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WILDLIFE /1Af~AGEMENT IN ALASKA 

THE PLANS, THE DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME ANO THE PUBLIC 

Alaska's Wildlife Management Plans are the result of a long·tenn planning 
effort which first resulted In the developoent of the Alaska Gall1e Management 
Policies in 1973. These plans are another step toward developing a 
program for wise husbandry of Alaska's wildlife resources and, basically, 
are recomnendatlons to the public by the Department of Fish and Game for 
the management of all wildlife In the state. 

The 1nfonaation and recamiendatlons contained In these plans represent a 
concerted effort by Department staff to COlllJ>ile and rev iew existing 
infonaation on the status, distribution, and uses of Alaskan wildlife 
populations. Current and projected land use patterns and natural resource 
potentials and developments are also considered. Synthesis of these 
plans began at the field level where local needs and conditions were 
best understood . 

The need for planning in the ~nagement of wildlife, and particularly in 
the allocation of use of wildlife, has become pressing in recent years. 
Alaska Is experiencing unprecedented growth In human population at the 
same time that lnmense land areas, conveyed to private ownership or 
federal single-purpose classification, may be lost to multipurPOse 
public use. Development and mobilization of resources are i111pacting 
wildlife and Its habitat and are bringing more people into contact with 
once-re110te wildlife populations. ·in simplest terms, Alaska faces a 
rapidly growing demand for wildlife use which is In sharp contrast to 
the shrinking resource area available to support such use. Moreover, 
as pressures on wildlife populations increase, there are Increasing 
posslbllltles that any given use will have detrimental effects . There 
ls, therefore, need for greater precision in management. 

The complexity of resource allocations requires the systematic approach 
provided by planning. In keeping with mandates of Alaska's constitution, 
the Department's planning efforts are intended to eventually achieve 
optl111U111, diversified use of Alaska's wildlife throughout the forseeable 
future. 

Publication and distribution of these reconrnendations mark the beginning 
of the second phase in this planning process: the public's review of 
the staff's rec01m1endatfons and its involvement and participation In 
shaping the Initial proposal Into a statement of direction for wildlife 
111anagetnent In Alaska. 

The responsibility of the Department Is to manage Alaska's wildlife 
resources for the benefit of the people. Therefore, It Is Incumbent on 
the Department to determine what the public wants from its wildlife 
resources. It is clear also that the Department will not be able to 
maintain the continuity of long-term manage111ent progra~s without the 
support of Alaska's people. 

Development and Implementation of the wildlife plans will affect Alaskans 
in several ways. First, the public will participate In the Initial 
formulation of the basic long-term management direction. Second, the 
plans as presented for review wlll lnfor11 the publ ic about Alaska's 
wildlife populations and their current and potential uses. They wil l also 
give the public a clearer understanding of the role and responsibilities 
of the Department of Fish and Game. Third, if Implemented, the plans 
will provide Alaskans and other interested persons with an array of 
alternative uses of wildlife which can be maintained through purposeful 
111anage111ent. 



All interested people are Invited to contribute to the wildlife management 
planning effort. The Division of Game recomnendatlons contained in this 
and other booklets and maps are being distributed to the public throughout 
the state. Included is a questionnaire soliciting opinions about the 
management the Division is proposing. In addition to printed circulation 
of the proposed plans, the Division will hold public meetings In many 
Alaskan c011111Unities to obtain conment and discussion. 

All public response will be considered in evaluating and modifying the 
proposed plans. Allocation of wlldl lfe values among competing users and 
between conflicting uses is a complex problem which will have to be 
resolved through careful consideration of expressed public desires and 
the biological capabilities of the wildlife populations In question. 
Minority as well as 111ajority demands should be accoaiodated If we are to 
retain the values afforded by a spectr1J111 of wildlife-oriented experiences. 

The Division will work closely with the Alaska Board of Game and with 
the Board's local advisory conmittees during the entire public review 
process. As the principal forum for the public's voice In Alaska's 
wildlife management, the Alaska Board of Game will modify and make the 
final determination on proposed wildlife plans. The Division of Game 
will assist the Board by providing a full report of the public review 
process and the response it engenders. 

After the public review process, and revision and adoption by the Board 
of Game, the plans wll 1 be published and distributed to the puhl ic. 
Needless to say, the plans are not Intended to be Inflexible. Conditions 
change with time, and the plans will need to be adaptable. Revision of 
plans may occur as the result of periodic reviews or when Individual 
situations require modification. Revision of plans will be made with 
participation by the public. 

lmpleaientation of the plans will begin as soon as practical after final 
acceptance by the Board of Ga~e. Those areas or species now receiving 
the greatest use or in danger of losing those attributes called for by 
the plans should receive the earliest attention. Implementation will 
Involve development of operational plans, formulation of regulations, 
internal Department actions such as research and management activities, 
and lnteragency cooperative actions as required. 

Developonent and implementation of these manage111ent plans will be strongly 
affected by conveyance of 40 million acres of land into private ownership 
and by Inclusion of up to 80 million acres of classified federal withdrawals 
Into "Four Systems" federal management under terms of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act. Development of staff recommendations has proceeded 
with the knowledge that many changes In the contents of the final plans 
are inevitable. Management of wildlife on lands under federal jurisdiction 
or under private ownership will necessarily be conmensurate with the 
land-use policies of the respective landowners. Important land-use 
decisions are being 11111de now and in the next few years that will affect 
wildlife and its future use in the state. By developing wildlife plans 
now, we can improve the rationale by which land-use policies will be 
formulated. 

WHAT THE PLAHS CONTAIN 

This regional booklet is only one portion of a comprehensive public 
proposal by the Division of Game, Department of Fish and Game, for the 
planned management of Alaska's wildlife resources. The proposal consists 
of: 1) seven regional booklets (of which this is one) containing 
recommendations for management of each species of wildlife, and 2) a 
set of eleven statewide maps outlining boundaries of individual species 

2 



management plan areas. The maps are intended to c0f1ll)lcment the material 
presented in the regional booklets. For complete understanding of the 
plans, the maps and appropriate regional booklets should be used together. 
These plans are for your review. Questionnaires have been included with 
the maps and booklets for your written comments. In addition, public 
meetings will be held throughout the state to explain plans and receive 
comment. You are Invited to contact the Game Division staff to discuss 
these plans. 

REGIONAL BOOKLETS 

Each regional booklet is arranged in two parts. Part I contains an 
explanation of the planning effort and how the public will participate 
in the development of the plans. Included is an explanation of the 
management goals upon which the recoawnendations are structured. In 
addition, Part I presents a brief discussion of wildlife management in 
Alaska, reviewing the formal structure of management, the biological 
bases for wildlife use, and the problems encountered in managing wildlife. 
Part II contains the individual species/area management reconmendatlons. 

Each of the regional booklets corresponds to one of seven geographic 
regions of the state, depicted in the figure below. 

~ .... 

J 



All proposed anagement plans covering all or part of a region are 
included in the booklet for that region. The plans are arranged by 
species in Part JI of each booklet, and each plan is titled and numbered 
to provide easy reference to the corresponding species map . Each individual 
plan includes : 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

A geographical description of the location of the area covered by 
the plan. ---

Goals - One primary goal and 1n some cases one or more secondary 
goals . 

~of Management Guidelines - These are used to qualify or 
quantf-f'Y Tii a more specific way the reconmended management under a 
goal for any particular area. 

Management Guidelines are statements about : 

the wildlife population: its si:e, sex and age structure and 
productivity. 

use: season lengths and timing, bag limits, number or distribution 
of hunters or other users, access, transport, viewing, and 
aesthetic enjoyment. 

habitat: alteration or protection. 

A short sumnary of available information on the species and its use 
in the area to provide perspective for evaluation of the proposed 
management framework. 

Statements of prof lems that .ay be encountered in 111anaglng for 
proposed goals . n general, problems deal with : 

maintaining wildlife population levels : loss of animals or 
1 oss of habitat. 

use of wildlife : exclusion of hunting, excessive access , 
noncompliance with regulations, state and federal legislation, 
and limitations on Department authority. 

conflicts caused by wildlife: agricultural depredations, and 
safety of life and property. 

6) A sunwnary of the im~actl of the proposed management in terms of its 
effects on the spec es n question, on characteristics of its use 
by man, on other species, and on other uses of the area . 
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MANAGEMENT GOALS 

We have selected six 111anagellll!nt goals for these wildlife plan proposals. 
The goals are categories of use Into which the various appropriate forms 
of human interactions with wildlife can be grouped. The goals provide 
direction for .anagl!lll!flt with flexibility In mind. In lllOSt Individual 
plans, multiple goals are assigned: a single primary goal and one or 
110re secondary goals. Each goal e111phasizes one general type of use 
opportunity. This does not necessarily mean that other uses will be 
excluded . Rather, it recognizes that if uses conflict, uses appropriate 
to the stated goals will receive preference. Furthen110re, uses Indicated 
by stated goals will be actively managed for. The overall content of 
each plan will further define goals for that specific area. 

All proposed management goals are based on Alaska's constitutional mandate 
that Its wildlife shall be reserved to the people for collll'On use and 
shall be utilized and maintained on the sustained field rrinclple for 
the maximum benefit of the people. .Use on a susta ned y eld basis for 
the maximum benefit of the people will take on different dimensions 
depending on Individual situations. As an example, in rural Alaska the 
benefit of the people may, in large part, be concerned with the harvest 
of meat for domestic use, and yield would refer to pounds of meat or 
number of animals harvested. In another situation the greatest benefit 
to the people may accrue from only observing wildlife. Yield In this 
Instance refers to the illljlOrtant but often intangible enjoyment derived 
frOlll viewing or otherwise being aware of the presence of wildlife. 

The choice of goals and their various combinations are Intended to 
acconnodate the variety of situations which exist in Alaska. The six 
wildlife .anagement goals are: 

1. TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY TO VIEi/, PHOTOGRAPH AND ENJOY WILDLIFE. 

Z. TO PROVIDE FOR AN OPTIMUM HARVEST. 

3. TO PROVIDE THE GREATEST OPPORTUNITY TO PARTICIPATE IN HUNTING. 

4. TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY TO HUNT UNDER AESTHETICALLY PLEASING 
CONDITIONS. 

5. TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY TO TAKE LARGE ANIMALS. 

6. TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY FOR SCIENTIFIC AND EDUCATtONAL STUDY. 

A thorough understanding of the goals is essential to understand and 
evaluate the plans. We urge you to study the following explanations of 
each goal. 

1. TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY TO VIEW, PHOTOGRAPH ANO ENJOY WILDLIFE. 

This goal r ecoqni:sao th8 gr •. at valuca of beir.g able to aee !Jildlifc in a 

contc.rt not neceos<ll"ily related to actual taki"IJ, and emphaoi:eo yield 

in tcnns of aosthotic values. There are impor•tant areaa uh.ire the 

combination of uildlif~ abundance , unique opportunity rind human acccao 

reault in thia use accruing the m=imum lxmefit to p.:oplc. El:iphaaia ia 

on viwing end photographin(J and may ,;rcludc alZ otho1• """"· HOtJOvcr, 

other usea including hunti'1(1 may b.: allo:.>ed if .:.;rr;o,rtibt..:. 



So·called "nonconsumptive use of wildl He Is popular In the state 
today. Viewing and photographing occur 1110st frequently along the state ' s 
road and trail syste111s, areas which often receive heavy hunting use and 
which are tnast susceptible to human development. In sOllll! areas where 
unusual abundance, visibility, or accessibility of wildlife enable ready 
observation by the public without detrimental effects to wildlife, 
management for these purposes should be provided. Prompt Identification, 
establlstvnent and management of such areas ts necessary to avoid losses 
to encroaching development and competing uses. Many of these areas have 
been previously Identified • . 

Managetnent which provides an opportunity to view, photograph, and enjoy 
a species Is concerned with maintaining a sustained, observable population 
of that species. HUllln uses of wildlife or of the area supporting 
wildlife which significantly detract from the opportunity to observe the 
primary species may be regulated or restricted. Hunting for the primary 
species is generally excluded during the period when most observation 
takes place. Limitations on the number, distribution, or activities of 
viewers and photographers lllilY be necessary where unlimited use would 
detract from the opportunity to observe wildlife or cause undue disturbance. 
Hunting may be allowed when year-round or area-wide observation does not 
occur. In sonie situations concurrent consumptive and "nonconsumptlve" 
uses may be compatible. 

Viewing and photographing are often compatible with other uses; this ts 
reflected In the numerous plans where viewing and photography occur In 
combination with other'"goals. When applied as a secondary goal the 
emphasis on viewing and photographing is subdued, and uses addressed by 
prillldry 904ls may at times limit opportunities for observation. In SOiie 
cases, however, 11anage..ent for other primary goals may enhance opportunities 
for observation of wildlife. 

2. TO PROVIDE FOR AN OPTIMUM HARVEST. 

Thia goai emphaaiaea yield of cminlala fqr huma7! use. Within thia goal 

arc accor.rncdatcd the needs f or dcr.icatic 11ti li~ation, aapeciully DtJ l"llJ'al 

reoide"to, but also by rcc~eational hllntera primarily i ntsrcatad in 

meat; COttr11ere!iaL harvests; cmd aituatiolUI involving maintenance of 

r.Ji ldli f c populations at specifi~d Zcv~Za. Aesthetic quali~J of erpcrie"ca 

and prodllctio" of trophy anir.ri.ls r12y be car.rprcr.riaed. 

Direct dOCM!stic ut111zetion of wildlife ls Important to many rural 
residents and Is a valuable supplenoent to the larders of urban citizens. 
Emphasi s of management will be to achieve an optimum harvest. This goal 
ts also desirable in situations where excessive wildlife numbers develop 
and the welfare of wildlife populations or the safety of human life or 
property will require maintaining some lower opt1~ number of the 
$pecies in question. Finally, management to provide for an optimucn 
harvest Is used where direct coanercial utilization is warranted. 

Opti11111m harvest can be defined as the amount or level of yield that is 
most favorable ta some specified end result, whether it Is productivity 
or density of a wildlife population, within the constraints of sustaining 
that population for future use. Such a harvest will differ from area to 
area, from species to species, and over time. 

Hanageoent of populations under this goal will be intensive, Involving 
11anlpulatlon of the numbers and/or sex and age structure of the population. 
Controls on methods and me~ns of taking g~me. adjusbnents to lengths of 
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hunting seasons and bag li~its and restrictions on the nUAlber of hunters 
are ways by which use will be regulated. In cases where production of 
food Is important to local residents, the species may be managed to 
maximize sustained productivity, and use may be regulated to favor those 
people with the greatest dependency on the resource. 

Management under this goal has wide latitude depending on the conditions 
and requirements of any particular area where it is employed. The goal 
is often cOlllpatible with the goal of providing the greatest opportunity 
to participate in hunting and with other goals by regulating the time 
and place of use. This goal inay adversely affect aesthetic hunting 
considerations and the production of trophy class animals. "Honconsumptive• 
uses may be available an an opportunistic basis. 

This goal differs fr1111 the other five goals because It does not directly 
consider op~rtunity for use, but rather use itself. Perhaps the greatest 
similarity tween this goal and other goal"S is with that of providing 
the greatest opportunity to participate tn hunting. Under both goals 
the upper limit to consumptive use is the maximum harvest that a population 
can sustain. But whereas "greatest opportunity to participate in hunting " 
1s dependent on the optimum harvest, attaining an "optimum harvest" is 
not dependent on providing the greatest opportunity to participate in 
liUriting. Yield of the latter is participation. In the fonner, yield is 
in number of animals (bi04llass) that can be taken. 

3. TO PROVIDE THE GREATEST OPPORTUNITY TO PARTICIPATE IN HUNTING. 

This goal recogni:ea the recreational oolue of hunti•ig w.d er.rphaai;:.,a 
' 

the freedom of opportunity for all ~-iti~cr.s to p<n'ti.,ipate. In thio 

caoe, the opportunity to particnpatc ia deemed r.iorc 1.n:por•tant than 

suaccaa or atandar'<is of quality of erperiencc. 

As Alaska moves away from the open frontier lifestyle, recreational 
hunting ls an increasingly i1111>0rtant use of wildlife in the state. Yet 
even as the desnand for recreational hunting is growing, the area available 
for such use is decre15ing. Extensive private 11nd ownership and 
additional extensive parks, refuses and other lands designated for 
limited use will strongly affect recreational hunting opportunities In 
the state. 

Providing the greatest o~portunity to participate in hunting will not 
mean maximizing cpportyn ty to kill. Management will consider fartlcipation 
more desirable than success. Opportunity must sometimes be llm ted to 
maintain harvests witliT'ii'""tlie numbers that a wildlife population can 
sustain. Restricting harvest will usually involve altering methods and 
means of taking game, bag limits, and lengths and ti~ing of seasons 
before 1 i11itlng number of hunters. When participation nist be 1 imited, 
time allowed for a hunt will be limited before limiting nulllber of hunters. 

Management to provide the greatest opportunity to participate in hunting 
often will be similar to providing for an optimum harvest, be(ause where 
demand to hunt Is sufficient, full beneficial use of the resource will 
be allowed. Consequently these two goals are reconmended in combination 
In many areas. Used as the only goal in an area, greatest opportunity 
to participate in hunting may compromise aesthetic considerations or 
reduce opportunity to take large (trophy) animals; "nonconsumptive"' uses 
would be available on an opportunistic basis. 
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4. TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUHITY TO HUNT UNDER AESTHETICALLY PLEASING CONDITIONS. 

Thia aoal emphaai=~o quality of hunti719 erper~cncc. to ac hieve it ui ll 

ofte 11 requiro lirriting the nur..ber of people uho may participate, aa ucll 

'1D tho meano uaed to take 9.:JmO· Criteria f or such areas incl:.dc natw•al 

~r ui ldcrncoa character of the land, lou hunter densi ties, and enrpr.aois 

cm hunting ultltout the aid of mechani:ed uehiclea. 

Quality of experience Is becoming Increasingly important to a greater 
number of hunters, especially for those who value the aesthetics of the 
hunting experience as much or more than hunting success. For them the 
proliferation of off-road vehicles, riverboats, airplanes and the 
"hunter behind every bush" situation is distasteful. Under this goal, 
aesthetically pleasing conditions refers to a hunting experience which 
usually Includes low hunter densities, controlled rnethods of transport, 
undisturbed wilderness character, and regulation of other conflicting 
uses, separately or in combination. Human activities which adversely 
affect the aesthetic quality of the hunting experience will be discouraged, 
limited, or prohibited. Opportunity as used here does not guarantee 
unlimited participation, and would normally Imply Tiiiirtson participation. 
Controls on llllnter transport may reduce hunting success. This goal will 
not usually require large or dense populations of wildlife, nor will 
ani111als necessarily he of large (trophy) size. Harvests need not attain 
the highest levels that can be supported by the population. 

The value of aesthetics Is often considered when other goals are primary, 
and this goal Is often used In combination with other goals to reflect 
the considerations of quality not explicitly stated In other goals. To 
the extent that other uses conflict with aesthetic values, tl•lng and 
zoning of the area of use can be ei:ployed to obtain greater utilization 
of a wildl lfe population. 

5. TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY TO TAKE LARGE ANIMALS. 

Thia goal smphaui=eu the opportu11ity for hu11tcro to take Large <mimals. 

To ar:r:omptioh thi.o goal l.lill uuually mean tliat participa+.icm of huntera 

uill be limited and the opeciea population uithin the araa may be manipulated 

to ~ l'O<i~<:e the ~ nunber uf large at1iM:rls. 

Many recreational hunters are especially Interested In taking a large 
animal. With development and Increas ing human pressures on wildlife 
resources, the opportunities for hunters to be selective for large 
anii!!ils are beco~ing fewer. Management under this goal inay ensure that 
In some areas and for SOllll! species such opportunity will be retained. 
Areas reconnended for management under this goal 11a1st have a reasonable 
nulllber of large, old or trophy animals available or the potential to 
produce such animals. Opportunity as used here would not guarantee 
unlimited partfclehtion, but would provide a reasonablethance of 
success to thOse o dO participate. Hanagl!llll!flt will often be Intensive, 
involving manipulation of the sex and ~ge composition to produce large 
animals, and possible controls on number and distribution of hunters. 

This goal and that of hunting under aesthetically pleasing conditions 
will often be compatible, and hunting both for large animals and under 
aesthetic conditions will be enjoyed simultaneously. Managenient for 
other goals is possible when the production of large animals is not 
affected. However, intensive management to produce large animals may 



require taking other population segments by other users . For example, 
to produce large bull lllOOSe it may be necessary to harvest substantial 
numbers of female moose. This goal does not preclude "nonconsumpt1vc" 
uses, and in fact may enhance "nonconsumptive" use experiences by 
providing improved opportunities to view large animal s . 

6. TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY FOR SCIENTIFIC AND EDUCATI ONAL STUDY. 

This goal rccogni:au the dea;.1•ability and r.ecd to p1•ovidc [01' vcicntifi J 

and educational uoc of uildli.fc to achieve a acionti f ic bccio [01• 

evaluating Ma7tagcr.ient optionn, Such lltltr.aga-:cnt r.riiJ r.:qi.irc acttin9 

aside al'eao solely for thio purpose, but in meat caocu, thi a uuc io 

compatible uith other typco of uoe. 

The Alaskan wilderness, including its wildlife, is a unique natural 
laboratory for the scientific study of ecosystems and wildlife biology, 
and for the educational enrichment of the people. Scfentffic study and 
education have continually taken place in many areas of Alaska, reflecting 
the wfde compatibility of such use wfth other uses of wildlife. Occasionally 
however, undisturbed or closely controlled conditions are necessary for 
study requirements and justify the designation of areas inanaged primarily 
for the scientific and educational study of wildlife. Study requirements 
would specify the extent to which other uses, both consumptive and 
nonconsumptlve, would be allowed. In some cases, intensive population 
or habitat manipulation could be necessary to achieve study objectives. 
Participation could be limited. 

This goal appears most often in combination with the goal of providing 
an opportunity to view, photograph and enjoy wildlife because they often 
have much in corrmon. Educational studies are often enhanced by relatively 
undisturbed wildlife populations in areas established for viewing and 
photography. Providing for scientific and educational study is proposed 
as a primary goal in very few areas. Such limited direct application of 
this goal etnphaslzes the fact that opportunities for scientific and 
educational study exist throughout the state and special designation is 
unnecessary unless Intensive population or environmental controls are 
required. 
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HANAGEHENT BACKGROUND 

To properly evaluate the individual species plans presented in this 
volume, it is necessary to have some appreciation for the Alaska setting 
in which these plans are developed. There are, of course, biological or 
ecological characteristics of wildlife which affect its l'lllnagement. 
There are also a number of human institutions that affect management: 
constitutional and statutory authority, requirements. and constraints; 
policy; user requirements; and the demands of the "new Alaska.• It is 
hoped that the following discussion touching on these considerations 
helps to place the plans In a more relevant perspective for public 
understand Ing. 

THE LEGAt BASIS FOR WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT IN ALASKA 

Wildlife management in Alaska was formally established in 1925 when 
Congress created the Alaska G.lme Cormiiss Ion ''to protect game ani11!1s, 
land forbearing animals, and birds In Alaska, and for other purposes." 
Prior to 1925 protection of wildlife had been undertaken by the Departments 
of Treasury, Conoerce, and Agriculture, and by the territorial governor. 

The five-member Alaska Game Co11111ission, appointed by the governor, 
represented each of four Judicial Divisions of the state and the U. S. 
Oureau of Biol09ical Survey, later to become the U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. This coanlsslon set hunting seasons and bag limits subject to 
approval by the Secretary of Interior. Emphasis of management was on 
establishment of w1ldl ife refuges and on enforcement dnd predator control 
activities until the 1950's when research of game populations was Increased. 

With the attainment of statehood in 1959 a formal framework for State 
management of Alaska's wildlife resources was established. In addressing 
natural resources, Article VIII of the Constitution of the State of 
Alaska states: 

Section 1. Statement of Policy. It is the policy of the State to 
encourage the settlement of its land and the development of its 
resources by making them available for maximum use consistent with 
the public interest. 

Section Z. General Authority. The legislature shall provide for 
the utilization, development, and conservation of all natural 
resources belonging to the State, Including land and waters, for 
the maxilllUl'A benefit of its people. 

Section 3. Co~n Use. Wherever occurring in their natural 
state, fish, wildlife, and waters are reserved to the people for 
common use. 

Section 4. Sustained Yield. Fish, forests, wildlife, grasslands, 
and all other replenishable resources belonging to the State shall 
be utilized, developed, and maintained on the sustained yield 
principle, subject to preferen~a~ among beneficial uses. 

In accordance with these mandates, the Alaska Legislature established by 
statute a Department of Fish and Game, provided for a Commissioner as 
the principal executive officer of the Oepart111e11t, and created a Board 
of Fish and Game. The Division of Game was one of several divisions 
created to carry out the responsibilities of the Department. 

Since statehOOd the role of the Legislature and the functions, structure, 
and interrelationships of the Board of fish and Ga111e, its advisory 
co11111lttees, and the Department have undergone changes in response to 
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public concerns over increased use of wildlife, increased conflicts 
between users, growing public involvement in government and increased 
public environmental concern. 

leg is 1 a tu re 

The Legislature, by virtue of its broad constitutional authority, has 
been a dominant force in establishing the character and direction of 
Alaska's manage111ent of wildlife. At statehood the Legislature enacted 
the fish and Game Code of Alaska (Title 16) which established the Cormiissioner 
and Department of fish and Game and a Board of Fish and Game, and defined 
the powers, duties and functions of each. Jn addition, this act, or 
amendments and additions to it, provided for: the authority to enforce 
laws and regulationst licensing of hunting and trapping, including 
specification of licenses and tags required and their fees; protection 
of fish and game from hul!Wln activities; establishment of state game 
refuges and sanctuaries, and designation of critical habitat areas; 
suppression of and bounties for predatory anil!Wlls; c011111ercial use of 
fish and game; and the specification of unlawful acts, violations, and 
penalties therefor. Among the powers specifically reserved to the 
Legislature were those of regulatory and administrative legislative 
review, approval of areas set apart as fish and game reserves, refuges, 
and sanctuaries by the Board, the authority to change the amount of fees 
or licenses, and budgetary controls. This legislation, in essence, 
formed the basic frame1«1rk for the entire scope of activities carried on 
by the Department and the Board. 

Since statehood, the legislature has variously added to, amended or 
re::iealed portions of the original State fish and gal~ statutes, reflecting 
increased complexities of resource management, and Increased detaands on 
the Legislature by the people. In general, revisions of the statutes 
have served to clarify or expand legislative intent and to increase 
~rovisions for manageaaent, protection, regulation and use of wildlife. 
Although many of the revisions have affected the scope of activities of 
the COlmlissioner, the Department, and the Board, n:>st have had little 
substantive effect on the Interrelationships between these prlncip~ls. 
Some recent st1te legislation however, has affected the traditional 
structure of Conmlssioner and Board authorities. The ~eneral effect of 
these recent legislative actions has been a diminution of Conmissioner 
and Board authorities in favor of increased parochial advisory ccnmittee 
roles and Increased public participation. Included in such acts are 
those relating to: 

Boards of Fisheries and Game. This 1975 act restructured the 
12 member Board of Fish and Game into two, 7•member boards, 
one for fisheries and one for ga~; repealed the status of the 
Conmissioner of Fish and Game as an ex-officio member of the 
Board; redefined the regulatory powers of the Boards; amended 
the provision establishing advisory conmittees to concurrently 
expand advisory comnittee authority to close seasons and limit 
the Co11111!ssloner's authority to overrule closures established 
by advisory coamlttees. 

Taking of antlerless moose. This 1975 act expanded the authority 
of advisory c011111lttees aiid the Department while limiting the 
regulatory authority of the Board ~f Gacne by prohibiting the 
taking of antlerless moose except under regulations adopted by 
the Board after requisite reconmendatlons for open seasons are 
1114de by the!lejiart111ent and by a 111ajori ty of active local 
advisory con11ittees for"tlle game iaanagement unit or units 
affe~ted. 

Although it is important to recognize that the Legislature has delegated 
broad regulatory authority to the Board of Game, it Is also important to 



understand that the Legislature has the authority to affect that delegation 
at any time. For example, seasons and bag limits, normally set by the 
Board, could legally be established by the Legislature. However, the 
legislature has generally restricted Its activities to 1110re general and 
enabling legislation. 

Governor 

The Governor, as chief executi ve of the State, Is responsible for the 
conduct of the Department of Fish and Game In serving the people of 
Alaska. All actions of the Department are subject to review and concurrence 
by the Governor. In •ddltlon, the Governor may invoke Independent 
executive actions. Under his s trong constitutional authority, the 
Governor has brought about major reorganization of the Department In the 
past. In 1962 mos t of the functions and powers of the Department 
relative to the collection, accountability, and custody of fish and game 
revenues was transferred to the Department of Revenue by executive 
order. Similarly, the Division of Protection, with primary responsibility 
for enforcement of all fish and game laws and regulations for the Department, 
was transferred to the Department of Public Safety In lg72 . 

Co1m1tssloner of the Department of fish and Game 

The Co1m1lssioner Is the principal executive officer of the Department of 
Fish and Game. He ts appointed by the Governor for a ten1 of S years, 
subject to confi1'1111tlon by the legislature, and serves at the pleasure 
of the Governor . The COllllllssloner functions to "inanage, protect, 111alntain, 
Improve, and extend the fish, game and aquatic plant resources of the 
state tn the Interest of the ecol'IOGly and general well·being of the 
state" (AS 16.05.020). To that end, he supervises and controls the 
Department, Including appointrlents of personnel and assistants necessary 
for the general adtlllntstratton of the Depart.ent and he may delegate his 
authority to subordinate officers. 

Among the powers and duties of the Commissioner are administrative, 
budgeting and fiscal powers; the collection, classification and dissemination 
of statistics, data and information; the emergency opening or closure of 
seasons or areas; and the capture, propagation, transport, purchase, 
sale, or exchange of fish or game or eggs for scientific or stocking 
purposes. 

In addition to that author! ty specifically provided to the Commissioner 
by statute, the Board may delegate to the Commissioner authority to make 
regulations. However, such delegation in the past has been limited and 
specific In nature. 

Division of Game 

The Division of Gacne was established In 1959 under provisions of the act 
creating the Department of Fish and Gaiae. As one of several divisions 
of the Department, the Division of Game functions In reetlng the legislative 
charge to the C0111111lssloner to "manage, protect, .alntafn, Improve and 
extend the . .... game ... . . resources of the state ...... " as well as In 
providing such assistance to the Board of Gaiae as ft requires In the 
perfonnance of Its functions. In each of these areas, the Division 
attempts to maintain a public posture by dfsset111natlng infonaatfon and 
encouraging public lnvolve111ent In the management of Alaska's wildlife. 

The Division of Game conducts ..any activities to meet Its responsibilities 
Including : 

Assessment of game population status Involving biological 
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research, surveys and Inventories of game populatior.s, and 
compilation and analysis of harvest statistics. 

Identification and protection of l~rtant wildlife habitats . 
The Division provides information an recOlllliendatlons to 
federal, state and lccal agencies which plan for, manage, 
regulate, or otherwise affect lands tn Alaska or their use, to 
minimize detrimental Impacts of land and water uses upon 
wildlife habitat In Alaska. 

Preparation of reports on the status, management and use of 
Alaska's wildlife resources, for public information, scientific 
publication and use, and to provide the Bo~rd of Game with 
infonnatlon it requires to promulgate regulations. 

RecOllllM!nding appropriate regulations for consideration by the 
Board of Game. 

Enforcenent of re1ulations. Although primary responsibility 
for enforcement o fish and game regulations falls to the 
Division of Wildlife Protection In the Department of Public 
Safety, Ga1111! Biologists are authorized as enforcement officers 
and maintain an active profile in the enforce!:leflt of regulations. 

Providing the public with information, assistance and other 
services. The Division disseadnates reports of Division 
activities to the public, contributes to Departmental information 
and education activities including television and radio programs, 
a Fish and Game 11agazine and newspaper articles, distributes 
regulation pamphlets to the public, and provides personal 
assistance and explanation on an individual inquiry basis. 

At present, the Division of Game is staffed with approximately 110 full­
time positions. About 75 positions are filled by professional biologists, 
all of whDIW possess at least a Bachelor's degree in wildlife management 
or other biological sciences. Many possess Master's degrees or higher. 
The remainder comprise the support staff of clerical, technical, and 
statistical positions. In addition to the Division headquarters in 
Juneau, regional offices are maintained in Fairbanks, Anchorage and 
Juneau. A total of 21 area field offices are maintained In major 
COIQllUflitles throughout the state. 

Activities of the Division of G~me are largely funded by a federal-state 
matching funds arrangement, 11ade possible through a "Fish and Game Fund" 
and the Federal Aid In Wildlife Restoration Act of lg37. 

Under the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act and Its amend111ents, 
funds frOll an excise tax on sporting anns and anmunitlon, including 
pistols, revolvers, bows and arrows, and parts and accessories are made 
available to the various states on a matching basis for use in wildlife 
restoration work, including land acquisition, research, develop;nent and 
management projects, and for use in hunter safety progra~s. l'ontes are 
made available on a maximum share basis of 3 federal to 1 state dollar 
basis. Provisions In the act require tlit! various participating states 
tci'iiiilntain funds obligated to fish and wildlife restoration work as 
defined by the act. 

The Alaska Legislature established the Fish and Game Fund at the same 
time the Department was established. lt>st of the money comprising the 
Fish and Ganie Fund derives fr0111 the sale of state sport fishing and 
hunting licenses ~nd special permits. although funds from other sources 
are possible. Funds gained from license sales or permit fees cannot be 
used for other than the protection, propagation, Investigation and 
restoration of sport fish and game resources and the expenses of administering 
the Sport Fish and Game Divisions of the Department. 
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Board of Game 

The Board of Game, as presently constituted, was established in 1975. 
Originally established In 1959 as an eight-member Board of Fish and 
Game, the Board was subsequently enlarged by statute to 10 and then 12 
members before being divided into two Boards, one for fi sheries and one 
for game. The Board of Game now has i even members, appointed by the 
Governor and subject to confirmation by the Legislature. The staggered 
term of office for 111embers is four years. Members serve at the pleasure 
of the Governor. 

The primary functions of the Board of Game in conserving and developing 
the game resources of the state are the promulgation of regulations 
affecting use of wildlife and the establfsllnent and conduct of advisory 
comittees. 

The Board of Game Is empowered to make regulations for : 

{1) setting apart game reserve areas, refuges and sanctuaries In 
the waters or on the lands of the state over which it has 
jurisdiction, subj~t to the approval of the Legislature; 

(2) establishlnent of open and closed seasons and areas for the 
taking of game; 

(3) establistlaent of the means and methods employed in the pursuit, 
capture and transport of game; 

(4) setting quotas and bag lf ~lts on the taking of game; 

(S) classifying game as game birds, song birds, big ga111e animals, 
furbearing animals, preddtors or other categories; 

(6) Investigating and determining the extent and effect of predation 
and co;ipetlt ion a.ong game in the state, exercising control 
measures considered nece1sary to the resources of the state 
and designating game management units or parts of game management 
units in which bounties for predatory animals shall be paid; 

17) engaging in biological research, watershed and habitat l11111rovement, 
and game management, protection, propagation and stocking; 

(B) entering into cooperative agreeiaents with educational Institutions 
and state, federal, or other agencies to promote galll! research, 
management, education, and information and to train men for 
game management; 

(9) prohibiting the live capture, possession, transport, or release 
of native or e~otfc game or their eggs; and 

( 10) establ lshfng the times and dates during which the Issuance of 
game licenses, per11lts and registrations and the transfer of 
permits and registrations between registration areas and game 
management units or subunits Is allowed. {AS 16.05.255) 

In addition , the Board of Game NY adopt regulations upon the recomendatfon 
of the Department, by the majority vote of affected local advisory 
conmlttees, or by wrltten petition by interested residents of an area as 
regards the establishment of subsistence hunting areas, the control of 
transportation methods and means within subsistence hunting areas, and 
the establishment of open and closed seasons and areas to protect subsistence 
hunting. (AS 16.05.257) 

Pr0111Ulgatfon of regulations by the Board 111.1st be fn accordance with 
Alaska's Administrative Procedure Act (AS 44.62) which requires a1110ng 



other things that: 

1. Meetings of the Board be open to the public and that reasonable 
public notice be given for such meetings. 

2. A procedure be used for adopting regulations which Includes: 

a. prior public notification of proposed actions, 

b. opportunity for any interested person to present statements, 
arguments, or contentions In reference to a proposed 
action, and, 

c. opportunity for an Interested person to petition the 
Board for the adoption, amendment, or repeal of a regulation. 

