.1%
Area Eight 0,0% .64 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0,04
Area Nine 0.3% 1.1% 0,3% 1.1% ¢.3% 1.1
frea Ien 0.0% 0,01 §,0% 0.0% g.0% 1.0%
firea Eleven 0.0% $.0% 0.0% 0.0% .04 A
Area Twelve ' 0.0% 0.0% {.0% 0.0 b.0%
dres Thirteen 11.% 1472 11.34 14.12 10.9% 3.6%
Area Fourteen 1.82 3.3 1.8% 3.2% 1.5% a7
1% Hiles Horth of Denali Hwy 0.3% 1.1% 0.3% 0.94 0.3% 0.9
fnchorage/Chugach Hin, frea 1.2 2.4% 1.2% 2.2 1.0% .03
Kerai Peninsula 33.74 30.7% 33.1% 37.1% 3915 33.1%
Copper K./Wrangell/Valdez 2.0% 3.4% 1.8% 3.2% 1.5% 2.8%
Southeast Alaska 2.1% 3.59% 1.8% 3.2 1.34 2.7
Elsewhere in Alashks 8.82 11.4% - 8.4% 10.9% 7.1% 9,57
Jutside Alasks 0.2% 0.9% 0.1% 0.7% G.1% 3.7 %

~
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Table B.68.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Urban Households Salmon Fishing by Area

URBAN HOUSEHOLIZS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 - 1984
LOu HIGH LOW HIGH LOW HIGH
I or out of Alaska 69:90 73514 67750 72030 29600 pA040
In Alaska IO 744D 68510 72760 G0130 (4570
Susitna Study Area 41120 43530 29440 43830 33549 37816
Area One 122 2348 1130 2265 1056 2140
Arez Tuo 12400 139430 11590 14394 2570 12640
Area Three 2320 33840 2230 370 168¢ 3000
area Four ' 210 83¢ 216 230 214 230
Area Five , 1280 2880 1490 2756 1310 2510
Area Six 1490 750 1218 2510 900 2020
drea Seven ‘ 430 1250 450 1239 37 1120
fAires Eisht : 0 ] { g & G
Ares Nine , 370G 1130 370 1120 370 1130
Arez Ten ‘ 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0
Area Eleven & ] 0 G ] g
Area Tuelve 1 b} 0 0 ¢ {
frea Thirteen 12600 15660 11950 14999 10580 13429
firea Fourtesen 1950 3269 1550 3300 1580 2880
10 Hiles Horth of Denali Huy 370 13 296 980 290 93¢
Archorage/Chugach Htn. Area 1310 2310 122 23590 1456 2140
Kenzi Peninsula ' 35760 46030 35130 39420 0950 35130
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdez 2140 3600 1950 3360 1620 3000
Southeast Alaska ' 322 3720 1950 3350 1584 25480
Elsewhere in Alasks 9370 12680 2940 11600 7579 10060
Qutside Alacka 210 850 140 718 140 7le
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Table B.69.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project,.Pe?centage
of Small Town Households Salmon Fishing by Area

SHALL TGHM HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -19835 1984

RE" HIGH A1) HIGH L{H HIGH
In or out of #laska 7115 74.9% 89.4%  73.4J hl.Gi  B5.B%
In Alaska 719 79.7% 0.5 741 Bl 41 6B.GH
Susitna Study Area 48,47 52,82 47.6%  3Z.0% 41,97 45.3%
Area One 0.6% 1.67 0.0% 1.5Z 0.34 1.3%
Ares Two 17.9% 30.9% 17,24 20.6% 13.3% 18.5%
Ares Three 4,352 I 4,4% 5.4% 3.7% G.9%
Area Four G.a% 0.8% 0.2% 0.8% 0.2 4.3
Area Five 1.3% 2.7% 1.5% 1.7 1.1% .37
Area Six 2.4% 4.0% 2.4% §,0% 2.1% 3.9%
drea Seven 0.8% 1.3% 0.87 1.8% 0.62 1.5%
#irea Eight Q% 0.27 L7 0.2% iy (.22
Area Nine 0.2% 0.87 5.1% G.7% g.1% 0.9%
#rea Ten 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% G.0%
Area Eleven 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% 300
frea Twelve 0.0% 0.0% §.0% 0.0% 0.0% ¢.0%
Area Thirteen 11.8%  14.8% 11.6% 14.4% 14.82  13.6%
Area Fourteen 2.5% 4.1 2.4 4.0% 2.0% 3.4%
10 Hiles Harth of Denali Hwy L g.4% i 0.4% 0% 0.4%
Anchorage/Chugach Min. Area ¢.0% 1.4% 0.6% 1.4% Y 1.4%
Kenai Peninsula 13.97 17.1% 13.3% 14.5% 11.8% 14.8%
Copper R./Wranqell/Valdez 931 12.1% 9.2%  13.0% 8.6i 11.2%
Southeast Alaska 0.7% 1.7% 0,64 1.6% (.32 1.1%
Elsewhere in Alaska 9.84  12.6% 9.6%  12.4% 8.1% 106.7%
Outside Alaska L% 0.3% 0.04 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Salmon Fishing by Area

BEQGRAPHIC LOCAT 10N

I or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
area One

frez Tuo

Area Thres

fArea Four

drea Five

Ares Siu

firea Seven

fAraa Eignt

Area Nine

fires Tan

drea Eleven

firea Tuelve

Ares Thirteen

firea Fourteen

1¢ #iles dorth of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area

Henai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez

Soutneast Alaska
Elsewherz in flaska
Qutside Alasks

LoW
9260
3970
6720

90
2420
820
30

200

340

110

(%]}

O Do O S

1640

8

i)
1930
1200
199
1360

Table B.70.

EVER

HIGH
14400
10519
7330
220
290G
200
110
360
330

5
30
1o

2050
70
30
200
2370
1670
230
1730

a
]
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SMALL TOWN HOUSEHCLDS

198¢ -1985

LoW
9636
3730
5610

50
2380
619
30

200

340

11

0

20

0

g

0
1610
340

g0
1850
1280
20
1340

HIGH
10180
14280

73
faw

2800
890
110
380
33
250

30
90
0
g
]

202

230
30
200

2380

1660
22

1720

0

L0
2550
8660
5820
70
2120
510
2
160
290

1984

1899
479
30
200
2059
1560
130
1489
0



Table B.71.
Susitna Hydroelectric Proje?t,_Percentage
of Rural Households Salmen Fishing by Area

RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

GECGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983 1984

LOW HIGH LoW HIGH LOW HIGH
In or out of Alaska ‘ 7074 76.5% 66.6%  72.6% 93.5% §2.3%
In Alaska ' 72.7%  78.3% 68.3% . 74.532 .97 443
Susitna Study Arez 95.27  Bl.ER 32.9%  99.1% 45.0% 51,63
drez One 2.7% .37 2.7% Tela 2.5k 3.9
area Tuo 197 6.1 18.8% 24.2% 16,32 31.7%
Area Three 2.04 §.4% 2.0% §,.4% 1.7% 3.9%
Arez Four 07 0.9% L% 0.5% 407 0.7
Area Five 0.8% 2.6% 452 1.9% .32 1.7
Ares Six 2.3 4.7% 3.3% §.7% 3% 3.3%
Ares Seven 1.2% 3.01 1.2% 3.0% (.87 2.6%
Ar2s Eight 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0% 0.0% §.0%
frea Hine 0.4% 1.8% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3%
firea Ten 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Area Eleven B.0% 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0%
Area Tuelye 0.0% 0.0% 8.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
area Ihirteen 11.64 16.2% 11.4% 16.0% 9.9%% 14,1%
fires Fourteen 4.1% 7.1% 4.0% 7.0% 3.3% G.l%
10 Miles Horth of Denali Hwy 0.0% 3.5% 0.0% 3.5% 2.0% 5.5%
Anchorage/Chugach ¥in. Area .20 1.4 0.3% 1.4% 0.2% 1.2%
Hensi Peninsula 1264 17.4% 11.0% 15.4% B.8% 13.0%
Lopper K./¥rangell/Yaldez 10.0% 14.2% g.48% 12.3% S.8% 9.2%
Soutiheast Alaska ¢.8% 2.6% 4.9% 264 3% 3.4
Elsewhere in Alaska 4.3 792 3.8% 8.8% 3.3% &.1%
futside Alaska .32 Erd 9.2% 1.2% D7 §.8%
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Table B.72.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Salmon Fishing by Area

RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 198G -1983

LOW HIGH LOW HIGH LOW
In or out of Alaska 188§ 2040 1776 1930 1480
In Alasha 193¢ 2080 1820 1984 154¢
Busitra Study éres 70 1640 1400 1570 1200
#rea One 70 140 70 149 70
Araz Two a928 670 5900 G4G 44(
frea Three 50 120 0 130 50
fr=3 Four ¢ 30 0 20 !
Ares Five 2 70 10 50 14
Ares Six &0 13% &0 130 30
Area Seven 30 g 30 20 20
Area Eight 0 ¢ g ¢ {3
Area Nine 10 30 ! 19 g
Area Ten ¢ G 0 0 0
area Elsven 0 0 g 9 g
firza Tuslve & 0 0 g i
Araa Thirteen 310 43¢ 350 120 260
Ares Fourtesn 110 190 110 13¢ 96
10 Hiles North of Denali Huwy 0 19 0 19 h
Anchorage/Chuqach Hin, Ares 1¢ 40 10 8 ]
ternal Peninsula o 450 296 EHC 240
Copper R./Vranqell/Valdez 260 380 330 244 oG
Soitheast Alaska 20 7 i 70 20
Elzewhere in flaska 120 200 160 150 90
Quiside Alaska 0 30 4 30 g
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Table B.73.
Susitna Hydroelectric ProjectE Percentage
of All Households King Salmon Fishing by Area

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985% 1984

LOW HIGH Lo HIGH LoW HIGH
In or ot of Alasks 40.4% 49.2 44,87 47 6% 38.2% 41.0%
In Alaska 46.3% 49.1% 44,77 47.5% 38.3 41.1%
Susitna Study Area 26,27 2B.6% 23.4%1  37.8% 2161 24.0%
arza One 0.7% 1.3% 7% 1.3% 0.564 1.2%
ares Two 7.6% g.2% 7.5% 9.1% B.2% T.G%
Area Throe 1.5% d.3% 1.5% 2.3% 1.1% 1.74
Ares Four G.3% {.6% 0.2% J.63 §.1% G.9%
#Araa Five 1.9% 1.6% 1.0% 1.6% ¢.27 L.4%
Area Siy 0.9% 1.3% 0.8% 1.4% G.6% 1.0%
Area Seven 0.6% .04 G.5% $.9% 0. 4% $.3%
Area EBight 0.0% 0.0% 4,0% 0.0% G.0% G.0%
Area dine 0.5% §.9% $.5% .9 G.3% G.9%
frea Ten 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0. 0% 007
Araa Eleven §.0% 0.0% 0,0% 9.0% §.02 ¢.0%
Area Tuelve 0.0% ¢.0% G.0% 0.0% 4.0 0.0%
Area Thirteen 5,24 10.8% 8.9% 14.5% 781 9.4%
firea Fourteen 0.8% 1.4% 8.8% 1.4% §.7% 1.3%
10 Hiles Morth of Denali Hwy 06.1% 0.5% f.1% 8.5% 8.1% J.5%
Anchorage/Chuqach Hin. Arss 0.9 1.3% 0.8% 1.4% 0.6% 1.0%
#enal Peninsula 32.64 25.0% 2.3 24.04 19.4% al.62
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdez 1.8% 251 1.8% 2.64 1.9% 2.3%
Sputheast Alaska 1.4% 2.2 1.2% 1.8% 8.9% 1.3%
Elsewhere in filaska S5.4% G.8% 3.8% B.4x 4,1% 5.34
fulside Alaska 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 6.3% L2 0.2%
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v Table B.74.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households King Salmon Fishing by Area

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

AEOGEAFKIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 1984
LOW HIGH LOb HIGH Loy HIGH
In or out of Alaska HIBE 60370 95020 58416 46936 50270
In Alaska 26860 0250 34900 58230 47670 50400
Susitna Study fres 32120 35190 MG 410 285950 2910
Area One 890 1570 896 1578 780 1430
Area Tuo 9376 11250 9250 11139 76190 9320
Area Thres 1870 2804 187 2800 132¢ 21d0
Area Four 280 710 280 710 180 250
frea Five 1314 1980 1218 1980 1006 1700
Area Six 1100 1840 1000 706 B85 1259
Area Sevan a80 128 230 1149 476 1000
Area Eight 0 0 G ] { ]
Area Nine 53¢ 1140 380 1140 580 1140
Area Ten G 0 i} 0 g ¢
Area Eleven 0 0 0 ) i 2
Area Twelve ¢ & { G ¢ ]
Area Thirteen 11360 13250 16900 12519 %80 11510
#rea Fourteen 1000 1700 1000 1700 290 1579
10 ¥iles North of Derali Hwy 180 350 136 S50 180 a0
Anchorage/Chusach Mtn. Area 1100 1840 1005 1708 230 1280
{eral Peninsula 27770 306og 27230 36160 370 6540
Copper R./Wranqell/Valdez 2200 3200 2200 3200 1874 2300
Southeast Alasha 1760 260 : 1436 2350 1154 1846
Elsewhere in Alasks 6670 8300 £330 7910 5050 5490
Juiside Alaska a0 400 a0 400 a0 330
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Table B.75.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households King Salmon Fishing by Area

REOGRAFHIC LOCATION
LOW

In or out of Alasha 45,47
In Alaska 45.3%
Susitna Study Area 24.61
area Cne .62
Arza Tug £.84
Ares IThree 1.2%
Area Four .12
drea Five .84
Area Six 0.7%
drea Seven 0.3%
Area Eiqht 0.0
Area Nine 0.3%
firea Ten 0.0%
#rea Eleven 0.0
Area Twelve 0.0%
#rea Thirteen 3.7%
Ares Fourteen G.6%
10 Miles Nortn of Denali Hwy ¢.1%
Anchorase/Chugach Hin. Ares 9.8%
Kenai Peninsula 23.6%
Copper R./Wramell/Valdes 1.1%
Southeast Alasks 1.3%
Elsewhers in Alaska 9.2%
Qutside Alaska Q%

EVER
HIGH
43.6%

e ~f a-

el o T2

- o o e o el
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URBAN HOUSEHOLDS

198G -1985 1984
LOW HIGH LOW HIEH
44,00 48,2 7.0 4l
43.9%7 44.1% 7.4 41.3%
3391 T 20150 B
J.6% 1.4% 0.5% A
G.7% B.9% 5.3% 735
1.2% 2u4% D85 1.3%
0.12 0.7% 2.1% Y4
0.9% 1.8% Fo7a 1.9%
0.6% 1.4% 0.3% 1.1%
0.32 0.9% (.3 .8%
G.0% 0.0% 0.9 0.0%
0.3% l.1% A A 1.1%
0.0% 004 G0 0.0%
Q.04 0.0% G.0% 0.0%
0.0 0.0% .0 §.0%
2.41 1l.X 7.3% 9.7%
Q.54 l.4% 0,55 1.2%
9.1% 0.7% 9.1% .74
0.7% 1.7 G.5% 1.3%
2d4e 27.0% 2045 0 240
1.1% 217 1.0% 2.0%
1.1% 2.1 0.8% l.3%
4,9% 6.%% 3.9 3.6%
ok 0. 4% 0% 0.3%




Table B.76. \
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of

Urban Households King Salmon Fishing by Area

URBAN HOUSEHGLLS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983

LOW HIGH LOW HIGH LOW
In or out of Alasks 48200 32700 46720 F1210 39860
I Alaska 48100 52590 46610 51140 39960
Susitna Study Area 26160 3010 23430 29370 21400
Area One 814 510 810 1314 530
Ares Two 7180 9610 7080 9490 600
area Ihree 1316 3510 1310 il B
Ares Four 140 710 140 710 70
area Five 870 1890 870 1290 763
firea Six 700 1640 510 i31¢ 376
Area Seven 370 113 3940 230 215
Area Eight i} ¢ 0 { ]
draa Nine 370 1129 370 1130 370
area Ten 0 " 0 G G
Araz Eleven 0 9 g 0 g
frea Tuelve 9 0 ¢ 8 &
Area Ihirteen 9270 11979 BY70 11640 7770
Area Fourteen 610 15190 510 131¢ 330
10 Miles North of Benali Huwy 140 710 140 719 140
Anchorzge/Civaach Ntn, Area 870 189 730 175 530
{enai Peninsuls 35020 29940 24810 28720 21710
Copper R./Wranqell/Valdez 1130 2260 113¢ 22h% 145G
doutneast Alaska 1406 2630 113¢ 3360 874
Elsewhere in Alaska 2300 7670 3214 7330 4040
Dutside Alaska 10 410 19 414 0
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Table B.77.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households King Salmon Fishing by Area

SHALL TOWH HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983 1984

LO¥ HIGH LOW HIGH LOH HIGH
In or out of Alaska 45.6% 20.0% 43, 4% §7.8% 27.0% 41.2%
In Alaska 43.6%  50.0% 43,31 47.9% 37,11 41.,3%
Susitna Study Ares %.77 33.7% 29,08 33.0% 29.8%  29.3%
Ares One §.3% 0.9% 0.3% 0.9% Jodn 8.8%
Arza Two 16.1% 12.9% 9.8% 12.6% 8.7% 11.3%
drea Three 2.2% 3.54 2.2% 3.6% 1.3% 2.2%
&rea Four 8.1% 0.9% 8.1% 0.5% % G.4%
Area Five 1.04 2.0% 1.9% 2.0% J.8% 1.84
Area Siu 1.1% 2.3 1.1% 2.3% 1.8% 2.0%
fAirea Seven 0.9% 1.9% 9.3% 1.8% (i 1.584
fres Eight L% 9.2% 0% .27 B §.2%
Area Nine 0.1% 0.5% L% 9.4% i) 5.4%
Area Ten 0,0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% §.0% 0.0%
Area Eleven 0.0% 4.0% ¢.0% 9.0% 3.0% .04
Area Tuelve G.0% 0.0% 0.07 ga0x 0.0% 5.0%
Area Thirteen 8.4 11.0% g.3% 16.9% 778 10,37
#ra3 Fourteen 0.7% 1.7% §.7% 1.74 .61 1.6%
10 Miles Morth of Denali Hwy 0% 0.3% 01 §.3% L 4.3%
anchorage/Chugach Min. Area L3 0.8% §.2% J.8% ¢.1% (7%
Kernai Peninsula 11.81 14,82 11.0% 14.9% g.2¢ 11.4%
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdex 4.4 .47 4,04 6.0% 3.6% G.4%
Southaast Alaska 0.5% 1.34 0.4% 1.3% 9.2% G.9%
Elsawhers in Alaska 4.9% 6.9% 4.4% G.47 2.6% 544
futside Alaska Miyd 0.42 ik 0.3% 0% 0.3%
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Table B.78.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of

Small Town Households King Salmon Fishing by Area

GEGGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of &laska
In Alacks

Susitna Study Area
Area (One

fres Two

Area Three

Ares Four

Area Fiva

#rea Six

Area Seven

Ares Eight

Arsa Nine

Ares Tan

Araa Eleven

ares Twelve

Are3 Thirteen

Ares Fourteen

10 #iles Worth of Denali Hwy
fnchorage/Chugach Nin. Area

Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez

Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in 4laska
Outside Alaska

SHALL TOWN HOUSEWDLDS

EVER
LCW HIGH
6330 5949
G330 6349
1120 4684

0 130
1400 1799
00 500
10 70
130 80
166 310
120 270
0 30
10 7
0 0

0 0

0 9
1170 1530
00 230
0 30

3 110
1640 2050
610 930
70 180
B0 960
0 50
B-91

1980 -1985

L{wW
8020
pG40
4430

40
1360
300
1]

130

160

ii0

HIGH
6630
6630
3530
130
1750
300
Y
286

310

1984

.
1id

750

30
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Table B.79.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage

of Rural Households King Salmon Fishing by Area

GEOGKAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alasks

In Alaska

Susitna Study éres

arza One

frea Tus

firea Thres

firen Four

Area Five

firea Six

4rea Saven

Area Eight

Area Hine

frea Ten

are3 Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Ihirteen

frea Fourtsen ,

1¢ Miles Horth of Benali Hwy
fAnchoraga/Chusach Min, Ares
Kenai Peninsula

Capper K./Wrangell/Valder
Scutieast Alasks
Elsewhere in Alasks
Jutside Alaska

EVER
LOW HIGH
36.4%  62.8%
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RURAL HOUSEHOLDG

1980 -196%

LoW H1GH
N.9% AL
49.70  56.3%
3.6 40.0%

1.2% 2.0%
By L noCYy
a7 17.5%

oy A A

e 3.32%
0.0% 9.5%
d.6% 2.22

e i
.3 1.0%
G.8% 2.4%
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0.9% 0.3%
0.9 G.0%
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¢.0% 9.0%
.87 12,84
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Table B.80.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households King Salmon Fishing by Area

RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGEAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 1984
LoW HIGH Lo HIGH Law HIsH
In or out of Alaska 150¢ 1676 1340 1320 1034 1336
In Alaska 1430 1630 230 1360 104G 1213
Susitnz Study éres 946 1119 B30 1966 768 930
area One 30 39 i 30 30 gu
Araa Two _ 360 499 340 460 394G EH
Ares Three 30 ‘80 30 g0 30 70
Ares Foup G 10 ] 10 G 14
Area Five 20 70 a0 6l 16 4%
#roz Six 10 40 10 40 it 46
Ares Sevan 20 af 36 &6 aa A0
Area Eight ] 0 0 § 0 ¥
Araz Nine g 10 { 10 { 10
Arez Ten ] 0 ¢ 0 v i
Area Elaven 9 9 i it g 4
Ares Twelve & ¢ ¢ ¢ il g
Araa Inirteen 240 =0 230 40 200 300
kraa Fourteen 30 20 30 g 20 ]
16 #iles Morth of Denali Hwy 0 9 0 0 0 ¢
finchor age/Chugach ¥in. Area 9 20 0 20 ¢ piH
Kenal Peninsula 280 00 230 330 170 265
Loppar E./Wrangell/Yaldes 180 370 160 259 M 13l
Southesst Alaska 40 140 26 60 20 ]
Elsewhers in 4laska % 160 70 140 7 136
Butside Alasks 9 0 g 30 g jeb]
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EGRRAPHIC LOCATION

Iri or out of Alaska

in Alaska

Gusitna Study Ares

Area One

Area Tuo

4rea Three

kres Four

Ares Five

firga Six

area Seven

Ares Eiaght

Are3 Nine

fires Ten

area Eleven

firea Twelve

frea Thirteen

firea Fourteen

10 Hiles Morth of Denali Huy
Anchor age/Chugach #tn. Area
kenai Peninsula

Copper K./Wransell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Qutside Alaska

Table B.81.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Other Salmon Fishing by Area
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ALL  HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1983
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61.9%
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35.6%4
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0.0
12.2%

3.0%

0.74

1.3%
30.57

4. 0%

5oy
asih

10.0%

0.5

LOW
4.4%
4.3
3.9

1%
slis

9.4%
2.1%
0.2
1.3%
1.2%
J.3%
G.0%
G.4L
G.0%
§.0%
f.0%
9,62
1.7%
0.3%
1.0%
24 09

2 elm

norw
daliia

1.3%
wulin
79

{ i

G.17

1954

HIGH

T2 O
PIETIA
37.1%
33,58

1.7%

11.2%

5 oqv
e dia

0,67
212
1.82
0.9%

0.4%

0.8%

sl

0.0%
G.0%
3.04

11.3%

2.5
0.7%

1.04

A
1

t
e
[
b

-
[ =)
R U S

e LR s |
-« =
o

»
n
H




Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Other Salmon Fishing by Area

EOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alashks
In Alaska
Susitna Study Ares
Area One
frea Two
area Three
fras Eour
Ara3 Eivs
Ar23 Six
raa Seven
Ares Eight
area Nine
Area Ten
#rea Eleven
Area Twelve
area Tnirteen
firez Fourteen

10 #iles North of Benali Huy
Ancharase/Chugach Nin. Area

Kenai Peninsula

Copper E./Wrangell/Valdez

Southeast Alaska
Elsewnere in flasks
Outside Alaska

Table B.82.

EVER

LOW HIGH
77920 BL170
77670 80920
45240 48540
1346 2396
14100 16240
3100 4260

280 710
1870 2500
2090 30660

580 1140
g 0
580 1140
0 0
0
0 0
13290 13580
2650 3N
470 1000
1430 225
3947¢ 38380
3900 G180
2540 3600
10780 12790
180 T3
B-95

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

1380 -1983

LOW
73940
73570
43650

1340
1363¢
2990
280
1760
1980

580

¢

380

¢

g

0
12800
2630
37¢
1430
34660
2679
231
10310
135

HIGH
79220
73830
46940

239¢
15830

4130

710

2650

2920

1140

G

1140

G

23

e

Lo
66810
56690
37940

130
11490
2340
250
150
1430
289

9

470
h}

0
11730
2090
370
1314
30430

2956
Sadd

8M
780
180

13806
2066
330
1980
33410
43%
3800
10610
950

4



Table B.83.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Pex"centage
of Urban Households Other Salmon Fishing by Area

URBAN  HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1935 1954

Lo HIGH LW HIGH LW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 61.9%  65.91 6G.3% 64.4% 52.9%  57.1%
In Alaska 0l.74  B3.7Y 86,03 4.2 5274 ShJ9E
Susitna Study Area 34,70 38.7% 3341 7.4 32.8% 32.8%
Area One’ l.1% 3.1 1.1% 314 1.04 2.0%
Area Two 16.1% 12,9 9.87 12.4% 8.2% 10.
firea Three 2.0% 3.4% 1.9% 3.3% l.6% 2a
firea Four G.1% 0.7% 0.1% 0.7% 0.1% 8
Area Five .33 2.5% 1.3% Z.9% 1.2% 2e2%
Ares Six 1.4% 2.6% ) .47 9.94 1.3
Area Seven 0.3% 1.1% 0.3% 1.1% 0,.3% 1.1%
Area Eignt 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0,04 G.0%
drea Nine 0.3% l.1% o3 1.1 $4.3% 1.1%
frez Ten 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Arez Eleven 0.04 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% G.0n 174
Ares Twelve 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0%
drea Thirteen 10,32 13.12 9.8% 12.4X g.9% 11.,3%
area Fourteen 1.8% 3.0% 1.6% 307 1.4% 2,67
10 Miles Nerth of Denmali Huy 0.3% 0.9% .34 .92 0.32 3.9%
anchor 3qa/Chugach Mtn. Ares 1.1% 2.1% 1.0% 3.0% 0.9% 191
Kenai Peninsula 0.5 34.5% 30.0% 3.0 6.3% 30.1%
Copper K./Wrangell/Valdes 1.9% 3.3 L.BX 3.4 1.64 2.8%
Southeast Alasks 2.02 3.4% 1.8% 3.0% 1.5% .74
Elsewhers in Alaska 8.4%  10.8% g.07  10.4% 5.8% 9.0%
Outside Alaska 0,17 0.54 g.1% G.52 §.1% TS
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Urban Households Other Salmon Fishing by Area

- GEQGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of #Alasks

In Alaska

Susitna Study Ares

Ares dne

Area Two

Area Three

#res Pour

#rea Five

Area Six

Ares Seven

Area Eight

Area fine

fres Ien

Area Eleven

Ares Twelve

Aras Thirteen

firea Fourteen

10 #iles Morth of Denali Hwy
Anchor 3ge/Chugach Min, Area
henat Peninsula

Copper K./Wrangell/Valdez
Soutneast Alacka
Elsewhere in Alaska
Outside &laska

LOW
e3710
63490
36310

1130
14780
2140
140
1400
1490
370

370

10980
1860
290
1130
22414
2050
2140
8870

”
F

Table B.84%.

EVER

HIGH
70030
69820
41130
2360
3650
3600
710
2630
2730

1130

1134

13870
3240
280
2260
36630
3480
3600
1152¢

S60
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UREAN HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1985

LOW
63990
63780
33450

1130
16380
2050
140
1400
1310
37

Y

370

¢

)

]
14380
1860
290
1450
31890
1954
1860
g470

70

HIGH
68350
68140
39756

22h0
13200

34390

710

2630

2510

1124

9
1130
g

i}

0
13266
3240
580

2140
36090

2360

3340
11570

360

Low
56180
55970
30640
1050
8670
1£0
140
1230
360

A
374

9470
1494
290
369
27930
1584
580
7180

i

1954
HIGH
BORGO
60450
34790
2140
11300
006
719
2399
3020
1120
0
1120
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0
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31980
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Table B.85-
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Pe¥cegtage
of Small Town Households Other Salmon Fishing by Area

SHALL TGWR HOLSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATICH EVER

195G -1985 1924

Lo HIGH L.OW HIGH Lo HIGH
In or aut of Alasha 68.1%2  TLIX BR.E  70.3% 59,2 63.4%
In Alaska £8.1%  7i.1% Bb.9E  70.5% 39,35 G3.GE
Susitna Study Area 44.0% 45.4% 43.2% 47.7% 38,35 42.7%
Area One - {.6% 1.6% 0.6% 1.6% 0ub% i.4%
firez Two 15.6% 19.0% 15.4% 18.B% 13.6% 16.8%
érea Three 4,21 G.2% 4.1% b.1% 2.4% Fadde
#rez Four 0.3 0.87 0.2% ¢.8% 0.2% 0.5
Ares Five 1.2% 2.4% 1.3% 2.4% 1.0% 2.9%
Ares Siy 2.0% 3.4% 2.0% .47 1.7% 3.1
Area Sevan 0.3 1.32 ird 1.3% 0.5% 1.3%
fires Eight 0% 0.2 0% G.2% 0% 0.2%
frea #ine §.2% 0.8% 0.2% 4.84 2.1% 0.7%
Area Ien 0.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0%
#rea Eleven §.0% 0.0% {1 Rird 9.0% 0.9% 3.0%
Area Tuelys 0.0% 5.0% 0.0% §.0% 0.0% 0.0
Area Thirteen 11.0% 14.0% 10.9% 13.7% 16.1% 12,9
Ares Fourteen 2.4% 4.0% 2.3% 3.9% 1.9% Je%
10 diles Horth of Denali Huy Nird 0.4% Nird 0.4% Ok ¢.4%
Anchorage/Chunach Hin, Area G.6% 1.4% 0.GZ 1.4% 0.8% 1.47
Kenai Peninsula 12,97 15.9%2 13.4% 15.4% 1.9 14.8%
Copper R./Wramell/Valdes 9.1 11.7% 2.0% 11.63% g.3% 19,94
Sgutheast Alaska §.0% 1.6% 0.6% 1.4% G 1.1%
Elsewhere in Alaska 3.10 LA B.8% 1.4 7.4k 9.8%
Jutside Alaska )73 0.24 g.G2 0.0% 9.0% f.ek
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Table B.86.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Other Salmon Fishing by Area

SKALL TOGWH HOUSEHOLDS

GECORRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1984 -1985 1954
LOW HIGH Lo HIGH LoW  HIGH
In ar out of Alasks 9450 10010 930 5790 g2ic 3500
In Alasks 9450 10010 330 9790 gzl 3436
Susitna Study Area 0li0 8730 6010 6620 3328 3920
Area (ne 94 22 PiH 20 30 300
Area Two 2179 2630 214¢ 2600 159¢ 2330
area Three 590 360 570 240 470 730
fres Four K] 11¢ 30 118 Xy 110
Area Five 170 33 175 330 134 280
ares Six 280 474 280 47 240 430
Area Seven 70 180 74 150 70 180
Area Eight ¢ 30 0 30 & K
Are3 tine KH 11§ N 114 0 99
frea Ten G 4 0 § & tH
Ares Eleven il 9 g g i ¢
ares Twelve G il ¢ ¢ G ¢
#rea Thirteen 1530 1540 1514 1510 1406 179¢
Area Fourtesn 340 330 320 340 0 4h{
1¢ Hiles Morth of Denali Hwy 3 st g 3] & it
anchorage/Chugach Min. Ares 80 200 80 200 80 204
Kenal Peninsula 1780 23210 1720 2140 133 1946
Copper K./Wrangell/Valdez 1260 15630 1240 1610 1150 1510
Southeast Alaska 90 220 20 300 3 150
Elsewhere in Alaska 1260 1630 1220 159¢ 1026 13A¢
Gutside Alaska ] 30 9 9 9 g
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Table B.87.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, ?egcentage
of Rural Households Other Salmon Fishing by Area

RURAL HOUSEHGLES

GEORRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1965 1984

LW HIGH LoW HIGH LW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 0.7 78.5% 66.5%  73.9% 3.7E 0 BlLIE
In Alaska .15 7. 639X 71.9% a0l B9
Susitnz Study Area 3274 5932 b1 A 4254 49,23
area One 2.2% 1.6% 3.2% 4.6% 2.0% 4.2%
Area Two 18.6%  24.0% 18,04  23.4% 15.62 20.G6%
drea Thres .14 5% 2.1% 4.5% 1.9% 4,1%
frea Four 0% ¢.6% A% G.3% 0.0% G.7%
Area Five 0.4% 1.8% 3.3% 1.5% W27 1.4%
Area Six 2.4% 4.8% 2.3% 4.6% 1.2% 3.0%
dres Seven 34 3.04 1.1% 3.3 0.7% 2.3%
Area Eight 0.0% 9.0% 0.0% 0.0% G.0% G.0%
Area Nine 0.4% 1.8% 0% 2.3% 3.07 §.3%
Ares Ten 0.0% 0,0% 0.0% G.074 ¢.0% 0.0%
Area Eleven .02 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% G.0%
Area Twelve 0.0% J.0% G, 0% 0.0% §.0% §.0%
drea Thirteen 11.62  16.2% 11.4% 16.04 10.4% 14.47%
Area Fourteen 4,1% 7.1% 3.7% Ga7% 3.04 S.8%
10 Hiles Horth of Denali Hwy 0.0% 0.0 2.0% 0.57 0.0% 0.5%
Ancharaqe/Chugach Mtn. Area (.22 1.4% 0.2% 1.4% 0.2% 1.2%
Kanai Peninsuls 11.72 16.3% 10.2% 14.56% 3.64 13,84
Copper R./¥rangell/Valdes 8.9 13,11 7.80 1l.5% 561 9.0%
Southeast Alaska 0.2 3.6% 0.8% 2.6% 9.8% 2.4%
Elsewhere in Alaska §.17% 7.1% 3.6% G.4% 3.1Z 9.9%
Outside Alaska A7 1.04 iy 1.0% % ¢.3%
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Table B.88.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of

Rural Households Qther Salmon Fishing by Area

- BEGGRAFHIC LOCATIGN

In or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study dres
Arza One

fres Two

fres Tharae

ares Four

Ares Five

drea Six

Area Saven

area Bignt

firas Nine

Arez Ten

Area Eleven

Area Tuelve

&raa Thirteen

Arez Fourteen

10 #iles North of Denali Huy
Anchoraqe/Chugach Min. Ares

kenal Peninsula

Coppar R./¥rangell/Valdez

Southesst Alaska
Elsewhere in Alasky
Jutside Alaska

LOW
1880
1864
1400

6o

430

B-101

HIGH
2040
2020
1380
120
640
120
20

430
19¢
14
40
430
330
70
199
30

RURAL HOUSEHGLIS

1984 -1983

Lo
1770
1750
1330
ol
480G
66
i
i2
50
30

{

n
ad
210

]
o

30

HIGH
193¢
15140
1519
120
630
130
20
40
120
80

9

10

0

0

{
20
186G

i
40
390
310
i
17¢

20

LOW
151¢
1308
113

=0

4180

il
0
19

3

1984

HiGH
1680
1679
130
HEA
Sof
112

ol

330
150
19
30
340
240
£0
150
20

o




Table B.89.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Trout Fishing by Area

4LL HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 ~-19835 1984

LOuW HiGH LOW HIGH 10U HIGH
In or out of Alaska 96.5% 99,31 .27 57.0% 45.7% 48,57
In Alaska 54.81  57.6% .91 557 S.24  46,0%
Susitna Study Area 3457 37.1% 3321 5.8 28.4%  31.0%
Area One 1.8% 2.0% 1.7% .94 L.o% 2.3%
frea Tuo 7.9% 9.5% 7.7% 9.3% BTk g.12
araa Three 3.9%. 5.1% 3.64 4.9% 3.2% 4,2%
Ares Four 0.3% 2.7 0 3% 7h 0.1% §.0%
area Five 2.9% 3.9% 2.9% 3.9 .24 3.12
Area Six 1.4% d.2% 1.3% 2.1% 1.3% 1.5%
4rea Seven 0.06% 1.2% 0.6% 1.3% Q.52 0.9%
Area Eight 0.0% §.0% 0.04 9.0% ¢.0% 0.0%
Area Mine 0.8% 1.41 0.7% 1.3% 0.6% 1.0%
area Ten 174 U2 0% 0.2% A 0,34
area Eleven G.1% $.3% G.1% 0.3% Wi §.43%
drea Iwelve Q% G.2% L% §.3% G.0% 5,07
Area Thirteen 8.5 7.9% 8.37 7.74 S.6% 7.0%
Ares Fourteen 3.58% 3.0% 3.6% 1.8% 217 4,1%
10 Miles Morth of Denali Hwy 0.3% 0.9% 0.57 0.9% 0,4% 8.3%
Anchorage/Chuqach Min. Area 3.1% 411 3.0% 4.0% 2.4% 3.4%
Henai Peninsula 16.72  18.9% 1E.ua 18,34 1.3 13.8%
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdez 1.4% 2.2 1.4% 2.3% 1.1% 1.7%
Southeast Alaska 1.1% 1.7% 1.0% 1.ek .84 1.4%
Elsawhere in Alaska 11.12  13.9% 16.83  12.6% 9.2% 10.8%
Outside Alacka 1.3% .12 0.9 1.52 8.4% 0.8%
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Table B.90.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Trout Fishing by Area

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

EOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVEE 1980 ~1985 1984

. Loy HIGH LOW HIGH LoW H1GH
In or out of Alasks 69400 72730 B636G 69940 13t 59516
In Alaska 67300 70670 G4960 B3SO oUl0 SEuG0
Susitna Study Ares §2320 45570 40736 43960 34919 38010
Area Qne 2200 3200 2090 3060 1879 2800
Area Two 9720 1164G 943¢ 11385 B19¢ 24975
firez Thrae 4820 5230 4470 S840 3900 3180
Area Four 370 830 7 330 1580 350
Araa Five 3940 4790 3560 479 76D 386G
frea Six 1760 2660 1639 2330 1439 2256
Area Seven 780 1430 780 1430 =9 1140
Ares Eight 0 g g { i G
Ares Hine 1600 1706 230 57 830 1280
Ares Ten 20 230 20 230 26 230
area Eleven %0 400 54 400 0 330
fires Tuelye 20 236 20 330 0 {
Area Thirteen 7960 9720 7730 2460 8919 3550
Area Fourteen 1700 6100 4470 ag40 3799 2250
10 Miles Morth of Dlenali Huy 580 1140 a0 1140 47 1060
Anchorage/Chugach Min. Area 3790 050 3670 4920 2999 4130
Kenai Peninsula 20530 2310 17836 22400 18960 1937
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez 1760 2660 1760 26640 132 2l2¢
Southeast Alacha 1320 2130 1210 1980 1609 1744
Elsewhers in Alaska 13639 15830 1337¢ 15430 11360 13350
Qutside Alasks 1650 2930 1140 1840 470 1000
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Table B.91.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Trout Fishing by Area

UREAN HOUSEHDLDS

REDGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985
LOW HIGH Low HIGH LOW HIGH

o
=5
(=
i

In or out of Alasks 55.1%  59.3% o 92.7% 0 9A.9% 44,1% 45,33
In Alaska 33.2% 97.4% 91.3%7 55.5% 3.9 47.7%
Sysitna Study Area .97 35.9% .75 M4 36.0% 29.874
Ar=3 fne l.6% 1.8 1.5% .71 1.34 .53
Arez Tun 6.9% 9.3% 2.9% 9.1% 5.7 7.9
Area Three 2.9% 4.53% 2.7% 4,2% 3.3% 3.7
4rea Eour 0.2% 0.8% Ry 0.8% Guli 0.3%
srea Five .53 3.9% 2.5 3.9% 1.87 3.2%
Ares Six 1.2% 2.8 1.2% 2.3 0% 1.9
Area Seven Y 1.3% 9.4% 1.23% G.3% 1.1%
firea Eight 4.0% 0.0% G.0% 007 3.0% §.0%
Area Nine 0.7% 1.5% 0.B% 1.4% (.54 1.2%
frez Ten 0% 0.3% iz Gu3% §.0% 2
Area Eleven Wiy 0.4% 0% 0.4% e

Ares Twelve 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% §.0%

Area Thirteen 8.2 3.4% 5.0% 8.2% G4k

Area Fourtesn 3.3% 4,9% 3.1% 3,7% 2.9%

10 Miles North of Denali Huwy g.3% 11X 0.3 1.1% 0.3

Anchorage/Chugach Min. Ares 3.2% 4.8% 3.1% 4.7% 2.5% .94
Kenai Peninsula 17.74  21.1% 7.1% 0 20.5% 14.5% 7.7
Copper R./Hrangell/Yaldes 0.84 1.8% G.8% 1.8% Q.6% 1.4
Southeast Alaska 1.9% 2.0% 0.9% 1.9% 074 1.7%
Elsswhers in Alasks 10.74  13.3% 10.4% 13.2% 3.8% 11.4%
Qutside Alasks 1. .51 4.8% 1.8% G.3% D.9%
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Table B.92.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Urban Households Trout Fishing by Area

URBAN  HOUSEHOLEE

GEDGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1989 -198%

‘ LOW HIGH L% KIiH LOy
In or out of Alaska 28530 62989 55970 50450 46830
In Alaska 36300 29980 4476 SB9R( 46120
Susitna Study Ares 3385¢ 38140 23630 36840 2719 ;
area {ne 1680 2000 1384 3880 144G 3630
Arez Tuo 7380 9830 7280 9720 P 83560
area Ihree 3080 4780 2390 454G 24 3550
Area Four 210 50 216 B35 7 60
drea Five 2610 4190 610 41490 19 3364
firea Six 1310 2310 1220 23330 904 2020
area Seven 530 1386 430 125 37 1136
firez Eisght 0 g & 0 0 o
Area Hine 700 1540 eld- . 1519 530 1384
fires Ten 0 230 0 ) 3 4
drea Eleven H 210 i¢ 414 & 2510
ares Twelve 0 & G ¢ G {
frea Thirtean 2580 8920 5389 8704 5790 7940
Ares Fourteen 34560 5250 3270 3019 2706 4310
10 Hiles Horth of Denali Huy 3 1120 70 1130 R¥H 1120
Anchorage/Chugach Ktn. Ares 337 3130 3270 5010 2619 4190
Henal Peninsula 18830 22390 18210 21730 15430 18760
Copper R./Mrangell/Valdes 870 1390 874 1890 bld 1510
Southeast Alashka 1050 2140 960 2025 730 1768
Elsewhere in Alaska 11380 14320 11080 1399¢ 2370 12084
futside Alaska 14G¢ 2630 87¢ 1840 290 984
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Table B.93.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Trout Fishing by Area

SHALL TOWN HOUSEHCLDS

GEDGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1989 -1985 1934

LOW HIGH H Y HIGH LOW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 38.2%  G2.4% 96.4% 3.8 43,45 53.8X%
In 4laska a7.4% 6l.B% 59.8% 50.2% 39.2%  533.6%
Susitna Study Area 42.4% 45.8% 4], 4% 45.8% 36.3% 41.01
frea One 1.1% 2.3% 1.1% 3.3 1.0% 2.3%
area Tuo 9.4% 12.2% 9.1% 11.7% 8.1% 19.7%
Arez Three .45 11.0% 8.1% 16.7% 7.2k 3.6%
Araa Four 0.3% 0.9 0.3% 0.3% .24 9.9%
ares Five ‘ 3.9% T3 3.4% 5.2% 3:1% 1,73
Area Six 1.5% 3,74 1.5% 277 1.2% 2.4
Area Seven 0.6% 1.62 0.64 1.6% G.63 1.4%
firea Eight 0.1% 0.5% 0.1% G.9% G.1% Y
Area Hine 0.3% .97 0,34 3.9% J.3% .92
Arsa Ten Ny 0.4% Niyd LTS O e
fraa Eleven 2 0.4% N3 g.4% K 0.4%
frea Twelve 04 0.27 D% (2% Rirs 0.3%
Area Inirteen .17 7.31 3.0% 7.3% 4.6% £.63
Area Fourteen 5.0% 7.6% 3.0% 7.0% §,3% B35
10 Hiles Herth of Denali Huy Nird 0.3% Q% J.24 0% G.3%
Archorage/Chusach Mtn, Area 7.6% 1.6% 0.6% 1.4% G, 43 1.2%
Kenai Peninsula B34 3.7% 6.1% 8.3% e 741
Copper E./Hranqell/Valdez 4,24 6.2% 4.0% g.0% 3.4% 5.2%
Southeast Alaska 0.3% 0.8% 0,27 8.8% 0.1% G.5%
Elsswhers in Alaska 9.6% 12.4% 9.3 13,1% 8.3 10,93
futside Alaska 0.4% 1.2% 0.3% 1.1% 0.1% 0.3%
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Trout Fishing by Area

REOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alssks

In Alaska

Susitna Study frea

srea Gne

frza Two

Area Three

firea Four

Ares Five

fraa Six

Area Seven

Ares Eight

Arza Nine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

fires Twelve

Area Thirteen

Ares Fauptesn

10 Hiles Norih of Denali Hwy
Ancharage/Chugach Mtn. Area
Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdes
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Qutside Alaska

LoW
807¢
7970
389

160
1310
1170

40
490
200

90

10

40

0

710
690

30
380
390

30

1340

60

Table B.%4.

EVER

B-107

HIGH
3670
370
5490
310
1690
1330
130
740
386
230
70
130
30
0

3

1010
980
20
220
1200
860
110
1730
170

SHALL TOWN HOUSEHOLLS

1980 -1383

LoW

7830

7750
3730
a9
1220
1130
30
47§
200
e
19
49

0

4

&
700
590
0

gl
840
560
30
1300

0

HIGH
8430
8330
£330

310
1630
1450

110

27
ia

360
220
7
130
0
H
9%0
984
30
204
11690
830
110
1670

o
196

.
Lol

fRIL
260
b330
510G
130
1130
1000
30
420
170
]
16
10

I
540
600

o
730
470

10

1150

10

1984

HIGH
7470
7448
700
300
1480
1336
11%
850
236
200
75
130
3k
bt
30
30

ol
gy

36
170
1620
lrap Iy
i

70
1514

70



Table B.95.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Rural Households Trout Fishing by Area

RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGEAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983 1984

LOW HIGH LOY HIGH L0y HIGH
In or out of Alaska 72.9%  78.9% 68.0%  74.0% 38.0% G4.4%
In Alaska 72.3% 8.1 67.74 73.7% 3BT pd.4a%
Susitna Study Ares 39.61  BG6.O% Jo.4%  6l.BX 49,47 36.0%
Arez One 3.64 h.4% 2.7% 2.3% .7 S3.3%
Area Tuo 1738 22.5% .20 3.4x 1535 20.5%
re3 Thres G.3% 9.9% 5.1% 9.7% .41 8.5
#rea Four §.0% G.7% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.5%
Area Five 4.1% 7.1 4.0% 7.0% 3.7 YA
frea Six 1.4% 3.4% 1.4% 3.4% 1.1% 2.9%
Area Seven $.8% 2.4% 0.3% 2.4% Gu3it 1.7%
fires Eiaht 0.0 0.4 §.0% 4.0% g.0% IR
4rea Hine 1.6% 3.6% 4.17 1.1% 08 1.0%
Area Ten 0.02 0.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0% 0.5%
area Eleven ¢.0% §.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% G037
Ares Twelve 0.0% §.3% 0.0% G.3% £.0% G.3%
Area Thirteen 7.3% 1.1 6.9% 10.7% 8.3% 9.9%
frea Fourteen 6.3% 9.9% .91 9,3% 4,% B.1%
10 Hiles Horth of Denali Hwy Y 1.91 0.5% 1.9% 0.5% 1.9%
Anchorage/Chugach Hin. Area $.3% 1.7% 0.3% 1.7% 0,32 1.5%
enal Feninsula S.54 3.0% 4,3% 7.5% 3.4 had%
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez 3.6 D.8% 2.9% 9.3% 1.4% 3.4%
Southeast dlaska 0.6% 2.0% 0.5% 2.04 0.6 2.0%
Elsewhere in Alaska 16.0% 14.4% B.9% 11X b.7% 10.3%
Outside Alaska Hird 1.04 0% 0.8% 5.0% 2.5%
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Table B.96.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Trout Fishing by Area

REOGRAFHIC LOCATION

In or out of &laska

In Alasks

Susitnz Study drea

Area dne

Ar2a Two

Area Three

firea four

Area Five

Aras Six

Are3 Seven

Ares Bight

drea Nine

area Ten

dr23 Eleven

Arez Tuslve

dred Thirteen

area Fourteen

10 Miles North of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Chugach Min. Area
Kenai Peninsula

Lopper E,/Wrangell/Valdes
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alasks
Qutside Alaska

EVER
LOuW HIGH
1940 2090
1330 2080
1590 1760

20 170
460 600
17¢ 260
¢ 3
119 194
40 90
30 &0
0 0
40 100
0 0

0 19
0 10
130 300
170 260
10 50
19 40
130 240
8 150
19 30
270 380
i 30
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RURAL HOUSEHOLIDS

1980 -1938%

Loy HIGH
1810 1974
180G 1969
1470 1650

70 140
460 500
1ad 360

U 20
110 195
4G b
20 B0
! 0
{ 30
¢ {
G 10
0 19
150 230
160 25¢

10 30

10 4
120 260

80 130

10 )
240 350

0 20

Lo
1340
1540
1315

70

419

140

104
1
)

17
130
10
14
%0
46
10
it

0

—

[Xa)
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Table B.97.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Grayling Fishing by Area

ALL  HOUSEHOLLS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCAT 0N EVER 1980 -1983 1984
LOW HIGH Lo HIGH Loy HIGH
In or out of Alasks 29.4%  43.2% .00 3T 2970 3.3

i Jaedin

In Alaska 39.27 42.0% 26.9% 39.3% 29.7% 32.3%
Susitna Study Area 2370 5. 2l.4% 238X 7odi 18,6%
Area One 1.8% 2.6% 1.7% 2.5% 1.4% 2.5%
érea Tuc 207 6.2% 4,8% a.0% 3.7% 4.97
area Three 1.7% 2.5% 1.6% 2.4% 1.3% 1.9%
Area Four G.1% 0.5% 0.1% G.9% 4.1 0.5%
Area Five 2e3% 3.5% 2.4% 3.4% L% 2.7%
" #Area §ix 1.4% 2.2% 1.2% 2.1% 1.0% 1.6%
Area Seven 0.8% 1.4% 0.3% 1.4% Q.b% 1.0%
Area Eight L% W24 0% W2% iy 0.2%
Area Nine 1.0% 1.64 0.9% 1.9% A 1.3%
firea Ten 0% 0.2% L% L 3.0% G.0%
Area Eleven Q% 0.3% Riyd 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Ares Tuelve §.2% 0.6% 0.1% 0.3% 4.1% §.3%

Area Inhirteen 3.6 4.56% 3.3% 4,31 3.9 3.9
firea Epurteen 0.9% 1.3% YA 1.5% Y 1.3%
12 Hiles Nerth of Demali Hwy 0.8% 1.4% 0.7% 1.3% AT 1.3%
Ancharage/Chugach Hin, Area G.7% 1.3 9.6% 1.2% 0.5%
kenal Peninsula 7.1% 3.9% h.8% B.3% J.hi 7
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdes 1.41 2.8% .34 1.3% 1.0%
Soutneast 4laska 0.3 .77 4,31 9,72 3o 3%
Elsewiiere in Alaska 13,3 15.92 12.7% 14,7% 10.3% 13.14
Jutside Alaska 0.1% G.9% 3,12 0.3% Mird §.2%
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Table B.98.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Grayling Fishing by Area

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

GEDGEAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983 1984
Lo HIGH LOu HIGH LOW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 43410 51750 C4L4BC 48790 36430 39030
In Alaska 4817¢  SISie 43240 48540 36480 39820
Susiinz Study fres 37890 3079 26330 Z91eD 2139 24830
Area dne 2200 3300 2050 306% 1764 666
Area Two 6090 7660 5860 7400 4550 5978
Area Thres 2090 306¢ 1980 2935 1540 2380
Arez Pour 180 356 18¢ 350 180 320
Area Five 3100 4360 2590 4130 23210 3330
Arza Six 176¢ 3660 1650 2530 1214 1980
area Seven 1640 1706 1046 1706 BE] 1286
firea Bight 20 230 20 230 b 230
Area Nine 1210 198 1106 1340 %0 1578
firea Ten 20 230 24 230 e 4
Area Eleven 20 33 o 230 ] g
firea Twelve 280 710 18§ 390 i 430
Area Tnirteen 4360 o710 4030 3310 3560 4790
Area Fourteen 1100 1840 1100 1540 390 157¢
10 Miles Horth of Denali Huy 1000 170¢ 896 a7 780 1830
fnchorage/Chugach Min. frez 29¢ 1570 786 1436 384 it4b
Kenai Peninsula 8660 16490 231¢ 16120 5919 85aG
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdes 1760 2660 143¢ 2250 1310 193§
Soutiheast Alacka 370 259 379 80 37 339
Elsewhers in Alaska 16600 19000 15650 17990 13680 14820
Qutside Alaska 180 S50 20 400 0 236
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Table B.99.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage

of Urban Households Grayling Fishing by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCAT IOM

In or out of Alasks
In Alaska

Susitna Study édrea
drza One

Araa Twg

Ares Three

nres Four

area Five

Area Siu

Arez Seven

firea Eight

area Nine

Arsa Ten

Area Elaven

Area Twelve

Are3 Thirteen
firea Fourteen

10 Miles Horth of Denali Hwy
Anchorase/Chugach Kin, Area

Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez

Southeast Alasks
Elsewhers in Alasks
Outside Alaska
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Table B.100.
Susitna Hydroelectriec Project, Number of
Urban Households Grayling Fishing by Area

JRBAM  HOUSEHGLIDS

GEDGRAPHIC LOCATION EVEER 1980 -1983 1984
LoW HIGH LW HIGH LoW H1GH
In or put of Alasks 39960 44370 37956 41900 295396 33710
In Alaska 39530 44050 37344 41690 29596 33710
Susitna Study Area 21926 2567 20780 24470 1657 19974
ares One 1680 3000 1580 2680 350 3390
Ares Two 4520 6320 $330 6290 3370 5010
Area Three i3l 2310 13220 2390 s} 2038
Area Four 70 566 70 60 76 560
Area Five 2230 3726 2149 3600 1580 268¢
Arsa Six 1136 2260 1036 2140 0 1640
Ares Seven 700 1640 B14 1319 370 1130
fire3 Eight : 0 230 0 236 g 350
frea Nine 870 1990 780 1766 610 1510
4rez Tan 0 250 Q 250 ¢ g
Area Eleven 0 ili] i 250 ¢ 9
Area Twelve 140 7ig 70 566 10 419
Are3 Thirteen 3370 3130 08¢ 4789 2700 4310
Ar23 Fourteen 700 1640 0% ib4) 530 13g¢
10 #iles North of Denali Hwy 780 1760 700 1640 330 1380
Anchorage/Chugach Ntn, Ares 700 1640 330 138¢ 370 1120
Keriai Peninsula 7870 10400 7470 2940 2190 2479
Copper E./Wrangell/Yaldez 1036 2144 780 1764 bl 1510
Southeast Alaska 290 93¢ 290 980 210 850
Elsswhers in Alaska 13920 17100 13106 15210 10480 3336
Qutside Alaska 70 560 10 410 G 250
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Table B.10l.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Grayling Fishing by Area

SHALL TOWH HOUSEHOLES

AECOGRARHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983 1934

LOw HIGH LoW KIGH LW 4164
In or out of Alaska 42.0% 7.4% 30.3% 447 34,37 3B.E
In Alaska 43,08 47.4% 40,37 44.7% 34.4%  30.6%
Susitna Study Ares 28.3%  3i.2 26.4% .4 28.7% 26,51
area One 1.2% 2.4% 1.1% 2.3% 1.0% 2.0%
Arez Two s} 7.7 J.2% 74 4.% 5.9%
Area Three 3.1% 4, 7% 3.7% 4.3% 2.2 3.6%
Area Four §.3% $.9% 0.2% §.5% G.2% (.8%
Area Five 3.7 Py 3.3% 0% Z.8% 4.4
Ares Six 2.2% 3.6% 2.0% 3.4% 1.8% 2.8
Area Sevel 1.0% .02 1.0% 2.0% 0.3% 1.9%
firez Bight G.1% 0.5% ¢.1% 0.5% 0.5 §.o%
grea Nine 1.0% 2.0% 0.9% 1.9% 2.7% 1.74%
arza Ten % 0.2% A% 0.2% A% §.2%
Area Elaven 0.0% 0.0% 0.04 0.0% §.04 9.0%
Area Twelve 0% G4 iy 0.4% % 0.24
area Thirteen 3.1% 4.7% 3.0% 4,61 2.6% 4.2%
#re3 Fourteen 1.2 2.47 1.1% 2.3% G.9% 1.9%
10 #iles North of Denali Hwy 0.2% 0.8% 0.1% 3,74 8.1% 4.51
Anchor age/Chugach Min. Area 0.2% (.84 0.2% 0.5% 821 0.3
enai Peninsula 2.47 4.0% 3.3 3.9% 1.9% NCHA
Copper R./Wramgell/VYaldez 2.7% 4.3% 2,04 4.1% 2.0 3.4%
Southeast Alaska i3 0.4% Ny 9,27 0% 0.23%
Elsewhers in Alaska 12.15 158,14 11.47  14.4% 9.3 12.1%
Qutside Alagka L% 0.2% 03 0.2% Ry 0.2%
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Table B.1l02.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Grayling Fishing by Area

SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS

GEDGRAFHIC LOCATIGN EVEE 1980 -198%5 1984
LW HIGH LOW HIGH L HIiH
In or out of Alasks 3370 £380 3600 8200 4764 5340
In Alaska 597G 6580 5600 B200 4770 5360
Susitna Study Area 3910 447¢ 3670 4220 3156 36380
Area Gne 170 330 1ad 3l 136 2e0
Area Two 7&0 1076 736 1020 h50 969
Are3 Inree 426 56O 370 600 366 504
firea Four 40 130 i) 11§ 3 116
firea Five 516 770 460 710 350 61l
4rea Six 300 500 284 474 250 3N
Are3 Seven 130 280 130 280 114 254
fires Eight 10 7 1% 70 19 3
Area Hine 130 330 120 370 106 330
Area Ten G 30 0 0 0 30
draa Elaven ) 0 0 ) { 9 g
firea Twelve ¢ 30 0 30 i 20
Area Thirteen 420 B6J 414 b4¢ 360 58
#re2a Foyrteen 17 330 16§ 316 130 270
10 Miles North of Denali Hwy 30 110 20 30 16 7
Anchorage/Chisgach Min. Arsa 0 11¢ 3 110 30 11%
Kenai Peninsula 340 330 330 540 260 450
Copper R./Wranqell/Valdez N B0 330 376 250 474
Southesst Alaska ] 20 g K 0 36
lsewhere in Alasks 1680 2100 1599 1930 130¢ 1674
futside Alaska 9 30 ¢ 20 g 3%
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Table B.103.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, ?ercentage
of Rural Households Grayling Fishing by Area

RURAL HGUSEHOLDS

REDGRAFRIC LOCATION EVER 1960 -1953
LOW HIGH LOW HIGH
I or out of Alaska 38.9%  65.3% 4.6%  6l.2%
in Alaska 38.9% 85.3% 54.8%  6l.4
Susitna Study Area 44.7%0 91.3% 40,84 4740
Area One 4.4% 7.6% 3.54 8.3%
Area Twa 123 16.9% 11.6% 18.2%
Ares Three 3.8% 5.5% 3.3 8.1%
Ares Four Rirs 1.0% 1y 1.0%
fires Five 2.7% 5.3% .73 3.3
firea Six .1 4.3% 2.0% §.4%
Ares Seven 0.6% 2.2% J.04 .22
frea Eiaght 8.0% ¢.3% $.0% 0.3%
hrea Nine 1.02 2,8% 0,32 1.7%
Ares Ten 0.0% 9.3% 0.0% 0.2%
Ares Elaven Q.07 .32 0.0% 0.3%
Area Twelve 0.1% 1.1% G.1% 1.1%
Area Thirteen S.4% 2.8% 3.1% 4.5%
#rea Fourieen 2.0% 4. 1.9% 4.1%
10 Miles Morth of Denali Hwy 0.72 2.3% 0.74 2.3%
Anchorzqe/Chugach Btn, Area 0.3% 1.59% G.3% 1.9%
Kenai Peninsula 1.4% 3.47 1.3% 3.3%
Copper K./Wrargell/Valdez J.6% 6.4% .44 b2k
Southeast Alaska 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% .97
Elsewhers in Alaska 1413  18.9% 12.4% 7.0%
Outside Alaska 0.08 §.04% G.0% 3.0%
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Table B.104.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Grayling Fishing by Area

RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

REDGRAPHIC LOCATION EVEE 1980 -1983

LOW RIGK LoW HIGH LOW
I or out of Alaska 157 1740 1430 1630 119
I Alaska 1570 1740 1440 1630 1200
Susitna Study Ares 119% 1380 1050 1360 950
4rea Dne 130 200 3¢ 170 3G
Grea Two 330 450 310 436 2EG
frea Three 100 180 36 160 30
firea four ¢ 3G b 0 il
Area Five 70 146 7C 14¢ ]
Area Six 6o 120 50 130 )
Area Seven 20 a0 20 a0 14
Ar=a Eight ] 10 0 10 G
Area Nine 30 70 10 i 1
Area Ien ¢ 16 g i 0
Area Elaven Y 10 0 HE g
drea Iwelve 0 3 0 36 0
#res Thirieen 149 230 140 30 126
Area Fourteen 30 11§ 30 110 46
19 #iles Horth of Denali Hwy 20 &l 26 &0 20
dnchorase/Chugach Min. Area 10 40 10 40 HeY
{enal Peninsusla {0 20 30 iy 20
Copper R./Wranqell/Valdez 3 170 20 170 &)
Southeast Alasks ] 19 ¢ 1] 4]
Elsewhere in Alaska 370 500 330 450 226
Dutside Alasks ¢ 0 g 4 7
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Table B.105.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Burbot or Cod Fishing by Area

ALL HOUSEHGLES

GEDRRAFHIC LOCATION EVEE 1936 -1985
LOW HIGH LOW HIGH
In ar ot of Alasks 12.9% 14.3% 11.5% 13.3%
in Alaska 12,97 4.3 11.5% 12.3%
Suzitna Study drea 9.7% 7.1% 9.3% G.EL
Area ne 0.3% 4.7% G.2% 0.6%
ares Twc 0.7% 1.3% 0.6% 1.2%
drea Thres 4.3% 8.7% 9.3 0.7%
Ares Four : s G,24 M4 b % iy
drea Five ; 1.4% 2.1 1.3% .92 9.9
Area Six i 0.1% 0.9% 0.1% 0.5% J.1%
firea Seven ' 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 8,3% J.1%
4rea Bignt , 8,07 6.0% 0.0% 0% . Q.0%
drea Nine 0.1% b.34 s 3,12 £.3% L%
Ares Ten ' 0.0% 0.0% G063 .07 §.0%
Area Eleven 0.0% 8.6% 0.0% ¢.0% 3.0%
arez Iwelve ’ 4.0 ¢.0% 3.0% 0.0% 4,0
Area Thirteen G.6% 1.02 0.5% 1.0% G.4%
firea Eourteen 0.3% 0.7% §6.3% 0.7% b
I¢ Biles Horth of Denali Hwy 0% 0.2% M 0.4% Nty
Anchorzge/Chugach Win. Ares 0.1% G314 §.1% 0.5% 9.1% 3,3
#enai Feninsula 2.32 3.1 2.1% 2.9 1.7% 2.4
Copper R./Wrangell/V3ldez 0.4% 0.8% 0.4% 0.84 Q.21 0.7%
Southeast Alaska 0.1% 0.5% 0.1% §.5% g.1% G.3%
Elsawhere in Alaska J.b% 4.6 3.3% §,5% 2.7% 3.7%
Outside Alaska 2.1% 0.9% 0.1% 0.3% G.l% G.3%

/.