3. Regulations be codified and published. 

The Boards of Fisheries and Game are empowered to establish advisory 
COtllllittees in various parts of the state for the purpose of providing 
the Boards with recoanendatfons on fish and game In their areas of 
jurisdiction. The Boards set the number and tenns of the inembers of 
advisory co11111lttees, delegate one member of each comittee as chalnnan 
and give him authority to hold public hearings on fish or game matters. 
Advisory c0111111ttees have the authority to declare emergency closures 
during established seasons under procedures established by the Board. 
Furthermore, advisory comnfttees !lllst reco11111end openings of antlerless 
moose seasons in their respective areas, in conjunction with Department 
reccmnendatlons for open seasons, before the Board of Game may adopt 
regulations for the taking of antlerless inoose. 

The Board of Game meets at least once each year, but may meet more often 
as it considers necessary. Special Board meetings may be called at any 
tiine by the Comissioner or at the request of two Board inetnbers. 

Public 

Alaska's people are the ultimate 111anagers of their wildlife resources. 
Through the electoral process and other mechanisms of government responsiveness, 
the public can and does effect the management of wildlife In Alaska. 

Wildlife management fn Alaska fs an exceptionally public process. Aside 
frOlll the economic Interest In resource utilization, few other resources 
elicit public attention to the extent that fish and wildlife do because 
an intimate association with wildlife has been an Important part of the 
Alaskan lifestyle. There fs a traditional sense of personal ownership 
of wildlife that doesn't exist to the same degree with other natural 
resources. Other contributing factors are the Increasing Importance of 
outdoor recreational activities and the widespread public association 
with "ecological awareness.• 

Alaska's constitution reserves the state's wildlife to the people for 
c01111111n use consistent with the public Interest. In order to assume an 
active and productive role in the mana9e11ent and use of wildlife, the 
public 1111.1st be cognizant of the responsibilities demanded by such a 
role. The public has a responsibility to be informed about the status 
of wildlife resources and the options for their use. The public should 
also be fnfonned about the governmental 111anagement framework • which 
agencies are Involved, what their responsibilities are, how their 
functions and authority are interrelated, and what legal, budgetary, and 
administrative constraints limit their actions . Citizens should be 
aware of the opportunities to express their concerns as provided by 
statute, directive and policy: the legislative stage, the public foru• 
provided by the Board of Game, public hearings and meetings, petitions, 
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and personal contact. The public should participate in the regulatory 
process and should actively support current regulations. Finally, all 
wildlife users should bear their share of costs of conservation . Although 
many people who do not hunt or f1sh derive substantial benefits from 
fish and wildlife, in Alaska almost all costs of wildlife management by 
the Department of Fish and Game are borne not bf the general public, but 
by those individuals who purchase hunting and f shlng 1lcenses, guns and 
a11111unl ti on, and fishing tad le. 

BIOLOGICAL CONS IOERA Tl ONS 

Wildlife tlab1tat 

The dependency of wildlife on its habitat Is of fundamental importance, 
yet inany people are unaware of the relationships involved. Habitat is 
a combination of many Interrelated factors which provide living space 
for a species. Food and cover are general terms for basic necessities 
that are often cocnpllcated and variable according to season and circumstance. 
Suitable and often different areas are needed for breeding, nesting, 
rearing young, resting, escaping and feeding. Hot only must all these 
essential components be present in a habitat to make It "habitable" for 
a species, but they must be accessible to the animals. Some migratory 
birds satisfy their habitat needs by depending on habitat c0atponents 
over the breadth of two continents while some small ma11111als live their 
entire 1 ives in the space of a backyard. But the "backyard" must have 
the necessary variety of areas to be good habi tat. For many species, 
the more "edge effect" created by Interspersion of vegetative types, the 
better the habitat. The ~uitability of a habitat is thP. first concern 
In any effort to establish, ..alntaln, or enhance populations of a species. 

There is a limit to the number of animals supported by a unit of habitat, 
and this llmit'varies from season to season and from year to year as the 
adequacy of the essential habitat factors vary. I/hen expressed as an 
average density of animals that can be supported this limit Is called 
the carrying casacity. When carrying capacity is exceeded by a population, 
habitat can be amaged, and the result is often a reduction in the 
carrying capacity followed by a decline in the wildlife population . 

A species usually relies on more than one specific habitat area or 
factor for the essentials of life. The area or factor In shortest 
supply determines the maximum number of animals that a habitat can 
support. This Is known as a limiting factor. If food ls the limiting 
factor, and the supply is increased, the carrying capacity for that 
species will increase until ft becOllles li~lted by the shortage of another 
factor, such as a place to escape from predators. Specific habitat 
areas of great importance to a wildlife population are called critical 
areas or critical habitat. Such areas are critical because they are 
limiting, and their 1oss or reduct1on would result in elimination or 
reduction of the population. 

Habitat changes are continuously occurring naturally . Vegetation associations 
succeed one another as each success\ona1 stage, through Its occupancy, 
makes conditions more favorable for Its successor until a climax 
vegetation stage is established. Clh11ax c011111Unities remafilliltenuous 
balance with the long-tenn forces of clf..ate and geological change. 
There are reversals in the process as well, and these normally are 
sudden and drastic in comparison to the subtle progress of succession. 
Fire is perhaps the rwost spectacular, but there are 111any others, such as 
deposition of material by rivers and glaciers, effects of windstorms, 
Insect infestations, and man-made clearings. Wildlife populations 
change in response to changes in habitat, as It bec0111es 1110re or less 
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favorable for the species. 

Klni ulation of habitat includi otectlon when necessar is 
t ere ore a pr me too n manag nq for des re popu at ons of w ldlife. 
With the proper techniques the successlonal stages most favorable to a 
species can be maintained on a long-tel'lll basis, variety of desired 
vegetation can be improved beyond natural occurrence, and special habitat 
necessities can sometimes be artificially provided. Response of wil dl lfe 
to habitat improvetients can be dra.atic. 

Some qualifications on the benefits of habitat Improvement should be 
noted. Habitat Improvement programs are directed at Increasing or 
maintaining numbers of desired wildlife populations. Since a habitat 
favorable for some species -.y be less favorable for others, iaanlpulatlon 
of habitat will mean reductions of some species populations as well as 
gains to others. Also, manipulation of habitat does not always result 
in increases of wildlife because the effectiveness of habitat iaaprove.ents 
111ay be limited by the Influence of uncontrolled factors such as climate 
and soil quality. There also are a number of species which are dependent 
upon climax vegetation associations. Because their populations cannot 
be benefitted thl'Ollgh short-tel'lll vegetation changes 111anagetnent must be 
directed to other factors which are alterable. 

Population dyna•lcs 

Maintenance of populations at carrying capacity, however useful as a 
aianage11ent concept, is rarely achieved under natural, un.anaged conditions. 
How many Individuals of a species there actually are tn an area at any 
time ts a result of the interplay of the population with the allowance 
of its living area. Wildlife is often "out of phase" with its habitat 
in a never-ending see-saw of adjustments to the excesses and shortages 
of its environment. The processes of adjustment by which a population's 
size ts balanced with Its habitat are termed population dynamlcs. 
Essentially, these are the opposing forces of reproduction an 110rtality. 

Reproduction Is the main way new individuals are recruited into a population 
(•lgratton may add ani111o1ls, too). The increase of a population, excluding 
the effects of 111vement or mortality, is ll•lted by the reproductive 
~tentlal of that species. The number of young each female can produce n a year, the minimum and maximum ages at which breeding may occur, the 
sex ratio of breeding adults, and longevity of Individuals, all together 
dete1111ine the maximum rate of Increase that a population may exhibit. 
Wildlife populations, however, rarely Increase at their maximum rate. 
Mortality is the main reason, of course, but other factors may depress 
reproductive success. For exaaple, not all feiaales capable of breeding 
find males; or younger animals capable of breeding may be Inhibited In 
attempting to breed because of dominance exerted by older Individuals; 
and many species give birth to fewer young in times of adversity. ~ 
depressants on reproduction are comM>nlf self-regulatu::i mechanisms, 
through which animals respond to condlt ons of overcr Ing, foOd 
shortages, or poor nutrition. 

Mortality operates against population growth by removing animals. 
Starvation, predation, hunting, Inclement weather, diseases and parasites, 
accidents, and strife between animals all contribute to losses of wildlife. 
The relative Importance of any one factor Is generally dependent on two 
things: the effects of other mortality factors, and the density of the 
population. Animals injured by accident or strife may have difficulty 
obtaining food and inay starve. Others, weakened by starvation or debilitated 
by disease, may fall easy prey to predators. In the absence of predation 
and hunting, populations can outgrow their food supply and starvation 
will be the major cause of n>rtality. Sollle factors, such as predation, 
starvation, and disease, increase In their illlJ>Ol"tance as the density of 
the population rises and these are known as density-dependent mortality 
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factors. Success of predators increases as their prey becomes more 
abundant. Starvation fs lll)re comnon as competition for food increases. 
Transmission of disease fs facilitated by crowding of animals. The 
reverse situation Is also true. As a population is reduced, relatively 
fewer losses occur to these factors. Also, greater losses to one cause 
will result In reduced losses due to other factors. To some extent, 
change In one kind of loss is cOAtpensated for by change in another kind 
of loss. 

These direct and indirect crreensatory relationships between reproductive 
perfonnance, various mortal ty factors, and population density make It 
possible to SOllle extent for human use of wildlife to replace other kinds 
of mortality. 

Losses to wildlife populations are replaced by reproduction. If everything 
is working right and habitat quality is reasonably good, animals characteristically 
produce ll'IDre young than are needed for replacement. This creates a 
"surplus" of individuals, both young and old, that Is trirrmed off by the 
various mortality factors. The surplus~ be small if the new individuals 
are accolllllOd~ted by excellent habitat, or-Tt ~be large as the population 
exceeds the capacity of the habitat. Wildlife management seeks to take 
advantage of compensatory relationships to 11ake some of the surplus 
available for human use. 

Removal of animals lowers population density. fewer an11111ls are then 
lost to density-dependent mortality factors. lowered density results in 
reduced competition for food, which in turn Increases survival of 
young, for it is the young (and the very old) which suffer the greatest 
losses to starvation. Within limits, Increasing the removal of adult 
an11111ls continues to buosl lhe survival of young. furthennore, lOWf!r 
population density makes more food available, more animals breed successfully 
as a result of being in good physical condition, and more young are 
produced and raised by each female. 

The productivity of a species in ternts of its use by hulllans is called 
"yield.'' Normally, yield applies to consumptive use, but ft can also 
include so-called "nonconsu111ptlve" use as well. Management of wildlife 
1s aimed at producing a sustained yield, that ls, utilizing a wildlife 
population at such a level that the capability of the population to 
continue to provide such use Is not laipa1red. Sustained yield is 
the central concept in the management of any renewable resource. 

There is usually a range in Intensity of use that wildlife populations 
wl 11 sustain, from no use to that which is the maximum allowable. Human 
use is another force acting on a population, affecting, and In turn 
being affected by, the compensatory relationships of the various natural 
reproductive and inortal1ty factors. Consequently, a wildlife population 
will establish an equl11briua with the forces acting upon it,~ 
as the minimal species regulrements are met. 

PROBLEMS OF MANAGEMENT 

Management of wildlife has its share of problems. Although many problems 
can be foreseen and avoided by giving careful thought to the future, 
dealing with wildlife and with people Is full of surprises and the 
wildlife manager lllUSt be "ready for anything." 

The difficulties faced by wild animals In their dally lives become part 
of the problems faced by wildlife lllilnagers. Many of the crucial problems 
faced by wildlife in obtaining enough good food, having a chance to 
reproduce, and avoiding an untimely death are known. Many remain nature's 
secrets. A large part of the wildlife taanager's job consists of learning 
to recognize these crucial problems, and trying to either minimize or 
iaake allowance for them. 

18 



Perhaps a larger part of the manager's job involves regulating man's use 
of wildlife and its habitat. There are two broad problem areas involved. 
The most difficult is attempting to insure that use and development of 
resources other than wildlife cause the least difficulties for wildlife 
and its habitat. The second broad problem area involve~ developing a 
system of wildlife use that enriches the lives of the public in various 
ways without impairing the welfare of wildlife species, their habitat, 
or their relations with other species. The latter problem is the 
wlldlifer's "first love,• but more often than not he's "married" to the 
former! 

Taken together, these two broad problem areas include a whole spectrum 
of potential difficulties for wildlife, wildlife managers, and the 
public who wishes to enjoy wildlife. Proble~s range in illll>Ortance fro• 
critical to mere nuisances, depending on their nature, location, duration, 
season and magnitude. The llOSt important proble~ affecting the well­
being of wildlife In Alaska and Indeed, in most parts of the world, is 
loss of suitable living space, or habitat. Alaska Is fortunate In that 
the wildlife habitat that has been lost or significantly damaged is 
small at this time, but the trend toward increasing losses is clear. 

Hany other problems exist, and the following review lllily give readers a 
feeling for the variety and Importance of problet1s encocntered In 
wlJdlife lllilnAgesnent. For convenience, problems are grouped according to 
these clrc11111stances: natural factors, land use, use of wildlife, and 
111anagement limitations. 

Ka tura 1 Fae tors 

Loss of habitat occurs through nature's processes, soaietlmes suddenly 
but 11111re often slowly enough for animals to adjust. Gl~en time , ineadows 
111ay become brushlands, and brushlands become forests. for example, the 
great 1947 Kenai burn, a huge wildfire on the Kenai Peninsula, allowed 
thousands of acres of young willow, aspen and birch to replace mature 
forests with prime food, and stimulated a boom in 11Uose numbers. Out 
after 30 years the prfme food plants have grown out of reach or have 
been eaten up; the prime moose habitat is gradually being lost , and the 
number of moose the area can support has declined. Similar situations 
have occurred throughout 11111ch of Southcentral and Interior Alaska, as 
axlern, efficient fire suppression techniques have reduced the frequency 
and extent of burning. On the other hand, natural and mCln-caused fires 
have affected wildlife populations, such as caribou, red squirrels, and 
spruce grouse, that are dependent on long-established (climax) vegetation. 

There are other examples: ponds or sloughs used by beavers may gradually 
fill in with silt and dead plant remains, and either become too shallow 
or develop a wide "beach" of sedges and grasses that makes food gathering 
a dangerous proposition, and the beavers quit using the ponds. 

Sometimes the animals cause their own problem. The Nelchlna caribou 
herd grew so large that It decreased its own food supply by eating and 
trampling more than the plants could produce. Aro important part of the 
caribou habitat was lost, and will not recover for many years. But, to 
repeat, these are all examples of relatively long-term changes , and 
while great changes may occur in numbers of the species affected, the 
change each year 11ay be 1110derate. 

In a few cases, change may be rapid and catastrophic. A much earlier 
fire on the Kenai Peninsula apparently destroyed the caribou habitat 
then available. Caribou disappeared from the Kenai, and did not return 
until transplanted by man 60 to 70 years later. The 1912 eruption of 
Katmai was a catastrophe that quickly eliminated much wildlife habitat 
on the Alaska Peninsula, and the 1964 earthquake caused the ocean floor 
to rise several feet in some areas of southcentral Alaska, dramatically 
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affecting all marine life, including marine manmals and waterfowl. 

Another major, natural limiting factor, or problem, for wildlife is 
weather. Alaska's climate is often harsh and there are numerous examples 
of the limiting effects of weather on wildlife. In the winters of 1971, 
lg72 and 1974 unusually cold weather caused sea ice in the Bering Sea to 
extend hundreds of miles south of its usual limit; sea otters were 
trapped, unable to feed and float as they normally do, and many died. 
Winters of prolonged, unusually deep snow have caused major die-offs of 
moose at Yakutat, and in SOuthcentral and Interior Alaska. In some 
cases 50 percent or more of the moose may have died, mainly because It 
became too difficult to get around in search of food. 

Hard snow crusts formed by unusual winter rain have caused grouse to die 
from freezing, because the birds were unable to burrow in the snow at 
night to sleep. Similar crusts caused by the bright spring sun have at 
times aided wolves in pursuit of moose. In some years, frozen or wind­
blown snow crusts may prevent caribou from feeding on parts of their 
winter range; crusts or deep snow may affect sheep similarly. 

Hid-winter flooding or unusually great depths of overflow ice have 
driven beavers from their houses, llllch to the benefit of passing wolves 
or wolverines which find beavers easy prey on land. Severe spring 
floods may drown beaver kits, calf moose, and other young-of-the-year. 
Of course, the effect of any of these events depends on their severity, 
how long they last, and whether or not they strike an especially vulnerable 
spot in the species' annual cycle of living. 

There may be times when weather Is so severe that animals (especially 
young ones) die outright from exposure, but usually, as ln the examples 
above, bad weather makes It so hard for animals to use some critical 
part of their habitat that they die from starvation, with a little extra 
"push" from a combination of various lesser factors such as disease or 
parasites, predators, and accidents. 

Food supply, or nutrition, is a crucial factor not only during hard 
winters, but at other times as well. Ample food of good quality Is 
especially important to pregnant and nursing females, whose food needs 
are greatly increased. A lack of proper food may result in weak offspring 
which may be susceptible to disease, or be caught by a predator. Some 
young may not even be born, or may be born dead. In fact, if the 
female has been undernourished prior to breeding season, she may not 
conceive when she mates, or perhaps she will have fewer offspring than 
normal. 

Hoose, deer, and caribou depend on "fattening-up" during the sulllller in 
preparation for a rugged rutting season and a long winter. Hales lose 
most of their fat during the rut, and are actually in only fair condition 
when winter comes. If winter weather is particularly severe, or winter 
food is scarce, males are more likely to die than females. Calves and 
very old animals are even more susceptible. 

As more Is learned about wildlife nutrition, it becomes evident that 
food ~ is as important as quantity. Some species of food plants 
are more nutritious than others, some parts of plants are more nutritious 
than other parts, and In general younger plants are more nutritious than 
older plants. A bunch of brush is not necessarily a bunch of good 
wildlife food! 

Predation. If the moose, caribou, sheep, grouse or other species have 
managed to survive all the other natural hazards of life so far discussed, 
there is no time to be smug, because there may be a bear, wolf, weasel, 
hawk or some other predator looking for its next meal! When prey species 
(those normally eaten by another species"}"are at low numbers, in poor 
condition, or have trouble escaping because of deep snow or lack of 



suitable habitat, predators can eat enough prey to reduce or hold down 
numbers of their prey. The effects lllily be short-term, or they 111ay 
extend over several decades, depending on the species Involved and the 
circumstances. There usually ts little doubt that prey numbers will 
eventually recover, but In the meantime few of the prey species may be 
available for the remaining predators, scavengers, or for various uses 
by people. For exaaiple, fn recent years, severe winter weather has been 
an important cause of declining ll100Se nUIObers In Interior Alaska. In 
the Tanana Flats, near Fairbanks, hunting and predation contributed to 
this decline. Hunting has been almost completely eliminated to encourage 
the recovery of the moose population, but so far no recovery fs In 
sight. Wolves have been one of the 111ajor factors preventing moose 
numbers frOlll rapidly recovering, and In the Tanana Flats, their depredations 
may accelerate and deepen the moose decline to very low numbers. The 
situation prompted wolf control programs in an effort to allow moose to 
recover more rapidly. Predators are rarely the sole reason for declines 
of wildlife populations, but under certain circumstances they can be a 
prl111ary cause for depression of prey numbers. 

There are additional natural hazards for wildlife. Accidents and 
disease sometimes kill wildlife, but often these hazards are either 
caused or pT'OlllOted by ether hazards. For exatnple, a hard winter or late 
break-up 111ay cause 1110re accidents, because animals are In poor condition 
and more accident-prone. 

In su~ry, a variety of natural mortality factors affect wildlife 
populations; these factors usually are Interrelated, and their Impact 
varies from negligible to considerable. Wildlife inanagers 11111st know 
what these factors, or problems, are, and either devise ways of reducing 
them, or tailor management to allow for effects of these hazards. 

Land Use 

Land ownershif was pretty simple before Alaska became a state. There 
were a few mi itary reservations, and a large petroleum reserve. A 
handful of large National Parks, Honwaents and extensive Wildlife Refuges 
existed, plus large National Forest holdings In Southeastern Alaska and 
smaller ones In Southcentral Alaska. Most of Alaska, though, was public 
domain, unconmltted to any special uses. 

Times changed, the State of Alaska was given the right to select 104 
~illion acres as part of tts dowry frocn the federal government, and 
before long the question of Alaska Nathe Land Claims arose. In 1971 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act gave Alaskan Natives the right 
to select approximately 40 million acres of land in Alaska, and also 
provided for tnc:lusfon of up to 80 million acres in National Parks, 
Refuges, Forests and Wild and k enic Rivers. Hative selections were 
recently completed and are awaiting certification. Various proposals 
have been made for how the 80 million acres, called "d2 ' lands, should 
be assigned to the government agencies involved, and Congress has to 
11111ke the final decisions by Dect!llber 1978. 

However those final decisions turn out, lands in Alaska will be in a 
crazy-quilt pattern of private, state, and (several) federal agency 
ownerships. The rights, regulations and rules of the various owners 
will niake resource use of all kinds n.ich more complex, and generally 
1111re restrictive than ever before. For wildlife management to contribute 
effectively to the well-being of wildlife species, and to provide for 
continued use of wildlife In various ways, some major problems must be 
addressed. 

Perhaps the most basic proble111 is that even as demands for use of wildlife 
Increase, the amount of land available for public use will decline, 
simply because the amount of land in private ownership will Increase. 
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land granted to native groups will be private land. Like any landowner, 
native groups will place their own interests first, and the lands granted 
to thl!lll are their main resource in bec0111ing ecoll<llllically self-sufficient. 
Self-sufficiency may be based on resource developaient, subsistence use, 
or both, but whatever combination develops, public access to wildlife on 
those lands will no longer be a right, and opportunities to use wildlife 
wil 1 decrease. 

Some state-owned lands may go into private control, too, through sale or 
lease. This would also decrease opportunity for public access to wildlife. 
By statute, one Alaskan has as 111Uch right to use wildlife as another, 
but, also by law, the landowner can regulate trespass on his own land as 
he sees flt. 

The dilenma of Increasing demand for wildlife use Is only a little less 
complicated on public lands where constraints of private ownership are 
not In effect. In substantial portions of the 80 million acres of d2 
lands under consideration by Congress, wildlife uses such as hunting, 
trapping, observing, or otherwise enjoying wildlife may be severely 
restricted or prohibited. loss or severe restriction of these uses In 
large areas of federal domain is In itself a problem for those desiring 
to hunt and trap, or use wildlife In other ways, but the problem ls 
compounded because the demand for these uses is not likely to go away. 
Rather, it will shift to other areas still available for these uses. 
Wildlife management programs then 11\JSt cope with this concentrated 
demand and the stress it places on resources of a reduced land area. 

With the many future owners of Alaska's lands and their diverse interests, 
.i great challenge will be to achieve agreement on 111anagetnent that will 
benefit wildlife no matter whose land they're standing on. Many species 
will regularly cross property boundaries, and It will be very important 
that habitat preservation or 111anlpulation and other ..anagement ll'leiSures 
undertaken for the benefit of wildlife are a truly cooperative venture 
a1110ng landowners. 

Develo~nt of Alaska's natural resources has spurred Interest In Alaska 
ever s nee the first Russian ship groped its way through the stonns and 
fog to find· and claim "The Great Land.• The history of development In 
Alaska Is really more a chronicle of exploitation, cranmed with a thousand 
shaky schemes to make men rich and sprinkled with a few that succeeded. 
Alaska survived, more by its vastness, remoteness, and by chance than by , 
the enlightenment of men. Alaska is still vast but It is no longer 
remote, and its future condition as an unique environment for wildlife 
and for people depends upon the attitudes and actions of society much 
more than In the past. 

Resource development, such has logging, mining, oil extraction, dam 
construction, and other activities are often viewed as the beginning of 
the end for wildlife. This is not always the case, but such resource 
uses do present potential problems to wildlife , wildlife habitat, and 
wildlife management because they often involve rapid and substantial 
habitat changes that persist for long periods of time. To most people, 
the change llOSt imnedlately obvious when development occurs is a loss In 
aesthetic quality. Development involves change, and with few exceptions 
people view such change as an aesthetic loss. Although It is not mentioned 
in the following discussion, the degradation of aesthetic quality is a 
proble111 comron to all fonns of develop!lent . 

Logging practices in Southeastern Alaska have been a source of concern 
to wildlife (and fisheries) biologists for years, and recently became 
national news when a court decision banned clear-cutting. Modern logging 
in Southeastern Alaska usually Involves clear-cutting of inature forests 
because that is the most economical method In areas of even•aged trees 
where few or no roads exist, the country ls rugged, and forests are a 
kind of jungle. "Clear-cutting" means cutting all timber on a selected 
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piece of ground. The ground cover vegetation Is pretty well cleared 
also, by heavy equipment used in logging. 

Although shrubs of various kinds grow 1111 In clear-cuts, there is some 
question of how beneficial they lllily be to deer, particularly in large 
clear-cuts, where deer may be reluctant to go far frOlll the edge of 
tllllber, or deep snow prevents them front doing so. Clear-cuts provide 
lltw deer browse (primarily in snow-free periods) for 15 to 20 years, but 
after that little food Is available. Effects of clear-cuts on other 
species are even less well kllDWll. Where logging occurs next to salmon 
streams, siltation, stream blockage, and higher water te~eratures may 
reduce or elimioate the stre&11's suitability for spawning or for young 
salmon and for other aquatic life, and may indirectly affect brown 
bears, black bears, and nwnerous furbearers that feed along these 
strea•s. Bald eagles nest in trees alorig the beaches, and they apparently 
require virgin tillber for nesting. Even fn very old clear-cuts that now 
have trees, eagles apparently do not nest. 

Logs are usually stored In floating rafts which are held in sheltered 
bays, or estuaries, where freshwater streams ~Ingle with the ocean. 
Estuaries are prilne "nurseries" for many .iarine Invertebrates and 
fishes, and pollution frOlll logs and bark that is soaked or wor11 off can 
seriously affect the marine life of estuaries. log rafts often scrape 
around the shallow bottDlll in response to tide or wind, and this too 
datllilgeS the habitat so i111>Drtant to young 1111rine life. Thus, various 
birds and maa.als that feed on the 11arine life of estuaries can be 
affected by what see111 at first glance to be remte and unrelated events. 

logging in other parts of Alaska has not been extensive since the gold­
rush days, but it Is increasing in response to both domestic and foreign 
demand. Not much Is known about effects of logging in these areas. 
Although logging was intensive In 111any places in the early days, no one 
paid much attention to Its effects on wildlife. It 1115y be that logging 
In Interior and Southcentral Alaska, can, with careful planning, benefit 
certain wildlife species without doing great harm to others. 

Hlnfng for 11any years has been synonynous with habitat destruction in 
parts of the U.S. where open-pit mines were developed. Alaska has had 
little of such methods, although scores of creek bottoas have been 
turned upside down by placer mining and dredging for gold. Now, 10 to 
60 Y1!ars after most gold mining shut down, it's hard to say what the 
i111p&ct has been or what it will a110Unt to when another 50 years have 
passed. Huch silt in numerous streams may have taken its toll on salmon 
and grayling, but impacts on wildlife are not well known. If extensive 
gold mining began once more, certainly habitat losses would result, but 
the importance of the losses is hard to predict. 

In some cases roads or trails opened to reach mineral claims or •fnes 
have created erosion, thawing of permafrost and slumping, or other 
dalllige to habitat. Although SOl!le individual cases 11111y do mfnllllil 
dilllige, the acc11111Ulated dalll5ge inay becocne significant, particularly ff a 
great increase in ~ining should occur. 

In the past, roads and trails built by and for miners provided access 
for coanerce of the day. Some of these routes became roads which today 
allow thousands of wildlife users to reach new or different areas. The 
results have been both good and bad. Wildlife users were able to 
disperse to enjoy different areas and perhaps less crowding, but In 
certain areas the added hunting pressure was undesirable and proved 
detrimental to some big game species. ShDuld ne11 access be created by a 
future surge in mining, wildlife managers will have to be prepared to 
cope with the possibility of too much access by highly mobile hunters 
and other recreatlonlsts. 

Impound11ents, or lakes created by man-niade dams are another form of 
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devclopcnent that creates wildlife rianageaient problelllS. In general, the 
greatest problem caused by dams and their lakes is simply loss of the 
wildlife habitat to flooding. few dalllS have been built In Alaska thus 
far, and relatively little habitat daiaage has occurred. Two proposed 
da11s. however, illustrate the potential. 

The Rampart Dam proposal was inade in the early 1960's. With a da11 near 
Rampart, on the Yukon River. the Yukon flats would have been flooded, 
with the lmpoundlllent reaching nearly to the Canadian border. ft. Yukon 
and several s111c1ller villages would have been displaced along with 
several aillion acres of prime waterfowl, furbearer and big game habitat. 
Electric power was the purpose of the daa, and It was finally decided 
that the dam was not a good Investment considering the returns It would 
bring. for wildlife resources of the state (and the nation), it was a 
fortunate decision. There ls no way that production of wildlife In 
other areas could have been increased enough to make up for the losses 
that would have resulted from such a riasslve loss of prlae habitat. 

The "Devil's Canyon•, or Susltna Dam, Is a project currently being 
seriously considered. Its purpose Is also the generation of electric 
power. A pair of dams would be built on the upper Susltna River where 
the river flows through a deep, relatively narrow valley. Habitat loss 
would be small compared to the Rampart Oa11 proposal, yet valuable wintering 
areas for lllOOse and migration routes of caribou would be flooded, and 
increased human access would probably result. The effects of flood 
control on wildlife habitat below the da11 are poorly understood, but it 
is known that periodic flooding Is one of the rialn events that keeps 
river bottOllS fertile and productive. 

"Transportation corridor• Is a currently-used phrase fur a place to put 
roads, pipel iues, electric 1 Ines or other systems for moving people, 
1114terial or energy. Numerous transportation corridors for various 
anticipated uses have been proposed in Alaska. The best known such 
corridor in Alaska today Is the Trans-Alaska Pipeline corridor, with Its 
roads, camps, pipes and storage tanks. 

for wildlife management, the problet1s of transportation corridors 
include habftat loss and disturbance of wildlife at critical tlines, but 
probably of more importance is how to regulate access and resource use 
next to the corridor, and how to Insure that the pipeline, road or 
whatever may be built, interferes as little as possible with normal 
animal 1110vements and behavior. While a single corridor through an area 
may have l imlted impact on wildl lfe, multiple corridors would very 
likely create cuch 1n0re serious problems by compounding the smaller 
influences of individual corridors. 

Urbanization and related effects of an Increasing human population, such 
as sprawling suburbs, private recreation property, roads, and fences, 
probably create more problems for wildlife and wildlife management than 
Is cOlllnOnly appreciated. loss of wildlife habitat to urban expansion Is 
often not very obvious, until comparisons are made with 5, 10 or 20 
years past. 

The amount of habitat lost In the Anchorage area over the last 10 years 
Is startling, and can be appreciated only by comparing aerial photographs 
from 10 years ago and now. The same ts true of the Fairbanks area, and 
to a lesser extent it is true of rnany Slll&ller cOfTll'IUnitles and roadside 
areas as well. In addition to habitat loss, disturbance by Increased 
vehicle traffic, additional people, and more dogs and cats, places 
greater difficulties before wildlife as they attempt to find and use 
habitat once available to theai but now gone or surrounded by "barriers.• 
Conflicts between wild animals and people in urban and suburban areas 
often result In the eli11fnation of the animals. Under such circumstances, 
wildlife numbers cannot help but decline. 
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A second Impact of urban growth Is the effect upon adjacent recreation 
areas. Urban dwellers characteristically look longingly to the country, 
and ff possible they will buy recreation property somewhere near their 
ha.es . Again, the Anchorage area is a good example; many privately 
owned recreation lots have sprung up In the Hatanuska Valley. Where 
fonN!rly old hOllM!steads and random fires cl't!ated clearings that produced 
abundant winter food for 1110ose, now private owners carefully guard their 
quota of maturing forest which they understandably treasure . The resulting 
reduction in winter range may have strong and long-ten1 negative linpact 
on the nUtlber of lllOOSe fn the Matanuska Valley. Although ft Is a wildlife 
manage.ent probletn, there may be no solution, at least within the choices 
presently available to the manager. 

Pollution has only recently become a household 1«1rd, even though ft has 
long been a COlmlln problem. Alaskans are fortunate fn having few serious 
pollution problems, but they do occur. Perhaps the most Important 
source of pollution wfth respect to wildlife Is oil development and 
transportation. 

The effects of oil (or its by-products) may be direct, as when oft 
products spilled on lakes, rivers or oceans iimcbilfze birds, ruin their 
waterproofing, or poison them. 011 spills are now infa111>us for the 
problems they have cl't!ated for waterfowl and marine birds. 

Indirect effects are more subtle, and fn the long run they may be ll'Cre 
important. Oil products can upset natural systems by kill ing or crippling 
Sllllll organisms upon which larger forms feed, or by similarly affecting 
young stages of larger forms. Either way, there's potential for Impacts 
on game or food fishes, shellfish, waterfowl, sea birds and marine 
111a1111als . The indirect Impacts of just a single spill are poorly understood, 
yet the potential for r;peat::l spills exists and ts probably fncreasfng. 
Although 111>re ls being earn about the effects of oil spills, and llllre 
effort fs now made to clean them up, the chief proble111 seems to be how 
to avoid thetn In the ffrst place. 

Use of Wll dlf fe 

Of all the problems of wildlife management, none are llllre perplexing to 
the wildlife manager, nor stir the emotions of the public like wildlife 
uses . People who would not blink an eye if Hoover Dam were plunked in 
the middle of Alaska, reservoir and all, are ready to fight if cow moose 
hunting ts suggested: And how many years has it been since the "wolf 
controversy" didn't warm up the Alaskan winter and save a thousand souls 
from cabin feYirf"""'The list of wildlife issues that bring out the best, 
or the worst, in people seems endless. Alaskans have a personal and 
proprietary interest in wildlife, and as many views on wildlife uses as 
there are feathers on a falcon. 

Is that a problem? No, and, yes. No - the public has the last word on 
how wildlife should be managed and their interest and input Is essential 
ff 11o1nagement is to turn out as they want it. But, yes - not everyone 
can be satisfied. Then, too, there are SOllll! people whose views are 
strictly self-serving, and who contribute 1110re to the problems than to 
solutions. 

Before a manager can think about how wfldlife wfll be used and who wt 11 
use it, lie has to consider whether use can occur In the first place . 
For use to occur, wildlife populations 11.1st be maintained at levels 
where they can provide use; losses to natural factors 11111st be considered 
and habitat inust be N1ntained (land use). 

To be used, wildlife must also be accessible. In many parts of Alaska 
little use occurs simply because people can•t get to the animals. An 
increase in private land and some federal lands, discussed earlier, will 
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make wildlife even less available to the public. Everyone will feel 
more restricted as the human population and de111ands on wildlife grow, 
while wildlife populations and the lands where they can be used re.ain 
the saiae or shrink. What can be done? 