L.
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Table B.106.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Burbot or Cod Fishing by Area

GEGGRAPHIC LOCATIOH

In or out of Alaska
In Alacka

Susitng Study 4rea
Area One

Area Two

drea Ihree

Area Four

Area Five

Area Six

Area 3even

Area Eight

drea Nine

Area Ten

Ares Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Thirteen

Area Faurteen

19 Miles Horth of Demali Huy
Anchorase/Chugach Htn. area

Kenai Peninsula

Copper K./Wrarmell/Valdez

Southeast Alasks
Elsewhere in Alaska
Qutsida Alaska

Low
15290
15290

7020

370

B9

370

26
1760
18¢
30

I

3764
470
B0

4360
180

EVER
RIGH
7610

17610
8690
830
1574
350
239
2560
550
400
0
400

1280
830
230
35

3860

1600
a0

2710

BE
Y
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ALL HOUSEHOLES

1920 -1983 1984
LU HIGH LOW HIGH
14108 16340 109046 12919
14140 - 156348 1igad 13940
6449 804G 4930 6369
244 710 280 710
780 1434 380 1140
R 830 - 188 a0
20 230 20 a3
1540 2390 ‘ 1i8¢ 1344
180 530 18 350
90 400 94 460G
0 0 0 ¢
30 400 20 230
] G & i}
il ] G i
{ 0 i {
880 1380 470 1044
370 85¢ 289 71§
20 230 29 238
186 55 50 404
2340 3600 2498 3660
476 1000 37 56
180 554 i) 404
4244 55840 3330 4530
pit 440 30 440

AN

o
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Table B.107.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Burbot or Cod Fishing by Area

URBAN HOUSEHOLDS

GEOSRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -19835
LOK H1GH LOW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 11.4% 14.2% 10.4% 13.2%
In Alaska 11.3%2  14.1% 10.4% 13.2%
Susitna Study fires 4.6% G.6% 4.2% £.0%
Area One 0.2% §.8% §.12 4.7%
Area Tws ’ 0.5% 1.3% $.4% 1.2%
Area Tires ey 0.8% G.1% .73
Area Four G.0% 0.0% §.0% G.40%
ares Five 0.9% 1.9%2 9.7% 1.3%
Area Six 0% 0.4% L% §.4%
area Seven A% v D% (.47
firea Eight ‘ 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
fires Mine 174 G.4% L% (.4
Area Ten 4.0% 0.0% 0.07 0.0
Area Eleven $.0% 0.0% 4,07 0.0%
Ares Tuelve §.0% .01 0.0% 0.0%
Area Thirteen 4.3% 1.1% 2.3% 1.1%
Area Fourteen G.37% 0.9% ¢.27 ¢.87
10 ¥iles North of Denali Hwy 0% 0.24 L% 0.2%
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area §.1% 0.3% G.1% 0.5
Herai Peninsula 2.3 3.7 2.0 2.4%
Copper E./Mrangell/Valdez 0.1% 0.7% 0.1% 0.7%
Southeast Alaska 0.14 §.7% 0.1% .7
Elseghere in Alaska 3.3 4,9 217 4.7
Cutside Alasks 0.1% 0,92 0.1% 0.5%
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Table B.108.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of

Urban Households Burbot or Cod Fishing by Area

GECERAPHIC LOCATION

I or out of Alaska

In Alaska

Susitna Study Ares

Area One

Area Two

Area Three

Area Four

Area Five

fres Six

Ares Seven

Araz Eiant

area Hdine

fires Ten

fires Eleven

Ares Tuelve

Area Thirteen

Area Fourtean

10 Hiles North of Denali Hwy
Anchorage/Chuqach Mtn. Area
Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhers in Alaska
Outside Alaska

EVEER
Law RIGH
12090 1519¢
11990 14990
4910 6930

210 330
330 1380
210 830
g i)
960 2020
10 410
1¢ 419
0 u
19 410
¢ 0

] 0

¢ 0
370 1120
210 250
9 230
70 360
2420 3950
140 710
140 714
3460 3250
70 560

B-121

UEBAN HOUSEHULDS

1980 -19235

LOW HIGH
11080 133%0
11080 139%

4430 b41¢
140 710
34 1350
140 710
] ¢

74 1640
Ic 410
19 410

6 ¢

19 410

Q 0

0 G

9 ¢
370 1130
310 510
g all

74 260
2140 3600
140 718
140 710
327 3010
H 36d

LOW
B470
3476
3370

140

370

70
0
454
i¢
b

)
0

0

G

7

g

10
1776
70
1¢
2610
16

1924

HiGH
11470
11076
5134
714
1130
200

¢

,_A
(%] [ SR S 3]
ch LN v LH
e S R e
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Table B.1l09.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Burbot or Cod Fishing by Area

SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLOS

AEOSEAPHIC LOCATION EVEER 1980 -1983 1984

Loy HIGH LOwW HIGH LOW HIGH
Ir or out of Alaska 14,37 17.5% 12.7% 16.9% 10.8% 13.6%
In Alaska 14,37 17.5% 13.7% 18.9% 16.8% 13.63
Suzitna Study Area 8.72 11.3% 8.4% 11.4% G.4% 8.8%
Araa One 0.1% 0.3% NI 0.4% Nix] 8. 4%
Ares Twa .87 1.8% 0.8% 1.8% 0.6k 1.8%
Area Thres 0.3% 2.9% 3% 0.3 8.1% 8.7%
Area Four iz 0.2% RivA §.2% MK §.2%
Area Five 3.1% 4.9% 3.1% 4.7% 2.0% 3.4%
Ares Siy 0.67 1.4% 0.6% 1.4% G.3% 1.3%
Area Seven 0.2% 0.9% 0.24 .84 0.1% Ga.oi
Ares Eisht Rk 0.2% iy 0.2% % 0.2%
firea Nine 0% 0.2% L% 0.2% A% 0.3%
firaa Ten % 0.2% % 0.2 iy 0.3%
firea Eleven 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.0% 0.0% 2.0%
Area Tuelve $.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0,0%
fraa Thirteen 0.6% 1.6% 0.EX 1.6% 0.6% 1.4
firaz Eourteen G.3% 0.%% G.3%4 G. % 0.2% 0.8%
14 Miles North of Denali Hwy Niyd 0.2% e ¢.2% v RF G.2%
Anchorage/Chugach Min. Ares Niy4 0.4% i) 0.4% B3 G.44
Henal Peninsula 0.6% 1.6% 0.67 1.6% g.5L 1.3%
Copper K./Wrangell/Valdez 1.34 2.9% 1.3% 2.5% 1.0% 3.04
Southeast Alaska i 8.27 L% 0.2% Nird f.2%
Elsewnere in #laska 3.4 .27 3.1Z 4,9% 2.4% 4.0%
Outside Alaska 04 0.2% 0% 0.2% iy 0.3%
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Table B.110.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Burbot or Cod Fishing by Area

SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLLDS

GEQGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1930 -1985

LOW HIGH Lo HIGH FRIL]
In or out of Alasks 1884 2430 1940 2340 1494
In Alachka 1980 2430 1949 2340 1490
Susitna Study Area 21¢ 1579 17 1530 59
firea One 10 70 9 =0 {
Ares Two 110 250 116 250 a0
Are3 Inrea 4 136 46 130 20
bres Four 0 30 1] 20 2
Area Five 440 676 a30 660 80
Ares Siy 80 200 ae 200 70
Arza Seven 3 110 30 116 13
Ares Eisht 0 3 0 30 g
Area Hine 0 30 0 30 a
frea Ten 0 30 D 30 0
Area Eleven ] & G i} g
Ares Twelve 0 0 9 i 0
Area Thirteen 90 220 90 22 80
Area Fourteen 40 13 40 130 30
10 Hiles North of Denali Huy 9 30 G 30 g
Anchorage/Chuqach Min. Ares D 3 ¢ W% g
Kenal Peninsula 9% 22 90 220 7
Copper K./Wrangell/Valdesz 180 250 180 3FH 134
Southeast Alaska 0 30 ] 36 g
Elsawhere in flsska 470 7206 440 870 246
Qutside Alaska H 30 g 30 ¢
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Table B.1lll.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Rural Households Burbot or Cod Fishing by Area

FURAL HOUSEHOLDS

GEDGRAPHIC LOCAT ION EVER 1980 -1983 1984
LCW HIsH LoW H I Lo HIGH

In or out of Alasks 2.1% 37.7% 20,67 36.%% 15.0% 20.0%
In Alasts 2.6% 28.4% 3l.3% 26.8% 15,45 20.4%
- Susitna Study Ares 16.B% 22.¢ 900 20.7% 13.8% 1744
fres One J.8% 2.6% 0.9% 2.5% D.7% 2.3%
Arez Two .07 e 1.7% 3.9% 1370 3.2%
hrea Three 0.6% 2.2% 3.3% 1.9% G.4% 1.8%
firez Four 0% G.0% 0.0% 0.60% 4,6% 7.8%
fires Five 6.4%  10.0% G.9% 9.5% 0.3% 1.5%
#rez Six 0.3% 1.7% T 1.53% 031 1.5%
Area Seven J.1% 1.1% ¢.1% 1.1% 0.1% 1.14
frea Eight 0.0 0.0% ¢.0% G.0% 507 303
drea Nine 07 0.8% M 0.8% 0% 4,37
Arex Ten 0.0% §.0% ,0% 0.0% D.0% 6,08
#re3 Eleven 0.0% Q.34 0.0% 0.3% G0 3.3%
Ares Twelve G.0% 0.0% Q.02 0.0% ERIF4 G.0%
Area Thirteen 0.7% 2.3% 0.7% 2.3% 4.3% 1.7%
Area Bourteen 0.1% 1.1% 0.i% 1.1% i 1.8%
10 Hiles North of [enali Huwy G.3% 1.5% .34 1.51 G.2% 1.4%
Anchor 3ae/Chuqach Kin, Ares b.0% 4.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0z 0.0%
Henal Peninsula 0.3% 1.7% 0.3% 1.7% G224 1.2%
Copper R./HranqellValdez 0.7% 3.3% 0.6% .08 .3 1.7%
Sgutheast 4lasks 064 0.5% 0.0% d.9% 0.0% Y
lsewhere in Alaska 3.44 B34 3.2 0.0% 147 3.4%
Jutside Alaska 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% J.0% G.0% 0%
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Table B.112.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Burbot or Cod Fishing by Area

GEDGEAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1984 -198% 1924
Lo HIGH LOW HIGH LOW HI5H
I or out of Alaska 590 740 30 700 404 330
In #laska 500 730 960 716 314 540
Susitny Study Ares 450 290 42 350 34 464
Ar=a One 20 n 20 #H 8 &l
firea Two 30 11¢ 0 100 30 3¢
f#irea Three 20 2l iy a4 i Y]
Ares Four G 0 & ¢ i3t it
tir2a Five 176 27 169 54 i 1%
Area Siy 10 40 10 40 19 4
Area Seven & 306 i} 30 9 30
Ares Eight g i 0 ¢ g g
firea Hine g 20 2 20 ) 20
Arez Ten 0 0 il G g ]
Area Elsven 0 14 ¢ 10 g 1
Area Tuelve 0 0 { ¢ | ¢
Arza Ihirtesn 20 50 a0 50 i 44
Area Fourteen 0 30 ¢ 30 g 30
1§ #iles North of Denali Hwy i¢ 40 14 4f 10 4
Anchorage/Thugach Hin. Area & G 0 G b g
Kanai Peninsula 1¢ 44 i3 40 0 30
Copper B./WrangellfValdez 20 &0 10 30 i 40
Soutneast Alaska ¢ 10 g 14 G 1%
Elsewhere in Alaska 3% 174 9 160 4 o
Outside Alsska 0 0 0 it { ¢
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Table B.113.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Using Summer Off-Road Vehicles by Area

ALL HOUSERGLES

* GEOGEAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983 1984
LOW HIGH LOW HIGH LouW
In or gut of Alashka 31.62 3427 29.5% 331X 25,54

Sdedda
In Alacks 307 33.3% 39,07 31.6% 15,31
Susitna Study Area 15.9% 17.9% 14,87  1&.8% 12.7%
4rea One 0.3% 1.4% 0.6% 1.2% .64
Area Two 4.3% 3.5 §.0% 3.2% 358
are3 Inree 2.4% 3.4 2.2% 3.3 1.9%
frea Four G.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0% 0.0%
Area Five G.3% 1.4% J.6% 1.2% 4,67 1.0%
Area Six 0.7% 1.3% 0.6% 1.2% $.6% 1.0%
Area Seven 4.32 0.7% G.2% $.5% 4,2% YA
frea Bignt 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 8.0% 9.0%
Area Kine 0.3% 0.7% 0.3% 4.7% 0.2% 0.6%
Area Ten 0% §.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% .07
Area Eleven 0.04 0.9% 0.0% 8.07 9.7 G.0%
firea Twelve Riyd 6.2 VK G.2% A% 0.2%
Area Ihirteen 1.9% 2.7L 1.9% 271 1.5% 2.4%
fires Fourteen 1.9% 2.3% 1.5% P 1ad 1.5%
14 Hiles North af Denali Hwy G.6% h 0.6 1.0% $.3% G.9%
Anchieraga/Chugach Hin. Area S.3% 8. 7% 3.1k £.3% §.5% 5.7%
#enal Peninsula 3.8% 5.0% 3.64 4.6% 3.2 4.2%
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez 0.6% 2% Q.64 1.2 0.6% 1.0
Southeast Alaska 0.3% 0.7% 0.27 0.6% 9,17 0.5%
Elsewhers in Alasks 7.5% 9.3 7,25 8.8% G.l% 79%
Qutside Alasks 0.7% 1.32 0.5% 6.9% 0.3% 0.74%
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Table B.1ll4.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of

All Households Using Summer Off-Road Vehicles by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of #laska

In &lasks

Susitna Study Area

firea One

area Two

Area Ihree

ér23 Four

Araa Five

firea Six

Area Seven

firea Eiqht

Arez Wine

Area Ian

Area Eleven

Area Twelve

Ares Thirteen

Area Fourteen

1§ Hiles Norih of Denali Huy
Anchorage/Chugach Min, Ares
Kenai Peninsula

Copper K./Hrangell/Valdes
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in #laska
Outside Alashka

EVER
LOW  HIGH
39790 41980
A0 40870
19470 22020
1000 1700
5290 6750
2990 4130
; 0
1060 1700
890 157
7R

0 0

76 880
2 0B

0 3

0 20
270 3330
1870 2800
780 1430
6560 8170
700 6100
780 1430
370 850
9370 11256
830 1570
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ALL HOUSEHOLDS

198¢ -1985

Loy

36240
33630

18160
730
4930
2480
¢

780
780
230

HIGH

39386
38760

20630

1430
260
4000
¢
1430
1436

715

L%

¥ ﬂl‘:»
Jla‘.’..-"{’

30910
15530
780
4240
2310

)

S ]

[ U o
[ I R W
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1980
1430

380
3310
3300
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Table B.115.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Using Summer Off-Road
Vehicles by Area

URBAN HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983 1984
, LOW HIGH LOu HiGH Low
In or out of Alaska 30.4% 34.4% 25.3% 32.1% 24.1%
In Alaska 3%.45  33.4% 27.7% 31.3% 23.8%
Susitnz Study Area 14.1% 17.1% 13,04 16.0% 16,9%
Ares One iy 1.3% 4.5% 1.3% 0.4%
frea Tuo ' 3.3% Tedn 3.3 Py 2.9%
Area Three 1.8% .34 1.7% 297 1.2%
fres Eour §.0% 0.0% 0.0% G.0% (.03
Area Five 0.7% 1.5% 3.3% 1.3% J.4%
Aras Six 0.4% 1.22 0.3% 1.1% b.3%
4rea Seven 0.1% 0.7% 2.1% 0.7% 214
Ares Eiaht G.0% Q.04 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
frea Hine 0.2% 0.8% 0,24 0.9% G.1%
Area Ten Rird 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
érea Eleven 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% J.0% G.0%
Arez Tuslve 07 0.2 9% 0.3% %
Area Tnirteen 1.64 2.8% 1.6% 2.3% 1.4%
Area fourteen 1.3% 2.4% 1.2% 3.3% 08X
10 Hiles Naorth of Depali Hwy 0.57 1.3% 0.4% 1.2% 0.3%
Ancharage/Chugach Min. Area 5.6% 7.8% J.4% 7. 4% §.8%
Kenai Feningula 3.9 .78 3.6% Sed% 2.3%
Copper R./Wrargell/Valdez 0.3% 0.9% G.3% 0.9% Q.3
Southeast #Alaska 0.3% 3.9% §.1% 0.71 0.1%
Elsewhere in filaska 7% 9.3% 6.9% 9.1% S04
Qutside Alacka 074 1.7% 0.4% 1.2% .24
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Table B.11l6.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Urban Households Using Summer Off-Road Vehicles by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska

In Alaska

Susitna Study Area

frex One

Ares Two

Area Inree

Area Eour

Area Eive

Area Six

Area Seven

firea Eight

Ares Hine

Araa Ien

Are=a Eleven

fires Twelve

firea Ihirteen

Area Pourteen

10 Hiles North of Denali Huwy
Anchor 3qe/Chugach Mtn. Ares
Kenai Peninsula

Copper R./Brangell/Valdez
Snutnesst #laska
Elsewhere in Alasks
Outside Alasks

Lau
33310
31260
14940

708

3730
1950
0

780

430

140

0
310
4]

¢

0
168G
1310
530
3990
4149
290
230
7570

780

EVER
HIGH
36320
35440
18260
1640
3600
3300
0
1640
1350
710
0
350
230
¢
250
3000
2510
1330
8240
6060
980
980
10060
1760
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URBAN

1980
LOW
36010
29380
13830
330
3560
770

9

330
370
14¢

|

219
]
0

0
1680
1220

430
5700
ERRY

290

140
7280

430

HOUSEROLDS

-198%

HIGH
34140
32490
1639¢

1380

2360

3i20

LW
25640

FEAA
adad

11590
150
3080
1310
0
450
ane
7

¢
140
v

0

0
1490
a7

ann
div

3110
3460
210
140
990

fa]
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Table B.1ll1l7.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Using Summer Off-Road
Vehicles by Area

SMALL TOWM HOUSEHGLDS

GEDGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 ‘ 1984
LW HIGH LW HIGH W HI

In or out of Alaska 33.4% 3I7.6% 2.2 36.4% 28.6%  32.5%
In Alaska 33.47  37.6% 31.2% 36.47% B/.71 0 L
Susitna Study Area 22,01 25.8% 31.3% 241X S 19.2% 22.8%
Area One .32 1.1 3.3 1.1% $.3% 1.1%
#res Twa 8.3% g.5% 5. 0% g.2% 5.3% 7.3%
Area Three : .07 7.3 4,94 B3 4.5% B.34
Area Four _ §.0% 0.0% G.0% 0,0% .08 4,0%
Arza Five 0.5% 1.3% D.4% 1.2% 0.3 G.94%
Area Six 1.1% 2.3% 1.1% 2.3 1.0% 2.0%
rza Seven » 0.3% G.9% §.3% 3.9 3.3% ¢34
Area Eignt : Y2 0.4% 0% 9,47 3 0,43
ares Nine o It .37 0.2% 0.8% 0.2% 0.8%
firea Ten : $.0% G.0% 0.0k +9.0% 4.0% 0.0%
drea Eleven 0.0% 0.0 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.0%
area Twelve i F G.4% X3 0. 4% % G.4%
frea Thirteen 1.B% 3.2% 1.9% 3.27 152 2.3%
Area Fourteen 2.0% 3.4% 1.9 .32 . 1.8%

10 Hiles Merth of Denali Hwy ok G.8% G.3% 0.34 15570 19.3%
finchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area G.7% 1.7% 0.56% 1.6% G.6Z 1.6%
Kenai Peninsula rs 2.4% 1.0% 2.01 0.9 1.9%
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez 2.5 4. 11 1.4% 3,04 L9 3.3%
Southeast Alaska 0% 0.2% N 3.3% U 0.2%
Elsewhere in Alaska 7.4% 5.9% 7alk 9.5% 8.3% 3.7%
Outside Alaska 74 .28 L% 0.2% G% .33
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Table B.118.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Using Summer 0Off-Road
Vehicles by Area

SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLIG

GEGGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 ' 1984
LOoW HIGH Lo HIGH LoW HIGH
In or out of Alasks 4640 5320 4470 305 3970 4530
In Alaska 4640 380 4476 3050 298¢ 154¢
Susitna Study Ares 200l 3586 2960 3480 2670 e
Araa One 50 150 i 150 5 153
Ares Two 870 11490 830 1140 T4 1245
Area Thres 704 394 680 90 e 00
Arsa Four 0 ¢ g 0 i ¢
Arez Five 7 180 al 176 44 130
Area Six 160 310 169 310 130 280
Area Seven 40 130 4{ 13¢ 3% ilg
Area Eight 0 =0 0 56 G 36
frea Hine 3 110 20 1190 ] 110
drea Ten 9 i} ¢ ¢ G g
Area Eleven 0 ] ¢ ¢ 0 g
Ares Tuelve 9 50 il 30 G D
area Thirteen 23 440 254 140 235 390
Arez Fourteen 280 470 260 460 aa{ 440
1§ #iles Horth of Derali Huy R4 110 34 118 21200 266G
Anchorage/Chugach Htn. Ares 100 23 90 230 96 230
Henai Peninsula 176G 230 130 280 130 270G
Copper K./Wrangell/Valdes 35 70 340 ] it 464
Southesst Alaska 8 30 th 30 0 30
Elsawhere in Alaska 1026 1360 98¢ 1320 33¢ 120G
Dutside dlaska 0 30 2 3G 0 30

B-131



Table B.119.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage of
Rural Households Using Summer Off-Road Vehicles by Area

RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGEAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1960 -1935 1384
LOW HIGH LOW H1GH Loy HIGH

In or cut of Alaska .01 42.4% 34.41  40.8% a3 7.4
In Alaska 3535 43,233 .31 40,67 L% 373K
Susitna Study Ares 373 3.3 20.7% 3271 2400 29.8%
Area Jne 1.8% 4.0% ' 1.7% 3.9% s 3.2%
ares Two 6,27 10.5% 5.8 10.4% 5.9 9.3%
firea Three 3.3% b.1% 3.3 b.1% 3.0% J.8%
Ares Four ¢.0% 0.0% ¢.0% 0.0% ¢.0% 4,07
frea Five 1.2% 3.0% 1.1% 2.9% 1.0% 2.3%
fires Six 1.3% 3.31 1.3% 3,34 §.5% 3.7%
Area Seven g3 1.7% 0.3% 1.3% 0.2% 1.2%
firea Bight 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% .57 §.0% 0%
Area Nine iy 0.8% N4 §.8%7 Rir1 §.3%
firea Ten 0.0% 4.0% 9,04 g.0% 4.0% 0.0%
Area Eleven 0.0% 0.0% ¢.04 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Area Twelve 0.0% g.34 {.0% G.3% {.6k §.3%
#res Thirteen .% J.5% 2% Y4 2.3% 4k
Ares Fourtesn 2.3% 4,74 2.1% 1.5% 2.0% 4,4%
10 Miles Morth of Denali Hwy 4.2 1.5% 2.3% 1.5 G333 1.3
anchorage/Chugach Ntn. Area ¢.6% 2.2% 0.0% 3.2 0.8% 2.3%
tenai Peninsula 0.3% 1.4% 0.2% 1.4%2 §.2% 1.4
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez 0.6% 2.2 0.6% Zedk 0.4% 1.8%
Southeast Alaska 9.0% ¢34 0.0% 0.3% 0.0 0.3%
Elsewhere in Alaska 6,30 10.1% 8.9%  10.1% S.9% 9,54
Qutside Alashka 0.0% 0.3% 004 0.3% 0.0% 0.3%
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Table B.120.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of Rural
Households Using Summer Off-Road Vehicles by Area

REOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
Ar23 One

Ares Two

Ares- Taree

Araz Four

Area Five

Area Six

Ares Seven

Area Eignt

Area Nine

area Ten

area Eleven

Area Twelve

Area Thirteen

Area Fourteen

1 #iles North of Denali Huy
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn. éres

Kenal Peninsula

Copper R./Hrangell/Valdez

Southeast Alaska
Elsewnere in Alashka
Jutside Alacka

LEW
360
930
730

30

180

170

130
120
40
&0
40
&0
19
270
10
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RUAL HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1983

LOW
920
21
710
99
{
s
30
19
{
7

¢

0

¢
a0
a0
10
20
H
20
¢
17¢
0

I5H LG
4a0 83
) 830
874 B4l
g0 3
280 160
1560 3

0 G
30 30
%0 20
40 U]
19 0
20 ¢

0 0

g g
10 §
130 70
132G 50
40 1o
60 0
40 i
590 it
19 0
270 160
16 ¢

40
&6
44
0

ig
250

16




Table B.121.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Using Winter Off-Road Vehicles by Area

ALL HOUSEHOLDE

GEQGEAPHIC LOCAT IOH EVER 198¢ -19¢5 1984

LOW HIGH Loy HIGH LOW HIGH
In or out af Alaska 378 3.3 28,37 30.9% o 34 3567
In Alaska 30.94  233.3% 7.8 30.4% 3.3 3.6%
Susitna Study Ares 14.8% 16.8% 13,32 19.3% il.1x 12.9%
Ara3 One 0.5% 12X 0.6% 1.0 f.6% 1.0%
Area Two 4.2 S.4% 3.8% 3.0% 3.2% 4.3%
#res Three 2.3% 3.0% .1% 3.9% 1.6 3.4
Ares Four G.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.07%
Area Five 0.9 1.5% 0.5% 1.0% R4 G.9%
Ar=3 Six b.6% e 0.6% 1.0% G.5% G.9%
Area Seven 0.14 (.3% 0.1% 0.3% $.1% .34
Area Eignt G.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
drea Nine 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 3.3% 0.1% Gua3i
Area Ten 174 G.2% ¢.0% 0.0% D.0% 0.0%
Araa Elevern 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% $.0% 3.0 .04
firea Twelve L% 0.2% ¢.0% 0.0% 9.9% 0.0%
Area Inirteen A% 1.7% 1.1% 1.7% 0.9% L.3%
Area Fourteen .42 3.4% 3.3% 3.17 1.7% .50
10 %iles Nortih of Denali Hwy O.4% 9.8% 0.4% 4.8% 2.3 (.72
Anchior 39e/Chusach Min. Area 6.0% 7.4% .17 B.3% 3,47 .04
fenal Peninsula 2.3 3.1 .17 2.9% 1.5% 2.4%
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdes 0.5% 9.9% 0.4% 9.8% 0.3% 0.7%
Southeast Alasha 0.24 0.64 §.1% 0.5% 0.1% 9.5%
Elsewhere in Alaska 237 10.9% 8.6% 19.2% 8.7% 3.12
Qutside Alaska #.6% 1.0% 0.3% 0.7% 0.1% 9.3%
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Table B.122.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Using Winter Off-Road Vehicles by Area

ALL HOUSEHCLDS

GEQOGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1385 1984
LOK HIGH ‘ LO# H1iH LOY HIGH
In or out of Alasks , ki H G 42110 3479¢  378%G 28430 31410
I Alaska 37940 41110 3418 37260 23496 314l¢
Susitna Study Area 1816¢ 20630 16380 18740 1263 15836
Area One 730 1436 HBE 1284 BEO 1339
Area Two 3170 6220 4700 £100 3900 5180
Area Ihree 2650 3730 2340 3600 1984 2934
Area Four 9 ] i g " G
Area Five 1140 1340 680 1280 580 1146
Ares Six 780 1430 530 1380 585 114¢
Area Seven 90 400G %0 404 Pl 400
#res Eignt 0 ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ Q
Area Hine 130 20 94 404 90 490
Arga Tan 20 a3 0 G 0 1y
Ares Elaven G 0 ] 9 ¥ b
Arez Iwelve 20 239 ¢ 0 0 G
Area Thirteen 133 3130 1320 2130 1194 1840
Area fourteen 2990 4130 2768 3860 209G 3060
10 Miles Nortin of Denali Huy 470 1000 479 14300 K] 83¢
Anchorage/Chugach Min. 4raa 7380 9070 21¢ 7780 3405 0830
Kenal Peninsula 2760 3360 240 2600 1980 43¢
Copper K./Wrangqell/Valdesz 580 1140 470 1064 370 8390
Southeast Alasks 280 719 130 St 180 ol
Elsewhers in Alasks 11376 13420 16330 2330 g190 2976
futside Alaska 680 1286 370 850 g 409
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Table B.123.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Using Winter Off-Road
Vehicles by Area

URBAN  HOUSEHOLES

SEOGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983
LOW HIGH Low HIGH

In or out of Alaska 29.9% 33.9% 26.3% 30.0%

In Alasha 3.7 RN 25.74  29.5% 0.9

Susitna Study Area 12.47  15.42 10.9%% 3.7% 8.7%

Area One 0.4% 1.2% G.4% 1.24 0.4%

ares Two 3.3 4.% 2% 4.5% .21

Area Three 1.3% 7% 1.4% 2.6% 1.0%

4res Four 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% G.0%

Area Five 0.6% 1.4% 0.3% 1.13 g.27%

Area Six 9.3% 11X 0.3% 1.1% 34

Are3 Seven J7 Guga JE 0.2% 0%

#irea Eight 0.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Area Nine LA G.4% L% 0.4% 0%

firea Ten iy i 0.0% 8,07 G.0%

érea Eleven 9.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% L)

firea Tuelve S 0.2% 6.0% §.0% (.07

Are3 Inirieen 0.8% 1.8% (.78 1.7% 3,62

Ares Fourteen 2a1% 3.94 1.8% edi 1.3

i) Miles Morth of Denali Hwy 0.3% i.1% 433 0.3 9.3 0.5%
anchorage/Chugach Htn, Area 6.4% B.G% T4k 7.4% &,5% .64
Kenai Peninsuls 2.3% 3.7% S 3.5% 1.5% 2.8%
Copper B./Wrangell/Valdex A% 9.4% 0% G.4% L% G.2%
Southeast Alaska 0.1% 3.7% 8.7 $.5% 3.1 0.3%
Elsawhere in Alaska 8.9% 11.5% .35 16.5% B.2% 8.4%
futside Alaska G.32 1.3% .22 0.9% ¢.17 0.5%
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Table B.124.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of Urban
Households Using Winter Off-Road Vehicles by Area

GEOGRAFHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska

In &laska

Suzitna Sludy Ares

Arez dne

Ares Two

area Ihres

&res Four

Ares Five

Area Bix

Area Saven

Area Eight

Ares Hine

Ares Ten

frea Eleven

Area Tuelve

Ares Tnirteen

Area Fouriesn

10 #iles Morth of Denall Huwy
Anchor 3qe/Chuasch Min. Area
enai Peninsuyla

Copper R./Wranqell/Valdez
Southeast Alaska
Elsewnare in Alaska
Outside Alaska

Loy
31780
30740
13210

430

3460
1380

810
2
o

et
[ I

< O vma

370
3230
370
27380
2428
10
140
9470
330

EVER

HIGH
23980
34900
16320
1250
3230
2360
9
1314
1120
350
0
410
235

0

! 3¢
1890
3720
1130
9136
3950
410
¢
12200
1380
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URBAN  HDUSEHOLIS

Lo

ety
addn

11330 14540
450 1330
3680 4750

1490 1734 sl
& ¢ ¢
370 1120 i1
370 1130 290
i 350 i

0 i &

i 310 it

0 0 3

9 0 ]

0 0 G
780 1769 610
950 3360 1400
296 930 11
3700 7900 451G
233 ¥ 14230
1) 410 .0
70 360 74
3670 11300 5380
390 980 70

1984
HIGH
5110
26000
11970
kg
LY
3350
2140
;

e

S

jaistel
e

Lon o

foia)



Table B.125.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Using Winter Off-Road
Vehicles by Area

SHALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS

EOGRAFHIC LOCATION - EVER 1980 -1983 1984
Lo HIGH LOu HIGH Loy HiGH

In or out of Alashka 35.4% 39.6% .05 8. 0,30 343K
In Alsska 2541 39.6% 24,02 8.2 3645 34.0%
Susitra Study fres 2338 27.0% 23.8% .47 0,28 Is.eX
Ares One 0.5% 1.3% §.3% 1.z 3% 0.9
Area Two 7.1% 9.5% 6.9% 9.3% 5.7 B.4%
Area Three 4.8% .81 1.7% 6.7% 5,21 5.2%
Area Foup G.0% 6,04 §.0% 3.0% 8.0% Q.45
Area Five 1.0% 3.0% 0.9 1.9% §.8% 1.3%
Area Six 1.4% 2.6% 1.3% 2.5% 1.1% 2.2
Area Seven .25 0.8 0.2% 0.8% Y2 0.3%
frea Eiaht L3 0.4% ir .41 U .47
Area Nine 0.1% 0,534 D.1% 4,54 §.1% G.5%
firea Ten 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% g.0% H.0% 0.0%
Area Eleven 0.4% §.0% 0,02 4.0% &.0% £.0%
Area Tweive K1k G321 iy ¢.3% Nird h.3%
Ares Thirteen 1.4% 2.61 1.3 2.3% L.0% 3.2%
Area Fourteen 2.7% 4.3% 2.5 §.3% 2.4% §,0%
10 Riles Marth of Denali Huwy §.21 0.24 2% g.8% 13 G.7%
Anchorage/Chugach Htn, Area 6.2 1.94 0.8% 1.8% G.6t 1.63
Kenal Peninsula J.54 1.4% 044 1.2% G.37% 1.1%
Copger R./Wramell/Valdez 2.7 4.3% LK 4,31 2.4% 4.0%
Southeast Alaska ix) 0.2% N s 2.3% Nirs G.3%
Elsewhere in #laska 8.7 10.6% .70 0.3 5.8% 3.2%
futside Alaska i 0.4% Q7 $.22 0% b.2%
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. Table B.126.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Using Winter Off-Road
Vehicles by Area

SMALL TOWM HOUSEHOLES

GEOGRATHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 1984

LW HiE LOW HIGH L HIGH
In or out of Alaska 4910 2560 §730 TG 4150 4754
In Alaska 4910 3300 4730 Sa 4320 48040
Susitna Study Arez 332 3730 3144 3660 2800 3310
Area One 70 180 a0 150 i i3
Area Two 980 132¢ 5 129¢ 850 1174
Ares Three BaE 950 B3 93 =90 360
Arez Four o 9 ¢ 0 0 b
drea Five 130 280 i2 27 115 2540
Ares Sin 190 360 180 330 160 31
frea Seven 3 110 3G 11 30 119
arsa Eight ¢ 50 & 50 0 50
Area Nire 10 7 10 i it g
area Ten g i ¢ G 0 g
Ars23 gleven g 2 ¢ G d i
Arey Twelve D 3 { 2% G 30
Area Ihirteen 19 350 180 350 150 3040
Area Fourteen 37 600 360 580 340 354
1¢ Hiles Norih of Denali Huwy 3 112 30 {1 20 Bl
fincharage/Chuaach Kin. érea 120 270 11¢ 230 90 220
Hemai Peniinsula 36 200 &0 17 24 136
Copper K./Wrangell/Valde:z 37 Ay 376G 500 340 T30
Southeast Alashka ¢ 30 0 30 9 30
Elsewhers in Alaska 1119 1476 1070 142 940 128§
Jutside Alaska ¢ 30 ¢ 30 0 30
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Table B.127.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage of
‘Rural Households Using Winter Off-Road Vehicles by Area

RURAL HOLSEHCLDS

HEOGRAFHIC LOCAT IOM EVEK 1980 -1983
LOW HIGH LW HIGH i

In or out of Alasks al.3% 58,17 078 9.3 Jebi NS
In Alaska sl.2n 57.8% 20,37 36.9% 45.7% 3%
Susitra Study Ares 41.87 48,41 39.4%  46.0% fa3% T4
area One 2.1% 4.5% 2.1% 4.%% N A W0E
Arzs Two 11.6% 16,2 11.8% 16.3% 8.1% taowE
frea Three 3.0% 8.2% 4,74 7.9% 4.4% 7.8%
Geas Taur 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% ¢.i% 0.0% §.0%
Area Five 4,1% 2.1 2.0% S.0% 3.0% G.64
Araa Six G.7% .3 0.7 2.3% Y7 3.38
Area Seven §.3% 1.9%% 0.9% 1.9% 2.3% 1.5%
Are23 Eigit 0.6 0.5% 9.0% 0.59% G.0% B.59%
Area Hine 0.674 2.0% i1 §.37 V) 0.94
Area Ien 0.01 G.0% 0.0% 0.0% T 0.9
drea Eleven .07 G.0% §.02 004 0.0% 6.0%
frez Twelve 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0% D.0Y 3.0%
drea Thirteen 4.3% 7.39% 4,31 7.3% 4.1% 7.1%
Area Fourteen 4.1% 7.1 4,1% 7.1% 3.6% f.4%
1% #iles Horth of Denali Huy 0.3% 1.74 9.3% 1.7% §.3% .54
Anchorage/Chugach Bin. frea 0.8% 2.6% §.8% 2.4 .35 S
Kenai Peninsula Nird 1.GX L% 1.04 iy 1.0%
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez 2.04 §.2% 2.0% 4.2% 1.6 3.8%
Soutneast Alaska 0.90% 0.3% G.0% 0.3% 9.04 G.3%
Elsewhere in Alaska 9.1% 13.3% 9.0% 13.3% 7.8% 11.8%
Qutside Alaska 0.0% 8.3% 0.0% ¢.3% 0.0% 3.0%
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Table B.128.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Using Winter Off-Road Vehicles by Area

SURAL  HOUSEMOLDS

GEDGEAMHIC LOCATION EVEK 132
LW KIGH Lod HIGH

I or out of Alaska 378 1540 1350 1533

In Alaska 1360 1540 1340 151

Susitnag Study Area 1116 1390 1050 1230

area One 56 136 sl iaf

frea Two 3i0 a0 3190 434 i
Arez Inres 130 23 136 210 }
frez four ¢ g { th
area Fiye 116 140G 30 {5 & ’
Arey Six 20 &6 20 B4 36

Area 3even 1g 50 18 it 1%

Arey Eight { 16 i 14 {

frea #ine 10 50 g 30 3

fAres Ian 0 0 ‘ 0 " n i
Aras Elsven g O 3 & 5 8
Ares Twalve 0 b ! 0 G &
Arez Tnirteen 120 200 11¢ 2G4 ] 13
Ares Fourtesn 116 190 110 134 %6 174
10 Miles Horth of [enali Huy 10 40 17 40 ig i
Ancharaqe/Chuqach Htn. Arez 20 7% 2 &0 20 50
Kenal Peninsula ¢ 30 0 3¢ i 30
Copoer R./Wrangell/Valdez 30 116 0 11 44 W
souineast Alaska ¢ 10 g 19 ) 14
Elsewnere in Alasks 240 350 245 358 210 i
Jutside Alscka g 14 g i 2
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Table B.129.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Skiing by Area

ALL HOUSENOLDS

BEUGEAFHIC LOZATION EVER 1986 -1985 : 1984

LOW YIGH LOW HIGH LO4 HIGH
In or out of Alasks 8.3 64.9% 28.9%  8l.7% .84 53.G6:
In Alasks 51.0%  63.81 g0 60.32 0 r . T ¥
Susitns Study Ares 17.2%  19.4% 6.9 1B.7% 13.9% 3.9%
Area One ¢.8% l.4% 0.8% I.4% 8.6% 1.3%
Area Two 7.74 .3 7.4% 2.0% G.1% 7.5%
frea Tiree 2.59% 3.5% 2.4% 3.4% 2.0% .57
Area four . Q% 0.2 Ni7) 0.3% Nixd 0.2%
Area Five 0.4% .04 0.4% G.8% Gedd G.6%
Airea Six G.9% 1.5% 6.8 1.4% .77 1.3%
Araa Seven 0.1% T 0.1% 9.9% 0.1% 0.3
firez Bight 0.0% G 0% ¢.0% G.0% 0.0% 2,0
Area Mine 6.1% 0,91 0.1% 3.5% .1 0.3
fres Ten 0% 24 L0 0.3% LR 0.3%
Arez Eleven 0.0% 0.0% .04 0.0% Q.04 Q.04
Arsa Twelve VF) 0.3% iz 0.2% 0% 0.2%
drea Thirtesn 0.9% 134 G.9% 1.5 4,94 1.4%
Ares Fourteen 1.2% 1.8% W22 1.87 1.0% 1.5%
10 Hiles North of Denali Hwy 1.0% 1.6% 3.9% 1.5% 9.8% l.4%
Anchorage/Chugach Htn. Ares 3208 24,61 3681 33.4% 8.0 3G.8Y
Kenal Peninsuls .61 3.6% 2.3% 3.3% Z2.0% 2.3%
Copper E./Hrangell/Valdez 0.4% G.8% §.4% 0.5% G.3% 46,78
Southeast Alaska 0.61 1.2% 0.9% 0:9% .31 0.74
Elsewhere in Alaska ' 12.0% 13.8% 11.3% 13.1% L6.5% 11.83%
Qutside 4laska 0.9% 1.9% D.6% 1.0% 9.3% .65
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Table B.130.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Skiing by Area

ALL HGUSEHOLDE

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATIOCNM EVER 1384 -1985 1984
LOYW HIGH LOw il LOW HIGH

In or out of Alasks 76440 79716 72360 75630 04840 885220

In Alaska 74830 78130 71350 74580 o4220  G7RID

Susitna Study Ares 21190 23780C 30316 22900 17080 19594

Area One 16040 1780 1044 1790 780

#rea Twa 9490 11380 9130 11006 4%

Area Tirse 3100 42hé PPlE 413¢ 2430

Arez Faur 20 30 20 230 3y

Area EFive 474 1600 47 1060 220

Area Six 1100 1840 1009 1700 899

Area Saeven 185 a0 130 5l el

fras Eisnt O { 2 ¢ t

Area Nine 30 Sa 130 330 7

Area Isn 2 236 20 330 b ¥

Are3 Elaven 0 0 0 g i !