There are a number of alternatives being used by other states where 
these kinds of problem are much 1110re advanced than In Alaska: 1) 
increase access to reamte areas; 2) make the public pay for access to 
private lands; 3) Increase the nUllber of animals In high use areas by 
means of habitat manipulation techniques; 4) accept more crowded conditions 
on public lands and at the same ti11e reduce the success of the consumptive 
users; S) limit the number of people who can use public lands to 
maintain satisfactory use experiences; and 6) rotate user groups on the 
same area (called "time and area zoning"). ltlst likely all of these 
alternatives eventually will be used in various combinations in Alaska. 
Increased restrictions on use seem inevitable. 

The biggest problem of use Is that of allocation or "who gets what." 
The public is made up of many interest groups who wish to use and enjoy 
wildlife In their own way; all have pretty much the same rights to do 
so, but there lsn' t enough wildlife to go around. There are many 
examples of user groups: the "locals" and the "outsiders," consumptive 
users and nonconsumptl ve users, recreat Iona 1, "subs 1s tence" and conmerc ta 1 
users, residents and nonresidents, hunters and anti·hunters, majorities 
and minorities, and let's not forget the "haves" and the "have·nots." 

One of the first questions to be settled is "who is which?" Is the 111an 
that kills a walrus and sells its ivory a subsistence user or a C011111ercial 
user? Is a city dweller who hunts 111Dose for ineat a recreational hunter 
or a subsistence user? Is a hunter who photographs wildlife 1110re a 
consumptive or nonconsumptive user? 

If and when you can tell one user fn111 another, the next point to 
consider is what each user's level of need is and how 111.1ch use is 
adequate to satisfy it. Where should the priorities be? Physical need? 
£cono~ic survival? Recreational enjoyment? There are few easy answers. 

Although there are many instances of conflicting demands, one major 
problem which has befuddled nearly everyone is how to identify and 
fairly and adequately allocate resource uses between recreational and 
subsistence users. The State Constitution says that wildlife ls "reserved 
to the people for Cllm'On use," which rreans all Alaska residents have 
equal rights to use wildlife. However, many people living in the bush 
on low cash incomes depend more on wildlife (and other resources) for 
part of their livelihood than do urban·oriented people with regular 
jobs. The supply of wildlife is limited, so when the number of hunters 
Increases, or when numbers of wildlife decline, somebody is going to 
return from the hunt empty·handed. The subsistence users are most 
severely affected, so it seems reasonable to give them some preference 
in use of wildlife. This has been done to some extent by adjusting 
seasons and bag limits to favor residents of a particular area, by a 
reduced fee (25t) for hunting, fishing and trapping licenses for families 
with an incOllle of less than SJ,600, by regulating use of airplanes or 
vehicles. and various other techniques. Recently the Board of Game was 
given the power to establish subsistence use areas If 1t Is shown that 
recreational hunting will prevent subsistence needs frOll being aiet. In 
such areas regulations specifically favoring subsistence users (but not 
legally barring others frOCll use) could be adopted. 

Economic conditions in the state are changing, and rore rural residents 
are earning substantial incomes which enable them to purchase 1110re of 
their needs. The distinction between a subsistence user and a recreational 
user ls often very fuzzy and is bec0111in9 more so. There ls actually a 
broad spectrum of what is called subsistence use, that ranges from 



nearly total dependence on natural resources to very little use. Just 
where to draw the line establishing what combination of resource use and 
wage earning qualifies as subsistence use and what does not is difficult. 
Then, too, many Native groups as well as other Alaskan residents have 
expressed the view that subsistence is not siaply an economic matter, 
but a lifestyle and cultural necessity also, even though they have 
willingly abandoned many traditional means (a cultural element) of 
obtaining such subsistence. 

Thfs has cOlllplfcated the probll!lll further fn that while the subsistence 
user's dependency on the resource is still very real, the impact of his 
use on wildlife has changed markedly from what ft once was. Instead of 
spears and bone fishhooks, he now uses high·powered rifles and glllnets, 
and he now travels by powerboat, snow machine and aircraft. In short, 
he now has much the same impact on wildlife populations that hfs "recreational " 
counterpart does, and in some cases, a much greater impact. The result 
has been harvests of s0111e species in certain areas which have been in 
excess of people's needs, too large for the species to support on a 
continued basis, or both. 

Conflicts between other user groups at times assume major proportions. 
Take the wolf controversy as an· example. There are SOll1e who feel "the 
only good wolf fs a dead wolf.• Others ~l fndly extoll the virtues of 
wolves under any circumstance while ignoring their "faults." Surely 
there is a balanced approach possible, a middle ground, but sometimes it 
seellS ft is a "no 111an's land" and the wildlife tnanager fs square in the 
afddle: The result: costly, tinie·consu•fng court suits at the expense 
of the resources involved and the public. 

The general problem of hunters versus anti·hunters fs not likely to be 
solved overnight. Because both groups share an enthuslast11 for wildlife 
and a basic concern for Its welfare, as well as similar rights to enjoy 
their preferred wildlife use, the wasted energies of unproductive 
confrontations could be far better used to benefit both Interest groups 
and the wfldlffe resource. Certainly this Is one more area to pursue 
Vetente. • 

What does the future hold? Increased demands and more conflicts, certainly. 
It will be a challenge to avoid the unfortunate polarization of Alaskans 
that seetns to accompany conflicting Interests. As competition Increases, 
parochialism wfll become even more obvious fn the attempt to retain 
local jurisdiction. Overlaps fn advisory COl111littee, borough, village 
council and state and federal agency jurisdictions aaay create chaos 
unless sllllll! integrated workable systetn for allocation Is developed. 

From past experience, ft f s clear that whatever uses or combinations of 
uses are provided for, actions are necessary to ensure that overuse is 
avoided. There are many technical considerations. Should hunting of 
females be allowed, and if so, under what circumstances? Should predator 
control be used, and under what circumstances? What 111easures must be 
taken to avoid overhuntfng? Should vehicles be restricted? Should 
hunter numbers be li~lted? Seasons closed? How can illegal hunting 
best be detected and controlled? 

Under soaie circumstances , illegal hunting or trapping can be an especially 
crftfcal problem. In an area wf th intensive legal hunting, a large 
Illegal kfll can force curtailment of legal uses, and in situations 
where wildlife populations are at low levels, illegal kills can tip the 
balance and cause the populations to decline. 

Enforcement of hunting, trapping, and ff shfng regulations Is primarily 
the responsibility of the Division of Ffsh and Wildlife Protection, in 
the Department of Public Safety. However, most Fish and Game biologists 
are also deputized. Even so, the total number of enforceinent officers 
Is relatively small and consequently enforcement coverage of the state 
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Is thfn because of the st.lte's size and because of the seasonal need to 
concentrate enforcement efforts on crucial proble. areas. 

Additional factors complicate the problem. Over such a large area It Is 
extremely difficult to keep track of thinly scattered, highly 1110blle 
hunters. Also, many hunters are from out of state and are able to avoid 
prosecution by leaving Alaska before the violation fs discovered or 
before a "hard" case can be put together. Contributing Importantly to 
indifferent disregard for game regulations Is the lack of meaningful 
penalties for convicted violators. The Alaska court records show a tong 
history of suspended sentences and "slap on the wrist" penalties that 
have had little effect, except perhaps to encourage continued violations. 
Recently there has been SOllle fmprovl!IM!nt fn sentencing of violators and 
a continuation of this trend is A10st desirable. 

Manaqement Limitations 

One final category of problems, here called management limitations, Is 
perhaps the most Important of all because ft affects the capabilities of 
the Department of Fish and Game In solving all those other problems 
heretofore discussed, and hence Its ability to meei Its responsibilities 
to the resource and to the public. These limitations have to do with 
the Department's relationship to other agencies, the Legislature, and 
the publ 1c. 

Both the state and federal governments have wildlife resource 111anageaient 
responsibilities, but the objectives of each are not always in concert . 
Federal agencies such as the National Park Service, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management have been 
around for a long time. Their actions are sometimes ponderous, slowed 
by 111C1sslve bureacracles, governed by long-standing policies and Inflexible 
guidelines, administered by officials far removed frO!ll Alaska, and 
Influenced by a national public with concerns which sometimes differ 
markedly from those of Alaskans. 

To be sure, there are advantages to such a slow-but-steady syste111, the 
chief of which Is perhaps that It Is less subject to fickle or Irresponsible 
managl!lll!llt actions or local political Influences. But there are as many 
Instances where Inaction Is as damaging as the wrong action, and In 
Alaska, where changes are occurring at breakneck speed and where unique 
situations demand special considerations, Innovative approaches to 
resource management are needed. 

Alaska, as other states, has traditionally exercised jurisdiction over 
Its resident wildlife species, Including those on most federal lands 
within the state. Wildlife within national parks, however, Is managed 
by the federal government 1n that national parks are traditionally 
closed to hunting and trapping. Federal wildlife refuges are generally 
open to hunting, but various regulations control use of airplanes, all­
terrain vehicles and snow machines, and otherwise Influence the distribution, 
nu.-bers, and access of recreatlonlsts. Thus these regulations essentially 
become part of the State regulations affecting wildlife use. As 1110re 
federal reserves are dedicated by Congress, additional rules and regulations 
will undoubtedly come Into effect. 

In addition, State jurisdiction over most species of birds, marine 
mammals and endangered species has been superseded by federal regulations 
made pursuant to national legislation and International treaties. Use 
of any species so affected ls allowed only under the guidelines established 
by the federal government. Waterfowl hunting regulatfoos 111.1st flt the 
general framework of federal regulations and be approved by the Secretary 
of the Interior. Hanage111ent of marine iaaanals was withdrawn from the 
State by tile Marine Mu.als Protection Act of 1972 , but under provisions 
of that act walrus management (subject to federal approval} was returned 



to the State. Management of other 1111rine mamals may follow the same 
costly and circuitous route. Federal laws protecting endangered species 
and some groups of birds also set some restrictions on State wildlife 
1111nagement. 

Land use policies of federal and state agencies and of private landowners 
strongly affect iaanagement of wildlife. The Departlllent of Fish and Gue 
Ol«'IS very little land. As a result, It is JOSt often only advisory to 
other agencies on matters such as land use planning, habitat protection 
or manipulation, land disposal, and access regulation. In some cases 
this arrangement has been a stUllbling block to various management efforts. 

Funding largely determines what and how 1111ch the Division of Game can 
accomplish, not only by lfmitfng the amount of work that can be conducted, 
but also by liralttng the number of biologists on the staff (and therefore 
the time each man can devote to different tasks). Everyone knows a 
dollar doesn't go far in Alaska, and for the Game Division the mileage 
has been getting worse. Why? Because budgets have not kept pace with 
inflation or need. Each year more and more money goes 'to pay for 
"fixed costs" (salaries, rents, and equipment) and less and less fs left 
for "operations" - (transportation, supplies, and contractual services). 

One important problem arising from the small staff available is that 
not all parts of the state receive the attention they should. Although 
field offices are maintained In many of the state's larger cocnnunfties, 
additional field staffing ts required In various areas where the mushrooming 
need for 111>re and better quality information on wildlife has become 
apparent. 

In addition, unprecedented de11ands on the staff have resulted frDlll the 
interaction between State and federal agencies on such inatters as "dZ" 
lands, mrine -1 111nagenmt, Outer Continental Shelf oil leasing, 
Coastal Zone Management, otl pipeline impacts and various other inatters, 
all of tr1111endous iiaportance to the future welfare of wildlife In Alaska . 

Because there ts so 111Uch to do, SOllle things can be done well and others 
don't get done at all. One of the casualties of the "crunch" has been 
activities directed at keeping the public fully informed as to the 
status of wildlife, the reasons behind certain regulations, and, In 
general, what the Game Division is up to. The result? A serious 
credibility gap which has had far-reaching Impacts on many Department 
programs. 

Information and education activities aren't the only ones to suffer. 
Research activities needed to acquire badly needed information on wildlife 
have been cut back, and many survey and inventory programs are reduced 
to the "bare bones." Inadequate Information fs available about sonl! 
species such as furbearers and unclassified wildlife because all the 
attention fs focused on "problem" species such as caribou, moose, wolves 
and bears. 

The cry for lllDney ts a chronic complaint among government agencies and 
it rarely catches a S)'lllpathetic ear. Nevertheless, the probl111s of 
funding are acute for the Game Division and they i111pOse serious limitations 
on the Division's capability to 111eet Its responsibilities . 

Control of the Departllent's budget is only one of several ways the 
Legislature affects wildlife prograJaS. Each year, legislation Is passed 
which affects wildlife and Its use either directly by governing use, or 
indirectly by influencing other land uses which in turn Impact wildlife. 

Because legislation is generally relatively inflexible and permanent 
(unlike fish and game regulations which are annually reviewed and revised, 
or policies which can be changed on short notice), legislation directly 
affecting wildlife is valuable and necessary to long-term direction and 
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continuity in wildlife programs if it is carefu11y considered, addresses 
1114tters of broad scope and proviiles a franiework within which regulations 
may be promulgated and 111anagement can remain flexible. · In contrast, 
detailed and specific legislation directed at regulation of individual 
programs removes the "elbow room" needed by managers to cope with dynamic 
wildlife situations. Once enacted, laws are Infrequently repealed and 
by their very existence become traditional. Such "fixtures," if undesirable, 
reduce options and therefore the effectiveness of ~anagers. 

legislation not directed at wildlife also can have significant secondary 
lcnpacts on wildlife. legislation affecting classification of lands for 
agriculture, private ownership, or state parks can be a detri1111nt or 
soniethaes 111ay benefit wildlife through changes In, or protection of, 
habitat. Also, such measures, and others which influence settletaent and 
transportation, affect utilization of wildlife by changing its accessibility. 

The Division of Game operates within the general set of administrative 
operating rules and regulations, and legislative and fiscal schedules 
common to all State agencies. These assorted processes of State government 
all affect wildlife management programs to various degrees. 

Finally, the public affects the things wildlife inanagers do by influencing 
actions of elected and appointed government officials including legislators, 
governors, COC!llllssioners, and lllelllbers of the Board of Game. It is the 
actions of such officials which set the bounds on what professional 
111anagers can do. 

Because wildlife managers act in the public interest as custodians of 
the public's resource, they welcome and encourage public interest and 
involvement in management decisions. There are times, however, when 
public sentiment can impede sound management, sometimes threatening the 
resource itself, but more often reducing or eliminating reasonable 
utilization. Popularity ts not always synonymous with public interest. 

We have already said SOlllethlng about the problem of identifying the 
various "publics." Everyone knows that with most issues there Is a 
vocal minority and a silent 11ajority, and the perceived public desire 
may not necessarily be the real broad-based public opinion. let it is 
the perceived public opinion that sways elected and appointed govern111ent 
officials, whllse actions have the dual inotlvations of seeing to the 
public interest and of staying in office. Also, the public, or segments 
of ft, are sometimes subject to emotionalism and rapid polarization over 
issues, and government officials sometimes react with corresponding 
brevity. The result: actions of the moment, in response to limited, 
special, and/or short-lived interests, having long-term consequences on 
the entire public body. 

With wildlife manage11ent, as with politics , everyone seems to be an 
expert on the subject. However, while use and enjoyment of wildlife are 
COlllllOTl to all, the expertise required to manage wildlife Is not. The 
problem comes In balancing scientific professionalism with public 
lnvolveinent . The public stlould understand that wildlife 111anagement 11111st 
be based on biological and ecological principles and that it should be 
conducted with the highest standards of professional scientific expertise. 
Wildlife managers In turn should be responsive to changing public attitudes 
concerning wildlife and its use, and managers ~hould be more cognizant 
of their custodial role. Essentially It is a problem of connuntcation, 
In both directions. It is hoped that the Information and proposals 
contained in these Alaska Wildlife Management Plans will be the basis of 
an i111proved mutual understanding and effective co11111Unlcation. 
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PART II: 
INDIVIDUAL SPECIES MANAGEMENT PLANS 

This section conta ins every individual species ~~nagement plan located 

in the Northwestern Alaska Reg ion. The plans are arranged by species 

alphabetically, and each species is int roduced by a general description 

of that species in the region. 

All indi vidual plans are t 1tl td and numbered for easy reference to the 

~aps provided wi th this book let. Use of the maps wi l l help in l ocating 

the areas described under "Locat ion• in each individual plan. 

Because wi ldl i fe in Alaska has long been inanaged according to admin1strative 

regulatory unit s call ed "Ga~e Management Unit s" , famil iar t o 111any 

Alaskans, mos t locat ion descri ption~ i ndicate wh ich Game Management Un•t 

or Uni ts t he plans are l ocated in or use some Ga">t Managemen t Un i t 

boundar •es as indi vidual pl an area bOundarie~ . A Game Management Un i t 

"1clp ha~ been inc luded wi th the color-ceded wi ldl ife plans maps to help 

in unders tandi 119 the precise ' ocat ion of proposed areas. 
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BLACK BEARS lH NORTHWESTERN ALASKA 

Black bears (Ursus americanus) are relatively unco111110n In Northwestern 
Alaska. They are absent or sparsely distributed on the Seward Peninsula 
and In the Noatak River drainage. Some occur In the Unalakleet, Ungalik 
and koyuk River drainages, but the species Is most abundant In the Kobuk 
and Selawik River drainages. The population appears to be increasing 
and expanding to the north and west. 

In those areas where bears occur, they are associated primarily with forested 
habitat. Black bears prefer open forests rather than dense stands of timber, 
and the highest densities of black bears generally occur in areas having 
interspersed vegetation types. Senii-open forested areas with an understory of 
fruit-bearing shrubs and herbs, lush grasses and succulent forbs are especially 
attractive to black bears. Extensive, open tundra areas are generally avoided. 

In the spring black bears are frequently found In moist lowland areas where 
early growing green vegetation Is available. Horsetail Is a major food Item 
from May to mid-July. During the suarner and fall spawning salmon are eaten 
whenever available. Berries are also an Important food Item in late sunaer and 
fall, and bears 1110ve into alpine and subalplne areas where berries are plentiful. 

Little Information is available regarding natural controls on black bear 
populations. Populations in Northwestern Alaska appear to fluctuate In nU11bers 
from year to year. Deep, long-lasting snows are thought to cause mortality 
of adults and cubs by slowing emergence of hibernating bears from dens and 
delaying availability of new green vegetation after emergence. Abnol"lllally 
cold and snowless winters may also cause Increased denning mortality. Berry 
crop failures may be related to subsequent losses of wintering bears if animals 
enter the dens underweight. Such 1110rtalfty 111ay cause significant year-to-year 
fluctuations In bear n1111bers. SOiie bears are killed by other bears and 
occasionally by wolves, but the Importance of such losses Is unknown. Parasites 
and diseases do not cause significant mortality. One parasite of concern to 
lllin, Trichinae, Is present in some bears and is tranSllllSsable to man whl!n raw or 
partially cooked bear meat Is eaten. Available Information Indicates little 
cub mortality through the first eight months of life. Cubs are precocious; 
some orphans as young as five 1110nths of age have survived without maternal care. 

Black bears in Northwestern Alaska arc used primarily for domestic utilization 
of meat and skins by local residents. Some recreational hunting of black 
bears occurs, usually Incidental to hunts for other big gaine species . 
Despite traditionally liberal hunting seasons and bag limits, the harvest 
of bears remains relatively small. Recreational hunters seek bears shortly 
after the bears emerge from hibernation when the hides are of excellent 
quality . Hide quality deteriorates as the winter hair Is shed and rubbed 
spots appear, and therefore t110st sport hunting ceases by mid-June. Sport 
hunting of bears resumes In September when hides have Improved In quality 
and continues until bears den for the winter. Local hunters do not place 
a great value on the skin, and bears are therefore killed whenever they 
are encountered. The harvest of males is greatest In spring because they 
leave the den before females and because females accompanied by cubs are 
protected by regulation. The proportion of fe111ales In the fall harvest is 
greater In c01Aparlson to the spring harvest due to a greater availability 
of sows that have become separated from grown cubs. 

* Black bears rapidly accustom themselves to the presence of humans 
and the ready source of food that human habitations and activities 
provide. Open garbage dumps and the excesses or indulgences of 
hwnans at recreation sites and campgrounds quickly make nuisances 
of bears who becOllle dependent on such sources of food. Many nuisance 
bears become a threat to human safety and property and must then be 
destroyed or othen1ise removed. Proper garbage disposal and refraining 
from feeding •tame• bears are necessary to avoid eventual confrontations 
that endanger human life and lead to destruction of the bears . 
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1. INTERIOR-WESTERH ALASKA BLACK BEAR IIANAGEMENT PLAN 

!:Qlli.!.Q!! 
Game Management Units 9, lZ and 17-Z6 except for the Prospect, Hlnto­
Murphy Dome and Upper Birch-Preacher-Beaver Creeks Black Bear Management 
Plan areas . 

~ HAHAGEHEffT ~ 

To provide the greatest opportunity to participate in hunting black 
bears. 

SECONDARY HAllAGEHENT ~ 

To provide for an optimum harvest of black bears. 

~ OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Encourage recreational hunting of black bears to achieve greater 
utilization of the black bear resource. 

2. Regulate season timing, methods and means of taking and bag limits 
to provide for local use. 

3. Re911late access and methods of hunter transport, 1f necessary, when 
in conflict with inanagement objectives for other species. 

4. Increase public awareness of black bear behavior to reduce adverse 
bear-human Interactions. 

THE SPECIES 

Black bears are widely distributed in the boreal forest and forest-
tundra fringe habitats of Interior and western Alaska . Although bear 
densities are relatively low In comparison to south coastal Alaska, the 
Interior-Western area Includes the most extensive contiguous black bear 
habitat in the state. Black bears are largely absent north of the 
Brooks Range, on the Seward Peninsula, the Yukon-Kuskokwlm Delta, and 
the Alaska Peninsula south of the Naknek River. However, populations 
appear to be expanding their range south on the Alaska Peninsula and 
west on the Seward Peninsula. Black bear numbers may be declining on 
the lower and midd le reaches of the Kuskokwl~ and Yukon Ri ver drainages 
but are at relatively high levels or increasing In the upper Yukon and 
Tanana drainages and In the Northwestern portion of the range. Five 
thousand to 6,000 black bears are esthaated to occur In the Jnterlor­
Western area. However, because bears are very difficult to enumerate no 
systematic censuses have been conducted. Representative lowland river 
bottom areas where bear densities are greatest Include the upper Kuskokwi•, 
Yukon, and Tanana Rivers, the Kobuk and Selawik drainages In the northwest, 
and the upper Hulchatna, Chillkadrotna, and lower Cook Inlet drainages. 

Human use of black bears differs over the large geographic area In 
Interior-Western Alaska. Domestic utilization by local residents Is the 
dominant use over most of the area. Host bears t.lken by local domestic 
users are taken for food and to a lesser extent for skins. Bears are 
taken when available throughout the year. Bears are shot by waterfowl 
and muskrat hunters In the spring. In the fall bears are shot by berry 
pickers. In the SUlllller bears are killed when they appear at fish camps 
or fish wheels. Many of these bears are shot and abandoned, since SOllM! 
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bush residents consider black bears nuisance animals. Domestic use 
appears to be declining and is currently light to inoderate over the 
area. Aside from bears shot on an opportunistic basts, relatively 
little hunting is directed specifically at black bears. Boats are the 
chief means of transport for bush residents who do hunt black bears. 

Recreational hunting for black bears frequently occurs near human population 
centers. Resident sport hunters are active along road and trail systems, 
although many utilize aircraft, all terrain vehicles, or riverboats to 
reach less accessible locations. The black bear is usually relegated to 
a lower status than given other big game species. Interest In black 
bear hunting is Increasing, perhaps due In part to increasing hunting 
restrictions on other big ganie species. Some guides , have focused 
increased attention on black bears as sport animals in the foothills of 
the Alaska Range and in the Lake Clark Pass and Cook Inlet areas. 

Recreational and domestic harvests over the Interior-Western area have 
had little influence on black bear populations. Accurate harvest information 
is difficult to obtain because skin or skull sealing is not required in 
much of the area. However, total harvest for the entire area probably 
does not exceed 400 bears. Hany areas have the potential to support 
much larger harvests. Despite liberal hunting seasons and bag limits 
since statehood harvests have remained low. Industrial and urban development 
have resulted in Increased bear-human interactions and an Increase in 
the number of bears destroyed in defense of life and property. 

Nonconswnptive use of black bears is restricted to bear populations 
lnnedlately adjacent to urban population centers. Except where they 
gather to exploit locally abundant sources of food, black bears In the 
Interior-Western region are too sparsely distributed to provide for 
sfgnificant levels of nonconsumptlve use. 

* 

• 

• 

Some private lands are currently posted against public trespass, and 
conveyance of land Into private ownership under terms of the Alaska 
Native Clai~s Settlement Act .ay restrict public access for hunting In 
additional large tracts. The Oepartlllent should solicit the cooperation 
of private landowners to facilitate progressive 11anagetlle!lt of black 
bears. Easements across private lands to public lands will be sought 
as provided for in the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. 

The proposed additions of land into federally administered parks, 
wildlife refuges, wild and scenic rivers and national monuments under 
terms of ANCSA encompass substantial portions of black bear range and 
wfll affect state management of black bears in these areas. If these 
areas are established by congress, the Department should solicit 
cooperation of the respective land management agencies to allow public 
use of the lands for hunting. 

Continuing agricultural, industrial, energy and mineral resource 
development, along with urban and suburban expansion, will result 
in a loss of black bear habitat and cause an Increase In bear depredations, 
with attendant increases In the destruction of animals In defense of life 
and property. The Department will identify important habitat areas and 
request habitat protection measures of the appropriate land management 
agencies. The Department will also Insist on compliance with state 
regulations on sanitation and garbage disposal in remote camps. 

Due to manpower and funding restrictions, data on population status 
and harvest levels of black bears have been li~ited. As h.lrvest levels 
and Interest in black bears increase, the Departlllent should expand the 
current li•lted sealing requirf!Clent to a greater area of the region. 
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Black bear populations wf 11 sustain greater harvests than fn the 
past, and hunting effort and spatial dfstrf butlon of the harvest 
may become more concentrated as a result of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act. Hore restrictions on access, seasons and bag 
limits aiay have to be Imposed fn local areas ff overharvest occurs. 

Since many bears are taken fncfdentally to hunting for other species, 
management and regulations relating to these other species will 
impact the black bear harvest. It may become necessary to restrict 
black bear hunting In some areas to avoid conflicts with inanagement 
priorities for other blg 9ame species. 
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BROwtl BEARS JN NORTH\iESTERf4 ALASKA 

Brown bears (U1'8ua arctos) were once classified Into a large number of 
species and subspecies, but the brown bears of North Asierica and Europe 
are now considered members of one species by tn0st taxon011fsts . Bears 
over the greater part of Horth Alllerica fall under one subspecies, U. 
a. hol'J'ibitis. No reproductively Isolated populations are known to exist 
fn Northwestern Alaska. Host layment and scientists designate bears 
found near coastal areas as brown bears, especially In the southern half 
of Alaska, while those found Inland and fn the northern half of Alaska 
and the remainder of Horth America are called grizzly bears. 

Grizzly beus can be found throughout the country from the Seward 
Peninsula and the land bordering Norton Sound to the southern edge of 
the Brooks Range. Higher densities occur fn the mountains, foothills 
and valley bottans than on the lowlands near the coast or on the Seward 
Peninsula. Abundance of grizzlies fn this region may vary seasonally 
depending on available food sources. Although detailed population data 
are not available, general observations and li~fted survey work Indicate 
low to moderate population levels. On a region-wide scale, grizzlies 
appear to be as numerous as they have ever been, but in localized areas 
some decline in abundance may be occurring. 

All habitlt types in Northwestern Alaska are used by grizzly bears but 
the 1110St l11portant are the alluvial valley bottoms near river courses. 
During the spring these areas are used as travel routes after the bears 
leave winter dens, especially by males fn search of moose or caribou 
carrion. The soil thaws earliest fn the mountains and foothills and 
bears forage along the valley bottOlllS for roots of Eskimo potato (Hed~aar~~l 
or other vegetation. Berries frOll the previous fall which ren:ained 
Intact through the winter are another spring food sought In valley 
bottoms and nearby slopes. In some portions of Northwestern Alaska from 
early sunmer until late August, grizzlies disperse from river valleys to 
the alpine, foothill and coastal plain areas where they feed on vegetation, 
primarily Equiaetum, grasses and sedges. In other areas, where salmon 
are available, bears may congregate near rivers and feed on salmon 
extensively. During late August to mid-September, the grizzlies return 
to the river valleys to search out berries and dig for roots . 

In northeastern Alaska where the denning characteristics of a similar 
population of bears are known, den sites are generally found on steep 
south-facing slopes which are vegetated, well-drained and where pennafrost 
is deep enough to allow den construction. Historical records Indicate 
that the habitat In Northwestern Alaska has changed little until recent 
tf11es . However, there is a great potential for reduction of available 
habitat by oil and g1s exploration and developrrent and resultant transportation 
corridors and construction activities . 

Little Information fs available regarding natural controls on brown bear 
populations or the degree of population fluctuations . Except for dental 
and skeletal disorders, the diseases reported for brown bears are remarkably 
few. Grizzly bears apparently possess an unusual ability to withstand 
infections and to recover from fractures, many of which are caused by 
fighting. Cannibali5111 and other lntraspeclflc strife may cause significant 
inortality. Triclumel la spiralie is the best known parasite infecting 
bears because ft fs transmissible to man In raw or partially cooked bear 
meat; however, ft is of minor significance to infected bears. 

In Northwestern Alaska , the grizzly bear is at the northern limit of Its 
range. The period during which food fs avaflable fn sunmer fs short, 
and reproductive potential may be low. Accordingly populations may be 
more susceptible to the pressures of human development and sport hunting 
than they are fn some other regions . At this latitude fn northeastern 
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Alaska, bears do not produce their first litters until they reach an 
average age of about 10 years. In the sa111e region 1 itter size ranges 
from one to three cubs, with an average of 1.8 and the mean Interval 
between litters Is about 4 years. 

In accessible, Inhabited areas, hllll4n activities are doubtless the most 
significant source of mortality. Sport hunting ls presently the most 
important mortality factor, but there Is also a high mortality of 
nuisance bears near human habitations. Problems arise when bears are 
attracted to camps or garbage dumps, where they may eventually endanger 
hullan safety. 

Recreational uses of brown bears predominate In Northwestern Alaska 
although domestic utilization continues to some extent. Sport hunting 
Is the primary use and the Noatak and Kobuk valleys In the southern 
Brooks Range are the 11111st important hunting areas. After the ~Id 1940's 
trophy hunting of grizzly bears gained rapidly In popularity. Bear 
hunting In this area was quite limited until the early 1960's. As 
hunting pressure increased, regulations affecting season lengths became 
more restrictive to avoid excessive harvests. Guided hunters have had 
the highest success rates due to the efficiency of their hunting methods. 
It Is expected that the trend of Increased hunting pressure will continue. 
Nonconsumptlve use will also Increase especially In the Noatak and Kobuk 
River drainages. 

Well - Intentioned concern by a national public hampers effective 
management of the species and threatens future use by recreational 
hunters. One misconception is that because grizzly be6rs are 
threatened In one portion of their range, they are threatened in 
all areas. Also, some people believe that distinct, and therefore 
unique, subpopulations of brown bears exist which need absolute 
protection. Management of bear populations and use of bears must 
continue to be based on scientific evidence. True taxonomic relationships 
and the fact that brown bears In most parts of Alaska are still 
relatively abundant provide sound support for continued beneficial 
uses, both consumptive and nonconsumptlve. 

The eventual survival of the brown bear does not depend on the 
designation of vast tracts of "unspoiled wilderness.• Conflicts 
with bears in large national parks Indicates that beyond ~erely 
providing space for bears, man must come to understand bears -
their requirements, behavior, and their place In ecosystems, and 
then apply this knowledge In land use decisions. The value of 
brown bears as a renewable resource should be acknowledged and 
considered In land use classification. Important brown bear habitats 
must be preserved by exclusion of Incompatible development, and In 
artas where humans and bears co-exist, proper precautions should be 
observed to avoid confrontations. Proper disposal of garbage Is of 
singular Importance in this regard. 



I. BROOKS RANGE BROWll BEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN 

LOCATION 

Ga.e Management Unit 26; that portion of Game Hanageaient Unit 23 draining 
Into the Noatak River above Halyt.Wnerak Creek; and those portions of Ga111e 
Manage.ent Units 24 and 25 lying north of a line from Norutak Lake due 
east to the Alatna River, down the Alatna River to Its confluence with 
the l<oyukuk River, up the Koyukuk and South Fork of the Koyukuk River to 
Fish Creek, up Fish Creek to the Game Management Unit 25 boundary to the 
headwaters of the West Fork of the Chandalar River, then down the West 
fork of the Chandalar River to the confluence with the East Fork of the 
Chandalar River, then up the East Fork of the Chandalar Rfver to its 
confluence with Lush Creek, then a direct line eastward to Bob Lake and 
the Christian River, down the Christian River to its confluence with 
Otter Creek, up Otter Creek to Its headwaters, then south to the headwaters 
of Thlulchohnjik Creek and down Thlulchohnjik Creek to Its confluence 
with the Sheenjek River, then up the Sheenjek River to the southern 
boundary of the Arctic Wildlife Range, then eastward along the Arctic 
Wildlife Range boundary to the Alaska-Canada border. 

HAllAGEHENT m 
To provide an opportunity to hunt brown bears under aesthetically pleasing 
conditions. 

~OF ~NAGEHENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain brown bear hunting seasons. 

2. Llmlt the harvest to less than the annual Increment until the 
population can support a larger harvest. 

3. Control access, number and distribution of hunters and methods of 
hunter transport, if necessary, to 111c1intaln aesthetic hunting 
conditions. 

4. Discourage land use practices that adversely affect the wild character 
of the area . 

THE SPECIES 

The Brooks Range area supports fewer bears per unit of area than more 
favorable range situated to the south. The long winters and short, cool 
suia.ers which occur In the region limit plant growth on which the bears 
depend. Growth rates of Individual bears are slow and population production 
Is relatively low. Rates of natural mortality in this region also 
appear to be low. Deaths In winter dens have been recorded as have 
deaths caused by other grizzlies, usually young animals or females which 
were attacked by adult males. 

Brooks Range grizzly bears are relatively small and there are few "record 
class" bears in the population. However, the remote character of the 
region and the possibility of hunting In an area where few other persons 
are encountered definitely Increase the appeal of the area to hunters. 

Most bears reported killed by hunters in Game Management Units 23-26 are 
taken In the area Included In thls management plan. A possible exception 
111y occur fn Unit 23, where much of the harvest occurs along the Kobuk 
and lower Noatak Rtver drainages. During 1975, sport hunters reported a 
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total kill of 69 grizzlies In Units 23-26. This figure has only been 
exceeded twice since 1961 when 74 were killed in 1970 and 89 were killed 
In 1973. Hunting pressure has steadily Increased in the area since 
1961. Season length has been shortened considerably, but the number of 
bears killed has remained static or increased. Despite closure of the 
spring season In 1974 and poor weather during the fall season, the 
number of bears presented for sealing (34), did not decrease appreciably 
from the mean hunter-take for the previous 10 years when generally 
longer seasons prevailed. During 1975, when both spring and fall seasons 
were open, harvest again increased to the high levels reached In 1970 
and 1973. 

Over the last 15 years, an average of 60 percent of the bears killed 
have been taken by nonresidents. This proportion has been increasing in 
recent years and in 1975 was 67 percent. Host of the remainder of the 
harvest is by non-local Alaska residents, primarily during the spring 
season. Area residents occasionally take bears for dolllestic use, but 
the reported kill for such purpose is low. Indirect co11111ercial use, in 
the form of guiding hunters, is important in the Brooks Range and contributes 
to the livelihood of an Increasing number of guides. 

Hunting is distributed throughout the area during spring and fall seasons 
but overharvest may occur locally along well used routes of air travel. 
Domestic use by local residents occurs primarily near villages or along 
accessible rivers. 