Area Tuelve 20 239 Fiv 330 20 238

araa Thirteen 1160 1540 1106 18490 1990 1700

Ares Fourteen 1430 2250 1430 2250 1310 1984

10 Hiles Horth of Denali Hwy 1319 1980 1160 1544 100 1790

Anchor 2ge/Chusach Htha Area 39380 42450 37820 4 3442 37510

Kenal Peninsula 322 439G 2980 4004 2434 3470

Copper R./HWrangell/Valdez 470 1006 474 1044 37 g7

Southeast Alaska 740 1436 380 1140 3 350

Elsewhers in Alaska 14706 18970 13860 16090 12320 14440

Jutside Alaska 1100 1240 680 g0 260 710
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Table B.131.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Skiing by Area

GEQSRAPHIC LGCATION EVER 1980 -1983

LOb HIGH Loy HIGH HIEH

In or out of Alaska 63.1% o7, 1% 39 .94 63.7% 27,33
In Alaska 0l.7% 637X G8.0% 6374 I&.3%
Susitns Study Area 14,74 17.9% 14,1 17.1% 11.4% 14,2%
Ares One 4.7% 1.3 0.7% 1.3% 5% 1.3%
firea Twa G.5% 8.7% GaiL 8.3% 4.8% h.82
res Tnree 1.8% 3.0% 1.7% .90 1.3% 2.5%
Ares Four 0% $.34 Nird 0.d% JE 4,34
Area Five 0.2% 0.9 §.2% G.3% 0.1% 0.7%
Arez Six 0.7% 1.9% 0.6% l.4% 3.95% 1

Area Seven 0% {.44 R n.4% RiYe

firea Eight 0.0% G.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% G

#rea Hine 0.1% 0.5% 3% 0.5% Wh g

fres 1en A G.3% Nixd b.2% 15 G.3%
Area Elaven 0.0% 3.07 0.0% ¢.0% .04 4,41
frea Twelve Ny 0.2% Nisd 0.2% _ MK G.2%
Ares Inirteen 8.7% 1.5% WA 1.5% G.6% 1.4%
Area Fourteen 0.8% 1.8% 0.7% .74 Gabi l.4%
14 Hiles Horth of Denali Hwy 1.0% 2.0% ¢.8% 1.8% G.7% 1.7%
Anchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area 3475 B 3.8 37.4% 3U.3E 34.3%
Ken3l Paninsula 2.0% 4,2 2.4% 3.8% .07 J.4%
Copper R./Wranqell/Valdez G.0% G.0% G.02 $.0% G.0% 0.0%
Southeast Alaska d.6% 1.4% $4.4% 1.22 8.3% 4,97
Elsewhere in Alaska 11.9% 14.71 1134 14,0% 9.% e
Jutside Alasks 0.9% 1.3% 0.9% 1,33 0.1% 2.7%
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GEDGRAFHIC LOCATIOH

LOY
In or out of Alaska 67000
In Alaska 63490
Susitna Study Ares 15650
4rea One 700
firea Two 6880
Area Three 1860
Ares Four 0
Ares Five 29¢
Area Six 706
Area Zeven 10
Area Eiqht g
Area dine 70
Area Ten 0
Area Elevan 0
Araa Iuelve 9
Ar=a Thirteaen 700
Ares Fourteen g70
10 Hiles North of Denali Hwy 1050
Anchorage/Lhugach Htn. Area 36810
Henal Penincula 3800
Copper R.Mrangell/Valdex 0
Joutieast Alaska 510
Elsewhere in Alaska 12650
Jutside Alaska g70

Table B.132.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Urban Households Skiing by Area

HOUSEHOLRS

1980 -~1963

URLAN
EVER

HIGH Lol
71290 63240
63830 62174
1298¢ 14946
1640 700
9270 5480
3240 1770
Y i
980 3id
164D 61
410 15
{ 0
Sel 70
250 i
2 0
230 )
1646 ins
1830 780
214¢ 5370
41150 35456
4430 2210
G G
1510 850
15660 11890
1896 530
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HIGH
6752
Ge370
15209

1540

88l¢

3130

aob
R

1510

41¢

LOW
56390
o5B60
1309
330
2116
1460
0

140

X

14

G

10

&
@

¥
i

6ld
510
780
32200
2140
¢
290
16480
140

1984
HIGH
50273
60340
15104
1360

2914
fmly



Table B.133.
Susitna Hydroelectric Projec%z Percentage
of Small Town Households Skiing by Area

SMALL TOWM HOUSEHOLLDS

GEDGEAPHIC LOCATION EVER - 1980 -1985 1984

Ly HigH Low HIGH R HIGH
In or out of Alasha 9.6 54.0% 47.74 53.0E ) 43,61 48,01
In 4l3ska 49.1% 535K 7,558 51.%% 43.9% - 47.9%
Susitna Study Area 28,37 30.2% 28,95 29.9% 3.7 GRER
Area One 0.3% 0.9% Ga3% .94 Judi 0.9
Area Two 12.4%  15.4% 15.3% 15.23% 11.1% 14.1%
Area Ihree 3.3% 73 P 7a5L 4.8% 6.8%
Area Four 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% §.0% 0.0% 0.04
Area Five 0.3 F.9% §.3% §.9% §.3% 0.9
fire3 Six 1.90% 2.2 1.6% 3.3% 1.0 2.0%
Area Seven 0,37 0.92 4 0.8% p.lr 0.7
frea Eight v L% G.4% .07 0.4% Q% 0.4%
Area Nine Nird 0.2% A 0.2% s J.dk
Ares Ten A% 222 LE 0.2% 0% 0.2%
firea Eleven 54 0.2% Rird 0.24 i 0.2%
Area Iwelve §.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0% ¢,01 4,01
Area Thirteen 0.57 1.6% 0.6% 1.4 s 1.3%
#rea Fourteen 2.3 3.9% 2.3% 3.7% .07 3.4%
10 Miles Horth of Denali Hwy 0427 0.8 0.3 0.9% §.21 f.ad
Ancharage/Chugach Min. Area 10.8% 13.6% 9,92 1.7 9.0% 11.G6%
#enal Penimsula 0.4% 1.2 3,41 1.3% G.4% 133
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez 3.7% S.3% 3.5% S.4% 3.4% 5.4
Southeast Alaska 0% adh .07 0,274 L0X 0.2%
Elsewhere in Alaska 8.8% 11.4% 8.3 11.1% 7474 16.3%
Dutside 4laska 0.3% fG.9% D.1% G.3% i b.3%
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Table B.1l34.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Skiing by Area

SHALL TOWM HOUSEHDLDS

GEOGEAPHIC LOCATION EVER 196¢ 1985 1984
LW HIGH LOu HIGH LW HIGH
In or out of Alaska 6880 7490 65320 7330 6050 G560
In Alaska 6810 7420 6390 7300 5040 6654
Susitnz Study Area w 3630 4300 3600 4156 3290 3820
Area dne 40 130 1 130 40 130
Area Two 1720 2146 1590 2ilg 1550 1950
Area Thres 740 1040 740 1040 &R0 956
Arz3 Four 0 G 0 ¢ i ¢
érea Five 40 130 46 130 40 13¢
fires Six 130 300 150 300 13¢ 280
Area Seven 3 11¢ 1] 11§ a0 Pt
Area Eight 9 5 0 a6 O 30
Area Nine Y 30 ] 36 Q sH
area Ien 0 30 ¢ 30 G 34
fires Eleven 0 30 i 0 G 30
ére3 Twelve 0 & 0 0 8 g
Area Thirteen 94 33 g 200 7 189
firea Fourisen 32 sS40 21¢ R 80 474
10 Hiles wtorth of Denali Hey 30 116 3 110 30 1
Ancharase/Chugach Ktn. Area 143¢ 129¢ 380 1760 1245 1614
Kepai Peninsula &0 175 G 170 ol 0
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez o10 770 300 750 470 720
Southeast #Alaska ¢ 30 0 30 ¢ 30
Elsewnere in Alaska 1220 159¢ 1180 1549 1074 1420
Outside Alaska 40 130 10 70 g 30
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Table B.135.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Rural Households Skiing by Area

RURAL HOUSEHOLES

AEOGEAPHIC LOCALION EVER 198¢ -1985 19584

LoW HIGH LG4 HIGH LOwW HIfH
In or out of Alaska 6.3 69.4% 59,31 65.7% 53,9 80.5%
In Alaska 63.00 69.2% 29,38 B5.AK 394 50.5%
Susitnz Study Area §3.07  49.6% 0.7 473 38.7% Z.30
Area One 1.62 3.8% 1.64 3.8 1.5% 3.9%
Area Two 16.0%  21.2% 13.7% 20.7% 15.0%  i0.0%
area Three 3.9% 9.3% 5.6 9,04 .37 3.74
frea Four 0.0% 0.3% §.0% 0.3% 0.0% G.3%
Area Flve 1.1% 2.9% 0.9% .71 0.9% 2.4%
Ares Six 1.6% 3.6% §.8% Z.0% 3.6% 2.2%
Ares Seven 0,32 1.73 kA 1.7% 0.3% 1.73%
Ares Eight 0.0% 0ok 0.0% 0.5% 9.0% 9.9%
Ares Nine 0% 0.B%Z 7] ¢.9% 0.0% 4,74
fre3 Ten 0.9% 4.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% G.0%
4rea Eleven JZ 9.84 02 9.3% ¢.0% 0.7
Ares Tuelve 0.0% 0.7% §.0% 0.7% 2.0% 0.7%
drea Thirteen 4.0% .00 3.62 G.4% 3.6% G.4%
#rez Fourteen 3.3 f.1% 3.3% Bal% 3.2% £.0%
10 Hiles North of Denali Hwy 0.2% 1.4% 22 143 2.2% 1.4%
Anchar 298/ Chuqach Mn. Area .97 1.7 b4 L0.0M 3.2% £.6%
Henai Peninsula iy 1.04 4 1.0% 0% §.ux
Copper R./Wrannell/Valdez 3.4% 4.3% 1.1% 2.9% 0.8% 3,64
Southeast Alasks ¢.0% 0.5% 4.0% 0.5% 0.0% ¢.5%
Elsewhere in Alasks 10.8% 15,27 10.3%  14.7% 8.9 12,14
Qutside Alaska 0.0% 3.71 0.0% 3.5% G.0% 0.3%
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Table B.136.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Skiing by Area

GEQGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alasks
In Alasks
Susitna Study Area
Area Cne
Araz Two
Area Three
Ares Four
firea Five
Area Six
Area Seven
Ares Eignt
Ares Nine
Araz Ten
#rea Eleven
Brea Twelve
Ares Thirteen
Area Fourtoen
10 Miles North of Denali Huy
Anchorage/Chusach Mtn. Ares
Kenzl Peninsula
Copper R./Hrangell/Valdesz
Southeast Alazka
isowhere in Alaska
Qutside Alaska

EVER
LoW HIGH
1680 1ga
1634 1849

40 560
160 250
0 19
30 50
0 100
10 40
0 10

0 20

o 0

9 20

0 20
1o 1%
0 160
19 40
186 280
0 3
80 130
i 13
B/ 40
0 20
B-149
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Table B.137.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Boating by Area

ALL MOUSENOLLS

{FEOGEAPHIC LOCATION EVER 198¢ -1985
LOW HIGH

=
[]
-
[ 4
i
o
s

In or out of Alaska £3.7% g.3% 03.4% 6h. %
In Alsshka 63.4% Gh.0Y ai.5% g4.1%
Susitna Study Ares AL 31,35 33.9%
Area One .22 1.3% s 1.5%
fires Two G.0% g.0% 6.3k 7.9%
dres Inree 2.7% 3.71 3.8% J.h%
Area Four 0.0% 0.0% (.0% 0.90%
Araa Five 3.5% 2.9% ey 3.3%
Ares Six 1.0% 1.6% 1.0% 1.6%
firea Seven 0.6%4 1.2% 0.6% 1.24 .44 0.8
firea Eight 0.90% 0.0% 0.0% G.0% 3.0% 4.0%
firea Nine Q.0% 1.0% 3.6% 1.0 0.4% 0.8%
firea Ten S 4.3 b.0% §.0% £.0% b.0%
Area Eleven 8.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0%
Area Tuelve Riv) 0.27% Rixd G.Zh JE 0.2%
Area Thirteen 5.9% 7.33 SRy 7.0% 1.7 §.1%
frea Fourteen 7.9% 9.1% 7.3 2.%% GolZ 7.0k
18 #iles Morth of Denall Hwy §.3% 0.T7% 0.3% 9.7% ¢.2% f.0%
Anchorage/Chugach Bbn. Area 3.6% 4.8% 3.31 4.3% 3.5% 3.2
Kenal Peninsila 2l.4%  23.8%2 20.9% 23.1% 15.3% 20.4%
Copper K./Wrangell/¥aldez 3.2% 3.0% Zedh 3.0% 1.9% 2.7%
Southeast Alaskas 1.8% 2.6% 1.7 2.5% 1.3% 1.9%
Elsewhere in Alaska 14.6% 16.6% 14.0% 16.0% 11.4% 13.2%
(utside Alaska 2.1% 2.9% 1.7% 2.5% §.7% 1.3%
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Table B.138.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Boating by Area

QEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

r=

noor oot of Alasks
r Alaska
Susitns Study Ares
irea One
rea Twg
Arexz Inroe
Ares Four
Area Five
firea Six
Area Seven
ares Eight
frea Hine
Ares Ten
Area Eleven
Area Twelve
Area Inirteen
Area Fourteen
10 Hiles Maorth of Denall Huy
Anchorase/Chamach Min. Area
Kenai Peninsula
Copper K./Wrangell/Valdes
Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alaska
Butside Alaska

R ]

L
=1
m
i)

LW
80550
77800
39400
1430
2080
1320
o
3100
1210
78
0
530
20
]
20
7140
3250
370
4470
26320
2650
2200
17920
3540

EVER

HIGH
83B40
31040
42600
2356
9846
4534
G
4360
1980
1430

o

B
(2w}
Lo

fend
€3
(2%
&h

s

230
2320
11130
50
3340
29180
3730
3200
20380
3600
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Table B.139.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Boating by Area

URBAN  HOUSEHOLDS

pont
0
0]
1
—
L]
[==]
R
it
M
=

SEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER
‘ La HIGH LoW HIGH

I ar out of Alasha p3.3% 0 9.3 G2.8%  GG.E% 7% 56.9%
In Alazka p2.6%  5G.GJ 60.7%  E4.7E IL.23% 56,07
Susitna Study Ares 30,04 34.0% 4 P 24,37 28.1%
#r2a One 1.0% 2.01 1.9% 3.0% &.8% 1.3%
Araz Twg g6 7.8% 3.5% 7.8% % 5.5%
Area Three 1.9% 3.3% 1.9% 3.3% 1.5% 2.7%
Araa Four N $.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4,04 6.0%
Area Five 3.2 3.6% 208 3.42 7 2.9%
Area Six 0.7% 1.7% 0.7% 1.7% 0.6% 1.4%
Area Seven 0.54 1.3% 0.5% 1.3% .32 0.9%
Ares Eisght 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% ¢.0% 0.0% 0,0%
ares Nine 0.3 1.1% 8.3 L.1% G.3% §.9%
Area Ten ik 0.2% G.0% $.0% Q.0% §.0%
Area Eleven 0.0% 6.0Z 3.9% 3.0% 4.0% ¢.0%
Ares Twslve 0% G.aZ Y 0.3% i} §.2%
#rea Thirteen Te4x 7.4% el 7.2% 4,47 B.2%
fires Fourteen 7.1% %.3% 7.0% 9.4% 3.7 7.9%
10 Hiles Horth of Denali Hwy 3.2% ¢.9% ¢.32% f.2% Ly 0.8%
Anicharase/Chugach Min. drea 3.7% G.5% 3.59% Sa3% .91 4.5
Kenai Peninsula 2.7 %3 223058 - 25.6% 13.2% 22.0%
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdes 1.2% e 1.2% 2.2% Ny 2.01
Southeast Alasks 1.8% 3.0% 1.74 2.9% 1.2% 2.2%
Elsewhere in Alaska 14.3%  17.5% 13.8% 16.3% 11.0% 3.8%
Butside Alasks 2.3 3.61 1.74 2.9% G6.7% 1.7%
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Table B.140.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of

BEORRAPHIC LOCATION

Iri or out of Alaska
I Alaska

Susitna Study Area
Are3 One

Area Tws

Ares Three

Ares Eour

arsa Five

Ares Six

Area Seven

fires Eight

Area Nine

Area Ten

Area Elaver

firez Iwelve

Area Thirteen

Area Fourtasn

1¢ Miles #orth of Derali Huy
Anchorage/Chugach Btn. Area

wenal Perinsuls

Capper R./¥rangell/Valdez

Southeast Alaska
Elsewhere in Alasks
JQutside Alaska

5700
7570

210
3940

24090

139
Laa

1860
15240

3320

Urban Households Boating by Area

URBAN HOUSEHOLDE

1980 -1963

L3¥
BboGEE
o440
31050

1650
5946

2050
o
214¢
780
S0

i
¢

-
37

o
0
¢
3500
7470
e
3750
23350
1230
1776
14639
1770

HIGH
764984
58770
39330

2140

3240

3489

\

3600

1760

1386

0
1130
)]

0
230
7670
2940
850

5600
272060

23%0

3130
17879

3120

5090
210

3086

20370

1050
2

11630

11
£
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416K
60455
59490
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1690

71
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REDSRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alasks
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
Area One

Area Two

Area Three

drea Four

Are3 Five

firea Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

Area Nine

ares fen

Area Eleven

dres lwelve

Area Thirtesn

fires Fourteen

10 Miles North of Denali Huwy
Anchorage/Chugach Min. Area

Kenal Peninsyls

Copper R./#rangell/Vsldez

Soutneast Alaska
Elsewhars in Alaska
Qutside Alaska

. Table B.14l.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Boating by Area

ol
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(o]
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e

0.3%
9.0%
0'!
8.3%
&8.2%
0.1%
0.5%
9.31%
7.8%
0.4%
12.1%
llh

-
<
~2

EVER

HiGH

GE.6%

6h.3%

42.8%
1.9%

11.2%
B.2K
U.O.'-
4.6%
2.47
1.1%
0.4%
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SMALL TOWN HOUSEHOLDS

1980 -1983

Loy HIGH
el.3%  63.4%
60,95 85.1%
37,85 4.0
1.9
11.0%
8.1%

-
i
-

[T, B = & )
-
LD e O
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QO 4.0%
.87 4.4%
1.2% 2.4%
0.3 1.1

A% 0.4%
0.3% {9z

i) 0.2
3.0% 0.0%

QX 0.3%
0.44 3.4%
6.1% g.3%
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0.3% L3
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7,82 10.4
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GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or ot of Alaska

I Alaska

Suzitna Study Area

Area One

Area Two

Area Three

&rea Four

Ar23 Five

Ares Six

Area Seven

#ir2a Eight

Area #ine

area Ten

arez Eleven

Area Twelve

4res Thirteen

Araa Fourteen

10 Miles North of Denali Huwy
Ancherage/Chuqach ¥tn. Ares
‘enal Peninsula

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdes
Southeast alacka
Elsewhare in Alaska
Outside Alaska

Table B.142.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Boating by Area

LOW
9650
2600
3340

120
1199

gad

419
17

£
o

%

o
L]
v

270
850
19
70
1300
1090
69
1630
20

EVER
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SMALL TOWN HUUSEHELDS

1980 -1983

Lo
8490
2434
3240

120
1170

a0
it

390

170

30

9

4
{

2

G
8%t
240
G

70
1260
1094
2N

-
165u

HIGH
9030
3040
2840

270
1330
1130

&

619
33
150
50
135
30
i
30
1170
1180
0
186G
1630
1440
150
2070

e
14

1984

- 1879

144G
29
136
145
131¢
70
1320
39
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Table B.1l43.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Rural Households Boating by Area

RURAL HOGUSEHBLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983 1934
LOW HIGH Loy HIGH LOYW HIGH

in or out of Alaska 67. 3% F3.2% 54.7% 76.9% 54.6% 63,47
In Alaska 66.9%  72.9% 8451 78.7% 401 AdLER
Susitna Study fArea .74 973 49,50 5%.1K 41,64 48.2%
Arez (ne 2.1% 4,54 2.1% 4.5% 1.7% .94
Area Two ;J.EY 17.14 12.17 167 11.1% 19.5%
Arsa Three 4.3 7.5 4,34 7.3 4,07 7.0%
fr=a Four 0.0% RIS G.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0k
drea Five 4.3 754 4.2% ?.EI 1.4%
firea Six Y 2.0% 367 2.0% G.9%
firea Seven 0.7% 2.3 §.7% E.JZ 0.31
Ares Bight $.0% 3.0 .67 §.0% 3.0%
frea Nine 1.6%4 3.8% .93 2.7% G.1%
area Ten 0,0% G.0% 8.0% §.0% G.0%
Area Elsven §.0% (.07 0% 0.0% 4.0%
draa Twelve G.0% G.0% G.0% G.0% 0.0%
ér2a Thirieen 5.3% 3.71 5.3% 8.7% 1.7
ares Fourteen .94 13.7% 8.8% 13.0% 7.3
10 Miles North of Demali Hwy ¢.2% 1.24 0.2% 1.2% (.3
Anchorage/Chuaach Hin. Ares 0.,9% 3.7 G.9% 2.7% 9.7%
Kenal Peninsuls 8.8% 10.6% 6.8% 10.63% 3.7
Copper K./Wrangell/Valdes 2.4% 4.8% .04 4,45 1.6%
Southeast Alaska 0.8% 2.64 .32 J.4% 0.7% el
Elsswhere in Alaska 16,14 14,52 S.EL 14,04 7ok 33
Qutside Alaska 0.0% ¢.7% 0.0% 0.5% 7.0% 0.3%
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Table B.l44.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Boating by Area

RUFAL HGUSEHOLDS

iEOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1983 1954

Loy HIGH Low HIGH LOY HIGH
in or out of #Alaska 1790 1550 730 1890 1440 lalg
In Alasks 1750 1940 1720 1536 1444 LY
Susitna Study Area 1356 1520 1290 1470 1116 1283
frea Gne SH 120 &4 126 50 104
firea Twa 330 460 320 445 9% 410
ares Three 120 200 110 240 113 190
arez four ¢ o G il ) i
sres Five 129 200 110 198 24 174
fres Six 1¢ i 14 5] 1¢ 50
fres Seven 3 &0 20 %) 14 44
Area Eignd 0 9 ) 6 7 G ]
frea Hing 44 109 20 70 2 30
Area Ten b i} 1] G { i
drea Eleven 3 ] i} b} 2 g
4rez Twelve ¢ { 9 i 0
drea Thirteen 146 230 14¢ 236 124 219
hrea Fourtesn 250 360 244 344 194 K31
10 #iles North of Denali Hwy 9 30 g 30 i} 30
finchorage/Chugach Mtn. Area 20 70 a¢ 70 20 iy
Keral Peninsula 13§ 2860 180G 286 153G 240
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez &0 36 3 120 40 136
Sgutneast Alaska 2 70 20 Y a0 &0
Elsewhere in Alaska 270 286 360 376 200 304
Outside Alacka 0 20 {0 Hy § ig
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Table B.1l45.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Camping by Area

1

B-158

GEOGEAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -198S
, LO¥ HIGH Ly HIGK LW
In or put of Alaska 29,.2% 2.0% 37.3% 43.9%
In Alacka 57.2% 60.3% 30.9% 37,94
Susitna Study Ares 9.1 A7 3830 24.0%
Area One 3.1% 4.1% 3.0% 2.5%
Area Tueo B.9%  10.5A 8.54 7.d%
4rea Three 3.9% 5.1% J.6% 2.8%
#rea four Nird . 2% B Nird G.2%
Ar=3 Five erd 1.8% 1.1% 1.4 1.&%
Area Six 1.2% R34 2% 0.8% 1.4%
frea Seven 0.7% 1.3% C¢.7% 0.6% 1.0%
firea Eight 0.0% §.0% §.0% G.0% 4.0 0.9%
Area Nine 0.7% 1.3% 3.5 1.2% (.67 LU%
frea Ten L% 0,31 Rird §.2% JE Ge3k
Ares Eleven 0.0% 0.0% 9.4% G.0% 2,04 4.0%
Area Twelve §.3% G.bi 0.3% (.64 W2 0.6
dres Thirteen 3.3 4.3 3.2% 2% 2.9 2
Area Fourteen 1.3% 3.3 2.3% k- 2.1% .91
14 Miles North of Denali Hwy 1.1% )4 1.0% 0.9% 1.5%
Anchorage/Chugach Htn. Ares 10,52 13.3% 1e.1% 119 2.7 10z
Henal Peninsula 13.84  15.8% 13.6% 15.54 1i.9% 13.7%
Copper K./Wrangeil/Valdes 1.3 1.9% 1.2% {.8% 0.9% 1.5%
Southeast 4laska 1.6% 1.6% 1.0% 1.5% 9,64 1.0%
_Elsewhere in Alaska 13.4%  15.4% 12,70 1474 16.7% .52
Outside Alaska 1.3 2.1% 1.1% 1.74 0,01 1.3%



Table B.146.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Camping by Area

&LL HOUSEROLDS

(EOGRAPHIC LOCATION EVEE 1980 -196% 1954
LoW H1IGH LOW HIGH LOW H15H

In or out of Alaska 73730 76050 74380 73730 FI560

In Alaska 70636 73970 58660 72020 5882

Susitna Study Area 35730 3888 34780 37890 29469

Ares Jne 7 050 3670 4920 3100

frez Two 10909 12910 10550 1253 2780

Area Three . 4320 £330 4470 5840 3444

fires Four 20 23 20 230 o]

Ares Five 143 2250 1320 2120 1318 1950

Area Six 1436 2230 1430 235¢ 1000 1700

drea Ssven 290 1570 890 157¢ ABG 1380

Area Eight ¢ 0 9 9 0 g

Ares Nine 89¢ 1570 786 1430 pB0 1280

Area Ten 26 33 20 330 24 23¢

Ares Elaven i G 0 2 4 a2

Area Twelve 280 710 289 710 230 710

drez Thirteen 402 5314 3504 5180 Ewhi 4196

Arez Fourteen 2880 4000 2280 4000 2540 350G

10 Miles Horth of Dlemali Hwy 1320 2120 12ie 1986 115¢ 1849

Anchorage/Chugach Min. Area 12510 13076 12446 1457¢ 10674 12660

Kenai Peninsula 16960 19370 1672 19125 14530 16850

Copper B./Wrangell/Valdes 1540 3394 1430 2250 1196 1349

Southeast Alaska 121¢ 1980 . 1210 193¢ 5890 1280

Elsewhere in Alaska 16480 13870 19630 17990 1315¢ 15336

Qutside Alaska 1650 2530 1320 2120 780 1430
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Table B.l47.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Camping by Area

URBAN  HOUSEHOLLS

GEDGRAPHIC LOCATIOH EVEE 1980 -1983 1984
LOW HIAH L0k HIGH
In or out of Alaska 9.5 03.7% 37.6% Bl.B%
In Alaska 9774 Bl.9 9617 &0.3%
Suzitnz Study Ares 37.8%  31.6% 700 30.8%
#rea One 2.8% 4,47 2.?2 4.3%
ares Two 8.2% 10.6% 7.9% 10,3%
Area Inree 3.3% S.1% 3.1% 4.7%
Are3 Four Rir 037 154 0.3%
firea Five 0.9% 1.9% 3.3% 1.8%
Area Six 0.9% 1.9% 0.9 1.9%
Area Saven ¢.5% 1.3% 0.3% 1.3%
Ares Eight 0.0% 0.0% §.0% G.0%
Area Nine 9.62 1.4% 0.6% 1.4%
Aras Ten 0% G.3% G0 4.0%
Ares Eleven 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0%
fres Tuelve G.1% 0.7L 0.1% G.7%
Area Thirteen 3.0% 4.6% 3.9 4,531
firea Fouriean 2.2 3.6% 2.2% 3.6
10 Miles North of Denali Hwy 1.0% 2.0% 4.9% I.9%
Anchorage/Chuqach Htn. Ares i1.3 14.1% ILL¢A 13.8%
¥enai Peninsula 14.6%  17.8% if.9% 17.5% , 12,458 15.4%
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdss 0.6% 1.4% 0.39% 1.3% 0,34 1.1%
Southeast Alaska 0.9% 1.94 0.9% 1.9% 0.4%7 ° 1.24
Elsawhers in Alaska 13.0% l6.0% 12.4% 15.4% 16.3% 13.1%
Outside Alaska 1.2% 2.41 1.0% 2.0% (.67 1.4%
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Table B.148.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Urban Households Camping by Area

URBAM  HOUSEHOLLS

GEDGRAMHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1965

LW HIGH Loy HIGH Ld
In or out of Alasks £3240 87620 612060 65620 51600
In Alaska BIZI0 5572 39600 54040 50850
Susitns Study area 29490 33600 28660 32740 23930
Ares One 2980 4569 2890 45340 2430
Arez Tun 867/ 11300 3370 10960 5880
Area Three a6 G360 3370 5010 2430 :
firea Four G 350 g 2l g {
Area Five 960 2060 g7t 1E90 780 1764
Ares 81w 360 2020 956 2030 Bl isl0
Area Seven 530 1380 330 1380 376 126
firez Eignt )] 0 0 G G
Area Nine G610 1510 510 1510 536 1389
Area Ten Q 290 g ! G {
Area Eleven 0 ¢ ) 2 0 0
Area Twelve 146 710 146 715 140 718
Are3 Thirteen 3180 4900 3080 4780 2364 443¢
firaa Pourteen 2230 3846 3320 32840 2054 3480
10 Miles North of Dienali Hwy 1050 2149 64 2030 740 1765
Anchaoraga/Chuqach ttn. Ar2a 11990 14990 11698 14650 9970 12760
¥enal Peninsula 15550 13870 15240 13330 320 1532
Copper E./Wranaell/Valdeg 610 1516 320 1380 37 1138
Southeast Alaska 64 2020 960 2020 450 1256
Elseunere in Alaska 13830 16996 13210 16330 10926 13874
Qutside Alaska 1310 2516 1050 2144 &l0 1510
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Table B.149.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Camping by Area

FEOGRAPHIC LOCAT IOV

in or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Ares
Area One

Ares Two

Area Three

ares Four

Area Five

Area Six

Area Seven

Area Eight

Area ¥ine

Area Ten

Area Eleven

Areas Twelve

Ares Thirteen

Arez Fourteen

1¢ Hiles North of [enali Huy
Anchorage/Chugach Ktn, Area

Kenal Peninsula

Copper R./Wrargell/Vsldez

Southeast Alaska
Elsewhers in Alaska
JQutside Alaska

LOW
49.9%
49.3%
30.3%

2.3

9.2%
4.9%
01X

1 g%
dudie

1.6%
Y4
0.1%
0.3%
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Table B.150.
Susitna Hydrcelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Camping by Area

SHALL TOWM HOUSEHOLDS

iFEOGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 198G -1983 1984

LEN KizH LGY HIGH LW HIGH
In or out of &lasks §930 7530 5730 TG 3760 5379
in Alaska 230 744¢ $630 7340 569G
Susitng Study Area §34¢ 4810 4166 4735 3630
Area One 320 540 320 240 260
dres Two ' 1386 1650 1378 1648 1630
Area Three GBG a0 58 936 560
Area Four 10 70 16 20 it 74
Area Five 200 380 060 a6 186 394
Ares Six 23 410 336 3% 170 33
Ares Saver 24 220 90 330 30 360
ares Eignt 16 70 14 74 i0 76
Area Hine i 136 4 130 30 (334
firea Ten ¢ a0 ¢ 20 {0 36
Area Eleven i 30 ] 30 i 30
Ares Twelve 0 30 14 36 ¢ 34
drea Inirteen 370 600 370 Bl 369 380
Ares Fourieen 224 3990 200 389 200 380
10 Miles North of Denali Huy 5 15¢ 30 154 Y i
fnicharage/Chugach Min. Area 260 460 239 440 156 354
¥eral Peninzula 740 1349 736 1028 540 930
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdes Ghl 330 oG g 380 53¢
Southeast Alaska 36 116G 3G 11§ 20 a0
Elsewhers in Alasks 1640 2050 1560 1974 1304 1679
Jutside Alaska 50 154 50 158 4G 136
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Table B.151.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Rural Households Camping by Area

RURAL HGUSEHOLDS

GEGGRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1982 -1985 1984

L0 HIGH LOW HifH L0y HIsH
In or out of Alaska G375 8.9% 97 Wbk 54, 0% 33.21
In Alashka e2.2%  B9.4% g7.1% RPN
Susitns Study Ares 43.9%  50.5% §],9% 45.5% 359.9%
Area {ne 3.3% 6.1% sdm G.% 2.13
Area Two 1431 19.3% 14.3% 19.3% Gl
Araa Inres 6.3% 2.9% 6.2% 2.3% 5%
Ares Pour 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% ¢.5%
Area Five 1.4% 3.4k 1.4% 3.4%
area Six 1.0% 2.8% 1.07 2.8%
Area Seven D.b% .34 2.6% RS
area Bight 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% J.0%
Area Nine 1.3% 3.0% 0.3% 1.7%
frea Ien 8.0% G.7% 0.0% .75
Araa Eleven 3,04 004 g.0% 0.0% ¢.0%
firea Tuzlve ¢.0% G,.5% §.0% §.5% 4.0%
drea Thirteen 4,32 7.54 3.9% 5.9% 3.6%
Area Fouriean 1.24 3.0 1.8% 3.5% 1.0%
10 #iles Horth of Denali Huy 4.9% 2.7 .83 2.8% 9.7%
Ancharage/Chusach Htn. Ares 2.1% §.5% 3.0 §.4% 2.0%
Kenal Penincula 4,44 7.5% 3.9% P H 302 S5.9%
Copper B./Wranqell/Valdez 3.1% 3.9% 1.91 §4.1% 1.6% 3.8%
Southeast Alaska 0.42 1.82 G.4% i.8% G.4% i.9%
Elzewhera in fAlaska 13.2% 18.1% 11.34 16.1% 2.9 13.1%
Outside Alaska 0.1% 1.1% f.1% 1.1% Ry 1.3
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Table B.153.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage of
All Households Hiking, Picnicking, or Berry Picking
By Area

ALL  HOUSEHOLDS

e 0

REDGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -19835

LGW HIGH LW HIGH LowW
In or out of Alasks 76.4% 78.6% 5.4 77.8% 71.3%
In Alasks 79.22  77.A 74.3%  76.7% 7.5
Susitna Study Ares 38.7%  4l.5% 35.12 40.9% .57
ara3 Gne 3.59% i 3.4% 4.4% .12
fires Iwo 1125 3.0 11.6% 3.5% 16.3%
area Ihrae i 3.b% 7.0% g.4% 5.33
4res Four 6.0% ¢.0% 0.0% H.0% g.0%
Ares Five 1.4% 2.4 1.3% .17 1.24
Area Six 1.9% 2.7% 1.9% 3.7% 1.8
Ares Zeven g.7% 1.3% $.7% 1.3% Gabi
Ares Eight K erd Mix 0.2% A
4rea Nime d.4% G.BY J.4% 3.9% §.3%
Area Ten L% 9.2 RiFs 9.2% J%
drea Eleven 9.0% D.0% 0.0% 8.0% §.0% i
Area Iwelve 6.1% 0.3% §.1% 0.5% D12 (.52
Area Inirteen J.4% 4.4% 3.4% 4,3% 3.2% 4.2%
#rea Fourteen 4.b% Z.5% 4.E% 5.8% 4.1% 5.3%
10 Miles North of Denali Huy 1.3% 1.9% 1.3% 1.9% 1.2 1.3%
fncharage/Chugach Min. Ares 18,40 W63 13.3% 20,34 17.4% 19.6%
¥enal Peninsula 15,02 17.0% 14.9% 16.9% 14.0% 16.0%
Copper R./Wrangeil/Valdez 1.7% .51 1.6% Z.4% 1.4% 2.3%
Southeast #laska 0.8% 1.4% 8.7 1.3% 2.7% 1.3%
Elsewhere in Alaska 17.6% 19.8% 17.3% 9.4z 16.4% 18,62
Qutzide Alasks 1.1% 1.72 1.0 1.6% 0.7% 1.2%
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Table B.154.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Hiking, Piecnicking, or Berry Picking

By Ares
ALL HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATIOM SVER 1980 -1989 1984

LOW HIGH LW HIGH LOW YIGH
In or out of Alashks 93844 6570 92396 95470 §7480 w10
In Alazka 92340 953 21220 94140 56480 29540
Suzitna Study Area 7960 S0890 468306 50130 4344F 45704
Arp3 fne 4249 ] 4130 450 379¢ 2658
Ares Two 13750 2960 13514 13714 1254% 14495
Area Three 3780 10610 3530 10360 7730 3460
Arasz Foup 0 6 - ] ﬁ il q
frea Five 1730 2640 1620 253 1430
Ares 5ix 2310 3330 2310 3330 1926
Area Seven 890 1570 89 1974 80
Arez Eight 20 230 , 26 43 20
Area Nine 70 1060 479 1000 370
gres Ten ) 230 20 230 2 ]
Area Eleven Q i & ¢ i G
firea Twelve 180 930 189 330 184 aal
Area Thirteen 4130 5450 4130 5450 3900 3184
Ares Fourteen 5630 7140 683 714¢ 5050 B490
10 Hiles North of Densli Hwy 1549 2390 1540 3350 1439 2390
Anchor age/Thugach Min. #rea 23590 25280 2430 5160 21390 24030
Henal Peninsula 124G¢ 30890 1828 20760 L7300 13630
Copper E./Wrangell/VYaldes 209G 30560 193¢ 293¢ 1769 3460
Southeast Alaska 1600 1200 g3 157 5490 157G
Elsewhere in #lasks 2163 24280 AULW0 33780 20190 23771
{utside Alasks 1320 3130 1216 1980 399 1570
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Table B.155.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage of
Urban Households Hiking, Picnicking, or Berry Picking
by Area

UREAM HCUSEHOLDS

GEDBRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1986 -1%%

LOW HIGH LOK HigH LOW
In or out of Alasks 76.5% B0, 2% a7 9.3 71.5%
In Alasks 75.4% 790X 74,57 78.1% 70.7%
Susitna Study éres 30.4%  40.0% 3.8 4. 3.1
Area Ore .14 4.7% 3.1% 7 352
Area Two 3.81 12.4% 9.6% 12,34 8.5%
Area Ihree 6.3% 8.3% 612 8.3% S5k
Area Four 0.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0% Ga0%
4rea Five ey 2.2% 1.1% 2.1% 8,94
Ares Six 1.8% 3.0% 1.7% 2.9 1.4%
Area Seven G.0% 1.4% 4,61 1.4% .43
Area Eight 0.0% 0.0% .07 408 0.0%
Area Nine 0.3% 4,91 9.3% G.9% G.3%
Area Ten N1y 9.2% % 0.2% M)
Ares Eleven ¢.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
frea Iwelve 0.1% .97 0.1% 9.9% 0.1%
Area Thirtesn 3.1% T 3.12 4.7% 2.9%
firea Fourteen 25 6.0% §.2% 6. 0% 2.6%
1¢ Hiles dorth of Denali Hwy 1.2% 3.3 1.34 2.2% 1.0
Anchorage/Chugach Min. Area 2.3 3.8k 0,08 336X 19.1%
Yenal Peninsuis 16,04 1%,2% 15.9% 1%.1% 14.9%
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdes 9.9% 1.9% 0.8% 1.8% .7
Southeast Alashka 0.7% 1.5% 0.7% 1.9% 0.61%
Elsewhers in Alaska 17.5% 20.9% 17.0% W4 16.3%
futside Alaska 1.0% 2.0% 1.0% 2.0 0.74
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Table B.156.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Urban Households Hiking, Picnicking, or Berry Picking

by Area
URBAH  HOUSEHOLES

FEOGRAPHIC LUCATIOH EVEER 1980 ~1935 1934

Lou HIGH LOW HIGH L AliH
I or out of #lasks BIS30 8323 30440 B4200 75970 79954
In Alacka 80110  338%¢0 79130 83960 TELGD 79LE0
Susitna Stuwdy Araz /70 43080 3907¢ 42440 34090 38350
frea bne 3270 3010 3274 S010 2530 4650
fres Twn 19380 13200 16170 12930 9370 12084
Area Three 6630 5G40 £480 gs10 3% 3130
Area Four g 4 ¢ i ¢ G
Area Five 133 339¢ 113 3264 966
Ares Six 1860 3240 1776 3124 18%0
area Seven &1 1510 510 1518 430
frea Bight i ] ¢ i 0
Area Nine 230 98¢ 390 289 230
Area Ten 230 234 G
Area Eleven ¢ G 4 0 9 &
firea Twelve 70 260 7 bk 70 ]
arza Thirteen 327 010 327 2010 0BG 4780
Area Fourteen 4430 5416 4439 6419 2830 710
10 HWiles Nortn of Denali Hwy 1230 3240 122 3356 1650 2144
Anchorage/Cimaach Min. Area 21500 33230 21300 39010 a0aFe 23920
Kenai Peninsula 1h980 20410 16354 20300 15850 HREE
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdes 950 2029 £76 1894 i 1540
Southeast Alaska 700 1640 700 1640 E19 1518
Elseuhere in Alasks 18620 22170 18110 21620 17390 20740
Jutside Alasks 1050 2140 1050 2140 740 640
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GEOGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -19¢5