Although riverboats are utilized to some extent, aircraft provide the 
majority of the access to hunting areas. The availability of landing 
sites on gravel bars throughout the area has played an important role in 
the harvest of the grizzly population. During both spring and fall 
seasons, river valleys receive high use from grizzlies. Because the 
stunted vegetation in these areas provides little cover, and landing 
sites are abundant, the bears are very vulnerable. 

* 

* 

Easy access to the area by aircraft may result in overharvest in 
widespread areas and may not be consistent with the maintenance of 
aesthetic hunting conditions. Regulation of the number of hunters 
and 111ethods of access may resolve these proble•s. 

Portions of the area will be selected under the terms of the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act. Private landowners may prohibit 
public trespass for hunting. The Department should solicit the 
cooperation of private landowners to facilitate progressive raanagement 
of brown bears. Easetaents across private lands to public lands 
will be sought as provided for ln the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act. 

Increased development associated with mineral extraction and exploration 
riay Increase access into the area and Increase the possibility of 
bear-man encounters. Critical bear habitat should be identified 
and resource development planned to minimize bear-human contact. 

IHPACTS 

* 

Land use which would adversely affect critical habitat for grizzly 
bears or the wilderness character of the area may be restricted. 

Once the grizzly population reaches 111aximum density seasons 111ay be 
liberalized to distribute hunting pressure throughout a longer 
period of time. 



• 

• 

• 

The bear population will be maintained near the habitat carrying 
capacity. 

The number of hunters will be limited by permit. 

Controls on methods of hunter transport or areas of access will 
i11111rove the aesthetic quality of hunters who do participate. 

Guiding operations will be affected by limits on hunter numbers and 
controls on access. 

Constraints on resource development and associated construction in 
critical bear habitat areas may Increase costs of development. 



3. HORTHWESTERfl ALASKA BROWN BEAR rtANAGEMENT PLAN 

LOCATION 

All of Gaiae HanagelDl!llt Unit 23 except for the drainages of the Noatak 
River above Hayumerak Creek, and the drainages Into Kotzebue Sound west 
of and Including the Buckland River. 

MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide the greatest opportunl'ty to participate in hunting brown bears. 

~ !!f. HAtlAGEHENT GUIDELINES 

1. Harvest up to the annual Increment of brown bears by hunting. 

2. Maximize productivity of the brown bear population b) maintaining a 
sex ratio In the harvest of 150 males per 100 females. 

3. Control the number and distribution of hunters. If necessary, to 
prevent local overharvest of brown bears. 

4. Encourage land use practices that maintain the wild character of 
the area . 

THE SPECIES 

Because of the diversified habitat, the large area, and the lack of data ft ts 
difficult to detennfne the number of brown/grizzly bears In northwestern 
Alaska. Although the history of the population Is not well known, It 
appears that bears were cOlllllOn during the 1950's after Increasing from 
low numbers resulting fl"Olll heavy hunting during the early part of the 
20th century. During the 1960's, guides offered combination hunts for 
both grizzly and polar bears. This practice resulted in an Increased 
grizzly harvest. When polar bear hunting by non-natives became Illegal 
In 1972, fewer guides offered spring grizzly hunts in the area. The 
grizzly population has since increased and will probably continue to 
Increase if hunting pressure remains at current levels. 

Natural mortelfty is unknown but Is believed greatest In young bears as 
a result of predation by other bears. Observations of sows with cubs 
suggest productivity Is high. 

The habitat Is of high quality, despite the arctic climate. Host major 
rivers and associated tributaries support large nUlllbers of ctiur. salmon. 
Berries and other edible plants are cannon, and stands of spruce or 
large willow provide extensive cover. Although grizzly bears do not 
usually attain a large size (the average adult hide will square 8 feet), 
the area Is noted for producing quality trophies. 

From 1961 through lg75, the reported annual harvest averaged 15 bear~. 
However, the actual kill Is higher because rural hunters rarely comply 
with sealing requirements. The Northwestern Alaska Native Association 
(NANA) ltsttd the subsistence take of grizzly bears In the early 1970's 
as BO per year. Because the demand for grizzlies by local residents Is 
presently low, the average harvest ts estltnated at 60 bears annually. 
Annual harvests over the last 15 years 111ay have approached 100 aniinals, 
however. Seventy-eight percent of the recorded kill has consisted of 
males. E~cept for the springs of 1g11 and 1972, spring and fall hunting 
has been allowed every year since statehood. 

Local residents currently account for approxl111ately 85 percent of the 
harvest. Some rural hunters hunt grizzly bears for food, but bears are 
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taken 1ncldental to other activities. Also they are often shot Indiscriminately 
because many local residents consider them nuisances. 

Sixty-two percent (155) of 251 bears sealed since 1961 were taken by nonresident1 . 
Guiding In the area may again be Increasing since bears have become more 
abundant. Although the harvest has been equally divided betlttM!n spring 
and fall, guides prefer to hunt during spring hunting because bears are 
easier to find at that time. 

Local hunters cOlllllOnly use boats to take bears on the Kobuk or Hoatak 
Rivers in sunmer and early fall. Sport hunters depend on aircraft for 
access, especitlly when they are hunting the tributaries of the Hoatak 
and Kobuk Rivers . Most hunting effort occurs on the Kelly, Kugururok 
and lower Hoatak Rivers fn the fall and on the Squirrel, Salmon, and 
Wulik Rivers in the sprlng. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Little is known of grizzly bear population size , composltion and 
annual recruitment. The Department should solicit public assistance 
in doclllll(!ntlng grizzly bear abundance. If harvests of bears increase, 
annual spring surveys should be Initiated . 

Non-coaip11ance with seasons and regulations is coanon. Enforcement 
by the Department of Public Safety should be lncreased, and Department 
of Fish and Game employees should assume a more active role In 
enforcement. Reasons for voluntary CCJlllPliance wlth seasons and 
regulations should be actively conveyed by the Department to the 
public. 

The COlllllercial fishing Industry Is expanding. If salmon are over­
harvested, bear numbers may decline. Fishing areas critical to 
grizzly bears should be identified and protection of those fish 
stocks a55ured. 

Huch of Northwestern Alaska contains extensive mineral deposits . 
Large-scale m1ning efforts would have adverse impacts on grizzly 
bear populations by habitat degradation and bear-human interactions. 
Critical grizzly bear habitat should be Identified soon and recOA111endations 
made to minimize potential proble111s . Important habitat must be 
preserved by excluding Incompatible development. Regulations 
regarding garbage disposal and feeding bears at developnent sites 
should be rigorously enforced. 

Publ1c use and state management of grlzzly bears may be affected 
when a large port1Dn of the area Is Incorporated lnto the federal 
refuge and park systems as provided by the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act. Additional large areas will transfer to private 
OW111rshlp. The Depart111ent should seek agreements with appropriate 
federal agencies to Insure that management flexibility Is retained 
on public lands. The Department should solicit the cooperation of 
private landowners to facilitate progressive management of brown 
bears. Easements across private lands to public lands will be 
sought as provided for In the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. 

Local residents will have to compete with increasing numbers of 
other hunters for use of the grizzly bear resource. As hunting 
effort increases, local residents will receive a smaller proportion 
of the harvest. 

More restrictive seasons, bag limits and methods and means of 
hunting llWIY be Imposed as hunting effort Increases. The number and 
dfstrfbutlon of hunters may be controlled by permits. 
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q, SEWARD PENINSULA BROWN DEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN 

~ 

Gaiae Hanagecnent Unit 22 and that portion of Ga111e Hanage111ent Unit 23 
draining Into Kotzebue Sound west of and including the Buckland River 
drainage. 

MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide for an optimUlll harvest of brown bears . 

~ Q[ MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain an optimum population of brown bears In the area. 

2. Harvest no more than the annual increaient to the brown bear populatlOll. 

3. Encourage greater utilization of the brown bear resource. 

4. Control the nUlllber and distribution of hunters, If necessary, to prevent 
local overharvest of brown bears. 

THE SPECIES 

The Seward Peninsula has a relatively small population of brown/grizzly 
bears. Low bear density Is probably due to limited food supplies . 
Low bear density makes comprehensive surveys Impractical but a general 
lnipresslon of relative abundance can be obtained from: (1) counting 
tracks in the spring after the bears emerge frOlll hibernation ; (2) reports 
of fisheries biologists counting salmon In summer; and (3) recording 
Incidental sightings. 

Historical records Indicate that grizzly bears have occupied the Seward 
Peninsula for several hundred years. During the early lgoo•s, encounters 
between gold prospectors and bears were cOAlllOn and resulted In a substantial 
reduction of the bear population. Grizzlies were killed because they were 
a threat to miners and their possessions, and as a source of food. Bears 
began to slowly Increase In numbers as the number of miners decreased. Bear 
populttlons are probably still increasing and may continue to Increase 
ff hunting pressure remains at the current level. 

Natural mortality rates are unknown, but are probably relatively high 
among young animals as a result of predation by other bears. Observations 
of sows with cubs suggest annual recrultiaent Is approximately 10 to 20 
percent. In the illllll!diate future, bear population size will be Influenced 
by availability of food, prfncfpally salmon, and most Importantly, by 
hunting pressure. 

The annual grizzly bear harvest has averaged two bears for the past ten 
years and was highest in 1974 with ten. Considerable non-compliance 
with sealing regulations occurs in rural villages and the actual harvest 
may approximate 20 to 25 bears per year. A subsistence survey In the 
early l970's Indicated a harvest of 61 bears for all villages within the 
Bering Straits Regional Corporation. This figure iaay be high, especially 
since demand for grizzly bears by local residents Is low. However, in 
past years the total harvest may have approached 50 anl11als. There have 



been an annual spring and fall hunting seasons since statehood, except the 
springs of 1971 and 1912. Seventy-two percent of the recorded kill has 
been males. 

Most bears have been taken from ont of tht three road systems near Nome 
and from boats along major rivers. Snowmachtnes and aircraft have 
become popular recently, especially in spring. The Kuzltrln, Koyuk, 
Buckland, Nlukluk and Kwik River drainages n!celve the greatest hunting 
pressure. Coastal areas where bears concentrate to feed on carrion are 
also heavily hunted. 

local residents currently account for about 90 percent of the annual 
harvest, and rural subsistence hunters probably take more than 75 
percent of this total. Most kills are made while hunters are engaged In 
SOiie other outdoor activity. With the relative ease of hunting bears 
due to the open terrain and lack of brush, gufdes have become more 
active on the Seward Penfnsula. Huntfng pressure by guided hunters will 
likely Increase. Of the 40 bears sealed since 1g61, six were taken by 
nonresidents on guided hunts. Four of these were taken In lg74 and 
1975. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Lfttle Is known of grizzly bear population size, ca.posftlon and 
annual recruitment. The Departlllent should solicit public assistance 
fn docllftlentfng grfzzly bear abundance. If harvests of bears Increase, 
annual spring surveys should be initiated. 

Non-ca.pl lance with seasons and regulations fs c0f!ll10fl. Enforcement 
by the Department of Public Safety should be Increased, and Department 
of Fish and Game employees should assume 1110re active roles In 
enforcenent. Reasons for voluntary ca.pliance with seasons and 
regulations should be actively conveyed by the Oi!partment to the 
public. 

The c~rclal fishing Industry fs expanding. If salMOn are over­
harvested, bear nuinbers may decline. Ffshlng areas crft1cal to 
grizzly bears should be identified, and protection of those fish 
stocks assured. 

Grizzly bears are frequently destroyed when they ~ncroach on reindeer 
grazing lands. The Department should work closely with reindeer 
herders to ainlmize conflicts. Regulations imposing tondftlons for 
destruction of bears that threaten life and property should be 
rigorously enforced. Operators contemplating Introducing or expandf ng 
dOlestlc herds should understand that occasional, ll•lted bear 
depredations inust be accepted. 

Spring hunting may be limited by pennlts or terminated ff harvests 
continue to Increase. 

Local residents may find fewer bears ff hunting by nonresidents and 
other residents increase in the area . 

Acceptable Increases in hunting effort should reduce conflicts 
between bears and livestock owners. 
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!fOLVES HI NORTHWESTERN ALASKA 

Wolves (Canis lupuo) occur throughout Northwestern Alaska although they 
are more abundant in the eastern portion of the region. Information 
regarding the distribution and abundance of wolves during the early part 
of this century is limited, but evidence suggests that wolves were 
present at lower densities prior to 1940 than those presently observed. 
This is probably due In large part to the absence of moose, which did 
not establish significant populations In the area until about 1930, and 
also to the low numbers of caribou present during this time. Since the 
1930's wolves have been relatively abundant in the region east of the 
Seward Peninsula. During the late 1940's and lg5Q's the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service conducted extensive wolf control programs in Northwestern 
Alaska to protect domestic reindeer herds. These programs reduced 
numbers of wolves over much of the area. Control efforts were 111Uch 
reduced in the late 1950's but have continued through the present on the 
Seward Peninsula. As a result wolves are rare In this area. Wolves are 
present In the remainder of the region at densities ranging from about 
one wolf per 50 to one wolf per 100 square ~Iles. 

Wolves usually occur in packs which may consist of parents and pups of 
the year, young of the previous year, and often other adult animals. 
The social order in the pack Is characterized by a doa1inance hierarchy 
with a separate rank order a1110ng females and ~ales. Fighting Is uncOlmlOll 
within packs except during periods of stress. Dominance order is maintained 
largely through ritualized behavior. In the Northwestern Region pack 
sizes usually range frOlll 6 to 10, although packs of 20 individuals have 
been seen. The range of a pack may Include over l,000 square miles. 
However, where food resources are optimal wolves may subsist In areas as 
small as a few hundred square miles. During winter in the Northwestern 
Region, packs inay at thnes abandon their usual range due to the temporary 
absence of their inajor prey species, the migratory caribou. Even with 
adequate food, ranges of packs often overlap. During early sunmer when 
pups remain at dens most adults center their activities around dens . 
This reduces their mobility although adults may travel 20 miles or more 
frOll dens while hunting. Active dens are usually at least 15, and often 
25 or more miles apart. 

The diet of wolves In Northwestern Alaska varies according to season, 
location, and prey species available. Caribou are the major prey although 
moose are Important in some areas and Dall sheep are occasionally taken 
in the northern part of the region. During winter these big game species 
constitute almost the entire diet of wolves. During sulllller young ungulates 
make up the major portion of the diet. Small animals such as voles, 
lenmings, ground squirrels, snowshoe hares, beaver, and occasionally 
birds and fish are Important supplements. Generalizations about wolf-
prey interactions are difficult to make because of differences between 
areas and prey species. Evidence front various studies of wolf-prey 
relationships suggests that the effect of wolf predation is largely 
conditional upon the relative densities of predators and prey, and the 
size and reproductive potential of the prey species populations. The 
effect of wolf predation can range frOlll one of minor significance in 
which wolves r~ve far less than the annual recruitment to the prey 
population, to one in which wolves can retard prey population growth or 
reduce a prey population by removing the annual recruitment or more. 

Studies of wolf pOpulations indicate the high reproductive potential of 
wolves is seldom realized. Several factors may regulate wolf population 
levels either through reduced productivity or direct mortality. These 
Include raduced fertility, social inhibition of breeding, malnutrition 
and starvation (especially ainong pups), cannlbaliSll and other fonns of 
intra-specific strife, disease, accidents and predation. The Importance 
of these factors varies. Various studies of wolf ecology suggest that 
food supply Is a primary rletenninant of wolf densities. When prey are 



abundant or easily taken wolves exhibit Increased productivity, giving 
birth to more, larger litters of pups, and more pups survive their first 
year of life. Conversely, when food is scarce, fewer, Sllaller litters 
are produced, and mortality of pups because of starvation and cannibalism 
increases. Natural mortality is greatest during the first year of life. 
Fifty to sixty percent of the pups born each spring die within eight 
inoriths. 

Wolves may c0111pensate for human utilization by Increased production and 
survival of young. In some cases wolves can compensate for a harvest of 
50 percent of the autumn population. Excessive hullliln exploitation, 
however, can reduce wolf populations. In Northwestern Alaska, where 
wolves In many areas are vulnerable to aerial hunting techniques, intensive 
human exploitation in previous years was a 111o1jor factor affecting wolf 
population levels. 

The treatment of wolves In Alaska has changed greatly during this 
century. In lg15, Alaska's first territorial legislature established a 
bounty on wolves. Prior to lg6o there were no restrictions on the 
taking of wolves. From 1948 until 1959 the federal government conducted 
Intensive wolf control operations in many parts of Alaska using poisons, 
aerial shooting and trapping. In lg59 the State assumed management 
authority for wolves. In 1960 the use of poisons was discontinued. In 
1963 the Board of Fish and Game classified wolves as both furbearers and 
big game animals. Regulations governing methods of harvest, seasons and 
bag ll•its were pr0111Ulgated, thus providing additional protection for 
wolves. In 1968 the legislature authorized the Board of Fish and Game 
to abolish bounties and bounty payments were suspended in all but three 
Game Management Units in southeastern Alaska. 

The nature of the htllliln use of wolves In Northwestern Alaska has also 
changed a great deal during this century. Prior to the lgJO's a relatively 
small number of wolves was taken by residents for domestic use In the 
111nufacture of various types of clothing. In recent years the number of 
wolves harvested has Increased due to the use of aircraft and snow 
machines in hunting and also because of some Increase In the number of 
wolves In the area. Since 1962 the reported annual harvest for the 
region has averaged about TOO wolves and ranged from 29 to 205, with the 
largest harvest occurring fn Jg67·68. Prior to the elf~inatfon of 
aerial hunting fn 1972, the majority of wolves were taken with the aid 
of aircraft. Many wolves are now taken by hunters who use aircraft to 
land near th~ to ShO()t with a rifle. Many wolves are also taken by 
hunters who use snow machines to track the animals. The open nature of 
much of the terrain in Northwestern Alaska makes these techniques very 
effective. At present 1111ny wolf pelts enter the COllllercfal market, but 
a large nllllber are also used domestically for parka ruffs, boots, mittens 
and trim. 

* Increasing human demands on moose and caribou populations that are 
declining or already at low levels and the effect of wolf predation 
In retarding recoveries of these populations creates a serious 
management dflemna. The reduction of wolf numbers to encourage an 
Increase In the nUlllber of ungulates Is not easily accC111plfshed 
given the controversial nature of the wolf and the practical 
problems in achieving significant reductions In wolf populations. 
The wolf evokes powerful sentfinent frlllll both those who see ft as a 
destroyer of game coveted by man and those for whom ft Is a symbol 
of wilderness. Both opinions are powerfully expressed through 
political and legal channels and both Influence the management of 
wolves In Alaska. Opposition to wolf control programs Is widespread, 
especially on the national level, and It promises to 1'1!111afn a 
serious obstacle to wolf control programs, especially those Involving 
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aerial hunting, no matter how well the action is justified in terms 
of the future welfare of both ungulate and wolf populations. 
The role of wolves as predators and their effect on ungulate 
populations must be accurately conveyed to the public. Recent 
studies have shown many earlier assumptions regarding beneficial or 
Inconsequential effects of wolf predation to be simplistic or 
limited in application. Responsible management of wolves 11111st 
consider the complex interrelationships of predator and prey. the 
welfare of each, and the beneficial uses of both that can be derived 
by man . 

lllegal aerial hunting of wolves In Northwestern Alaska continues 
to be a problent. Lack of escape cover for wolves in some areas and 
the high value of wolf pelts are incentives to illegal activity. 
In addition, the remote nature of the area '""kes enforcement of 
protective regulations difficult. Increased enforcement efforts 
and more severe penalties for the illegal use of aircraft in hunting 
could alleviate some of the problem. 

The reindeer industry Ofl the Seward Peninsula Is incompatible with 
the presence of a resident population of wolves f n that area and a 
continuing control effort by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
will probably be necessary as long as the Industry exists. 
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l. ALASKA UOLF llANAGEMENT PLAN 

1Qill!Q!! 

Entire state except Game Management Units 7, 14C (see West Chugach Wolf 
Plan location description), 15, and national parks or other areas closed 
to all hunting and trapping. 

~ HAHAGEHENT GOAL 

To provide for an optimuni harvest of wolves. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide the greatest opportuni ty to partic ipate In hunting and trapping 
wolves . 

~QI HANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain wolf trapping seasons and bag limits consistent with 
suitable wolf population levels during periods of pelt primeness. 

2. Maintain wolf hunting seasons not necessarily limited to the period 
of pelt primeness , with restrictive bag ll~its . 

3. Promote efficient and humane trapping methods. 

4. Maintain wolf: ungulate ratios that will allow for ungulate reproduction 
adequate to sustain ungulate populations, wolf populations and 
human utilization of each. 

5. Promote public understanding of the interrelationships of wolves 
with other wildlife species In the northern environment. 

6. Encourage public viewing, listening, and photography of wolves in a 
wilderness setting. 

7. Increase public awareness of wolf behavior to reduce adverse wolf­
huun Interactions. 

THE SPECIES 

Wolves occur throughout mainland Alaska and on many Islands fn Southeastern 
Alaska. Although wolf abundance varies greatly between areas and from 
year to year, Department est1114tes indicate a statewide fall wolf population 
of 8,000 or more. Southeastern Alaska has historically supported the 
greatest wolf densities In the state. Wolves are common or abundant on 
the Southeastern iaalnland coast frOlll Yakutat Bay south and l!IOderate on 
Islands south of Cape Fanshaw. Track sightings and wolf-killed deer on 
1,168 square-mile Revillaglgedo Island between 1970 and 1972 indicated 
about 125 wolves, approximately 1 wolf per 10 square miles. Wolf numbers 
there have since declined; winter aerial surveys between 1973 and 1975 
Indicated a winter population of between 30 and 40 animals. Wolves are 
rare on the mainland coast between Icy Cape and Yakutat Bay and absent 
from Admiralty, Baranof and Chfchagof Islands. Wolves in Southeastern 
Alaska generally reach greater densities on islands, perhaps because 
deer are Important wolf prey on islands and are more abundant and vulnerable 
than mountain goats, the primary mainland wolf prey. 



South of the Alaska Range, historical accounts of wolf numbers In the 
Nelchlna and Copper River Basins date frOlll the early 1900's. Wolves 
were reported to be abundant around 1900 but declined to low numbers by 
1907 and were uncOlllnon until the late lg2o's. Wolves were apparently 
nUlllllrous during the 1930' s and 1940' s unt 11 a federa lly-adllllnistered 
wolf control program reduced wolf numbers considerably. This program 
lasted from 1948 until 1953 in the Nelchina Basin and until 1955 in the 
Copper River Basin. An estimated 12 wolves remained In the Nelchina 
Basin in 1953. Wolf hunting and trapping were prohibited in the Nelch1na 
Basin between 1957 and 1965-66. Wolves In the Nelchina had increased to 
approxilllitely 450 animals by 1965, a density of 1 wolf per 55 square 
miles. Wolves were less numerous in the late 1960's but had again 
Increased by 1972. In 1976, e9timates of wolf density In the Nelchina 
Basin are approxi..ately 1 wolf per 70 square miles, and densities In the 
Copper River Basin may be comparable. Wolves are lllUCh less numerous In 
the Copper River Oelta, and a resident population did not become established 
there until about 1971. By 1975 an estimated 20 wolves occupied an area 
east of the Copper River. Wolf num~rs In the Hatanuska and lower 
Susitna River Valleys are unknown, although wolf pack sizes, which may 
be directly related to abundance, have increased from an average of 2.5 
wolves per pack In 1972-73 to 4.4 In 1973-74 and 5.2 In 1974-75. Packs 
west of the lower Susltna River averaged 4.4 wolves in 1972-73, 2.0 in 
1973-74 and 5.9 In 1974-75. The general Increase 1n average pack size 
suggests an Increasing nucnber of wolves, but these data are inconclusive 
because few packs were counted in some years. 

Wolves occur throughout lower Cook Inlet and the drainages of Bristol 
Bay, including Unimak in the Aleutian Islands. Wolf dens1t1es in Southwestern 
Alaska are unknown, but populations appear to be comparatively low on 
the Alaska Peninsula. Wolves are IROre nU111erous from the Lake Clark area 
west to the foothills of the Kilbuck Mountains. Wolves are most abunddnl 
where both caribou and moose occur, and in these areas appear to be 
increasing ln numbers. 

The broad expanse of Interior Alaska north of the Alaska Range to the 
Brooks Range Is probably the most Important "olf habitat in the state. 
Although there are few wolves in the Yukon-Kuskokwlm Delta and on the 
Seward Peninsula, wolf densities in the rest of the region are the 
greatest In the state, except for Southeastern Alaska. Wolf densities 
from the middle Koyukuk River south to and including the drainages of 
the Kuskokwim River ranged between 1 wolf per 40 square miles to 1 per 
80 square ~Iles during 1971 through lg75. The Holltna River area and 
tributaries of the upper Kuskokwlm support the greatest number of wolves 
ln the southern part of the region. Wolves are also abundant ln areas 
of the Nowitna and lnnoko Rivers and along the middle Yukon. Although 
far less numerous on the Yukon-Kuskokwlm Delta, wolves have been recorded 
within the city limits of Bethel in recent years. Wolf populations In 
the Koyukuk, Tanana and Upper Yukon drainages are ln excellent condition, 
presU11ably because the region supports diverse ungulate populations. 
Within this broad interior region, wolves have increased since the late 
1950's when control activities, including shooting from aircraft and 
poisoning, were discontinued. Intensive wolf surveys have been done 
only ln a 7,000 square-mile area south of Fairbanks to the Alaska Range 
which corresponds to Game Management Subunit 20A, and there only since 
1973. Surveys In the winter of lg75-76 Indicated a 1110lf population in 
excess of 200 animals prior to removal of wolves from the area, a density 
of 1 wolf per 35 square miles. Whether wolf density estimates derived 
frOlll Subunit ZOA can be applied to the rest of the area is uncertain, 
although wolves south of Delta Junction have also been increasing In 
recent years and current densities probably equal those recorded for 
Subunit 20A. Wolves also appear numerous in the Tanana Hills and from 
the White Mountains north to the southern slopes of the Brooks Range, 
but densities have not been documented. 
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Northwestern Alaska and the North Slope also support wolves, but densities 
are generally lower than south of the Brooks Range . Wolves occur as far 
north as the Beaufort Sea, reaching greatest abundance In the foothills 
and mountains of the Brooks Range In the southern portion of the region. 
Wolves were scarce In the Arctic In the early lgoo•s, perhaps a reflection 
of low caribou numbers. By the 1930's, both caribou and wolves had 
substantially increased and continued to increase until the early 
l950's. Federal wolf control efforts and public aerial hunting resulted 
in a sharp decline In the wolf population, and by the late lg60's wolves 
again became scarce in the Arctic. Wolves have subsequently increased 
following closure of the area to public aerial hunting In 1970. Wolf 
densities In 1975 varied from l wolf per 60 square miles to 1 wolf per 
120 square miles for a total North Slope wolf population of approximately 
600 animals. Populations in Northwestern Alaska are less well known, 
but are probably similar to North Slope densities. Wolves are most 
abundant in this region in the drainages of the Koyuk, Shaktoolik, 
lklgallk, and Unalakleet Rivers. They also appear to be increasing in 
nUlllber In this region. 

Little is known of wolf natural mortality except in a general way and in 
localized areas where wolves have been studied intensively. Natural 
controls of wolf numbers seem to stewi aiainly from vagaries of prey 
abundance and availability. Low prey abundance leads to poor wolf pup 
survival and perhaps a decline In the proportion of breeding females. 
Natural mortality rates may be affected considerably by human exploitation. 
Canadian investigations of nonhunted wolves reported lower pup survival 
and a lower proportion of females producing pups in COl!lparlson to Alaska's 
wolves, Indicating that increased mortality due to one factor may be 
compensated for by lower losses to other causes. Some wolves undoubtedly 
suffer lnjurits, perhaps occasionally death, while pursuing large ungulates. 
A substantial decline in wolf populations between 1907 and 1925 throughout 
Interior Alaska has been attributed to diseases such as mange, rabies 
and distemper, reportedly Introduced by domestic sled dogs. 

The status of wolf habitat can presently be viewed only in terms of the 
habitat of Important wolf prey species. Hooved 111a111111ls are the major 
source of food for wolves over lllUCh of Alaska, although Slllall mamnals, 
such as volts, leflllllngs, ground squirrels, hares, and beavers are occasionally 
important dietary supplements In su11111er. Moose are the most important 
prey species in much of Interior Alaska although wolves also take caribou 
and Dall sheep. Wolves on the North Slope rely heavily on caribou, with 
llOose and Dall sheep being less haportant. Deer and mountain goats are 
the most i11111ortant prey species in Southeastern Alaska: deer on islands 
and mountain goats on the mainland. Moose have been declining In numbers 
over much of Alaska as a result of a decade of recurring harsh winters 
and decreasing quality and quantity of moose browse. Caribou , also 
illlj)Ortant In wolf diets, have decreased In SOiie areas frOlll high population 
levels in the mid-l960's. These declines have occurred in some areas as 
a result of range overuse due to trampling and overgrazing. Improved 
techniques in ftre suppression and prevention by state and federal 
agencies have probably been detrimental to moose but have probably aided 
caribou. In Southeastern Alaska, clearcut logging practices are altering 
lllUCh of the climax deer winter range and may result in fewer deer and 
ultimately fewer wolves. U.S. Forest Service plans call for logging 
almost all conmercial grade timber In Southeastern Alaska, and the 
second-growth, closed-canopy vegetation that wtll follow will decrease 
the quality of wolf habitat. Wolf habitat has been little altered by 
hulnan expansion in the remainder of Alaska, except In the vicinity of 
settlements. Much of the Interior ts currently economically unsuitable 
for industrial or agricultural development. Despite the recent and 
perhaps continuing increase in the number of wolves over the much of the 
state in the last decade, the status of ungulate populations Indicates 
that wolf nllllbers will decline somewhat over the next few years. Moose 
populations seem to be increasing along the lower reaches of the Yukon 
and Kuskokwfm Rivers, and wolves there are likely to become more co01110n. 



The Increases In wolves during the past decade are probably related to 
a substantial reduction In efforts at organized predator control, bans 
on poisons, and more restrictive regulaticns on wolf hunting, specifically 
on shooting wolvts from the air with shotguns. 

Wolf harvest data are derived from a combination of bounty records, 
aerial permit reports. and since 1971, a mandatory sealing requirement 
on all wolves taken. The harvest data are considered reasonably complete 
although some people have taken wolves without collecting bounties and 
others may not comply with sealing requirements. A gap In data exists 
from 1969 when bounties were largely discontinued to 1971 when the 
sealing r1qulre111ent was initiated. The known wolf harvest by hunters 
and trappers in Alaska has avera~ 921 wolves annually since 1959. The 
fewest wolves reported taken were 221 in 1959-60 and the most were 1711 
in 1967-68. A reported 1,090 wolves were killed during the 1974-75 
regulatory year. About 38 percent of the wolves harvested since statehood 
were taken In east-central Alaska. Southeastern Alaska fro111 Icy Bay 
south, comprising about 6 percent of the state's land area, has produced 
more than 13 percent of the reported annual harvest. The wolf harvest 
has generally consisted of slightly more males than females. Pups 
COl!lprlse 40 to 50 percent of the kill each year. 

Snow must be deep enough to allow tracking of wolves from the air and 
for aircraft landings if wolf harvests are to be significant. There is 
an unknown degree of nonc0111pliance with the statewide wolf seali119 
requ1re111ent. In remote areas less than half of the wolves taken In some 
years may be reported, often because pelts are used locally. Illegal 
aerial hunting also occurs except in Southeastern Alaska where It ls 
lllljlractlcal due to the heavy forest cover. Since bounties are still 
paid on wolves from Icy Bay south, the unreported harvest there fs 
probably small, although some bounty collectors may falsely state where 
the animals were taken. 

The Intensity of consumptive use of wolves varies considerably. Hunting 
and trapping pressure fs comparatively light fn the western portion of 
the state. Hunting pressure on wolves seems high in eastern and central 
Alaska, but ft ls doubtful whether the current kill is significantly 
l1111N1ctlng wolf nlllllbers. Wolves In eastern Alaska have aP1>1rently 
Increased s1nce aerial hunting was prohibited in 1971 despite growing 
public Interest In trophy wolf hunting and rising value of wolf pelts. 
Wolf numbers in the Nelchina and Copper River Basins appear to have 
fluctuated independently of harvests. Ground hunting and trapping are 
the only feasible methods of taking wolves in Southeastern Alaska. 
Harvests may, at times, have exceeded 50 percent of the population on 
Revlllaglgedo Island, but there ls no evidence that the harvests have 
permanently reduced wolf numbers. On the North Slope, wolves were 
significantly suppressed by aerial hunting until the region was closed 
to aerial hunting in 1970. Wolf numbers north of the Brooks Range 
subsequently Increased. It appears that continued aerial wolf hunting 
can reduce wolf numbers where open terrain affords the aniinals little 
escape cover. The number of wolves taken annually statewide is generally 
dependent on winter snow conditions. 

Hunting and trapping seasons for wolves have remained 1fberal since 
statehood. Poisons were banned In 1960, and with their classification 
as big game animals In 1963, wolves received additional protection from 
regulations on seasons and bag limits. Aerial hunting permits were 
Issued during the l960's and early 1970's, but were suspended in 1972. 
Wolves in the Nelchlna Basin were protected fr11111 1957 through June, 
1966. Current hunting regulations stipulate a limit of two wolves over 
most of the state with an August through April season; there is no 
closed season or limit on wolves In Southeastern Alaska. Trapping 
seasons genera11y extend from October or November through March or April 
with no limit on the number that can be taken. Since 1972 most wolves 
have been taken by ground shooting (44 percent) or by trapping (41 percent). 



Trapping success by individuals ts generally low since many are inexperienced 
trappers. The majority of wolves harvested are taken by comparatively 
few people. A combination of aerial spotting and shooting after landing 
is becoming increasingly comnon. A few wolves are killed by hunters 
incidentally to hunting for other big game species. Most are harvested 
between December and Karch, with March the most iinportant month. Host 
people taking wolves are resident Alaskans. While nonresident guided 
hunts are becoming more popular, and nonresident trapping occurs extensively 
on military lands, the number of wolves taken by nonresidents ts small. 
Wolves are sought primarily for the commercial value of the pelts in 
northern and western Alaska. Over the rest of the state a combination 
of recreation and co11111erce motivates wolf hunters and trappers. In 
Southeastern Alaska, trapping and hunting of wolves seems to occur 
prhnarlly for recreational purposes, since wolf fur quality there ts 
generally poor. Access to wolf hunting areas ts prf11.1rfly by airplane. 
Snowaachfnes, both for hunting and checking traplines, are Important 
means of access fn areas without roads and near remote villages. Host 
wolves in Southeastern Alaska are taken with traps set along beaches 
where the lines can be checked by boat or plane. 

East-central Alaska, bordered on the north by the Brooks Range and on 
the south by the Alaska Range, produces the most desirable trophy wolves 
fn the state. Wolves there are generally larger, and their pelts are 
often light gray, the color most preferred for trophies and by furriers. 
Wolves In Southeastern Alaska, though still sought for trophies, are 
generally smaller and darker and have shorter, more coarse and less 
dense fur than Interior wolves. 

The number of people that enjoy seeing, hearing, or otherwise experiencing 
wolves In Alaski each year is unknown. Relatively few people see wolves 
except froai aircraft. A growing 11111lber of people are frequenting remote 
areas during st11111tr .anths, however, and Incidental nonconsumptive use 
111ay be Increasing. The northern Brooks Range, where the open terrain 
facilitates long-distance observation, may offer some of the best opportunities 
for the nonconsumptfve use of wolves In Alaska. 

• 

• 
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A substantial portion of wolf range fn Alaska has been selected by 
local residents under tel"lllS of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act. Once title to public lands is conveyed to private ownership, 
public use on such lands may be restricted or prohibited. The 
Department should solicit the cooperation of private landowners to 
facilitate progressive management of wolves. Easements across 
private lands to public lands will be sought as provided for in the 
Alaska Hatfve Claims Settlenent Act. 

Substantial land areas will be placed In parks, monuments, wild and 
scenic rivers, and wildlife refuges, all under federal jurisdiction, 
under t1nns of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. Extensive 
portions of these federally-administered areas may be closed to 
hunting and trapping or such use may be limited by access restrictions. 
The Department should seek cooperation from the appropriate federal 
agencies to allow hunting and trapping to continue within these 
areas. 

Adverse wolf-human Interactions have occurred more frequently in 
recent years, particularly at pipeline construction camps and along 
the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Haul Road. Several people have been 
bitten by wolves that have grown accustomed to humans. Host of 
these animals have subsequently been destroyed, primarily to test 
for rabies. In most Instances, private company regulations specifically 
prohibit feeding wild animals and these regulations should be 
strictly enforced. The Department 1111y consider additional regulations 
to discourage adverse Interactions. 
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Wolf prey populations over much of the state are declining or are 
currently at low levels. Predation by wolves may conflict with 
human use of prey species in some areas. Wolf hunting and trapping 
should continue with liberal seasons and bag ll•lts. If it is 
established that predation is causing declines or maintaining low 
densities of prey species, the Department may consider more liberal 
methods and means of harvesting wolves. Should public hunting 
efforts prove Incapable of lowering the wolf population to relieve 
predation pressure on prey species, the Department should consider 
direct control by Department employees for a limited specified 
period and to meet specific objectives. 

The reduction of wolf numbers to e~courage an increase in the 
nunt>er of ungulates is not easily accomplished given the controversial 
nature of wolves and the practical problems associated with achieving 
significant reductions In wolf populations. All wolf control 
efforts by the Department should be justified on the basis of 
substantial data and only after it has been shown public hunting 
and trapping harvests will not achieve the stated management goals. 
The role of wolves as predators and their effect on prey populations 
must be accurately conveyed to the public. Recent studies have 
shown many earlier assumptions regarding the beneficial or Inconsequential 
Impacts of wolf predation to be simplistic or limited In application. 
The Department must convey to the public all aspects of wolf 
biology in an objective manner; the public ~ust understand that 
responsible wolf management will consider the complex relationships 
between predator and prey, the welfare of each and the beneficial 
uses of all resources that can be derived by humans. 

Ouine5ti~ livestock may be established or reintroduced by private 
landowners in areas that currently support wolves. Demands for 
predator control w111 be forthcoming from the domestic livestock 
Industry. Hunting and trapping harvest should be the primary means 
of suppressing problem wolves, and control actions, If necessary, 
will be directed at specific animals. The cost and responsibility 
of such control will be the responsibility of the Industry and only 
as authorized under conditions of the state-Issued permit. The 
Department should Indicate to persons conteA1platlng Introduction of 
domestic livestock that some level of wolf predation must be accepted 
as a normal operating risk. 

Wolves In parts of Interior and Arctic Alaska aN! subject to Illegal 
aerial hunting, and a proportion of people Inhabiting rural areas 
are not complying with sealing regulations. Such activities make 
It difficult to accurately assess annual harvests and population 
paraa.ters. An Increased enforce111ent effort by the Division of 
Fish and Wildlife Protection and a more active enforcement role by 
the Department of Fish and Game, coupled with more severe penalties 
for offenders, could alleviate some of the problems. 

Recurring wildfires are generally beneficial to browse plants 
Important to wolf prey species. Fire suppression and prevention 
efforts by state and federal agencies have Improved to the point 
that habitat quality and quantity for rioose are declining In some 
areas. The Department should identify critical habitat areas and 
make reconmedatlons to the appropriate agencies regarding the 
possible beneficial aspects of fires in specified regions. 

Extensive logging activities in Southeastern Alaska may result in a 
decline In deer and mountain goat populations with a subsequent 
decline In wolves. The Department should make recoirmendatlons and 
seek agreements w1th appropriate management agencies to minimize 
adverse logging l111pacts on wildlife. 
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Wolves w111 not be eliminated from any region and will continue to 
be a viable oart of Alaska's wildlife. 

The reduction of wolf DOpulations in sonoe areas of Alaska by l f~lted 
oermlt aerial hunting by the Public or by organized control efforts 
by the Department will allow a faster recovery of depressed ungulate 
populit1ons . 

Selective reductions of wolf copulations will decrease the opportunity 
for use of wolves by hunters, trappers and nonconsumptfve users In 
some areu. 

Regulations governing harvest will be manipulated to maintain 
desired population levels of wolves. In qeneral, 1 lberal hunting 
and trapping regulations and seasons will continue, although restrictions 
on sport hunting may be imposed to make wolf hunting compatible 
with hunting regulations stipulated for other big game species. 
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CARIBOU IN NORTHWESTERtl ALASKA 

Northwestern Alaska Is seasonally occupied by the majority of the Western 
Arctic barren ground caribou (Ran9ifc~ tararuius granti) herd In late 
fall, winter and early spring. Some caribou are present in the region 
In all seasons of the year. The herd was estimated to contain 300,000 
In 1964 and 242,000 caribou In 1970. Survey efforts In 1975 suggest a 
sizeable reduction to perhaps 100,000 caribou, and similar efforts In 
1976 revealed a population of only about 50,000. 

A relatively obscure population of wild reindeer/caribou that winters 
east of the Andreafsky River In the Western Region of Alaska may occasionally 
range into the Northwest Region. Several hundred animals that may 
belong to this group, occupy the area at the head of the Unalakleet 
River and South Fork of the Nulato River, at least seasonally. These 
animals warrant further study. Additionally the Seward Peninsula contains 
the bulk of Alaska's reindeer herds. Several hundred stray animals frQlll 
these reindeer herds occupy part1ons of the Seward Peninsula such as the 
head of the Kuzltrin River. 

Although caribou utilize a variety of habitats throughout the year, inuch 
of their time is spent on alpine and Arctic tundra. Timbered areas are 
used extensively as winter ranges but are abandoned as the snow melts. 
An Important habitat requirement of caribou populations Is a suitable 
calving area. Calving grounds generally constitute a "center of habitation" 
for populations, and their occupation Is the most consistent facet of 
otherwise vacillating and unpredictable movement patterns. The characteristics 
which distinguish calving neas are riol well known but probably relate 
to such factors as ava llabll lty of green vegetat ton following snol«Tlelt, 
ease of movement and high visibility. With few exceptions, calving 
areas are above timberline. The Western Arctic herd's calving area Is 
north tn the Arctic Region. 

Almost any vegetated habitat type can serve as caribou winter range, but 
the greatest use Is made of timbered areas, especially spruce-lichen 
associations. With teeth adapted for eating soft, leafy vegetation, 
caribou in winter are dependent on lichens, grasses, sedges, and decumbent 
shrub vegetation. lichens are slow-growing plant forms requiring up to 
100 years for development of stands than can provide forage in significant 
quantities. Caribou utilize extensive areas for winter range, often 
using different areas in successive years as an adaptation to the very 
slow regrowing capability of lichen ranges. The wide-ranging characteristic 
of caribou Is one of the mechanisms evolved by the species to adapt to 
limitations of the arctic environment. 

Caribou depend upon climax vegetation; conditions favoring progression 
of vegetation through the successlonal series to climax stages, or the 
inalntenance of climax vegetation favor caribou. In Northwestern Alaska 
fires and overgrazing by reindeer have depleted some caribou ranges. 
Extensive fires have occurred fn the Kobuk River valley. lichens in 
these areas have not totally recovered. 

Despite their physiological and morphological adaptations for coping 
with the arctic environment, caribou populations have always fluctuated 
numerically. Some areas In the state with few or no caribou have well­
worn trails of large populations In the past. Among many Interrelated 
natural factors limiting caribou population growth, weather and predation 
are important factors operating directly on small populations, while 
weather, disease and emigration Induced perhaps by social stress are 
important to large populations. If reproduction exceeds mortality, 
production of young can rapidly outstrip predation and spectacular herd 
growth may occur on good ranges. Equally spectacular declines may occur 
when the carrying capacity of the range Is exceeded. Density related 
stress may cause emigration to new r1nges, and reduced food quality and 



quantity and Increased disease may serve to lower calf production and 
survival. 

The most critical time for caribou i~ the period just prior to and 
during calving. For those caribou that have survived the winter, the 
availability of new forage Is most important in meeting Increased energy 
demands of migration to calving areas and of calving Itself. Deep snow 
during spring can stress caribou. Newborn calves are susceptible to 
large scale mortality if severe weather strikes during the short one 
week period when calves are born. Predation on calves and weather 
Induced calf 1tOrtality determine In large part whether population Increases 
or decreases. In Infected populations, brucellosis and a retained 
placenta condition can reduce the number of viable you~g born. 

Caribou In Northwestern Alaska have long been Important for domestic 
use. Some Inland villages away from marine resources developed a culture 
centered around caribou. Today the cash economy has spread to all 
villages but domestic use of r.aribou still contributes significantly In 
enhancing the standard of living. From the early lg60's through the 
present, over 10,000 caribou have been used for domestic use annually. 
The number taken depends greatly on where spring and fall mtgr~tions of 
the Western Arctic Herd occur. Prior to 196g a sizeable portion of the 
docnestlc use was for dog food, then the prl~ary source of land transportation. 
Since then snow 111achlnes have largely replaced the dogs and have greatly 
facilitated the harvesting of caribou. River boats are the only other 
lnl!thod of access that accounts for 111any animals. Aircraft are used in 
taking a ~Iner portion of the harvest. 

Very little sport hunting has occurred In this region In the past, 
primarily because of the remoteness of the area. There appears to be a 
growing interest In the area by sport hunters. Aircraft will continue 
to be t~e primary method of transportation for recreational hunting 
because of the logistics Involved. 

• 
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carlbt.lu In Northwestern Alaska are faced by the prospects of considerable 
industrial growth from the petrochemical industry, 11lning, construction 
of transportation systems, and a sizeable growth in human population. 
Aside from the Inevitable increase In demands on the caribou resource 
by consumptive and nonconsumptlve users, the most important consequences 
of development will be alteration of habitat and disturbance of 
caribou during critical periods. The long-term effects of dissecting 
the caribou range with transportation corridors and the probable 
construction of gas and oil pipelines or similar projects are 
impossible to predict, but almost certainly will mean constricted 
and reduced caribou populations in the future. Disturbance of 
calving caribou by construction, transportation or other developmental 
activities may cause substantial mortality, and disruption of 
critical migrations may result In fragmenting of populations. 
l1111>acts of development and conflicting land uses on caribou 111Ust be 
minimized to the greatest extent possible by comprehensive land use 
planning and scheduling development activities where and when 
caribou are least affected. 

Consumptive use of Northwestern caribou, historically below productive 
capacities of these populations, ts now affecting the status of at 
least one important population, the Western Arctic herd. Although 
caribou populations 11ust be maintained If domestic use of caribou 
Is to be satisfied, excessive harvests and resistance to regulated 
use may result in substantial declines in caribou numbers . Recreational 
harvests In the region have been relatively minor but lllilY increase 
as access h11proves and resource development brings new peopl~ into 
the area. Competition among consumptive users will increase, and 
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will be further Intensified by creation of national parks or other 
management systems where consumptive use is excluded or limited. 
Use of Arctic caribou populations must be equitably allocated among 
the various users, and harvest levels must be controlled under the 
sustained yield principle if consumptive use Is to be maintained. 

Predation Is at times detrimental to the welfare of caribou populations 
when caribou populations are small and predator 
populations are large. Human utilization of small caribou 
populations requires restriction of take to annual surpluses 
or less, thereby bringing use by humans into COlllPl!titlon with 
use by predators. To the extent that competing uses are not 
compensatory, predator populations must be managed in addition 
to human utll lzation to insure the maintenance and enhancement 
of caribou populations. 



3. WESTERH ARCTIC CARIBOU l!ANAGEM£rn PLAll 

LOCATION 

That portion of Game Management Unit 22 lying north of the Shaktolik 
River; all of Game Managl!lllent Unit 23; those portions of Game Management 
Units 24 and 26 lying west of the Dietrich Caribou Management Plan area; 
and that portion of Gaine Managl!lllent Unit 25 lying west of a line drawn 
fran the headwaters of Fi sh Creek due south to the Yukon River. 

~MANAGEMENT m 
To provide for an optimum harvest of caribou. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity to hunt caribou under aesthetically pleasing 
conditions. 

EXAMPLES OF MANAGEMENT GUI OELINES 

1. Harvest no 1110re than SS of the population until the Arctic herd 
reaches 200,000 animals; thereafter harvest the annual increment . 

2. Regulate hunting seasons, bag limits and me thods and aeans of 
taking caribou to provide for local use. 

3. Control access, number and distributi on of hunters and method$ of 
hunter transport, If necessary, to maintain aesthetic hunting 
conditions. 

4. Discourage establishment of reindeer grazing on historical caribou 
range. 

s. Discourage land use practices that adversely affect caribou habitat. 

THE SPECIES 

From the 1940's to the early 1970's the western arctic caribou herd was 
the largest in Alaska. In 1963, the herd was estimated at 300,0~0 
animals. A photo-census conducted in 1970 resulted in a minimum estimate 
of 242,000 caribou. A 1975 survey of post-calving aggregations yielded 
a tentative estimate of 100,000 caribou . Although caribou ay appear to 
be abundant seasonally In SOiie portions of the herd's 140,000 square 
mile range, the population is continuing to decline. No single factor 
appears to be responsible for this decline, but one important contributing 
factor has been the low proportion of young which survive to becOIRe 
yearlings. Thfs proportion has dropped from 19 percent in 1970 to 8 
percent fn lg75. Since ft is these animals which replace the adults 
which are lost from the population through natural and hunting- related 
mortality, such a decrease in their numbers has had serious consequence~ . 
Without drastic changes in the factor~ which cause mortality, the herd 
will continue to decline. Even ff the present rates of survival of 
calves to yearling age increases to the level observed in 1970, the 
present herd sfze would not be able to produce the nUlllber of caribou 
necessary to sustain the a110unt of predation and hunting which now 
occurs. Predation is be11eved to be the lllDSt i11111ortant natural mortality 
factor. Wolves, bears, wolverines, golden eagles and foxes prey on 
caribou but the highest kill is probably by wolves. An estimated 15,000 
caribou per year 1111y be killed by wolves, based on wolf density estimates 
of one wolf per 110 square miles. Wolf densities and predation are 
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highest in th1 southern portion of the caribou range where the majority 
of the animals have wintered during the last two decades. If wolf 
predation do1s account for as many animals as these rough estimates 
project, ft would be a sfgnfficant contributing factor fn the caribou 
herd decl fne. 

Range condftfons do not appear to be a lfmftfng factor. The habitat 
utflfzed by caribou In both winter and sunwner ranges appears to be in 
good condition and still able to support greater numbers than now exist. 
In addition the physical condition of caribou taken by local residents 
has been good, and initial calf production has been high. Both of these 
factors indicate good habitat condition. 

The western arctic herd has received heavy use by native residents 
throughout history. The average annual kill since 1963 has been about 
25,000 caribou, varying from 20,000 to"29,000. Most of these animals 
are taken as they pass villages during the spring or fall migrations or 
when animals spend the winter near settlements. Sfnce the kill is 
largely dependent upon availability of caribou close to villages which 
is fn turn dependent on migration routes and wintering areas, the kill 
near any particular settlement may fluctuate widely from year to year. 
Ourfng fall migration prior to the nit, adult bulls are often preferred. 
After this tfme cows or young bulls are taken when a choice Is available. 
The total effect on the population fs a reduction In the proportion of 
bulls. Hunting by local residents fs prfinarfly done wfth the afd of 
snow machines, although boats are sometiMs used. Oog teatnS were the 
primary 111e1ns of transportation until the late 1960's, but are rarely 
used today. 

Past regulations have reflected the dependency of local people upon 
caribou for domestic use. From 1959 to 1976, there were no closed 
seasons or bag limits. In 1976 a limft of 15 caribou per year, closure 
of short portions of the season and prohf bf tfon of comnercf al sale of 
caribou were imposed to reduce total hunter kill. 

Recreational harvests by persons not livi119 fn the area have probably 
not exceeded 1,000 caribou fn any one year, and a more realfstfc esthaate 
probably would be 300 animals, fn either case a neglfgble proportion of 
the total kfll. A majority of recreational hunting has been by guided 
nonresfdents, but within the last ffve years an increasing number of 
resident hunters have been traveling to the area to hunt. Most of the 
access to the area by recreational hunters has been provided by aircraft. 
Though adult bulls fn this area do not have exceptionally large antlers, 
the remote character of the regfon and the possfbfllty of selecting 
trophies from large numbers of caribou increase the appeal to recreational 
hunters of hunting In the area. 

* 

• 

Developnient of oil reserves on Naval Petroleu.i Reserve 14 may occur 
on or adjacent to the calving grounds of the western arctic herd. 
Thfs could result fn abandonment of this crf tfcal habitat or in 
dfsturbanc1 which would adversely affect calf survival. These 
problems may be resolved by establislllll!nt of a critical habitat 
area including the calving grounds or by restriction of human 
actfvftfes to those times of the year fn which caribou are not 
calving or migrating to or from the area. Resource development 
must be managed to prevent alteration of habitat which would adversely 
affect range conditions In the area. 

Construction of pipelines to transport oil from the area could 
result fn the obstruction of free movetll!nt by •igratfng caribou. 
The state should establish and enforce stipulations assuring unimpeded 
movement of caribou. 



• 

* 

* 

Interest in reindeer husbandry is increasing. Reindeer grazing 
ls generally incompatible with maintaining free-roaming caribou. 
The Department should work closely with other State and Federal 
agencies Involved and with Native groups to insure that reindeer 
grazing is limited to areas of no competition with caribou. 

With the decline in population size and reduced yearling recruitment, 
the present levels of hunting and predation will result in even 
lower population nU11bers. The amount of hunter-related 110rtality 
such .ts wounding could be reduced by the i111Provement of hunting 
practices and elimination of wastage, factors which may account for 
Z0-30 percent of the total kill by d011estic users. In addition, 
the total hunter kill will have to be reduced and some measures may 
have to be taken to reduce predation if the herd is to recover. 

Increased access into the area may result in additional harvests 
above sustainable levels. Restrictions of methods of access may be 
necessary. 

A portion of the area used by the western arctic caribou herd will 
be selected under the terms of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act. Private landowners may prohibit public trespass for hunting. 
The Department should solicit the cooperation of private landowners 
to facilitate progressive management of caribou. Easements across 
private lands to public lands will be sought as provided for in the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. 

IMPACTS 

* 

* 

Li•ltation of the caribou kill to 5 percent of the population until 
tht herd again reaches 200,000 will result in a reduced number of 
anl111als which are available for domestic use by local residents. 
In part, this Impact may be lessened if wounding and wastage rates 
are reduced. 

Resource development inay be constrained lo certain areas or during 
certain times of the year. 

Hanagement to allow the herd to increase to Its fonner abundance 
may require a temporary decrease In wolf numbers. 
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DALL SHEEP IN NORTHWESTERN ALASKA 

In Northwestern Alaska Dall sheep (OIJis <Uilli) Inhabit the Delong Hauntains 
from Howard Pass to the western Wulik Peaks. Distribution is not continuous 
and sheep populations may be separated by several drainages. The 
influence~ of coastal weather may make habitat in Northwestern Alaska 
marginal for Dall sheep. The total population In the region is estimated 
to be abou t 1,500 sheep. 

Dall sheep are usually found in alpine habitat. During sunner they 
occupy relatively large areas. Mineral licks are an i111POrtant c0111>0nent 
of sheei> habitat in sunner. Many iiaportant mineral licks are known 
throughout the Brooks Range, but few have been identified in Northwestern 
Alaska. Sheep, especially ewes with lambs, will frequently travel 
several miles to use mineral licks where they eagerly eat the mineral 
rich soil. The e~act nature of sheep dependence on mineral licks Is not 
fully underi tood . The use of ~lneral licks also serves to intermingle 
otherwise discrete populations and is of importance In maintaining 
genetically healthy herds. 

Winter ranges are the third critical component of Dall sheep habitat. 
Winter ranges are characterized by windblown ridges or slopes. These 
ranges usually occur at the mouths of tributaries along major drainages 
where prevailing winds clear winter snow froai forage. A herd occupying 
many square miles of suaner habitat may be restricted to, and limited in 
size by, a winter range of relatively few acres. SOiie herds occupy 
winter ranges which are several miles from their sunsner ranges and 
migrate between the two. These seasonal migrations often Include side 
trips to utilize mineral licks, and are the Ingrained tradition of e~ch 
population. Sheep are e~tremely loyal to their traditional sumner 
ranges, winter ranges and mineral licks and appear on these ranges at 
about the same time each year. 

Predation in Northwestern Alaska does not appear to be a 1aajor factor in 
limiting sheep numbers, however occasional situations arfse where 
predation may depress sheep l\Ulllbers. Wolves are the 111in predator on 
sheep, but wolverines, bears and S'*!times eagles have been known to 
take sheep. 

Dall sheep in Northwestern Alaska are used for nonconsumptive wilderness 
values and for consumptive recreational and domestic utilization. In 
recent years the recreational harvest in Northwestern Alaska has averaged 
less than 20 rams and hunter success has averaged about SO percent. 
About half of the harvest has been by non,..sident hunters. Oomestic use 
of Dall sheep has played a minor but continuing role; such use has been 
limited and nontraditional. It Is difficult to assess the future 
trends of hunter pressure and harvest in Northwestern Alaska, but hunter 
effort will probably Increase. 

Expanding human land use may adversely affect sheep through the 
alteration of Important habitat or through disturbance of sheep use 
of critical areas. Mineral licks, winter ranges, lambing areas, 
and migration routes are particularly susceptible to damage or 
interference from such activities as mining, construction in 
transportation and utility corridors, and development of alpine 
recreation sites. Critical habitats must be protected from alteration 
or undue disturbance. 

Increases in n~rs of hunters, developnient of access, and improved 
transport iaethods have reduced availability of legal raias, even in 



once-remote and lightly hunted areas . In SOiie locations most legal 
rams are re1110ved annually . In some areas the average si ze of rains 
available to hunters has decreased. In addition to reduced hunter 
success, Increased hunting pressure has lowered the quality of the 
hunting experience. Management measures to regulate hunter density 
and distribution, and to increase the number of legal rams available 
to hunters should receive greater emphasis. 

The small, isolated nature of sheep populations in Northwestern 
Alaska makes these populations especially vulnerable to uncontrolled 
harvest situations . Enforcement of regulations limiting harvests 
to allowable levels and to specified sheep population segments and 
the cooperation of local residents will be necessary to maintenance 
of cun-ent sheep populations In the region . 



3. SOUTHERN BROOKS RANGE SHEEP ~ANAGEMENT PLAN 

~ 

Ga111e Management Units 24, 25 and that portion of 23 which includes the 
drainages of the Noatak River above Its confluence with Mayuinerak Creek. 

PRIMARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity to hunt sheep under aesthetically pleasing 
cond i t ions. 

SCCONDARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity to take large sheep. 

EXAMPLES !!f MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Control the number and distribution of hunters and methods of 
hunter transport, If necessary, to maintain aesthetic hunting 
conditions. 

2. Limit the harvest of rams to no 1110re than the annual increment of 
three-quarter curl rams. 

3. Discourage land use practices that adversely affect the wilderness 
character of the ared. 

THE SPECIES 

Sheep which Inhabit this large area exist in discrete populations each 
of which has its well-defined traditional ranges. The entire extent of 
the area included in this plan has never been completely survey~ for 
Dall sheep so the actual number of animals present is not known. Based 
on limited aerial surveys, the number of Dall sheep in this area is 
estimated to be at least 7,500. There is little doubt that Dall sheep 
numbers fluctuate and tnat there may be declines or increases in the 
future, but these fluctuations are not expected to be extreme. Unless 
exceptionally adverse conditions occur, sheep population numbers will 
probably continue to fluctuate near present levels. 

Most natural mortality is caused by weather and predation. The influences 
of predation are not known, but are thought to be minimal under normal 
conditions. The influences of weather are most apparent in lamb production 
and sometimes result in the loss of a lamb crop. Where hunter pressure 
is light. as it has been in much of the southern Brooks Range, weather 
influences on trophy production are not readily seen because of the 
standing stock of trophies on the range. In much of the southern Brooks 
Range trophy availability ls good. This high availability of trophies 
results from the presence of lightly hunted populations containing 
relatively large nUlllbers of old rams. A few areas with good access have 
received high hunter pressure in the last few years. 

The southern Brooks Range has received an increased amount of use in the 
lg7o's, but the number of hunters appears to have leveled off in the 
past 2 to 3 years at about 200 hunters per year. These hunters harvest 
about 115 ra111s per year. About 65 percent of the hunters are residents 
and they take about 55 percent of the narvest. In the past few years 
there has been a trend toward increased hunting by residents in the 
area. About 1,000 man days are spent hunting sheep in the southern 



Brooks Range each year. Some domestic utilization by local res idents 
occurs In the area, but It Is limited and represents the opportunistic 
taking of sheep rather than an actual dependence on thet11 as a food i tem. 
NonconsU11ptlve utilization of sheep In the southern Brooks Range occurs, 
but the extent to which it Is incidental to other activities is not 
known. Many big game guides and outfitters have interests in this vast 
area . They are responsible for about 45 percent of the Dall ra~ harvest 
each year. Soa1e guide operations have pennanent facilit ies In the area . 

* 

* 

* 

* 
* 

* 

• 

* 

Important Dall sheep habitat Including mineral licks, lambing areas 
and winter ranges may be adversely affected by resource develolJllll!nt. 
Mining and prospecting activity has been present in the area for 
111any years, but recent developments have stimulated Increased 
interest in utilization of non-renewable resources . The Department 
should identify Important sheep habitat and should encourage regulation 
of resource development to minimize adverse impacts to sheep habitat. 

The lack of enforcement of hunting regulations for residents of the 
area presents a potential for abuse. As demands on sheep In the 
area incre1se, the allowance for unregulated use will decrease. 
Enforcement of existing regulations will be necessary to avoid 
excessive use of sheep and to assure all users equal opportunity 
under the 1 aw. 

EstablishAlent of proposed "4 systems" areas such as the Hoatak 
National Ecological Range, Gates of the Arctic National Park , and 
the additions to the Arctic National Wi ldlife Range may exclude or 
limit hunting In the southern Brooks Range. Addi tional large 
tracts of land wil l be transferred to private ownership under terms 
of the Alaska Native Claims Settle111ent Act and such lands may be 
closed to public hunting. Exclusion of hunting In some areas will 
result in concentrations of hunters in other areas , causing deterioration 
of aesthetic hunting conditions. Increased hunting pressure is 
also expected when the pipeline Haul Road is opened for public use . 
The Depart~ent will attempt to maintain public hunting over as wide 
an area as possible by participating in land use planning and 
coordinated management with other agencies . The Department should 
solicit the cooperation of private landowners to facilitate progressive 
management of sheep. Easements across private lands to public 
lands wfll be sought as provided for in the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act. Densities of hunters may be controlled by use of 
permits. 

Hunter density will be limited by permits when crowded hunting 
conditions occur. 

Large rams will be available to hunters. 

Methods of hunter transport will be ll~lted to those necessary for 
access to the hunting area . 

Util ization of the sheep resource by some bfg ga111e guides will be 
restricted to the extent that clients can obtain permits . 

Viewing and photographing sheep in wilderness surroundings will be 
enhanced. 

Resource development activities may be li~ited in time or area and 
expense of operations may be increased. 
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4. WESTERN BROOKS RANGE SHEEP MANAGEMENT PLAN 

~ 

The portion of Game Management Unit 23 draining Into the Kobuk Rtver and 
the drainages Into the Noatak River below Mayumerak Creek. 

HANAGEHENT GOAL 

To provide the greatest opportunity to participate tn hunting sheep. 

EXAMPLES QI MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Control access, distribution of hunters and methods of hunter 
transport if necessary to distribute hunting pressure through the 
area. 

2. Discourage land use practices that adversely affect sheep habitat . 

THE SPECIES 

Sheep In thts area can be s;parated Into three distinct geographical 
populations: those In the drainages of the upper Kobuk River; those In 
the Baird Mountains south of the Noatak River; and those In the Delong 
Mountains, north of the Noatak River. The total sheep population In the 
area i s estimated to be 700. While the Kobuk drainage appears to be 
good habitat, It contains relatively few sheep. The area has not been 
thoroughly surveyed, but tt ls estimated to support only 150 animals. 
The Baird Mountain region ts sparsely populated, with most sheep occurring 
In the western portion. A cursory survey In 1974 revealed 44 sheep, but 
the area ts estimated to contain 150. Sheep Inhabit a relatively large 
area in the Delong Mountains fron the Wullk River tn the west to the 
Ntmluktuk River In the east, but density Is low. The area Is estl111ted 
to contain 400 animals . 

Presently sheep are about one-half their former numbers In the Western 
Brooks Range . Information Indicates that the sheep population began to 
decline in the early to mld-lg6o's and has continued to do so. The 
decrease does not seem to be a result of hunting alone, but more likely 
is a combination of several factors. These include range conditions, 
weath~r, predation and subsistence hunting. 

A fail survey In 1974 revealed that lalllbs comprised about 24 percent of 
the population In the Western Brooks Range and 17 percent in an area 
near the upper Kobuk River. For the population as a whole natural ll!Ortallty 
is estimated to be about 6 to 9 percent annually. 

It appears that sheep distribution has shrunk during the last three 
decades. Although the causes are uncertain, sheep habitat In the Western 
Brooks Range Is marginal, perhaps because of Its proximity to the arctic 
coastal environment. When sub-populations are extirpated, recolonization 
apparently occurs very slowly. Even with good lamb survival It ts not 
likely that the population will expand quickly. 

Considering the size of the land mass, hunting pressure has been relatively 
light, but due to the limited number of aircraft landing sites, pressure 
has been htgh in localized areas. The greatest nuinber of hunters have 
concentrated on the main tributaries of the Noatak River In drainages of 
the Eli, Kelly and Kugurorok Rivers. Reported annual harvests In the 
area have averaged about 8 rams for the last 10 years. In recent years 



there has been a slight Increase In hunting pressure which ls not entirely 
reflected In the harvest statistics because hunter success has been 
lower. Local residents have taken 110st of the harvest, but a few nonnatives 
using the services of a guide have also been successful. Wheeled or 
float-equipped aircraft have been the transporation means used most 
often, In about equal proportions. Average walking distance from the 
point of landing to where the sheep were killed has probably averaged 
less than five miles. Hunter success has been greater than 60 percent 
for both residents and nonresidents. 

Twenty or thirty years ago local hunters probably killed 3 to 4 times 
(or more) as many sheep as did recreational hunters. With few exceptions 
this kill occurred outside the legal hunting season and Included all 
sheep regardless of age or sex. This practice continues today but now 
domestic use more nearly equals the recreational harvest. The vast 
majority of this kill still occurs outside the open season, usually when 
the sheep are on their wintering grounds and can be reached with the aid 
of a sno1111111chine. The greatest nuiaber of sheep taken by dOllM!stic hunters 
come from the drainages of the Wullk, Kivalina, and lower Noatak Rivers. 

* 

* 

• 

* 

The practice of taking sheep outside established seasons and bag 
limits hinders any sound 111anage11ent program. Enforcement efforts 
should be Increased, and the Department should explain to local 
domestic hunters the reasons for established regulations and the 
necessity for all users to comply with them. 

Much of the area has not been surveyed, and necessary data are 
lacking on sheep numbers, composition, and distribution. The 
Department should Increase survey and inventory activities to 
acquire information necessary for management. 

The western Brooks Range is highly •ineralized, and will probably 
receive increased attention from mining interests. Develop111ent 
could be detrimental by disturbing sheep at critical times or 
adversely affecting important sheep habitat. The Department should 
closely 111011itor exploration and development and should reconmend 
measures to ~lnlmize adverse consequences of resource development. 

Regulations which may be implemented to distribute hunting pressure 
more evenly 111ay limit the freedom of Individuals to hunt when and 
where they choose. 

Hunting pressure can be expected to increase. 
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MOOSE IH NORTHWESTERN ALASKA 

Moose (Alcco alccs) are distributed throughout Northwestern Alaska from 
the Brooks Range to Norton Sound and from Walker Lake to Point Hope and 
Cape Prince of llales. In forested areas, such as the middle and upper 
Kobuk River and its tributaries, they are widely distributed during 
spring and su1T111er. However, during winter they tend to congregate In 
shrub and tree stands along major rivers and streams. Jn treeless 
areas, such as most coastal areas and the western seward Peninsula, 
moose are most closely associated with streamside shrub comnunities. 
During sunwaer they 1114y disperse onto the tundra and uplands where forage 
occurs. During fall and winter they are restricted to shrub cocrmunitles 
along streams and rivers. 

Hoose were apparently rare In the Kobuk and Noatak River drainages and 
were definitely absent from the Seward Peninsula and coastal areas of 
the Chukchi Sea during the late lBOO's and early l900's. Their numbers 
have gradually increased along the Kobuk and Noatak Rivers during the 
past 50 years, corresponding roughly to their Increase in the Brooks 
Range. Hoose are recent inhabitants of the Seward Peninsula and northern 
coastal areas. They were occasionally seen in the western Seward Peninsula 
during the 1950's, and have become particularly numerous during the past 
10 to 15 years. Over 3,000 moose currently occur on the Seward Peninsula. 
South of the Seward Peninsula Sllill groups of 110ose have been resident 
for some time along streams where the treeline extends to the coast. 

In the past, the moose harvest on the Seward Peninsula and in the Norton 
Sound area has been low. Between 1963 and 1972 the total annual reported 
kill was less than 70 animals, while between 1973 and 1975 the annual 
reported kill has ranged from 136 to 222. The moose harvest In the 
Kotzebue Sound area, Including the Kobuk and Hoatak drainages has also 
been low. Total reported harvest during 1974 and 1975 was 104 and 76 
moose, respectively. 

Many moose taken for domestic utilization by local residents are not 
reported. Consequently harvests by all hunters 1114Y approach 700 per 
year. Host recreational hunters are residents of Nome and Kotzebue. 
Riverboats are used extensively on the major rivers and aircraft provide 
access to more remote areas. 

* 

* 

In 1114ny areas of Northwestern Alaska where winter habitat Is limited, 
moose appear to be near a critical balance with their food supply. 
Harvest regulations lllUSt assure that lllOOSe do not overpopulate 
their range. However, the decline of caribou populations in the 
area may result In greater hunting pressure on moose. Harvests 
must be closely llOllitored and regulations adjusted to prevent 
overharvest of moose. 

Opposition to feaale moose hunting has existed In Alaska for 
several years. Antlerless moose hunts by pen1it or during a special 
season have been conducted with varying degrees of acceptance and 
criticism. Unfortunately, recent declines in moose populations in 
SOllM! areas of Alaska strengthened opposition to antlerless hunts 
and culminated In passage of a bill preventing antlerless hunts 
unless otherwise authorized by the local advisory comnittee. 
Antlerless hunting fs , however, a useful manageaient tool, and 
efforts must be continued to explain the benefits of retaining this 
management option. 



5. SEWARD-KOBUK-NOATAK MOOSE MANAGEMEllT PLAN 

~ 
Game Management Unit 22 except for the Heine Area and the Granite Mountain 
Hoose Management Plan areas; Game Management Unit 23 except for the 
Granite Mountain and the Upper Noatak-Kobuk Hoose Management Plan areas. 

~MANAGEMENT §Q& 

To provide for an optimum harvest of moose. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide the greatest opportunity to participate in hunting .oose. 

~ Q.E. MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Harvest the annual Increment to the moose population. 