Table B.157.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Hiking, Picnicking, or
Berry Picking by Area

SHALL TOWM HOUSEHOLDE

LCW HiGH LG4 HIGH
rnoar oyt of Alaska 67.31 71.3% 67.0% 7Lk
In Alaska 86.8%7  70.8% bb. oL 75,30
Qusitna Study Ares §3.6% 560X 45,325 495X
drex One 3.1% 4.7% 3.1 1.7%
Area Two 15.8%  19.32% 13.7% 19,13
Area Thrae 2.4% 2.2 9.3% 13.1%
Area Four 0.0% G.0% 0.0% G.0%
area Five 1.6% 3.8% 1.6% .85
rez Six 22 L4 1.2 2,41
Area Seven J.6% 1.4% Q.84 L4
Area Eight W27 0.8% 0,31 0.9%
drea Mine 0.3% i.l4 $.3% 1.1
tre2 Ten Q% G.2% U% G 3%
ar=3 Eleven ({174 ¢.0% 0.0% .04 0.0 $.07
Area Twelve 0% 0.4% iy G.4E i 0.47%
Arsa Thirteen 3.2 3.6% 223 3.6% 2.0% 3.4
fires Eourteen §.6% 6.6% §.0% Ga.hi 4,5% G5
10 Miles North of Benali Hwy 0,37 1.1% G.3% 1.1%
Archor aqe/Chugach Ktn. Ares 3.2 5.0% 3.2% S04
Yenal Peninsula S.0% 7.0% 3.0% 7.0%
Capper R./Wrangell/Valdes 6.1% 8.3% 6.1% g.3%
Southesst Alaska 0.3% 4.92 0,322 2.9%
Elsewhers in Alaska 14.1% 17.3% 4.1% 7.3
Jutside Alaska 0.2% 0.8% 3.23% ¢.9%
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Table B.158.
Susitna Hydroelectriec Project, Number of
Small Town Households Hiking, Picnicking, or
Berry Picking by Aresa

SWALL TOWM HOUSEHOLDS

SEDGRAPRIC LOCAT ION EVER 1980 -14985

LW HIGH LoW HIGH HIGH
Ir or out of Alaska 9340 990% 9390 9800 923
In Alaska 237 2830 9230 979G g330
Susitna Study éres £330 5940 6374 D50 G350
Area dne 420 00 42 60
frea Tuo 2200 2660 Y 2658
Arez Inres 1319 16530 1309 1670
Arsa Four 4 G o o b
Ares Five 320 390 33t 396 3¢
&rea Six 170 33 174G 330 i70 330
Area Javen 8 206 g0 200 g 206
frea Eighi 36 116G 30 1id 30 11g
Area Hine 30 158 3¢ 150 i 134
Area Ten 9 30 0 36 ¢ 30
Area Eleven 9 0 ¢ g g 9
Arez Tuelve ] 20 0 Wiy 9 a0
Area Thirteen 300 S0 340 504 280 474
Ares Fourteen 640 930 540 926 520 G300
10 Hiles Morth of Denali Hwy 50 156 50 150 50 155
anchorage/Thusach Ktn. Ares 430 690 436 &50 430 G6G
Kenai Peninsula 696 980 699 980 640 G
Copper ¥./Wrangell/Vsldez 840 1166 840 1160 790 1190
Southeast Alashka 4 130 30 il0 3 114
Elsewhare in Alaska 1964 2400 1964 2404 1780 el
Diitside Alaska 30 116 30 114 0 U
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Table B.159.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Rural Households Hiking, Picnicking, or
Berry Picking by Area

RURAL HOUSEHOLES

ZEQBRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 ~1985 135
LOW HIfH ALY HIGH LW

In or oul of Alaska 80.1% 85.1% 78.4% 83.0% 73.1%

In Alasks 79.6%  24.6% 79.0%7  33.2% 72.84%

Susitna Study Area b2.9%  6B.7% 105 67.4% 37.0%

firea One 4,33 7.7% 4.4% 7.04 4.2%

frea Two 20.7% 26.3% 2078 28.3% 20601

area Tiree 16.1% 14,52 9.3% 13,34 8.7%

fires Four 0.90% 0.0% §.0% G.0% {.0%

grea Five 1.7% 3.9% 1.7% 3.9% 1.7% 3.9%
Area Six 1.7% 3.9% 1.6% 3.8 1.4% 3.4
Area Severn 1.4% 3.1 1.2% 3.2% 1.0% .37
&rea Eight .04 §.0% G.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0%
Area Mine 0.3% 1.51 0.3% 1.3% 0.2% 1.4%
fres len 9.0% .51 ¢6.0% 0.5 G.o b.9%
Ares Eleven 0.4% 0.9% 6,01 0.0% 105
Ares Tuelve L% 1.0% L% 1.0% 1,04
Area Thirteen .92 9.3% 53.9% Feon 9.7% 9.1%
Area Fourteen 3.6% GB% 3.82 &.3% 3.5% 6.3%
10 Miles Horth of Densli Huy 0.8% 2.6% g.81 2.8 .87 2. 0%
Anchor age/Chugach Hitn. &rea 202k 4.6% 2.0% 4.4 1.8 4. 0%
Kenal Peninsula 2.7% .32 2.3 3.1% 23.9% 4.9
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez .42 e .81 Bo2% .97 H
Southeast Alaska 0.3% 1.9% 9.5% 1.9 WSk 1.9%
Elsewhere in Alasks 14.4% 19.4% 14.1% 19.1% 12.0% 16.5%
Juiside &laska 0.0% 9.7% 9.0% §.7% 2,04 .74
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Table B.160.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Hiking, Picnicking, or Berry Picking

by Area
EUBAL HOUSEHGLIS

GEDGRAFHIE LOCATION EVER 1980 ~1985 1984

LW HIGH LW HIGH Loy HifH
In or out of Alaska 2139 2360 2090 2226 1946 09¢
In Alaska 2136 2550 WM 2214 1940 090
Susitna Study Area 1obg 183 1520 1790 1520 1590
#rea One 126 208 129 200 1L 190
Area Tuc a0 700 B 40 23 580
Ares Thres ‘ 270 390 256 260 230 340
fires Four ¢ 0 G 0 § ¢
Area Fiv 5 100 50 1066 50 100
firaa Six o6 165 4 104 0 94
Area Seven 44 3G Rid 34 30 74
fres Elaht ] G 0 § 8 0
Area Nine 18 45 10 Y Hi Ly
Ar2a Ten ) 1 G i { 19
drea Elevan ¢ 0 ] 0 ¢ N
Area Tuelve 0 3 & 20 ¢ 3%
Area Thirteen 160 250 180 250 158 247
fires Fourteen 100 180 168 180 90 170
1¢ Miles Horth of Denali Huy 20 70 P 7 iy 70
anchorage/Chugach Mtn. #rea &9 120 50 130 30 119
Kenai Feninsula 70 140 70 130 74 i3e
Copper E./Wrangell/Valdez EL 170 90 179 8 150
Southeast Alaska 10 a0 14 0 16 ot
Elzawhere in Alaska 380 52 380 10 220 444
Qutzide Alaska ¢ 30 & 30 g 20
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Table B.161.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of All Households Sightseeing by Area

aLL HOUSEHGLDS

REDGEAPHIC LUCATIOK EVER 198G -1983
LOW HIGH Lo HIH

In or out of Alaska 81.2% 83.4% 80.2% gd.4%

In Alasks 30.6%  83.3% 79.3% BL.¢%

Susitna Study Ares 48.6%  51.4% 47.8%  50.54

fres Une 9.2% 6.47 5.1 5.3%

drea Two 1Z.6% 14.4% 13.9% 14.3%

trea Three 9.4% 110X 3.3 15.83 ¥
area Four 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% $.0%
frea Five 1.8% 2.62 1.7% 3.5% 1.5% 3%
Araz Six 2.5% 3.0% 3091 3.9% 2.0
Area Seven 1.6% .44 L.4% 2.2% 1.3% 1.9%
Area Eight Rirs 0.2% 0% Q.24 L% 223
Area Nine 0.61 1.3% 0.6% 1.3 .04 L.
area Ten A% ey 0% G.3% B 39.3%
Arza Eleven 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0%
arez Tuelve 0.4% G.9% 0,41 ¢.8% b.3% Q.75
Area Thirteen 1.9 Geld 3.81 5.0% .61 i,8%
Area Fourteen 4.47% a6l 4.4% Sebi §,3% Sedh
10 Milez Norin of [lenali Huwy 1.7% 3.9% 1.7 2.0% 1.5% 2.4%
Anchorage/Chunach Nin. Ares 15,08 17.0% 14,97 16.9% 14,55 16.2%
Kenai Peninsula 18.2% 20.4% 18.1% 20.3% 17.64 i9.8%
Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez .9% 3.5% 2.4% 3.4 3.3 3.1Z
Southeast Alaska 1.4% 2.2% 1.4% 2.32% 1.34 2.1%
Elsewhere in Alaska 2170 1% .3 .7 26.4% E3.6Y
Qutside Alaska G.6% 1.0% Y 1.9% 3.5% G.73
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Table B.162.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
All Households Sightseeing by Area

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAFMIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 1984
Lo HIGH Low HIGH 10w HIGH

In or out of Alaska 99720 193220 98470 10113 9472 97529

In #lasks 38980 101600 D970 100640 94470 972B¢

Susitna Study Area 99680 63080 870 62090 S4led 57544

Ar23 One 5330 7910 h21H 7734 5519

frea Tuo 1341¢ 7730 15290 17610 14340

ares Thres 11499 13658 11260 2290 10430

Area Eour 0 0 0 i b

Area Fiva 2200 3200 209¢ RI 187¢

Arey Six 3280 4390 31040 4350 2760

4rea Seven 193¢ 2930 1780 k67 1540

Araa Eight _ 20 330 20 38 20

#raa Nine 7580 1430 750 1430 530

grez Tan 20 236 a0 W 20 ;

Area Eleven ¢ g g ¢ G

drea Twelve 470 1805 470 1604 37

Area Thirteen 492 5230 4760 61496 4470

Ar2a Fourtesn 2400 5880 400 ] 517§

10 Miles Morth of Depali Huwy 2090 3060 209¢ 3050 1286

Ancharage/Chugach Wtn. Area 18408 20899 1828¢ 20780 1745§

#enal Peninsula 24350 25030 22330 24910 21630

Copper R./Wrangeli/Valdez 2100 4260 299¢ 4130 2764

Sputheast Alashka 1760 2680 1760 3660 1650

Elsewners in Alaska 26680 29540 26200 29048 23000

Jutside Alasha £80 15890 680 1286 380
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Table B, 163,
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Urban Households Sightseeing by Area

URBAN  HOUSEHOLDS

GEQSRAPHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1985 1964

LOW HIGH Lo HIGH L0k HIGH
In or out of Alasks BI.BX  85.0% 80.8%  E3.BX 77.6% BL.OZ
In Alaska 81.1% 843 .17 8.3 TT‘.SZ
Susitra Study Ares .10 5.3 46,35 90.5% 43,4
Area Ine 4.6% Y4 4,5% 5.5% 4.1%
#rea Tuo 11.2% 14.0% 11.2% 14.0% 10.4%
Area Three .74 11,3 .95 11.1%
ares Four 0.0% 0.0 G.o% 0.0%
Area Five 1.6% 2.3% 1.5% .78
Area Six 2.4% 3.8% da3% 3.7%
grea Seven 1.4% S.5% 1.3% 2.5
Ares Eight 0.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0%
area Nine 0.5% 1.3% $.9% 137
Araz Ten % G.3% % Y {
area Eleven 4.0% 9.0 0.0 0.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Area Tuelve G.3% 4,97 6.2 0.9 0,31 0.9
firea Thirteen 3.7% 5.0% .7 59,51 3.4% 2.34
Ares Fouriesn §,3% G.0% 4,37 6.9% §.0% 5,82
1% Hilss North of Denali Hwy 1.7% 3.9% 1.7% 2.94 1.4% 2.9%
Anchorage/Chuqach Mtn, Ares 16,3 19.5% 16,24 9.4 i5.40 18.5%
Kenat Peninsula 19,31 2.7 17.13 22.5% 1B.5% 1.9
Copper R./Wrangell/Valde:z 1.8% 3.0% 1.6 2.8% 1.9% 2.7
Sputhesst Alaska 1.4% 2.6% 1.4% 3.6% 1.3% 2451
Elsawhere in Alaska .71 24.3x 0 3 3.9 19,55 42.9%
Gutside Alaska 0.53% .34 0.4% 1.2% .31 113
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Table B.164.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Urban Households Sightseeing by Area

REQGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska

I Alaska

Susitna Study Area

drea One

Area Two

Area Three

Area four

Area Live

Area Six

Area Seven

#rea Eight

Area Mine

Ares Ten

drea Elaven

firea Tuelve

Area Thirteen

Area Pourteen

- 1G #iles Morth of Denali Hwy
fnchorage/Chugach Min, frea
Kemat Peninsula

Coppar R./Wrangell/Valdez
Southmast Alaska
Elsewnszre in Alaska
Oirtside Alaska

LOW
85910
Bh140
S0010

4910
11890
9370
0
1680
4518
1490
0
53¢
il
g
230
3940
4430
1770
172590
20478
1860
149¢
anAn

daayda

330

EVEE

HIGH
90260
59544
34310
£980
14830

1197
g
3000
1070

"
3730
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Table B.165.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Small Town Households Sightseeing by Area

EHALL TOWM HOUSEHOLDS

GEOGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -1

L=
(=)
[

LOW HIiH L0y HIGH Loy
In or out of Alaska 73.4% 71.%% 73.12 76.97% 09.8%
In Alasks 73.31 7.% 7308 75.3% 59.72
Susitna Study Area 51.22 35.6% 51.0% 93.4% 48.5%
4rea dne 3.5% 774 Segk 77 3.1%
fires Twe 16.3% 19,7% 16.3% 19.7% 13.7%
Area Three 16,32 3.1% 10,28 13.0% 2.9%

" Area Four 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% .0% G.0%
dres Five 1.4% 2.6% 1.4% 3.5% 1.42 2.6%
Arza Six 2.9% 4.1% 2.5% 4,1% 2.2 3.0%
Ares Saven 1.1% 3.3% 1.1X 2.3 3.92 1.9%
frea Bight 0.3% 0.9% 0.3% 2.9% Ga3% G.7%
drea Nine 0.6% 1.4% 0.61 1.4% .52 1.3%
Ares Ten 74 2% 0% 9.2% A% G.2%
Araa Elaven 0.0% JE 0.0% 0.9% G.0% 0.3
fires Tuelve 4,12 G.7% 0.1% 6.7 0.1% 0.5%
ares Thirteen 2.0% 3.4% .04 3.4% 1.8% .21
Arez Pourtesn 3.42 5.2 3.42 S5.2% 3.3 S.1%
10 Miles North of Denali Hwy ¢.94 1.3% 0.5% 1.32 §.51 1.3%
Anchorage/Chuqach Kbn. Ares 3.1% 4. 74 3.1% 1.7% d.84 4,43
Kemai Peninsula 3.1% 19.7% g.1% 10.7% 7.8% 1644
Copper E./Mrangell/Valdez 6.8% 9.3% 6.7% 9.1 G.4% g.g%
Southeast Alaska 0.2% 0.8% 0.2% $.8% 4.2 4.8
Elsewhere in Alasks 2.1 26.9% 23.1% 35.9% 2168 5.4
Outside Alaska 0.2% 0.8 $.2% 0.8% 3.3% (1R
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Table B.166.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Small Town Households Sightseeing by Area

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alashka

In Alacka

Susitna Study Ares

Area One

Area Two

Area Ihrea

Ares Four

Ares Five

Ares iy

Area Seven

Area Eignt

Area Nine

Area Ten

area Eleven

Area Twelve

ares Thirteen

Area fourteen

19 ¥iles Nortn of Denali Hwy
anchorage/Chugach Win. Area
Yenai Feninsula

Copper K./Wrangell/Valdez
Soutieast Alaska
Eisewhere in Alaska
Jutside Alaska

SHALL TOWM HCUSEHOLDS

EVER 1980 -1983 1924
LOW HIGH LOW -HIGH LaW HLGHK
101%0 10710 10140 10570 90 10240
16160 10630 101360 16660 %680 10230
7114 7710 7080 7690 730 7340
760 1074 740 1674 714 1810
2d66 273 2260 2730 2180 2630
143 1830 1415 180¢ 1350 1760
¢ 0 ¢ g il g
1%0 300 190 J66 134 i
350 570 33 370 300 HE
169 310 160 315 136 70
40 1390 4 130 14 13¢%
80 400 80 300 74 184
0 30 g 3 g 0
0 i g 2 i g
Ay 9¢ 20 40 i¢ 70
28 470 280 4740 350 440
476 20 470 7e0 460 714
70 120 7 139 78 180
420 b0 420 &b 324 619
1130 1480 1130 1486 16%9 1440
946 1366 530 1360 590 1328
30 110 30 1C 36 1i¢
3210 3736 3210 373 3000 35929
30 15 30 11 30 11
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Table B.l67.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Percentage
of Rural Households Sightseeing by Area

BEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

In or out of Alaska
In Alaska

Susitna Study Area
Area One

Area Two

Area Three

Area Four

Area Five

Area Six

Arza Seven

Area Eight

Araa Nine

Arez Ten

Area Eleven

Area Twelve

Ares Tnirteen

Aresz Fourtsen

10 Miles North of Denali Hwy

Anchar age/Chugach Bin. Area
enal Peninsulz

Copper R./Wrangell/Valdez
Southeasi Alaska

Elsewhere in &laska
Qutside Alaska

LOW
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RURAL HOUSEHOLIS

1980 -1955
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L
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74.3%
37.4%

o
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19.0%
7.63
§.0%

o
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u
0.0%

b

£
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0.3%

1)
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e

[ 3n]
oF
»
€ Cive O

HIGH
80,67
A
83.0%
3.6%
24.4%
11. 4%
§.0%
J.9%
4.4%
2.6%
¢.0%
1.3
.04
0. 0%
1. 54
3.9
Sabi
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4.7%
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Table B.168.
Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Number of
Rural Households Sightseeing by Area

RURAL  HOUSEHOLES

GEOGRAFHIC LOCATION EVER 1980 -198% 1984
. LOuW HIGH LOW HIGH Loy

in or out af élasha 2000 2150 2600 214D 1860 :

In Alaska 1980 2136 1980 2134 1850 2040
Susitna Study Area 1520 1760 1530 1700 1420 1600
Area One 140 230 140 230 130 3320
Arza Two 300 &3 300 iWiE 4% 540
Ares Ihree 200 300 200 360 180 270
Area Four 0 ] ¢ ¢ 4 U
Ares Five S 150 1] 100 k4] 1og
23 Six o 120 54 120 ] 120
Ar=a Seven 30 70 20 7 0 74
Area Eight 0 0 0 o 9 g
Area Hine 10 44 19 44 i 40
Ares Ten 0 i) G G { ¢
frea Eleven ] g ] 0 i &
Area Tuslve it 4y 14 4 g 24
fires Thirteen 130 240 130 240 130 330
firea Fourteen ] 156 8o 13¢ 50 156
10 #iles Morth of Denali Hwy 20 70 2 70 24 &6
finchorage/Chugack Win. Area &0 130 &0 130 o9 120
Kemal Peninsula 130 206 120 204 119 1%
Copper K./Wrangell/Valdez a0 116 50 11¢ 50 104
Southesst Alaska 10 S 1d = i0 o0
Elsewnere in Alaska n40 800 04G 79¢ 570 730
Qutside Alaska & 20 G 20 2 20
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