2. Control the number and distribution of hunters, if necessary, to 
distribute hunting pressure through the area. 

3. Hafntain a post-hunting season population sex ratio of at least 20 
bulls per 100 cows. 

4. Harvest antlerless moose to attain the desired population size and 
structure. 

5. Manipulate habitat in selected areas to increase carrying capacity 
for moose. 

6. Discourage land use practices that adversely affect 1110ose habitat. 

THE SPECIES 

Recent historical records Indicate moose did not occur in northwest 
Alaska prior to 1900. Ouring the mid-l930's, a few 11100se 110ved into the 
area, probably originating from Yukon River drainages. Gradual increases 
fn moose populations occurred, most notic1bly during the l960's, concurrent 
with greater compliance with game regulations . By the 1970's, they had 
expanded into most areas of suitable habitat, and subpopulations increased 
dramatically. An example is the drainages of the Kuzitrin River on the 
Seward Peninsula where observed moose numbers increased from 142 in 1972 
to 526 in 1975. In spring, most 1110ose are fOUtld along the major river 
systetlS and it is possible to count a high percentage of the actual 
population. The minimum number of moose observed in a portion of the 
area in 1975 and 1976 was 1,630 moose, but the total may exceed 3,000 
animals. 

The average age of moose in this area Is relatively low, but large older 
bulls are c<111110n In some areas, espe<:i1lly In the northern portion. In 
several survey 1reas bulls with antler spreads in excess of 40 Inches 
represented nearly half the males present. Calf production and survival 
appear to be good. Winter and spring surveys indicate 25 percent of the 
population consists of lllOOSe less than 1 year old. With a population of 
about 3,000 animals, the area can support an annual h1rvest of at least 
750 moose . Wolves are scarce on the Seward Peninsula and are not a 
si9nlflcant mortality factor there. Elsewhere in the area the wolf 
population appears high and Increasing. Wolves in this region prey 



largely on caribou, but SOiie 1110ose are also taken, and wolf predation on 
moose may increase fn the future. 

The winter browse fn ~any river drainages will be unable to sustain 
further increases in moose numbers. Along such rivers as the American 
and Kougarok, overbrowslng Is already a proble111. Wfllow forage is 
limited to annual production, and some stands are overbrowsed to the 
point that aMual growth has been reduced by half. There Is ample 
willow browse in the foothills and higher elevations, but in late winter 
ft is usually unavailable because of deep snows. Unless moose are 
carefully managed, serious range deterioration is likely, with long-terra 
detrimental effects on moose populations. 

Hoose were unavailable to local hunters until recent years, and consequently 
they traditionally have not been hunted by natives residing In coastal 
villages. Recently, however, villagers, Including those that have 
historically depended on marine 111aJ1111als and caribou, are placing greater 
reliance on moose for meat. The importance of moose for domestic use 
and for recreational hunting will undoubtedly increase. 

The reported annual kill for the Seward-Kobuk-Noatak area has averaged 
about 140 moose In past years but recently has exceeded 200. The actual 
nunber killed Is probably much higher, but the number Is uncertain 
because of nonc0111pllance with harvest reports. The total harvest Is 
estimated at 600 or more annually. longer seasons In 1g73 and 1974 with 
liberal antlerless seasons resulted in greater hunter participation and 
larger harvests. Local residents kill 90 percent or 1110re of all lllOOSe 
taken. More than 50 percent of the moose harvested on the Seward Peninsula 
are taken from one of three roads radiating from Hane. R11<1d-based 
hunters take moose primarily in the drainages of the r.uzftrfn, including 
the J<ougarok, Pilgrim, and ltoxapaga Rfvers. Hunters also use the middle 
Kiukluk River for access. The most prevalent hunting method is to 
search for game whfle driving along roads. Off-road vehicles and river 
boats are also becoming popular as means of access. Hunters usfng 
aircraft (most based In Hoaie or Kotzebue) take about 20 percent of the 
harvest generally in areas inaccessible by other iaeans. Aircraft hunters 
usually take moose from the upper Niukluk or American Rivers on the 
Seward Peninsula and frOlll the Noatak River or Kobuk tributaries north 
and west of Kotzebue. Boat hunting is popular on the major river systell\S 
and half or more of the harvest is uken in this manner. 

Most moose are killed froa1 August through September prior to freeze-up. 
When access becomes more difficult with the approach of winter, the kill 
drops off sharply. A few moose are taken after November with the afd of 
snowmachines, but Interest is not hfgh because many residents do not 
find moose palatable after the onset of the rut. Although hunters are 
currently rElllDvfng about 15 percent of the total population, hunting 
pressure fs not evenly distributed throughout the area. Where access is 
difficult, hunters are taking less than 5 percent of the population. In 
other areas where access fs easter, the harvest 111ay be as high as 30 
percent. 

• 

• 

Accurate harvest data are lacking in many areas because of non­
compliance with the harvest ticket reporting. The Oepartment 11111st 
convince regional and village leaders that knowledge of actual 
harvest levels fs necessary ff thefr d0111Cstic needs are to be iaet. 
The Department should promulgate an active information program to 
publicize the need for COllPlfance with game regulations. 

Although lllDOSe are currently under-harvested In llOSt areas, overharvest 
may occur in the future due to their vulnerability to hunters 
transported by SllOWllachines after freeze-up. If necessary the 
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* 

Department will reconnend restrictions on 111ethods of hunter transport 
to avoid localized overharvests. 

A portion of the area has been nominated for Inclusion under federal 
management by one of four federal resource agencies. Hunting or 
access for hunting may be limited or prohibited on SOllle of these 
federal lands. The Department should work closely with the various 
federal agencies to develop cooperative nautually acceptable managecnent 
prograins. 

Concentrations of hunters in accessible areas may occur. 

The proportion of large-antlered 110ase in the area will decline. 



6. UPPER NOATAK-KOBUK MOOSE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

~ 
That portion of Game Management Unit 23 which includes the drainages of 
the Noatak River above Its confluence with Halyumerak Creek and the 
drainages of the Kobuk River above Its confluence with the Mayneluk 
River. 

PRIMARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opportunity to hunt moose under aesthetically pleasing 
cond It ions. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT fill& 

To provide an opportunity to take large-antlered 11100se. 

~OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Control the number and distribution of hunters, if necessary, to 
maintain aesthetic hunting conditions. 

2. Maintain a post-hunting season population sex ratio of approxhnately 
40 or more bulls per 100 cows. 

3. Maintain the 11100se population slightly below the carrying capacity 
of the habl tat. 

4. Harvest antlerless moose, If necessary, to maintain the population 
at desired levels. 

5. Habitat in selected areas may be manipulated to increase Its 
carrying capacity for lllOOSe. 

6. Oppose land use practices that adversely affect the wild character 
of the area . 

THE SPECIES 

Recent historical records Indicate moose were absent In the area prior 
to 1930. The first animals probably emigrated from the Yukon River into 
the upper drainages of the Kobuk and then gradually spread to the Noatak 
river. They increased In the Kobuk area during the 1960's and appear to 
have stabilized In the last few years. The Noatak moose population 
Increased 110re slowly, probably as a result of physical barriers to 
innigratlon and lack of suitable winter habitat. The moose population 
in the Noatak area is probably still below carrying capacity. An aerial 
survey in the spring of 1975 revealed 128 moose In the upper Kobuk. The 
following year 98 110ose were seen after covering about 1/8 of the upper 
Noatak. The total moose population in both areas Is estimated to exceed 
400 animals, and may be as high as 1,000. 

Calf production and survival appears reasonably good. Calves slightly 
less than l year old comprised about 19 percent of the spring, 1976 
population. The area could probably support a harvest of at least BO 
lllOOse per year. Natural 110rtality factors are not well known. Winter 
habitat on the Kobuk appears secure due to the diverse distribution of 
browse species and abundant cover. Winter browse on the Noatak Is 
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generally li•ited to areas along rivers and streilllS and is subject to 
overuti 1 tzatton. 

Hunting pressure ts light . Less than 40 moose are taken annually despite 
liberal hunting seasons, which generally extend from August through 
December. The area could support a substantial Increase in harvests 
with no detrimental effects to the population. Host of moose are probably 
taken by the use of aircraft, but float trips are popular on the Kobuk 
and a few are taken tn this manner. Host of the harvest occurs during 
the first two 1110nths of the season. However, a few moose are killed by 
hunters using sno~chlnes following freeze-up. Due to the area's 
remoteness, few .eat hunters use the area on a regular basis. Host of 
the annual harvest is taken by recreational hunters . 

* 

* 

.. 

• 

* 

Host of the area has been nominated for Inclusion under federal 
management by one of four resource agencies as provided for by the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. These federal agencies may 
prohibit or restrict hunting. The Department should attempt to 
establish a close working relationship with federal agencies to 
develop cooperative, mutually-acceptable management agreements . 

Accurate data are lacking on population size, COllPOSitlon, annual 
recruitment and predation losses on which manageaient decisions can 
be based. The Oepartllent should obtain Initial baseline data as 
soon as possible and 110nitor the area regularly. 

Much of the area ts Inaccessible, and tt wtll be difficult to 
obtain a uniform distribution of hunters. If the area Is to retain 
tts undeveloped character, this problem will unavoidably persist. 
Construction of limited access landing strips may be considered by 
the Department If crowding of hunters at existing points of access 
or localized overharvests of large bulls occur. 

Local d011estfc hunters will be more restricted seasonally fn their 
use of the resource, and they will be competing with hunters from 
other areas of the state. 

Hunting pressure and annual harvest are likely to Increase. 



9. NOME AREA MOOSE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

llilliQ!! 
In Game Management Unit 22, all drainages into the Bering Sea west of 
Solomon on the south, and west of the White River drainage Into the 
lmuruk Bas In on the north. 

~ MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity to view, photograph and enjoy moose . 

SECOHOARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide for an optimum harvest of moose. 

~ OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Increase the moose population to the carrying capacity of the 
habitat. 

2. Encourage public viewing of moose and enhance viewing facilities. 

3. Allow Hatted harvests of moose when not in conflict wtth viewing 
and photography. 

4. Discourage land use practices that adversely affect moose habitat. 

THE SPECIES 

Hoose were scarce or absent in the Nome area prior to the 1930's. Since 
then a few animals have i111ntgrated from adjacent regions, but numbers 
are still low due to limited habitat. The 1976 overwintering population 
In the area was 50 moose or less; more animals may be present during 
su.ner. The moose population consists primarily of young ani111als, and 
females considerably outnumber males . 

Most hunting In the area occurs along roads, usually as a secondary 
activity or while hunters are enroute to other hunting areas. The 
annual kill has averaged 20 animals or less. Despite the low number of 
lllOOse, this area Is hunted intensively because ft Is so close to Hane. 
Host llOOSe are taken after Septellber 1. 

Nome is visited by a large number of tourists during surrmer, and many 
are avidly interested in viewing wildlife. Viewing and photography are 
Important uses whenever moose are accessible along the road system and 
reported locations of ani11111ls may attract scores of people. 

• 

As development of petroleum and mineral resources occurs, the h1111an 
population will Increase with a resulting loss of valuable habitat. 
Comprehensive land use planning should be initiated to encourage 
orderly developaent and allow for protection of critical wildlife 
habitat. 

Nonconsumptive use will probably Increase, w1th impacts of disturbance 
and harassment of w1ld animals . Regulations controlling periods 
and duration of use as well as activities during use iaay be required. 
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Comiunlty residents 1111y find It difficult to value a viewing area 
when 11111st are predominately hunters. Considerable noncompl lane& 
with regulations that prohibit hunting may r1tsult . The Deparbal!nt 
should publlciz1t positive ben1tfits of the area and Increase contacts 
with hunters In the field. 

Short hunting seasons during winter will reduce the opportunity for 
local residents to hunt In the area. 

Hoose density and the proportion of bulls in the population should 
Increase. 

An area where people can readily vll!W 1111>ose will attract Increased 
use by tourists and residents and may increase revenues to the 
local economy. 
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10. GRANITE MT. MOOSE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

~ 

In Game Management Units ZZ and 23, the drainages of the Koyuk River 
above its confluence with Willow Creek, the drainages of the East Fork 
of the Koyuk River above Its confluence with the Koyuk River, the drainages 
of the Buckland River above Its confluence with Kflulikpuk Creek; the 
drainages of the Tagagawik River upstream of latitude 66° 10' 7". 

~ HANAGEHENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity to hunt moose under aesthetically pleasing 
cond it 1 ons . 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity to take large-antlered 1110ose. 

~ OF MANAGEMENT GUJOELINES 

1. Control access and methods of transport, ff necessary, to maintain 
aesthetic hunting conditions. 

Z. Control the number and distribution of hunters to distribute 
hunting pressure through the area. 

3. Maintain the moose population below the carrying capacity of the 
habitat. 

4. Hafntafn a post-hunting season population sex ratio of approximately 
40 or more bulls per 100 cows. 

5. Harvest antlerless moose, If necessary, to attain the desired 
population size and structure. 

6. Oppose land use practices th1t adversely affect moose habitat. 

THE SPECIES 

The Granite Mountain moose population evidently originated from ani111als 
that fllllligrated to the area during the 1930's from drainages of the 
Yukon River. The population Increased fn subsequent years, reaching its 
greatest density during the early 1960's. Hoose currently occupy all 
suitable habitat in densities approaching the maximum that the range can 
sustain. Aerial surveys In the spring of 1975 Indicated at least 400 
and possibly more Ulan 600 moose occupy the area. Calf production and 
survival through the first year has been good; surveys indicate about ZO 
percent of the population is slightly less than 1 year old. Antler 
growth fs rapid; bulls 6 years old often carry antlers with a spread of 
60 Inches. Nearly half of the bulls carry antlers with 40-inch spreads 
or larger. Rapid antler growth and a high proportion of young animals 
generally indicate excellent range condition. Moose winter habitat Is 
restricted to major river valleys in the area and overbrowsfng has 
occurred locally. Predators are scarce and are probably not causing 
significant moose mortality. 

Hoose harvest levels can only be estimated, but hunting pressure on the 
Granite Mountain moose population f s low. No more than 50 moose are 
taken by hunters annually; calf production and survival rates indicate 
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the population could sustain a harvest of at least 100 animals per year. 
Host moose are t1ken along rivers prior to freeze-up by hunters using 
light aircraft for transportation. Host animals are taken along the 
Buckl•nd and Koyuk Rivers; the Taga!J'Wlk River Is relatively Inaccessible 
and s1ldC111 hunted. Shallow water generally precludes river boat travel. 
Residents of Buckland, Koyuk and Selawik occasionally hunt lllOose using 
snD111111chines after freeze-up, but few animals are taken since the meat 
Is considered less palatable after the breeding season. 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

The recreational hunting harvest may be too limited to control 
moose numbers and may lower the bull:cow ratio to an undesirable 
level. The Department may recommend addition of winter hunting 
seasons to achieve 111anagement goats. 

Huch of northwestern Alaska contains substantial ~lneral deposits, 
and a number of mining cDlftPanles art currently exploring In the 
Granite Mountain area. Exploration and subsequent development of 
mineral resources could result in unaesthetic hunting conditions. 
The Department should inonltor mining activities and provide guidelines 
to minimize adverse l111pacts. 

A portion of the Granite Mountain area may be transferred Into one 
of the four national resource systems as provided for by the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act. Federal administrators may establish 
management policies different from this proposed plan. The Department 
should attaipt to develop cooperative management programs with the 
appropriate federal agency. 

Thi proportion of bulls with large antlers should Increase. 

Hunting regulations will reduce the freedom of use to which local 
residents are accustomed. 

Hlnage111ent under the proposed goals may attract additional use by 
residents from other parts of the state. 

Oollestlc require111ents of local residents wilt be satisfied during 
late-season hunts when restrictions effective during earlier aesthetic 
hunts are relaxed. 
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MUSKOXEN IH NORTHWESTERN ALASKA 

Populations of muskoxen (Otliboe 1110schatus) In Northwestern Alaska are 
lfmlted to the Seward Peninsula and to the coastal area In the Cape 
Thompson•Pt. Hope vicinity. This species, extirpated fl"OllT its original 
range on Alaska's Arctic Slope in the mid 1800's was reintroduced Into 
Alaska with a transplant of 31 Greenland muskoxen to Nunivak Island ·in 
1935 and lg36. The purpose of the transplant was to provide a nucleus 
herd from which 111Uskoxen could be taken to reestablish populations over 
their historic ranges In Alaska, as well as to provide for recreational, 
scientific and agricultural utilization of the animals. 

In March lg7o, 72 muskoxen were transported from Nunlvak Island to 
Northwestern Alaska and released, 36 on the Seward Peninsula near the 
Feather River and 36 at Cape Thompson. The animals released on the 
Feather River divided into small groups and remained In the general area 
of the release for several months and then started a northward movement. 
By 1974 most of these muskoxen had established themselves on the northern 
part of the Seward Peninsula between Teller and Shisl-.iaref. These 
animals have apparently divided Into two llAln groups, one of about 12 
animals using the area between Brevig and Wales, the other of about 17 
animals occupying an area near Ear Mountain. Observations Indicate that 
several other smaller groups and a few single animals may be In th1s 
area . By 1974 It appeared that these anl1111ls were holding their own 
with no apparent increase In nlllbers. 

Less Is known about the animals released at Cape Thompson. This vast 
and remote area Is difficult to survey. A few observations by Eskimos 
at Pt. Hope and Kivalina placed this herd at about 17 adults 411d 3 
calves by 1974. Four of these anl1111ls were sighted near Kivalina, the 
remainder In the Pt. Hope area. In 1976 the population numbered 25 
animals. 

~ 

Predation by wolves and brown bears may be a factor In preventing the 
Increase of these small nucleus populations of muskoxen. 
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2. llORTHWESTERll ALASKA MUSKOX MANAGEMEllT PLAll 

LOCATIO~ 

Al I of Game Hanagaient Units 22 and 23. 

HAHAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opportunity to hunt muskoxen under aesthethically pleasing 
cond 1 t ions. 

EXAMPLES QE. MANAGEMENT Gt!IOEL!NES 

l. Establish a viable population of iauskoxen on 11111lnland Alaska 
ranges. 

2. Allow ret110val of bull 1111skoxen that are In excess to those required 
for continued population expansion. 

3. Control access, number and distribution of hunters and methods of 
hunter transport to 111alntaln aestetlc hunting conditions. 

4. Encourage scientific studies of muskoxen. 

THE SPECIES 

ltlskoxen lft!re Introduced Into the area In 1970 when 36 animals were 
released near the Feather River on the Seward Peninsula and an 
additional 36 muskoxen were released near Cape Thompson, southeast of 
Pt. Hope. Success of the transplants was hampered by several factors. 
Most of the animals were 1-ture and therefore not llll!ledlately capable 
of producing young. The absence of older animals also reduced potential 
herd stability. At the time of release holding pens were not available, 
consequently the 11Uskoxen had no opportunity to becOMe conditioned to 
their surroundings nor to fonn any sort of herd bond; 111any an1111als 
wandered off by themselves. Of the original 72, nearly half 
disappeared. At least one was killed by a grizzly bear and four others 
fell through Ice and dM*lled. 

Muskoxen hove became established In n-o areas. In 1976, one herd to the 
east of Pt. Hope contained 25 anliaals; the second, on the western end 
of the Seward Peninsula contained 30 muskoxen. Taking Into account 
stragglers that have been reported at other distant locations, the total 
estimated population iaay exceed 70 animals. Approx1111ately 25 calves 
have been produced since the Introduction, but attrition seems to nearly 
equal reproduction. Although 1t appears the introduction may be 
succeuful, additional transplants are planned to· boost the population 
above the critical "threshold" level. 

Presently there is no legal hunting of muskoxen allowed in the area and 
none fs likely for the next few years. Use of muskoxen for the most 
part has been lf•lted to viewing by local residents who are curious 
about the unfamiliar animals. tnftfally, use of snoi.mach1nes to 
approach muskoxen contributed to the w1de dispersal of the animals. At 
least t'Wo muskoxen were killed by hunters when they were apparently 
"1111stalten" for sonie other an1111l, one near Kiana in 1972 and one near 
Selawik. In 1975. Unt1l the muskox population attains a sufficiently 
large s 1 ze to support hunting, nonconsU111ptive uses will predominate. 
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Conflicts arising from range utilization by both muskoxen and 
reindeer &ay occur as the muskox population Increases. Reindeer 
herding occurs throughout most of the Seward Peninsula. If conflicts 
between muskoxen and reindeer occur, Interactions between these 
species may be reduced by close cooperation between the Reindeer 
Herders Association, the Oepar~nt, and federal agencies responsible 
for allocating use of public lands. 

Opposition to hunting of muskoxen may be expected from people who 
view the l'IUskox as a rare species requiring c0111plete protection or 
who question the aesthetics of hunting muskoxen and from people who 
would prefer to domesticate muskoxen for use In cottage Industries. 
Hunting of muskoxen is a beneficial and justifiable use, the value 
of which has been demonstrated with Hunlvak Island l'IUSkox. Ooalestlcatlon 
of muskoxen as the sole use of the species or in situations whfch 
may interfere with management of wild muskox populations will be 
opposed by the Department. 

The lack of natural barriers to 1110vement of muskox over large areas 
coupled with the small size of the population causes fragmentation 
of groups and consequent decreases in reproductive performance of 
the population. losses to natural 1110rtallty lllilY also Increase with 
fragaaentation of groups. 

lventual expansion of muskox populations over former historic 
ranges Is anticipated and will be encouraged. 

An opportunity to participate In recreational hunting of muskoxen 
in Northwestern Alaska will be available to the public for the 
first time In this century. 
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FURBEARERS !ti .. ORTH'rlESIERN ALASKA 

All species of furbearers**" COlllllOll to Alaska occur In the Northwestern 
Region. Mink, otter, 1111skrat, and red and arctic foxes reach hfgh 
levels of abundince In this regfon. Wolverine, lynx, beaver, marten and 
other species cOllQOn to upland and alpine habftats are less abundant 
than In other northern Al1sk1 areas. Coyotes are unc0111110n to rare In 
much of the region and do not lnhabi t the western portions of the Seward 
Peninsula or the lower portions of the Noatak, Kobuk, and Selawik River 
systems. Beaver and lynx populations are expanding their historical 
ranges in the region, with beaver moving Into the northern portion of 
the region and lynx becomfng established on the Seward Peninsula . The 
Hoatak, Kobuk and Selawik floodplains are noted for their high quality 
mink and muskrat . Furbearers on St. Lawrence Island are limited to 
arctic foxes and ground squfrrels. 

Lfttle overall change In furbearer habitat has occurred In Northwestern 
Alaska. Some long-term climatic change may be affecting vegetation, as 
reflected In expanding distributions of moose, beaver and snowshoe 
hares. Wildfire has had relatively little Influence In this region 
although portions of the Kobuk and Selawik valleys have burned. Mining 
activities have affected some riparian habitat on the Seward Peninsula. 
Effects of mining activities on furbearers are unknown. Most of the 
region Is highly ~lnerallzed and future habitat disturbance seems Inevitable. 

Host hulan use of furbearers in this region ts consumptive. The degree 
of use varies with the abundance, 111arket value, and traditional utilization 
of various furbearer species. Relatively high h11111n use appears to be 
1fmlt1ng _,lvertne density and distribution. In addition to high pelt 
prices, _,lvertnes are valued for local use In the 11tanufacture of parka 
ruffs . In recent years high Allrket prices have led to Intensive trapping 
of arctic and red foxes . By contrast, relatively poor market conditions 
and a general decrease In delH!fldence upon furbearers as a source of 
Income have led to mfnf~l harvests of mink and muskrats. Long established 
tr1dftlons , market conditions and trapping regulations have l imited the 
use of furbllrers to the season from October to Hay when pelts are 
prf11111, •lthough some species are taken at other times. Beaver are used 
for food as well as fur, and may be taken when pelts are not prime. 
Squirrels hive 1lso been used for food and garments, but are unavailable 
fn the winter. 

SOllle viewing Ind photography of furbearers occurs In the region, primarily 
by tourists. Arctic and red foxes, and ground squirrels provide for the 
majority of nonconsumptlve use. 

• 

* 

... 

Pressure to ban leg-hold traps has clllll! about as a result of public 
aW1renen of the lnhullllne potential of these devices when Improperly 
sat and Infrequently checked. Prohibitive legislation 1111y result In 
the loss of 111pOrtant conllerclal and recreational utilization of 
the furburer resource. The Deparbnent should promote efficient 
and hullena trappfng methods to ensure the opportunity to participate 
fn trapping. 

OutbrHks of rabies In foxes periodically endanger h11111ns and 
dolllestlc ani111ls. Increased develop11ent and the attendant influx 
of people to the region will result in greater potential contact 
with foxes . Increased trapping or control efforts around population 
centers and development sites may be necessary. Public education 
is needed to inform people of the hazards of rabies . 

A list of furbearer species considered In these plans follows this 
regional account. 
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An expanding beaver population in the region may impact on the 
fisheries resources by creating barriers to movements of spawning 
fish. Problem areas will need to be identified and trapping efforts 
encouraged in such areas to minimize conflicts with fisheries. 

Underharvested furbearer populations are a significant economic 
loss to the area. Efforts to properly utilize all furbearer populations 
could provide substantial benefits. 

The proliferation of reindeer grazing may stimulate the det11and for 
fox control . The Influence of foxes on reindeer fawn survival 
should be evaluated to establish criteria for control efforts. 

LIST OF FURBEARERS IN NORTHWESTERN ALASKA 

Corrmon Name Scientific Name 

~ntds Coyote 
Red Fox 

Canis lat?'mts 
Vull"'s vulpes 
A lope: l.tzgopus 

Fel ids 

ltlstelids 

Rodentia 

White (Arctic) Fox 

Lynx 

Hink 
Land Otter 
Harten 
Wolverine 
Weasel 

Beaver 
Husltrat 
Snowshoe Hare 
Arctic Hare 
Harmot 
Red Squirrel 
Ground Squirrel 
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Hus te la 11ison 
U.tra canadensis 
Martos amsricana 
Gulo uulo 
Hustala ri=osa 
N!JBtala amrina 

Castor c01llldensia 
Ondatra aibethicus 
IApus amsricanus 
IApu• al'CtiCWJ 
Mmirota caUgata 
Tamiasciurus hudaonicus 
Citallus parryii 



1. GREATER ALASKA FURBEARER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Entire state except Game Management Units 7, 14 and 15 and national 
parks or other areas closed to all hunting and trapping. 

~ MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide for an optillllllll harvest of furbearers. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide the greatest opportunity to participate in hunting and trapping 
furbearers. 

~ Qf. MANAGEMENT GUlDELINES 

1. Promote efficient and humane trapping methods. 

2. Halnta1n trapping seasons and bag ll•its during periods of pelt 
primeness, COflsistent with population levels. 

J, Maintain hunting seasons on selected furbearer species, with seasons 
not necessarily limited to the period of pelt primeness and with 
restrictive bag limits. 

4. Maintain restrictive trapping seasons and bag limits on beaver 
based upon current beaver population levels. 

5. Encourage proper preparation and handling of furbearer pelts to 
muimfze fur values. 

6. Close areas well suited for viewing and photography of furbearers 
to hunting and trapping or otherwise restrict use, ff necessary. 

7. Discourage land use practices that adversely affect furbearer habitat. 

Tl!E SPECIES 

The species of furbearers addressed In this plan Include wolverine, 
111arten, ~Ink, beaver, 1111skrat, lynx, land otter, coyote, red and arctic 
foxes, short-tailed and least weasels, arctic ground squirrel, red 
squirrel, mannot and raccoon. The wolf has been treated separately. 

Many of these species have wide distribution In the state; consequently 
most are represented to some extent any given area. The arctic slope, 
the Aleutian Islands, and llliny islands in the Bering Sea, the northern 
Gulf of Alaska, and Southeastern Alaska have relatively few species 
present although large numbers of any one species may occur. On a 
lllllber of islands furbearers are present as a result of past introductions 
fnllll fur fa~lng or fro111 efforts to establish harvestable populations. 
Each individual species may vary in abundance according to habitat 
preferences and availability of food. There Is little infonnation 
available on nldlbers, distribution, or utilization of the various species. 
Huch of what Is known Is acquired from fur export reports, some field 
observations and reports from trappers. 

Furbearer population levels and trends depend primarily on the abundance 
of food. Most species such as wolverine, otter and beaver rely on a 

81 



variety of prey species or on a relatively stable vegetative food source 
are less subject to fluctuations than those furbearers such as lynx and 
arctfc fox are dependent on a single or only a few prey species. At 
times diseases cause significant reductions in furbearer populations. 
Rabies, mange, and distemper affect fox populations, beavers are subject 
to endemic hemorrhagic disease, and in Southeastern Alaska, nutritional 
steatltfs affects those 111Ustelfds that feed on rancid ffsh fat. Those 
species which occupy aquatic or riparian habitats, particularly beaver, 
inuskrat, and ir.1nk are subject to flooding or "glacierlng" conditions. 
A number of the s11141ler furbearers Including weasels, 111.1skra ts, squirrels, 
and marmots are prey to larger furbearers or other mamnalian and avian 
predators. 

COl!lllerctal and domestic utilization are the most Important uses of 
furbearers in much of Alaska . Some recreational trapping and nonconsumptfve 
use occurs near urban centers, but viewing and photography are limited 
to relat1vely few species whose habits provide opportunities for observation. 
Most furs are sold but some are retained for domestic use in parkas, 
11111kluts, or as trfQ for gannents. Wolverine, muskrat, and beaver are 
the species most used in the domestic manufacture of garn~nts, but 
almost all species are utilized to socne extent, partfcularly when the 
furs are not in prime marketable condition. Beaver, 111Uskrat, ground 
squirrels, and to a ll~fted extent lynx and red squirrels are also used 
as human or dog food. 

Furbearer trapping seasons and bag limf ts have remained relatively 
unchanged since statehood. Seasons have generally been timed to coincide 
with periods of pelt prl111eness. liberal seasons and bag 1 i11lts have had 
little effect on populations of tn0st ~pecfes of furbearers except for 
Slllall localized al'!!as of overharvest associated with ease of access. 
The vulnerabl11ty of beavers to intensive trapping and that of wolverines 
in tundra regions to tracking by snowrnachfne has resulted In depressed 
populations of these species fn some areas. In most areas of the state 
and for most species harvests are regulated prfmarfly by abundance and 
avai lab1lfty of furbearers, and by market values. At low levels of 
abundance or in inaccessible areas, trapping effort usually ceases when 
ft becoaaes unprofitable; then the high reproductive potential of 11ost 
species rapidly restores populations to carrying capacity. Trapping fs 
done prlaiarlly to supplement fncome derived from other sources. Few 
fu11-t1me professional trappers operate In the state. 

Snowmachines are the most com110nly used l'IOde of transport for trapping 
or hunting furbearers, although aircraft are also used extensively. 
Snowmachin1s are the standard means of transport at all bush conmun!tles 
and provide rapid and efficient coverage of large areas surrounding 
settlements. Aircraft are useful for trapping In areas far from human 
habitat1on and are also used as an afd In locating and shooting foxes 
and wolverines from the ground. In Southeastern Alaska, boats are the 
primary transport means for trappers because most trapping activity 
occurs along the beach fringe . 

Wolverine occur throughout iaafnland Alaska and on s~ islands In Southeastern 
Alaska. Population densities are variable depend1ng on suitable habitat 
and, fn sOCle western and northern areas, on the degree of harvest. 
Wolverines are most abundant in Interior Alaska and least abundant fn 
southco.Jstal areas. Sparse populations exfst over most of Southeastern 
Alaska, with moderate numbers fn the Stfkine, Taku, Chf lkat, Yakutat and 
gulf coast areas. Wolverines are generally abundant over the remainder 
of the state , particularly In forested and alpine habitats. Densities 
are relatively low on portions of the arctfc slope, northwestern coastal 
tundra areas, and on the Yukon-Kuskokwf11 Delta. 

Jn CCJPIParlson to other furbearers, wolverine never attain high densities, 
due In part to their lurgc territorial requirements and apparently low 
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reproductive rate. Wolverine have catholic food habits; much of their 
food is scavenged and a dependable source of carrion may be Important In 
111&lntaintng populations. 

Hore than 800 wolverine are harvested each year by hunters and trappers. 
Southcentral Alaska and the Yukon River drainage yield the largest 
harvests wfth about 250 and 200 wolverine, respectively, taken there. 
Although sealing (marking) of wolverine skins fs required, some skins 
are used domestically for parkas, ruffs and garment trim and are not 
reported; consequently, reported harvests are minimum numbers. Trapping 
is the most co111110n method of taking wolverines in forested areas, such 
as in Interior and Southcentral Alaska while in the open country of 
Western and Arctic Alaska or In alpine areas ground-shooting from snowrnachines 
or with the aid of aircraft predominates. 

Use of wolverine varies between areas. In Western and Arctic Alaska, 
most wolverine are In high demand for domestic use In garments and few 
are sold COl'lllercially. Most skins never leave the villages. Coastal 
villagers acquire pelts by bartering with Interior residents or purchasing 
from co11111ercial furriers. In Interior and Southcentral Alaska most 
skins are sold comiercfally with a few kept for domestic use. 

Regulations and remote wilderness areas provide some measure of protection 
for wolverine populations. Where lack of cover renders the animals 
vulnerable to tracking with 1119Chanized vehicles, local extirpation may 
occur, especially near settlements. High prices for pelts and the 
demand for local use of skins for garments provides continuous Incentive 
to trappers and hunters. In forested areas with relatively low wolverine 
densities the species Is not actively sought and many that are taken are 
caught in wolf sets. 

Harten occur throughout most of the state but are absent north of the 
BrOOES Range, on the Yukon·Kuskokwim Delta, and the Alaska Peninsula. 
Harten were introduced to Prince of Wales and Oaranof Islands in 1934 
and to Chichagof and Afognak Islands in the early 1950's; they are 
abundant on Adalralty Island, but are otherwise absent from llOSt of the 
islands in Southeasttrn Alaska, Prince William Sound, and the Kodiak 
Archipelago. Harten distribution coincides with that of climax spruce 
forests . Their dependence on 111ature spruce habitat makes this species 
particularly susceptible to forest fires and clearcut logging practices. 
In northern Interior Alaska extensive burns have resulted in reduced 
populations of tnarten over large areas. ~ch good habitat Is still 
present in Interior Alaska, however, and marten are abundant over the 
area as a whole. Harten populations are Tower south and west of Interior 
Alaska; marten in Western and Southeastern Alaska are less abundant than 
In past years. 

In good marten habitat, population densities inay be as high as four 
anltnals per square Mile. Although males occupy a larger home range than 
females, neither generally range over an area greater than one square 
mile, except during the breeding season or in 1110untainous terrain where 
l!llrten may undertake seasonal altitudlnal aiovements due to changing food 
availability. Hlcrotine rodents constitute the main source of food for 
marten although a variety of prey is utilized, depending on avallablity. 
The red squirrel is a Minor iteta In their diet. Berries may be an 
Important food in late surrmer and fall. 

Past tnarten harvests have fluctuated widely, but In the period frOlll 1962 
to 1972 averaged about 8000 per year. In 1973 the harvest Increased to 
about 18,000. The price of marten fur, a primary determinant of trapping 
effort on the species, Increased fran S30 to S40 per pelt In 1973. 
Current prices of $40-50 are incentive for continuing intensive trapping 
effort. Harvests in Interior Alaska have been relatively low (2000-3000 
per year) despite high 1111rten densities; here low trapping effort is 



probably a result of the availability of other emplo~nt in tile area. 
Currently, Southeastern and Western Alaska have the largest harvests, 
with each area exporting 4000 or 1110re pelts per year in recent years. 
Most marten trapped are sold corrrnerclally. A few are kept In Western 
Alaska for domestic use as garment trim and on slippers. 

Mink are conmen throughout the state except for the Kodiak Archipelago, the 
ATeUtian Islands, the off-shore Islands of the Bering Sea, and most of the 
Arctic Slope. Mink are usually associated with riparian habitats • 
streams, ponds, marshes, and salt water beaches and their diet reflects 
the variety of food species available there; s1111ll ma11111<Jls, birds, fi sh, and 
Insects and other Invertebrates are eaten. Southeastern Alaska and the northern 
Gulf of Alaska Coast-Prince William Sound area have relatively stable, high 
density mink populations, distributed primarily along the coastal fringe 
where their food supply including a variety of small marrrnals, marine 
invertebrates and fish, Is diverse and abundant. Mink populations In Interior 
Alaska areas are characterized by lower densities and greater fluctuations 
than southcoastal populations as a result of seasonal or unstable food sources, 
and lower productivity of freshwater habitats. Hicrotlne rodent populations 
typically fluctuate drastically and are a primary factor affecting Dlnk 
abundance. An abundance of mice or hares in upland areas will sometimes 
prompt mink populations to expand Inland in search of prey. 

In 1976, mink population levels were variable over most of Al1,ska excluding 
Southeastern. Hink In northern Interior areas and in Northwestern 
Alaska were relativtly abundant and Increasing. Over most of the remainder 
of the state, ~ink were .aderately abundant, having declined sD«lewhat 
from hlgh levels in the mld-1960's. Populations were low in some parts 
of the central lnterlor such as the Tanana River drainage. 

Factors controlling mink population levels are not well known. rood 
availability Is probably the major factor. In some area$ spring flooding 
may re<luce populations by drowning young mink in dens. In $OUthcoastal 
areas nutritional steatitls may be lmportant; It was a significant 
lllOrtallty factor to mink raised connercially in past years. 

Traditionally mink have been one of the most important corrrnerclally trapped 
species of furbearers In the state. Reduced pelt prices, increased levels of 
employment, and availability of welfare, have resulted In re<luced trapping 
effort In many areas In the past decade, and ~ink are currently underharvested 
over much of the state. Western Alaska, particularly the Yukon-Kuskokwlm 
Delta, has always been an l111portant • ink producer. Delta mink are not only 
much larger than in other parts of Alaska but they are more uniform in 
color which, in cOl!lbtnatlon, contribute to consistently higher prices. 
Large harvests 1lso occur In Southeastern Alaska where climatic conditions 
are less of a deterrent to trapping than to the north. Elsewhere in 
the state harvests are variable, depending as much on the abundance of 
mink as on current market values. In some locations such as near Fairbanks 
and along the Copper River Highway near Cordova Interest in recreational 
trapping Is high despite price or abundance considerations. The majority 
of trapping effort, however, continues to be coawnerclal In nature. Host 
mink trapped are sold to outside buyers. A few are retained for use as 
garment trim on slippers, gloves, hats and parkas. 

Beaver are presently distributed over most of mainland Alaska from the 
Brooks Range south to the middle of the Alaska Peninsula and Into Southeastern 
Alaska. Beaver are rere in much of Prince William Sound, and In Southeastern 
Alaska are now •bundant only In the Yakutat forelands and some of the 
major mainland river drainages. They are present In low numbers on many 
Southeastern Aleska Islands. In Southwestern Alaska there has been a 
general decline In the beaver population north of the Kvichak watershed, 
particularly near sattlements. Beaver are abundant in remote areas and 
are increasing there because of reduced wilderness trapping. Populations 
are also high and Increasing on the Alaska Peninsula and southwest of 
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the Kv1chak watershed. Beaver were introduced to Islands in the Kodiak 
area In the 1920's and are now well established in suitable habitat on 
Kodiak, Afognak, Raspberry and several other Islands. Beaver populations 
In Interior and ~estern Alaska are moderate to high and generally increasing 
except In the lower Yukon-Kuskokwlm area where overtrapping has occurred. 
Very few beavers were present in Northwestern Alaska prior to the 1930 ' s , 
but since the 1950's populations there have been increasing and expanding 
into the Selawik and lower Kobuk drainages. 

Distribution and abundance ls a reflection of habitat availability 
except In areas where overtrapplng has occurred. The most productive 
beaver habitat Is characterized by a dependable water supply with little 
fluctuation in stream flow and by willow, aspen, cottonwood, or birch 
vegetation. Beavers are found from sea level to elevations of 4000 
feet; they are absent on treeless tundra bordering the Arctic Ocean and 
the Bering Sea, and on the Aleutian Islands . Populations fluctuate 
naturally In response to availability of food in localized areas. In 
SOlll! years high water levels force beavers out of lodges where they 
become vulnerable to predation. Endemic hemorrhagic disease can reduce 
populations when they attain high densities. 

Beavers are unique in the degree to which their presence lllOdifies 
riparian habitats. Beaver dams stabilize watersheds, reducing flooding 
and silting. Raising of water tables and lmpoundment of water alters 
vegetative cover and provides aquatic and riparian habitat for many 
species of wildlife. Although some species of fish benefit by Increased 
production of fish food, da11s often create serious barriers to spawning 
anadrc.ous fish. 

Beginning with the lBth century Russian fur trade, beavers have been one 
of Alaska's lllOSt Important furbearers. Heavy utilization of beaver In 
early territorial days led to a period of scarcity In the early 1900's, 
but populations have recovered and are now at moderate to high levels In 
many areas. Although prices of beaver pelts have not risen as dramatically 
as other furs, beavers remain an important furbearer In Alaska. 

Trapping pressure varies between areas . The largest harvests coine frDll 
the lower Yukon-Kuskokwl~ River drainages where about 3500 beavers are 
taken annually. Trapping Is also heavy In the Bristol Bay drainages 
where more than 1600 beavers are taken each year. A declining salmon 
Industry In that area has resulted In Increased trapping effort. Harvests 
In Interior and Southcentral Alaska are relatively sinall; poor prices, 
low limits on take and relatively high employment rates contribute to 
low trapping effort. Trappers on Kodiak Island annually take about ZOO 
beavers, but the traditional low prices offered for coastal beaver pelts 
discourages effort there. Southeastern Alaska trappers also take about 
ZDD beavers per year, iaostly from the mainland; harvests tend to fluctuate 
widely between years. 

l'ost be1ver trapping occurs near human settlements by local Inhabitants. 
Because beaver are easily overtrapped, concentrated trapping near villages 
and along road systtMS results In overharvests and depletion of local 
populations. This Is especially evident In Southwestern Alaska where 
beaver are five times as abundant in remote locations as compared to 
areas near villages. The percentage of beavers less than one year old 
(kits) in the harvest ts also Indicative of harvest pressure. Up to 30 
percent of the harvest near some Southwestern and Western Alaska villages 
are kits, as contrasted to 10 percent kits or less on the average in 
more remote areas . 

Beavers are trapped mainly for c<lllmerclal use, but In some areas such as 
Western and northern Interior Alaska they are also used for human and 
dog food. Pelts, particularly those frOlll kits, may be used domestically 
for gannent trim on hats, mittens and slippers. Beaver castors are used 
as a perfume base and are valuable to trappers as a component of scent 
lures. 
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Beavers are one of the few furbearer species that provide for nonconsumptive 
use. Huch viewing and photography take place not only near the larger 
human settlements, but also in "bush" areas. 

Muskrats occur throughout all of the Alaska mainland south of the Brooks 
Range except the Alaska Peninsula west of the Ugashik Lakes. The species 
was introduced to Kodiak Island in 1929 and later to Afognak and Raspberry 
Islands, but Is absent from most other Alaskan Islands. The densest 
muskrat populations are found in five areas: the Yukon Flats surrounding 
Fort Yukon, Minto Flats, Tetlln Lakes, the Yukon-Kuskokwlm Delta and the 
Selawlk-Kobuk-Noatak area. Four fifths of the annual muskrat harvest 
comes from these areas. Muskrat abundance elsewhere In the state varies 
depending on localized wetland habitat conditions. In Southeastern 
Alaska, muskrats have never been abundant and are currently present In 
fair numbers only near Baines, Juneau, and the Stikine River. Muskrats 
were once very abuncUnt on the Copper River Delta but are now relatively 
scarce throughout the northern Gulf of Alaska coast. Populations over 
l!IOSt of the remainder of the state are generally at moderate levels, 
down from higher densities of past years . 

Muskrats are vulnerable to unfavorable weather conditions affecting 
their wetland habitat. Populations are reduced by winter kill when the 
Ice becomes too thick and animals are forced into limited forage areas 
or emigrate. In years of heavy snow, muskrats are flooded out in the 
spring. losses to predation and starvation increase under such situations. 
Reduced muskrat populations In llliny areas of Alaska can be attributed to 
adverse winter and spring conditions of recent years. 

Hunting and tr;ipping have relatively littlP. P.ffect on muskrat populations. 
The species ls highly productive (about 15 young produced annually per 
adult female) and capable of repopulating depleted habitats rapidly. 
Heavy harvests can be sustained if habitat conditions remain good . A 
relatively small proportion of the total good muskrat habitat is hunted 
or trapped, usually only areas of high density populations within three 
or four miles of 111ajor streaias and lakes. Unhunted areas act as reservoirs 
of breeding stock. 

Although the open season for harvesting muskrats extends from November 
into June, most are taken in the last six weeks of the season. Eighty 
percent or more of the muskrat harvest is taken by shooting with small 
caliber rifles; trapping is usually considered too tl111e consuming. 

In the 1950's, muskrats ranked first In numbers of furbearers harvested 
in Alasb, and was aiaong the first four in total value. Low prices 
combined with increased employment and availability of welfare are 
responsible for current greatly reduced harvest efforts, although recent 
pelt price increases may increase harvests. Host muskrats are taken for 
coamercial sale of fur, but some are utilized domestically for food and 
for parkas and trim on boots and slippers. In Western and Northwestern 
Alaska domestic use exceeds COlll!lerclal use. In northern Interior Alaska 
llllSkrats are an 1111portant food in the spring. Muskrats also provide 
some nonconsumptlve use, particularly near human population centers to 
which they readily adapt, but observation of muskrats Is much less than 
that of the 110re conspicuous beavers. 

~occur throughout Alaska except on the Aleutian Islands, the Islands 
lynx are relatively uncomnon along the northern Gulf Coast and in Southeastern 
of the Bering Sea and some of the Islands of Prince William Sound and 
Southeastern Alaska. The lynx Is primarily an inhabitant of the northern 
boreal forest where 1t feeds largely on snowshoe hares. It occassionally 
occurs on the tundra beyond treeline, and in starvation years it ventures 



far out onto the tundra In search of arctic hares, leawtngs, and ptarmigan. 
LYnx are relatively unconaon along the northern Gulf Coast and in Southeastern 
Alaska, being present on the larger river systems where they have emigrated 
frOlll Interior populations. 

Population estilllites are not available but lynx were very abundant over 
1111ch of their range In Alaska from about 1971 to 1974. Currently lynx 
are present In low numbers and are still declining. Like snowshoe 
hares, lynx populations fluctuate greatly with a 10-year periodicity In 
1bundarn;e. The a11111litude of lynx population fluctuations is very great 
as Indicated by records of exported pelts. Population highs are not 
syrn;hronous throughout Alaska and broad two to four year peaks of catch 
probably reflect consecutive population peaks In different areas. In 
Increasing lynx populations the fe111ales breed In the first year of life 
and 1l1110st 100 percent of the females conceive. Large litters and high 
survival of kits Is c0111111on. After snowshoe hare populations decline, 
feftllle lynx may not breed during their first year, the number of kits 
produced is reduced, and those kits that are born have low survival 
rates. 

t.ynx fur has again become popular for parkas, coat trim, jackets, hats 
and 11111ffs after a long period of unpopularity. High prices in recent 
years have resulted In Intensive trapping effort. Harvests during the 
recent period of peak abundance were about 2000 to 2500 annually, half 
of which caae fl'lllll Interior Alaska. Trapping effort ts centered around 
villages and along road systems and the 111ajority of the harvest Is by 
loc1l residents. Host pelts are sold but some are kept for dllllll!sttc 
use . The meat 1s edible and ts occasionally used for human and dog 
food. 

Land otters are most abundant tn the Southeastern Alaska and Prince 
wl11iam Sound coastal regions, and in the Yukon-Kuskokwlm Delta, although 
they are found throughout the state except on the Aleutian Islands, 
Islands of the Bering Sea, and the arctic coastal plain east of Point 
Lay. Land otter populations are relatively stable , especially in coastal 
areas where lllir1ne food ts always abundant. Shellfish, crustaceans , 
Insects, fish, frogs, birds, Slllall inaaaals and vegetable matter are all 
eaten. Parasites and disease are not noniially Important mortality 
factors. Flooding in the spring sOllll!tiiaes drowns young otters in dens . 

Land otters are probably utilized more In the Southeastern and Southcentral 
coastal areas than in Interior Alaska. Overtrapping is usually not a 
factor affecting populations, but temporary reductions in local populations 
can be effected by an efficient trapper. From 1000 to 2000 land otters 
are taken annually, most near villages or comnuntties in Southeastern 
Alaska, Prince William Sound and the Yukon-Kuskokwtm Delta. Land otters 
are an Important furbearer on the Kodiak Archipelago where 200-250 are 
taken and sold lO(ally. Pelt prices affect trapping effort because 
otters are difficult to catch and to skin. Host otter hides are sold 
c0111erc1ally, but In the Northwestern area they are often used d0111estlcally 
for tr1• on ~l"llefltS and slippers. Otter hides that are used dllllll!stically 
are usually those which are taken late In the season and are less than 
prfme. Land otters often provide excellent viewing opportunities, 
especially around coastal towns where they are often seen in the harbors. 

Coyotef apparently first arrived In Alaska about 1915 . A rapid population 
p on occurred, with the center of abundance first in the Tanana 

Valley around 1930 and later in Southcentral Alaska. At the present 
tl111e coyotes occur as far west as the Alaska Peninsula and the north 
side of Bristol Bay, and are rare north of the Brooks Range. While not 
especially abund1nt, coyotes are cD1mOn In ~ny areas, particularly in 
the drainages of the Tanana , Copper, Hatanuska and Susltna Rivers, and 
on the Kenai Peninsula. Populations inay become locally abundant periodically. 



Although snowshoe hares may be Important prey In some areas and at 
certain times, coyotes are catholic in their food habits. The diversity 
of their foods and their adaptability to a variety of habitats Including 
those affected by man are probably hctors which have allowed them to 
compete successfully against indigenous wolf populations . 

Relatively few coyotes are trapped and those which are taken are usually 
caught Incidental to trapping for fox, lynx, and wolf. A few coyotes 
are taken by sport hunters. Host coyotes are sold comnerclally. Some 
are used for parka ruffs and mittens . Prior to 1969 there was a statewide 
bounty of S30 for coyotes. Ho bounties have been paid since 1969. 

Red foxes occur over the entire state except for SOllle of the Islands of 
Southeastern Alaska and Prince William Sound. The species Is native to 
Kodiak Island but on many of the other Islands where It occurs It was 
Introduced by fox farming operations In the early 1900's . Red foxes are 
most abundant south of the arctic tundra although they are present In 
Arctic and Northwestern coastal tundra regions where their distribution 
overlaps that of arctic foxes. The best red fox habitat appears to be 
In Interior Alaska and on the coastal areas south of Norton Sound, 
Including the Alaska Peninsula. Red fox populations along the northern 
Gulf of Alaska coast and In Southeastern Alaska are sparse, with most 
foxes occurring In the major mainland drainages which connect to Interior 
areas. 

Red fox populations fluctuate In response to availability of food. 
Fluctuations of snowshoe hare and rodent populations will cause the fox 
populations to fluctuate also. Fox populations In Interior areas of the 
state are currently declining due to low hare numbers . In coastal areas 
such as Kodiak Island and the Alaska Peninsula, red foxes feed on carrion 
on the beaches and are not so dependent on small ma11111al populations; 
populations in these areas are therefore more stable. Fox populations 
are affected by diseases such as rabies, mange and distemper. 

Red foxes are one of the more important furbearers in the state. In the 
last two to three years the value of their pelts has Increased greatly, 
which rnay result In Increased trapping pressure; however, foxes are 
probably not overtrapped anywhere in the state. The estimated red fox 
harvest in lg7J-74 was 14,580. 

Silver and cross foxes, color variations of the red fox, are In high 
demand for wall mounts. Host red foxes taken are sold conmerclally, but 
some are used domestically for garments including parkas, ruffs, hats, 
and trlD. In SOiie areas such as McKinley National Park, the North Slope 
Haul Road and other roads and trails, red foxes provide substantial 
enjoyment to viewers and photographers . The species readily becomes 
accustomed to the presence of humans and once so conditioned can be 
observed at close range. 

Arctic or white foxes are found In Alaska along the coast from the 
Aleutian Islands north. On the mainland (except the lower Alaska Penl•sula) 
and St. Lawrence and Nunlvak Island the white color phase predo.lnates 
while on the Pribilofs and most of the Aleutians west of Unalaska, the 
blue phase predocnlnates. Slue foxes were transplanted to the Pribilofs, 
Aleutians and 1111ny other islands. 

Arctic foxes are noted for their extreme fluctuations In population 
levels. Periodic peaks in arctic fox populations occur approximately 
every four years In Alaska, Canada and Greenland and are tied to cyclic 
fluctuations In Slllall rodent abundance. Arctic foxes have a high reproductive 
potential, breeding at one year of age and averaging four to eight pups 
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per litter. Apparently there Is a reduced production of pups during 
periods of food scarcity. Studies fn Canada show that ~ean litter size 
varied dfrec:tly with letnnfng numbers. Although microtlne rodents are 
the primary prey, arctic foxes are highly efficient predators on the 
eggs and young of waterfowl, and are an f~ortant factor governing the 
nest loc1tfons of seabirds. 

Considerable variation exists fn the yearly harvest of Alaskan arctic 
foxes. Since pelt prices have remained relatively stable the size of 
the annual harvest has been iaost affected by cyclical abundance of 
foxes. The average annual harvest between 1912 and 1963, (derived frora 
the nUlllber of furs exported) was 4,072 white fox pelts. Between 1968 
and 1974 the annual harvest averaged Z,369 pelts. Arctic foxes are the 
lllDSt important furbearer north of the Brooks Range because they are the 
only furbearer that occurs In large numbers. Approximately 40 percent 
of the arctic fox harvest comes from the arctic slope. The highest 
catch per un1t of area, however, comes from the Bering Sea Islands where 
about JO percent of the harvest fs taken. Host Alaskan white fox furs 
are sold and utilized outside of Alaska. 

Short•ttfled weasels, also known as er111fne, are present throughout 
Alaska except for the Aleutian Islands west of Unhaak Island and the 
offshore Islands of the Bering Sea. Least weasels, have a similar range 
except that they are not found In SoutlH!astern Alaska south of Glacier 
Bay, the 11011ntains fn the southeastern corner of Southcentral Alaska, 
nor on Kodiak Island. The ermine favors wooded or brushy terrain with 
some topographic relief whereas least weasels prefer damp, marshy habitat 
with Its high mfcrotfne populations. Ermine are seldom numerous dnywhere 
within their range. The smaller least weasel is sparsely distributed 
throughout its range except fn some years of peak rodent populations. 

Weasels ore voracious predators that take a variety of rodents, young 
snowshoe hares, young birds, eggs, fish and earthworms. When live prey 
is scarce weasels ut11fze carrion and berries or other vegetable ~tter. 
Weasels are not selective among prey species but take them in direct 
praportion to their abundance and availability. Weasels In turn fall 
prey to raptors and other carnivorous furbearers . 

ltost weasels are now taken Incidental to trapping for other species. 
Weasel pelts are sold although their value fs low. Some skins are used 
for trim on parkas and slippers and in the manufacture of tourist items. 

Arctic ¥round squirrels are found in well drained tundra areas throughout 
Alaskarom sea level to the uplands. They are most abundant In mountainous 
terrain. Ground squirrels live fn colonies where there are loose soils 
on well-drained slopes, vantage points frllll which the surrounding terrain 
can be observed, and bare soils surrounded by vegetation in early stages 
of suc:cess1on. Colonies In high areas or well drained slopes are least 
affected fn the spring by water from melting snow. Hibernation protects 
ground squirrels from the low tet!iperatures of winter, and lasts as long 
as seven or eight months. Ground squirrels feed on a variety of food 
Including seeds, roots and bulbs, plant stems and leaves, mushrooms, 
Insects, carrion and bird eggs. Quantities of seeds and vegetation are 
stored fn underground chambers. Ground squirrels are an Important food 
source for raptors, weasels, foxes, wolverines and grizzly bears. 

Residents of the Arctic Slope, northern Interior Alaska, and Northwestern 
Alaska trap, snare and shoot ground squirrels and use the~ for food and 
parkas. Ground squirrels are an Important food suppletaent for these 
people fn the spring soon after the squirrels etaerge from hibernation . 
Local residents extract fat and ofl from squirrels by bolling and eat 
the fat along with the lean meat of other animals . Elsewhere in the 
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state, utilization of the arctic ground squirrel fur is much less than 
other furbearers. Nonconsumptive use of ground squirrels occurs in 
alpine ereas but except for park areas and upland campgrounds, observation 
of ground squirrels is usually Incidental to other outdoor activities. 

Red squirrels are found over most of Alaska where white spruce are 
present. These squirrels are abundant in the Interior, especially along 
river bottoms with abundant stands of white spruce. They are highly 
dependent on white spruce seeds as a food source; squirrel populations 
fluctuate in response to spruce cone abundance, with sharp declines when 
spruce cone failures come in consecutive years. Squirrels will utilize 
spruce buds in winters when there are no cones, but there may be severe 
attrition in the squirrel population. Red squirrels may have some 
effect on the scattering of spruce seeds, aiding reforestation. 

Red squirrels are prey for a variety of predators including marten, fox, 
lynx, and many raptors. They are also hunted and trapped by man, mostly 
for recreation, with some utilization for food, fur, and trap bait. 
Some are taken in traps set for other species. The hides are worth 
about 50¢ to Sl.50 each and the fur harvest is insignificant. Many red 
squirrels are shot as nuisances around human dwellings as they can be 
destructive to insulation if they gain access to a building. Red squirrels 
are one of the most COll'lllOnly observed small marmials in Alaska. Viewing 
and photography are significant uses in campgrounds, waysides and other 
recreation sites. 

Northern flyi&g squirrels are a relatively little-known species which 
inhabits the real forest in Interior, Southcentral, and Southeastern 
Alaska. The species is rarely seen due to its nocturnal habits. Flying 
squirrels eat a variety of seeds, fruits, and other vegetable material 
and scavenge on carrion. This proclivity for meat results in flying 
squirrels often being caught !n traps set for other species. The fur is 
of no COlllllercial value. 

Hoark mannots are present throughout most of the ~ountainous regions of 
Alas a, 6ut are generally absent from the lower regions such as the 
Seward Peninsula, the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta, the North Slope, and the 
lower Alaska Peninsula. None are present on the Kodiak Island group or 
the outer islands in the Southeastern Alaska group. Hoary mannots 
prefer the precipitous s1des of canyons and valleys where boulders are 
large and have accumulated to a depth sufficient to give subsurface 
protection. 

Marmots are sometimes trapped and the fur used for parkas. If the pelts 
are taken in the fall while they are prime and softly furred they make a 
fine garment. There is not much cllllSl1ercial use of marmot fur, however, 
and little information is available on the harvest. Marmots may be see" 
In some of the national parks, notably Ht. McKinley National Park, and 
provide opportunities for interesting viewing and photography. 

A closely related species, the woodchuck is present in eastern Interior 
Alaska, In a small area lying between the Yukon and Tanana Rivers east 
of Fairbanks to the Alaska~Yukon border. Woodchucks prefer open woodlands 
and thickets, near fields and clearings on dry soil. They have a very 
spotty distribution in Alaska. 

Raccoons have been released by private individuals in Southeastern 
~n the past, and a small population has become established. Only 
occassional sightings are reported. 



~ 

• Pressure to ban leg-hold traps has COiie about as a result of public 
awareness of the lnhll!lan potential of these devices when l111>roperly 
set end Infrequently checked. Prohibitive legislation may result 
In the loss of Important conmerclal and recreational utilization of 
the furbearer resource. The Departnlent should promote efficient 
end hullane trapping llll!thods to ensure the opportunity to participate 
In trapping. 

• Loss of habitat is potentially a serious problem for furbearers. 

* 

• 

Presently the llOSt significant l~s Is that occurring through 
successlonal changes In vegetation resulting from fire suppression 
activities. Honnally wild fires benefit furbearers by creating 
favorable h1bltat for prey species such as snowshoe hare and mlcrotlne 
rodents. Estlbllshment of hardwood species along waterways after 
coniferous vegetation ts burned Is also a significant benefit to 
beavers. The control of wildfire should be discouraged except when 
resources with a superior value will be destroyed by the wildfire 
or where domiciles or property daaage are the major consideration. 
Close ll1lson should be 11alntalned with the various fire control 
agencies to assure that public energies are not expended unnecessarily 
In the control of wildfire. 

011 pollution has not affectltd habitat on a significant scale but 
It has the potential of serious and extensive damage to aquatic, 
riparian, and marine coastal furbearer habitats. Outer Continental 
Shelf oil extraction and transport will al1110st certainly result In 
some detrimental pollution of coastline habitats, and accidental 
onshore spills will Impact riparian habitats. Stringent precautions 
must be observed In oil development activities to minimize adverse 
flapacts. Oil spill contal,_nt and cleanup capabilities 1111st be 
l111Proved. 

Other resource and hllllliln development activities also result In loss 
of furbearer habitat. Large scale water l111poundments and clearcut 
logging affect large areas and Important habitats for some species. 
Placer mining and drtldglng, gravel removal, urbanization and construction 
of transportation and utility corridors all have localized Impacts 
which when taken together add up to significant long-term habitat 
alteration. lqiortant furbearer habitats should be ldentlflltd In 
conjunction with proposed developmental activities so that possible 
may be considered which minimize detrimental effects to furbearers. 

The generally underharvested fur populations fn the northern portion 
of Alaska are a significant econ0111ic loss to the state. Many 
furbearer populations are capable of much larger harvests than they 
are now sustaining. Some species of furbearers are not harvested 
because there ts no traditional use of a particular species. The 
fol'lllltlon of .. rketlng associations would tend to provide a higher 
and more stable market for all furs and offset the unstable marketing 
conditions which now result In substantial economic loss. Development 
of an extension training program directed to the proper care and 
handling of pelts would also tend to Increase the value of the 
harvest and Increase utilization of furbearer populations. The 
Department probably would not Initiate fur marketing associations 
or furbearer e~tensfon progra111s, but would cooperate with educational 
and other agencies to enhance the value of furbearers. 

Overharvestlng of the furbearer resource occurs primarily on beaver 
and wolverine. There Is a potential for overharvest of other 
species (possibly otter, mink and 111arten), but the high market 
conditions which would stimulate an overharvest are not 1 fkely to 
occur. Be1ver are easily overharvested because they establish 
fixed colonies which are accessible and susceptible to repeated 
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trapping. Overtrapptng of beaver ts a recurring proble• in some 
areas, particularly the lower Yukon-Kuskokwlm River drainages and 
the northern Bristol Bay drainages. Wolverine are particularly 
vulnerable In the Northwestern and Arctic regions in the winter 
when they are easily tracked and pursued on snowmachines. High 
pelt prices and a strong domestic demand provide Incentive for 
heavy trapping and hunting pressure on wolverine. Restrictive 
regulations where required to protect the resource should be i11111le111nted. 
Season closures In SOllll! areas may be the only viable solution to 
the overharvest of wolverine. Successful lmple111ntatlon of harvest 
restrictions will depend on the cooperation of resource users and 
on increased enforcement of regulations. 

Significant loss of public trapping opportunity may occur frOll the 
exclusion or prohibition of public trapping on extensive land areas 
conveyed to private ownership or federal ll•lted use status under 
terms of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. The Department 
should advocate strong consideration of continued consumptive use 
of furbearers on all categories of federal lands and should solicit 
the cooperation of private landowners to facilitate progressive 
management of furbearers. Easements across private lands to public 
lands will be sought as provided for In the Alaska Native Clal•s 
Settlement Act. 

As land available for public trapping diminishes, competition for 
available areas will Increase, resulting In Increased conflicts 
between trippers as well as heavy pressure on furbearer resources. 
Soine restrictions on harvest may be necessary to protect the resource. 
Some trapper conflicts may be alleviated through better coamunication 
and agreements among trappers, and through trapper education efforts. 
Theft of traps and trapped animals may be curbed to some extent by 
enforcement activities, but trappers themselves must aid in the 
policing of their own activities. 

High market values for several species of furbearers will stl111Ulate 
increased trapping effort. Existing Information on distribution, 
population trends and habitat requirements for many furbearers Is 
Inadequate for management at higher Intensities of trapping pressure 
or for assessment of the consequences of habitat alteration. The 
Departlllent should seek adequate funding and attetapt to develop 
needed inventory techniques. 

Accidental trapping of dogs near populated areas results In posting 
of private land against trespass and Increases public anti-trapping 
sentiment. Increased awareness of the problem by trappers should 
be encouraged as well as Increased c011111Unlty controls on free­
roaming dogs. 

Some furbe1rers, particularly foxes, are known to carry diseases 
which are harmful or lethal to other wildlife and humans. Rabies 
Is the most conmon disease which reaches epidemic proportions. 
Echinoooacu• multiloculal"is Is carried by the foxes on St. Lawrence 
Island and Trichinosis Is also carried by several species of furbearers. 
Trapping and hunting of both red and white fox should be encouraged 
In areas which have a potential to produce high fox populations 
which are prone to rabies outbreaks. Hygenlc techniques should be 
encouraged to prevent the transmission of parasites and diseases 
from furbearers to humans, particularly In areas where these problems 
are known to exist. To prevent Trichinosis proper handling and 
cooking of all furbearer 111eat to be consllllf!d by hunians and domestic 
animals should be encouraged. 

Beaver chronically cause problems by blocking road culverts with 
dams and by flooding or cutting down trees on private property. 
Blockage of streams by beaver dams also prevents mov1111ents of 
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spawning anadromous fish. The Departllll!nt should encourage public 
trapping of beaver in areas where dalaage to public and private 
property ts chronic, and where Important salmon spawning streams 
are blocked. Public utilization of beaver In problem areas Is 
preferable to Departlllental control efforts. The Department should 
also encourage appropriate design and construction considerations 
In public and private road building projects. 

Red squirrels cause more damage to h11111n property than any other 
furbearer by destroying Insulation, damaging human food caches and 
gener1l destruction of many different items such as mattresses, 
sleeping bags, etc. Infonaation on controlling squirrel daiaage 
should be consolidated Into a publication which would be made 
available to anYone needing assistance. 

Furbearer population levels will continue to fluctuate, primarily 
In response to prey availability and quality of habitat. 

Abundant trapping opportunities for local residents will continue 
to be available. Some trapper congestion and c011petltlon may occur 
In easily accessible areas. 

Increased harvests of available furbearer populations, improved 
handling, and i111>roved Milrketfng In the Interior and northern areas 
of the state could Increase the economic value of the fur harvest 
SO percent above the present economic value, or about SS00,000. 

It may be necessary to close the beaver trapping season entirely In 
areas of overharvest or effectively enforce a very restricted 
season. This would eli~lnate or reduce the present harvest level 
by SO percent depending upon the degree of restriction Imposed. 
Within three to five years the harvest could be Increased, compensating 
for the loss of harvest in years of severe restriction or total 
closure. 

A total closure on wolverine may be Initiated In large areas of 
Northwestern and Arctic Alaska until populations Increase to the 
point where they can sustain larger harvests. Future harvests 
would be conducted under conditions which are more rigidly controlled 
than at present. 

Sealing requirements for beaver and wolverine will continue and 
harvest reports or sealing requirements for additional species will 
probably be lmpleaiented. 

loss of trapping opportunity in areas established exclusively for 
nonconsumptive use will be insignificant. 

Dissetalnation of lnfol"lliltion to prevent beaver and squirrel damage 
could result In a considerable savings to the public. 

Beaver populations In urban areas will be reduced below the carrying 
capacity of the habitat to prevent property damage. 

Knowledge of furbearer population status, habitat requirements, and 
utilization will Increase. 

Coordination of develop!Rl!nt activity with various conservation 
agencies would •lnlmize the adverse Impacts of developcnent on 
furbearer habitat. 

No loss of nonconsumptive use opportunity will occur, nor will 
proposed managetaent adversely affect existing habitat, other species 
in the 1r1a or other recreational uses of the land. 
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SllALL GAME I fl NORTH~ESTERtl ALl\SKA 

GROUSE ANO PTARMIGAN 

Rock pt1rmig1n {Lagopua mutual and willow ptannlgan (L. Lagopuo) and 
spruce grouse {CanachitP.n canadenai9), all members of the family Tetraonldae, 
are the galllnoce1111s species occurring In the Northwestern Region. Game 
birds are absent fr0111 St. Lawrence and Little Diomede Islands. Rock and 
willow ptarmigan occur throughout the Northwest region where suitable 
habitat exists. Spn.ice grouse are absent from the western two-thirds of 
the Seward Peninsula and the tundra in the vicinity of Pt. Hope, but 
otherwi se occur where suitable habitat exists. 

Al though various tetraonld species overlap In geographical distribution, 
each displays a marked preference for certain habitat types . Spruce 
grouse are found most cOll11lOnly in white spruce-bi rch c011111unltles and 
black spruce associations. In mountainous portions of this region, 
breeding habitats of the two species of ptal"llllgan are separated altltudlnally. 
Willow ptannlgan breed close to timbi!rllne, often partially within the 
fringe of coniferous woodland, and also along stream courses In shrub 
c011111Unlties , generally between elevations of 2,000 and 2,800 feet. Rock 
ptamlgan breed froa1 th!berllne to approxl111ately 3,500 feet In habitat 
ranging from brushy stands of dwarf birch less than four feet tall to 
areas above the limit of upright woody vegetation. In the lower, coastal 
portions of this region the differences between rock and willow ptarmigan 
habitats are poorly understood. 

unlike forest grouse, pt3nnlgan in mountainous portions nf Northwestern 
Alaska lllDve downward In Octobi!r to their winter ranges . The sexes 
segregate during this seasonal habitat shift. Hale rock and willow 
ptarmigan remain near the breeding grounds throughout the winter, while 
the females lllOVe up to 100 miles to brushy subalpine or timbered winter 
range. The birds funnel through river valleys and low 110untaln passes 
during this fall movement and again when returning to their breeding 
grounds In March. 

Tetraonlds have evolved so that each major vegetative type In Alaska 
provides habitat for one or more species at some period of the year. 
Disturbances such as burning, timber removal and agriculture produce 
vegetative changes that decrease the habitat quality for certain species 
while favoring others. In Northwestern Alaska little such habitat 
disturbance has occurred. Consequently, man's activities have had no 
significant Impact on the distribution or abundance of tetraonlds In 
this n!glon. 

Inland populations of the various Alaskan tetraonlds demonstrate marked, 
generally synchronous, fluctuations with seven to nine years elapsing 
between peaks. In marltlMe situations, such as over much of the Northwestern 
Region, population fluctuations probably occur, but they are thought to 
be erratic and not necessarily In phase with those of inland habitats. 
Due to the lack of knowledge regarding factors governing population 
fluctuations, management programs aimed at stabilizing tetraonid densities 
from year to year are not feasible at present. Since the major upland 
game spec1es in this region occupy 1111ture or cl l111ax vegetation types, 
habitat manipul1tlon Is not considered a feasible technique for Increasing 
carrying capacity. 

Galllnaceous birds are Important prey for avian and mall'llolllan predators . 
The number of grouse and ptarmigan taken by predators not only varies 
according to their abundance, but also with predator densities and 
availability of buffer species such as snowshoe hares . Even In years 
when grouse and ptannigan sustain relatively heavy losses to predators, 
their long-term population trends are not significantly altered. 
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Therefore, the use of these species as prey Is C0111Patible with the 
various human uses. 

Grouse and pta1'1111gan have received only light to moderate harvest by 
sport ind "subsistence" hunters In the Northwestern area. Harvests 
probably fluctuate with tetraonld abundance and have little Influence on 
regional population trends. Although some Individuals may hunt specifically 
for grouse and ptarmigan, a significant a1111unt of the harvest occurs 
Incidental to big ga.e hunting. Like hunting, nonconsU111>tlve uses such 
as observation and photography have been light In the past, and for the 
most part, consumptive and nonconsumptlve uses are compatible. 

~ 

Both the snowshoe hare (Lepus ~ricanua) and the tundra hare (c.. arcticua) 
occur In Northwestern Alaska. The tundra hare is found In coastal 
tundra areas and fs periodically abundant on the Seward Peninsula. The 
status of tundra hare populations Is undetermined and it is probably one 
of the least known ma1m1als of Alaska. Fluctuations In population levels 
occur similar to those of the snowshoe hare. Tundra hares were abundant 
on the Sewllrd Peninsula In 1971 and 1972. 

The snowshoe hare occurs Inland along rivers throughout Northwestern 
Alaska. The upp1r drainages of the Kobuk and its tributaries support 
lllOder1t1 populations of snowshoe hares, while the lowet, treeless 
valleys of the Kobuk and Hoatak are 1110re suitable for tundra hares. 
Snowshoe hare populations suffered a mild "crash" two or three years ago 
throughout most of the northwest and now (1976) are starting their 
recovery. 

Cyclic fluctuations in snowshoe hare populations seem to be most extreme 
In "1e central portions of the snowshoe's range. The Interior Region 
historically has experienced extretnes 1n hare density with 1500 or more 
per squire ~Ile being reported during papulation peaks. Present densities 
of snowshoe hires fn Northwestern Alaska are unknown. The abundance of 
hares In local areas may vary greatly, and even In periods of low population 
levels local areas of abundance will occur In optimum habitat. As 
populatfons Increase hares spread Into less desirable habftat, and when 
populations decline, they disappear fTOl'll these areas. The decline may 
be abl'tlpt, or ft may be gradual and occur over a period of 3·4 years. 

Snowshoe hares occupy a variety of habitats, although certain types seem 
to be prtf1rred, or will support a higher density of hares. Hares can 
be found In subalpfne areas, brush lands, white spruce-birch communities 
and scrubby black spruce stands. The more open aspen and birch c()Cllllunltles 
wfth brushy understorles of wfllow, alder, hlghbush cranberry and wfld 
rose, and streaMSlde areas wfth willows seem to be optfAIUlll habitat for 
snowshoe hares. 

The preferred habitat for the tundra hare f s brushy tundra and windswept 
rocky slopes, w1th alder thickets and willows along the low wide river 
valleys near the coast. 

Habftat disturbances such as wildfire and clearing of tlllber usually 
benefit snowshoe hares, since regrowth of herbaceous and woody species 
provides cover and food. However, Increased fire control Is decreasing 
prime habitat for hares. Climax communities of dense spruce do not 
provide suitable brushy understorles for snowshoe hares. 

In years of htgh snowshoe populations, girdling of trees and shrubs over 
large 1r1as. This may kill trees and shrubs and reduce the amount of 
available browse for several years. 

The snowshoe hare is an extremely Important prey specfes for several 
predators. lynx depend almost entirely on snowshoe hares for food f n 



Northwestern Alaska. lynx see111 to be extending their range into the 
habitat of the tundra hare, and may be preying on these this species, as 
well as on ptarmigan In the region. Both red foxes and wolves also 
depend to a great extent on hares. Several species of raptors utilize 
hares as a major part of their diet. 

The cycl le nature of snowshoe hare populations 111akes 111anagement programs 
designed to stabilize hare populations difficult. Too many factors are 
involved in these population cycles for man to have much effect. Hunting 
pressure on hares increases as populations increase and hares becDllle 
1110re available, but as hare populations decline, there Is correspondingly 
less interest In hunting them. Also, hunting pressure is concentrated 
along roads and trails and around htllllln population centers; over vast 
areas the animals are not hunted by 111o1n. 

When snowshoe hares are abundant, domestic utilization and recreational 
harvests iaay be fairly high in very localized areas. Host hunters are 
residents. Host hunting occurs in the fall, but hare hunting is popular 
all winter long when populations are high. On inoderate winter days, 
1111ny people enjoy going out for a few hours to hunt hares as a fol"lll of 
winter recreation, combining it with skiing, snow machining, or snowshoeing. 
Hares are used as human and dog food, and as bait for traps . The hides 
are soaietinies used for •lttens and blankets. So little is known about 
tundra hare populations that it Is hard to evaluate the effects of 
hunting pressure on these populations. A few recreational hunters from 
urban centers such as Anchorage and llOllle hunt for these large hares, and 
natives hunt them for meat, often by herding and clubbing them. Historically, 
hides from arctic hares were exported for the fur trade. 

* Increased human populations in Northwestern Alaska will result 
in increased hunting pressure on all species, including small game. 
Slllall gaine w111 become 110re Important to the hunter as opportunities 
to hunt larger game species become more 11~1ted. little is known 
regardfng hunting effort and success in the Northwestern Region. 
In the future, programs designed to yield info11114t1on on harvest 
characteristics should be instituted. 

96 



1. ALASKA SHALL GA11E l1Ait4GEllENT PLAN 

~ 
Entire state except national parks or other areas which are closed to 
all hunting. 

PRIMARY MANAGEMEITT ~ 

To provide the greatest opportunity to parttctpate In hunting sinall 
gaine. 

SECONDARY HANAGEHENT ~ 

To provide for an opt!- harvest of sinall gAllle. 

To provide an opportunity to view, photograph and enjoy small game. 

~OF AANAGEHENT GUIDELINES 

1. Achieve greater utilization of the small game resource by encouraging 
wider distribution of hunting pressure and Identifying species that 
are lightly utilized. 

2. Encourage public viewing and photography of small game. 

3. Regulate or eliminate hunting seasons to mlnlmlze disturbance In 
areas especially suited for viewing or photographing Sllall gaae. 

4. Discourage land use practices that adversely affect small game 
habitat. 

THE SPECIES 

Small game species addressed In this management plan are blue, spruce, 
ruffed and sharp-tailed grouse; willow, rock and whlte•tatled ptannigan; 
and snowshoe, arctic and European hares. Sllall game populations fluctuate 
considerably tn successive years, and little Is known of annual population 
status except In relatively small, localized areas. A feature conman to 
most Alaskan small game populations is a recurrent cycle of abundance 
and scarcity. In most Instances, a complete cycle lasts 8 to 12 years. 
Populations of the various species appear to fluctuate in phase over 
~ost of Alaska, although local pockets of anfinals 1111y remain at high 
numbers while population~ are declining elsewhere. Coastal populations 
seem to exhibit less drastic oscillations than populations fn the interior. 
Blue grouse, found only In Southeastern Alaska spruce-hemlock forests, 
occur In relatively stable nullbers. The three species of pta~lgan in 
coastal parts of their range exhibit erratic, rather than cyclic, population 
fluctuations. Grouse and ptarmigan populations In Interior and parts of 
Southcentral Alaska were high during 1960 to 1962-63 and again in 1968 
to 1970. Hare populations followed a similar pattern, Including less 
drastic, more erratic fluctuations In numbers In coastal areas. 

Factors causing the oscillations In small game numbers are not well 
understood, although weather, food, predation and dl5eases probably all 
play a role, with different factors varying in significance during 
different stages of the cycle. The general synchrony of small galM! 
population fluctuations suggests that soine major extrinsic factor, 
perhaps weather, Is the cause for population cycles. Natural mortality 



rates for all SPIAll game species are very high, perhaps reaching 80 
percent tn some years. Severe winters and wet, cold springs which 
adversely impact nesting success and chick survival may be the l!liin 
sources of grouse and ptarmigan mortality. Snowshoe hare abundance may 
be related to available food supplies as well as weather. 

Small game habitat has been little affected by human activity over most 
of the state, although SOl!le habitat has been lost or altered by urbanization 
and agriculture near Anctlorage and in the Matanuska-Susitna Valley and 
by extensive logging In Southeastern Alaska. Logging activities and 
fires may enhance habitat for hares and ruffed and sharp-tailed grouse, 
while reducing suitable habitat for spruce and blue grouse and willow 
ptarmigan. Rock and especially white-tailed ptarmigan breed at higher 
elevations than willow ptarmigan, and their habitat has probably been 
little altered by hUllliln activity. 

Recreational hunting by Alaskan residents is the primary use of small 
game with most harvested animals retained for domestic consumption. 
Host small game hunting occurs along established road systems close to 
hun.ln population centers, although some hunters eaiploy sno1oDachlnes in 
winter and boats In sumner and fall to reach more distant areas. A few 
hunting parties travel by plane to remote regions specifically to hunt 
small game . Most small game hunting in recnote areas, however, is 
incidental to quests for big game and serves mainly to supplement camp 
rations. Nonresident hunters contribute little to the small game harvest. 
Hunter effort and harvest levels of small game depend mainly on small 
game abundance and accessibility. The high natural 1110rtallty and fecundity 
rates of small game populations preclude hunting as a significant limiting 
factor. Small game hunting seasons and bag limits have changed little 
since statehood. The only significant change wds d shortening of seasons 
and suinner closures to small game hunting In Chugach State Park near 
Anchorage. 

Nonconsumptlve uses of Sllall gillll! vary significantly between areas. 
Host viewing and photography occurs adjacent to major human population 
centers, such as In Chugach State Park near Anchorage, along the roads, 
trails and footpaths In Chugach National Forest and the National Hoose 
Range on the Kenai Peninsula, and the Twelvemile and Eagle Su11111its on 
the Steese Highway. Besides being an Important hobby of many urban-area 
residents, viewing and photography of 5111<111 game occur incidental to 
other outdoor pursuits, such as berryplcklng, skiing, snowshoeing, 
hiking, and mountain climbing. Although most nonconsumptive users are 
Alaska residents, nonresidents also enjoy small game, particularly in 
Interior Alaska along roads leading to and near Ht. McKinley National 
Park. 

Ptarmigan are the most COCl'lllOn and popular ganiebirds In Alaska . Willow 
and rock ptarmigan are distributed throughout the state. White-tailed 
ptarmigan are restricted to the Alaska Range and mountainous areas to 
the south including the Cook Inlet area, the Kenai Peninsula, the coast 
of Prince William Sound and the Gulf of Alaska, and Southeastern Alaska. 
Rock and willow ptal'llligan make extensive altitudlnal migrations in 
spring and fall, while white-tailed pta,..igan generally retaaln at 
higher elevations throughout the year. Willow ptar111igan occur In willow­
grown flats and foothills near timberline during su11111er and fall and 
move to lower riparian areas in winter. Rock ptarmigan breed above 
timberline to about 3500 feet, and white-tailed ptarmigan occur as high 
as 5000 feet. COlllparatlvely little ptarmigan habitat has been altered or 
destroyed In Alaska, although greater efficiency in fire suppression aiay 
be having an impact on willow and rock ptarmigan wintering areas. 

Willow ptarmigan are the most frequently encountered gamebird because 
they are most abundant and they winter at lower elevations. The magnitude 
of harvest is unknown, but hunting effort varies considerably from year 
to year depending on bird abundance. Some of the 1110st popular recreational 
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ptarmigan hunting areas Include the Copper River Delta, lands adjacent 
to the headwaters of the Little Susltna River, the Isabel Pass area, 
Eagle and Twelvemile Suaalts on the Steese Highway, Ht. Fairplay and, on 
Kodiak Island, the Upper Station Lakes and Tugldak Island. In Southeastern 
Alaska, the most used ptannlgan hunting areas are near Haines, Juneau, 
Ketchikan, and along beach and river systems from Yakutat to the Alsek 
River. Ptannlgan hunting Is most intensive In late winter after snow 
depths at high elevations have forced birds to move down. Ptarmigan are 
an l11POrtant year-round source of food for rural residents In .uch of 
northern, western and interior Alaska and are taken whenever available. 
The extent of domestic utilization by local residents is dependent on 
cyclical ptannlgan abundance; when birds are scarce relatively little 
effort is expended to procure them. Observation and photography of 
ptarmigan occurs year-round and are popular whenever and wherever the 
birds are accessible. Hany people also view ptannlgan Incidentally to 
other outdoor activities. 

Grouse are less abundant and less conspicuous than ptarmigan, although 
spruce grouse are widespread and at times locally abundant. Blue grouse 
are cClllllOn In spruce-hemlock forests of Southeastern Alaska but their 
range extends only as far north as the Dangerous River. Sharp-tailed 
and ruffed grouse are distributed through Interior Alaska in a broad 
band that approximates the drainage of the Yukon River, although these 
species also occur In areas south of the Alaska Range. Ruffed grouse 
are present In Southeastern Alaska. Ruffed grouse have an affinity for 
hardwood trees and replace spruce grouse where aspen and birch stands 
occur in the predominantly spruce forests. The sharp-tailed grouse 
prefers transitional habitats between forests and tundra or grasslands . 
Sprvce grouse are the most widespread and numerous of Alaskan grouse, 
present In spruce-birch and spruce-hemlock forests over most of the 
state. Little lnfonnation is available on abundance, except on a comparative 
basis. Whereas ruffed and sharp-tailed grouse probably benefited from 
widespread wildfires that occurred earlier In the century, spruce grouse 
have probably benefited from forest fire prevention now provided by 
federal and state agencies. 

Most grouse hunting is by Alaska residents for recreation and domestic 
use. The magnltud1 of harvest Is unknown. Hunting effort declines 
substantially when grouse populations decline. Grouse are typically 
hunted along road syste111s in fall and early spring when the birds are 
gathering grit . Spruce grouse have been relatively CDnTllDn along the 
Steese Htghway between Hile 120 and 148, near Manley Hot Springs, 
between Ester and Nenana on the Nenana Road near Fairbanks, along the 
Alaska and Taylor Highways near Fortymlle, near Glennallen, and on many 
secondary roads on the Kenai Peninsula. 

In Southeastern Alaska spruce and ruffed grouse occur in such low nUllbers 
that they are usually taken by hunters only incidental to quests for 
other species, usually big game. Blue grouse, however, are subject to 
Intensive local hunting from mid-April to mid-Hay when "hooters" (territorial 
males) are conspicuous; most of the blue grouse harvest consists of 
1111les. Kost grouse hunting occurs adjacent to major road systems. 

Grouse viewing and photography are prl1111rily by Alaska local residents, 
although an Increasing nurnber of nonresidents, usually Sllllllll!r tourists, 
are important nonconsurnptive users in state and national parks and along 
major road systems. Co~paratlvely few people seek grouse speciftcally 
for viewing and photography, but they are clearly Important adjuncts to 
SOiie outdoor activities such as hiking, calllplng, fishing etc. 

Hares are probably the 1110st Important small game In Alaska . Three 
species occur in the state. Snowshoe hares and arctic hares are indigenous 
species. European hares are Introduced. Native hare populations are 
extremely cyclic In Inland areas of the state; hare nUlllbers may vary by 



factors of 100 or more between years. Snowshoe hares reach their 
greatest density about every 10 years, with catastrophic population 
declines during intervening periods . Coastal populations of arctic and 
snowshoe hares seem less cyclic and exhibit erratic population oscillations . 
Hare population fluctuations have been documented since the late lBOO's 
in Alaska . Hares were abundant In Interior Alaska in 1885, probably 
during the ~ld-1890's, In 1905, frocn 1913 to 1915, in l9Z4, in 1935, 
frOlll 1946 to 1947, in 1954, in 1963, and finally around 1970. Hare 
numbers were again at low levels by the mld-1970's. Less is known of 
arctic hares, but their numbers seem to show a similar pattern. European 
hares have been established by the release of dc.estic hares on a 
number of Islands including Uanak and Hog in the Aleutians , and Middleton 
Island in Prince William Sound. The Middleton lsland transplant of 
three females and one male in 1954 increased to at least 6000 by 1960 
and the population Is currently at about that level, although drastic 
fluctuations In nuiabers have occurred over the last 15 years . The 
Alaska Game Co11111fssion authorized a transplant of snowshoe hares to 
Kodiak and Afognak Islands In 1934. The transplant was successful, and 
snowshoes were subsequently released on Woody and Long Islands and later 
on Popof Island In the Shullagln group. Host hare habitat has probably 
been little altered by hlllllan activity, although improved efficiency in 
fire suppression and prevention by state and federal agencies may have 
reduced some hare habitat . Habitat requirements of hares appear flexible 
but IDOSt often consist of strea111Side willows, dwarf birches, and brush 
thickets. Hares are widespread during population highs. Urban sprawl 
and livestock grazing are probably having adverse local Impacts on hare 
numbers In some areas. 

Snowshoe hares are probably the 1110st poriular sm.tll ga111e species in 
Alaska. Host use Is recreational hunting for food. Host hares are 
harvested by local residents although nonresidents take hares incidentally 
to quests for big gilllll!. Areas adjacent to roads and waterways are IDOSt 
heavily hunted. Access to hunting areas Is often by walking, but JnOre 
hunters are employing boats, all-terrain vehicles and snown11ch1nes to 
reach distant areas. A few hunting parties travel by plane to remote 
regions exclusively to hunt hares. Hunting effort varies with population 
fluctuations, being Intense when hares are abundant and limi ted when 
they are scarce . Snowshoe hares are less common In Southeastern Alaska 
and provide a limited amount of recreational hunting near Juneau, Haines, 
and Skagway. Villagers In remote areas make extensive domestic use of 
hares. Host hare hunting occurs In fall and winter. Hares are also 
popular with nonconsumptlve users, particularly near urban areas. 
Although many people wishing to view hares often blame hunting for low 
numbers during years of hare scarcity, the high reproductive and natural 
1110rtality rates make the Impact of losses due to hunting insignificant. 

* 

* 

Huch of the small game habitat bordering the state's highway 
system has been selected by Alaskan natives under terms of the 
Alaska Natives Claims Settlement Act. Once title to public lands 
is conveyed to private ownership, public use of such lands 111ay be 
prohibited . The Depart.ent should solicit the cooperation of 
private landowners to facilitate progressive management of small 
game. Easements across private lands to public lands will be 
sought as provided for in the Alaska ltatlve Claims Settlement Act. 
The Oepartllent should also 111alntain close liaison with native 
corporations and make recocrmendations on land use practices which 
benefit wildlife. 

The proposed irn:luslon of land, about 80 million acres, Into Federally­
administered parks, wildlife refuges , wild and scenic rivers, and 
national forests under the terms of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act will affect public use and state manageaent of s~all game In 
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these areas. Hunting may be prohibited, limited or otherwise these 
areas. Hunting may be prohibited, limited or otherwise affected. 
If these areas are established by Congress, the Department should 
solicit cooperation of the respective land management agencies to 
allow public use of the lands for hunting. Seasons and bag limits 
and methods and means of hunting may require adjustlllent to confor11 
with federal regulations. 

Alteration or loss of small game habitat due to logging, expansion 
of residential areas, fndustrfal and mineral development and ff re 
suppression will affect numbers of small game in some accessible 
areas that receive heavy hunter use. The Department should identify 
important small game habitat and 111ake recoarnendations on land use 
practices. The Department will also propose and encourage habitat 
improvement by the various land 11anagement agencies. 

Many areas of the state receive little or no use due to problems of 
access. The Department may consider encouraging wider distribution 
of use by providing Information to the public regarding small game 
populations that are not being utilized. In some cases, the Department 
may reconmend providing addftfonal routes of access. 

Due to manpower and funding restrictions, data on population status 
and harvest levels of s1111ll game are not gathered. In SIMM! cases, 
no methodology exists for the routine censusing of s111all game. The 
DepartJnent should seek adequate funding to develop needed Inventory 
techniques. 

Hunting adjacent to roads and near urban centers may pose public 
safety hazards, and local opposition to hunting may develop and 
result in restrictions such as closed areas. The Departl>lent should 
anticipate such conflicts and, where appropriate, ll•ft hunting by 
tfme and space zoning. The Deparbnent will generally oppose efforts 
to effect closures except where a clear need exists. 

As small game hunting near urban centers Increases, conflicts with 
nonconsumptlve users will occur In a few accessible locations where 
small game are traditionally observed. Intensive local harvests of 
ptann1gan in the spring can reduce the surrner population of birds 
available for observation. Three areas of potential conflicts are 
the Eagle and Twelve11ile sumits on the Steese Highway north of 
Fafrbanks, the Mt. Fairplay area on the Taylor Highway, and the 
Donelly Dome • Paxson area along the Richardson Highway. Restrictions 
on hunting fn these areas may be necessary, especially fn the 
spring, if hunting slgnfffcantly reduces the birds available for 
nonconsumptfve use during the s1.11111er. 

Although small ga~ populations generally Increase or decrease 
Independently of hunting, 111any people believe that population lows 
are caused by overharvest. The Departinent should Inaugurate an 
active educational program on small game population cycles and 
dynamics. 

Many small game hunters regularly dress and clean the animals they 
have bagged along highways and leave the offal and skin or feathers 
on the road rlght·of·way. Other people often find such practices 
offensive. The Department should discourage such practices by an 
active and vigorous educational progra~ or, if appropriate, consider 
regulations that would prohibit careless and thoughtless disposal 
of animal remains. 
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Small game populations w111 continue to fluctuate with or without 
hunting. 

SOaae hunter congestion and competition niay occur 1n easily accessible 
areas. 

Restrictions on hunters may be imposed in areas of high nonconsumptlve 
use of sma 11 game. 

Distribution of hunting pressure and harvest .ay be icproved. 

No loss of noncons1J11pt1ve use will occur, nor will proposed management 
adversely affect existing h4bltat, other species in the area, or 
other recreational uses of the land. 
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WATERFOWL IH NORTHWESTERN ALASKA 

Northwestern Alaska annually supports over 3/4 •ill Ion nesting ducks 
and over 70,000 geese.* Several million additional waterfowl utilize 
habitat In this region on their way to and from North Slope, Canadian 
and Russian breeding grounds. Waterfowl habitat in the region Is In 
relatively pristine condition since industrial and develop111ental activities 
have been li•tted in the area. 

Nesting habitat is limited by the mountainous character of much of the 
region. Major production areas include the Kobuk River Valley-Selawik 
Lakes-Noatak River Valley COlllplex, and the Imuruk Basin on the Seward 
Peninsula. Waterfowl production In this area, as in many areas of 
Alaska, is strongly influenced by weather. Late snow cover and cold 
weather during soine springs result in poor production, while "early" 
springs usually result In fairly good duck and goose production. 

Breeding duck dtnsltfes fn the river valley complexes at the head of 
Kotzebue Sound average 44 birds per square mile over 5,3SO miles of 
habitat. Annual breeding duck populations average 104,500 dabblers, 
129,200 divers, of which 44,200 are nongame ducks. The fall flight 
averages about 400,000 ducks. On the Seward Peninsula breeding duck 
densities average 64 birds per square •Ile over 3,BSO square •Iles of 
nesting habitat. Breeding duck populations average 102,400 dabblers 
and BJ,200 divers of which 29,900 are nongame ducks. The fall flight 
averages about 410,000 after production of young. Other numerous but 
Slllall pockets of nesting habitat occur throughout the region but re.aln 
unsurveyed. These areas produce thousands of additional ducks . 

The annual fall flight of geese from Northwestern Alaska Includes about 
25,000 lesser Canada geese, 30,000 white-fronted geese and a few thousand 
brant and eaiperor geese. In addition SUl!Aer concentrations of up to 
20,000 nonbreeding emperor geese annually molt on St. Lawrence Island, 
and several thousand molting white-fronted geese and about 10,000 
lesser Canada geese occur near the headwaters of the Noatak River. 
lagoons east of NOiie and the series of lagoons on the north sfde of the 
Seward Peninsula are hnportant to migrant waterfowl, and provide the 
only large sheltered waters between the Yukon Delta and the North 
Slope. Large concentrations of brant and pintails are colmlln on the 
lagoons during sprfng and late swmier. Snow goose colonies present In 
the Shisl..aref area around 1900 apparently were ell•inated by the 
reindeer industry. Whistling swans are fairly cOlm'On throughout the 
region where suitable habitat exists. The total fall flight of whistlers 
is perhaps 10,000 birds. 

Waterfowl in Northwestern Alaska are utilized primarily for local 
domestic purposes. Domestic utilization occurs at every town and 
village In the region but Is llOSt iiaportant In coastal villages. The 
Land Use Planning C011111lssion for Alaska estliaated about 42,000 ducks, 
15,000 geese and about 6,000 eggs were taken by residents In the area 
in lg74. 

Some sport harvest of waterfowl occurs In Northwestern Alaska, primarily 
near Nome. Although hunting Is excellent In many locations, especially 
along the coast, hunters are limited by a short season--usually 2 or 3 
weeks··before freezeup . During the past four seasons sport harvests 
have averaged 2,460 ducks and 665 geese. Host ducks harvested are 
probably pintail while most geese are black brant. 

Nonconsumptlve use of waterfowl Is primarily limited to village residents 
and tourists. Guided tour groups of bird watchers from the other 
states visit Nome and Kotzebue each year. Nonconsumptlve and recreational 

* A list of waterfowl species considered In these plans follows this 
regional account. 

103 



consumptive use Is expected to increase as human population grows in the 
region. Significant changes in the amount of domestic utilization are 
not anticipated. 

• Pollution of coastal waters by oil and oil Industry- related contamlitants 
poses a threat to waterfowl and waterfowl habitat. Both Outer 
Continental Shelf (OCS) and near shore drilling could result In 
spills which would devastate waterfowl habitat and bird populations. 
Baseline quant1tive and qualitative data on coastal bird habitats, 
bird numbers and relationships between birds and habitat are needed 
before oil i~pacts occur to provide rational recomnendatlons for 
future OCS lease areas, reconmendations for future oil spill cleanup 
facilities and to docunent the effects of contamination for m1tigatton 
purposes. Ongoing federally funded state and federal OCS bird 
studies are designed to identify and quantify the effects of thes~ 
problems. 

Native domestic utilization of black brant in Northwestern Alaska 
and In other parts of Alaska ts probably causing a decline of the 
brant population. Although spring use of waterfowl ts prohibited 
under provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, federal and 
state enforcement agencies have been lenient, because of traditional 
Native dependency on this resource. Enforcement of federal and 
state laws should be concentrated on species requiring protection, 
and cooperation of local residents should be sought to direct 
domestic utilization away from species whose stocks are decl ining. 
Annual determination of domestic harvest levels ts d~slrable for 
all waterfowl species and necessary for selected species. Renegotiation 
of the Treaty with Canada and Mexico to provide for recognition of 
traditional domestic use of watertowl, where biologically justified, 
ts a possible solution to the dllenrna . However, undesirable aspects 
of renegotiation and reluctance of Canada to open renegotiations 
111ake such action Improbable. 

LIST OF WATERFOWL SPECIES IN ALASKA 

Conmen Name Scientific Name 

Oabblfng Ducks Aleutian COlllllOn Teal 
American Widgeon 
Baikal Teal 

Anas crecca niloU: 
Hareca amcricana 
Anaa f ormoaa 
AM S rubr ipes 
Anas discors 

Black Duck 
Blue-Winged Teal 
Chinese Spot Bill 
Cfnna1110n Tea I 
European Widgeon 
European Co111110n Teal 
Fa lcated Tea 1 
Gadwall 
Garganey 
Green-Winged Teal 
Mallard 
Pintail 
Wood Duck 
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Anas poeci Zorhyncha :sonorhyncha 
AIUls cyanoptsra 
/otlreca penelope 
Anas crecca crecca 
Anas falca ta 
Anas str epera 
Anas querquedu I.a 
Anas crecca carclinensis 
Anas p la tyrhynchos 
Anas acuta 
Ai.r sponsa 



LIST OF WATERFOWL SPECIES IN ALASKA 

Comnon Name Sc1ent1f1c Name 

01v1nq Ducks .American Goldeneye Bucephala clan'1Ula am11ricana 
Barrow's Goldeneye Buc11pha la is landica 
Bufflehead Buc11phala albeola 
Canvasback Ayth11a ualieineria 
Conmon Pochard Aythya f erina 
Greater Scaup 
Lesser Scaup 

Aythya nw'ila 
Aythya affinis 

Redhead Aythya anNlricana 
R1ngneck Ay thya co Haris 
Ruddy Duck OzyUM j (;rl(licenBiB 
Tufted Duck Aythya fu li'}u.Za 

Sea Ducks 
and Mergansers American Connon Merganser HorgUJJ m11rganser 

American Collll'IOn Seater Oidemia nigra 
Harlequin Hietrionicuu hia t r ionicus 
Hooded Merganser LophodytflB cucullat us 
K1n9 Elder .SO.Uter ia spsctabilis 
Old Squaw Clangula h11emal is 
Pacific Collll'IOn Eider Somateria molissima 
R&d-Breasted Merganser Msl'(/UB Bsl"l'ator 
Smtw MB1"1UB albellue 
Spectacled Elder Lampl'OnBtta f i8ohsri 
Steller's Eider Pblysti cta st11lleri 
Surf Seater Melani tta perspi cill.ata 
Western White-Winged Seater Melani tta cLlglandi 

~se Aleutian Canada Branta canadsnsis l eucopareia 
Cackling Canada Branta ca'lad11nais nrinima 
Dusky Canada Bran ta canadeMis occidsnta lis 
Lesser Canada Branta canadenais paM1ip11s 
Vancouver Canada Branta canadenais f ulva 
Bean Anaer fabalis 
Amtri can Brant Branta b11rnicla 
Black Brant Branta nigricans 
fmperor 
Ross' s 

Fhilacte =r1ica 
Chan 1'086i 

Lesser Snow Chan h11perbo?'Ba 
White-Fronted Anser al bifrcms 

Swans Trumpeter Clor bu.ccinatDr 
Whistling 01.or colwobianue 
Whooper 01.or cygnus 



1. t40RTHERN ALASKA WATERFOWL MAllAGEr1EfH PLAN 

bQill!!lli. 

Game Management Units 18 and 21-26 except the Paimut Waterfowl Hanage11ent 
Plan area. 

PRIMARY MANAGEMENT §.Q& 

To provide the greatest opportunity to participate In hunting waterfowl. 

SECOllOARY 11AHAG£MtNT GOAL 

To provide for an optimum harvest of waterfowl. 

EXAMPLES Qf. MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

I. Maintain waterfowl hunting seasons and bag 11•its that reflect 
climatic conditions. 

2. Regulate, within the constraints of federal regulations, methods 
and means of taking, season ti•ing and bag limits, 1f necessary, to 
provide for local use of waterfowl. 

3. Obttin, maintain and Improve hunter ~ccess to w~terfowl hunting 
areas . 

4. Encourage viewing and photography of waterfowl. 

5. Discourage hullan activities that disturb or harass waterfowl during 
critical nesting or migration periods. 

6. Enhance waterfowl habitat in high use areas to increase utilization 
of habitat by waterfowl, and discourage land use practices that are 
detrimental to waterfowl habitat. 

THE SPECIES 

Northern Alaska provides extremely Important habitat for millions of 
Horth Aiaerlcan waterfowl. Hore than 3,000,000 ducks and 400,000 geese 
nest In tht areo annually. Fall •1grat1ons to the south number more 
than 6,000,000 ducks, 900,000 geese, and 60,000 whistling swans. Of the 
total fall waterfowl flight from Alaska, the northern area contributes 
about 75 percent of the ducks and go percent of the geese. Important 
breeding areas in the Northern Alaska area Include the Yukon-Kuskokwlm 
Delta, lmuruk Basin and lower Kobuk-Selawtk-Noatak Valleys In western 
coastal Alaska; the Yukon Flats and the Koyukuk and lnnoko River Valleys 
in the Interior; and to a lesser extent the Arctic coastal plain and 
barrier Islands. 

Domestic consumption by local residents ts the dominant use of waterfowl 
throughout the Northern Alaska area. Although residents of all towns 
and villages In proxi•lty to waterfowl habitat utilize waterfowl, the 
greatest use occurs along the coast. The majority of use Is Illegal and 
occurs In the spring whtn newly arrived birds are a source of fresh 
meat. Intensive use of eggs In some areas also occurs. Although recent 
accurate estimates of domestic use are not available, rough estimates 
place annual domestic utilization at 125 ,000 ducks, 110,000 geese, and 
over 60,000 eggs. By far the greatest use occurs around villages In the 
lower Yukon and Kuskokwlm drainages, Including the Yukon Delta, followed 
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by northwestern Alaska villages. Boats, float travel and snow machines 
are the primary llll!ans of access for local residents. 

Very little recreational waterfowl hunting takes place over most of 
Northern Alaska because the noajortty of waterfowl areas are long distances 
fro111 .. jor population centers and because early freeze-up limits the 
time available for sport hunting to a few weeks. Sport hunting near 
large cOlllllUn1ties or by relatively few hunters who utilize aircraft to 
reach distant hunting locations ts very lt~tted. NonconsU111Ptlve uses, 
such as viewing and photography, are al1110st nonexistent except In areas 
close to comnuntttes or as an Incidental use to other outdoor activities. 
Few changes In waterfowl use patterns are expected In the next five 
years. 

The following ts a list of specific locations within the Northern 
Alaska area where use by waterfowl and/or use of waterfowl ts Important. 
These areas are not discussed In other lllilnagement plans , but are places 
where regulation of human use or habitat protection is desirable. For 
each area the applicability of management guidelines is Indicated. 

Area 

Yukon River Flats X 
Kanuti Flats X 
lower Koyukuk Va 11 ey X 
Howe Island x 
Egg Island X 
Spy Island X 
Thetts Island X 
Bug Island X 
Pt. Barrow Spit X 
Coastal lagoons - Barrow to X 

Camden Bay 
Sh t sllnaref Lagoon x 
Lopp Lagoon X 
Safety Lagoon X 
Coastal waters off Clarence X 

Rhode NWR (and State Refuge) 
Coastal wters off Arctic MIR X 

(and State Refuge) 
CO as ta 1 waters off Cape X 

Newenha~ HWR (and State Refuge) 
Coastal waters - Pt. Lay to X 

Wainwrfght 
Coastal wters fn Kotzebue Sound X 

Management Guideline No. 

z 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

3 

x 
x 
x 

x 

4 

x 
x 

5 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

6 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

• Pollution of coastal waters by oil or oil Industry-related conta111tnants 
poses a serious threat to waterfowl and waterfowl habitat in northern 
Alask1. Both Outer Continental Shelf and near-shore dri lling could 
result in spills whfch would devastate waterfowl habitat and bird 
populations. Baselfne quantitative and qualitatfve data on coastal 
bird habitats and bird nU111bers, and relationships between them are 
needed to provide rational recoaiiendations for O.C.S . lease areas 
and oil spill cleanup facil ities and to docU111ent the effect of 
habitat contamination for mHlgatton measures. Ongoing federally 
funded state and federal O.C.~. bird studies will Identify and 
quantify the effects of these probll!lllS. 
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Tiie rt1110val of gravel froia Arctic Coast barrier islands for roads 
or drilling pads could cause a loss of nesting habitat and a loss 
of protection for the inshore lagoons If the islands are destroyed. 
Equipment noise and Increased aircraft use In construction or 
drilling activities tnay adversely affect nesting and staging of 
waterfowl. The use of rolllgons and similar A.T.V.'s during period' 
of thaw will alter water run-off patterns and could result in 
pollution of rivers and lakes. Better quantitative and qualitatl¥1! 
data on bird concentration areas, effects of gravel removal from 
islands, and other effects of human disturbance are needed to 
provfde ratf onal reco11111endations and stipulations on land use to 
protect waterfowl resources. 

Native domestic utilization of waterfowl on the Y·K Delta and in 
Northwestern Alaska appears to be adversely affecting black brant 
and Paclffc Flyway white-fronted goose (Y-K Delta only) populations. 
Domestic utlll:atlon elsewhere In Alaska and probably Canada ls 
also contributing to the brant population decline. Although spring 
use of waterfowl Is prohibited under provisions of the Hfgratory 
Bird Treaty Act, federal and state enforcement agencies have been 
lenient, in recognition of traditional Native dependency on this 
resource. Enforcement of federal and state laws should be concentrated 
on species requiring protection. Cooperation of local residents 
should be sought to direct domestic utilization away frOlll species 
whose stocks are declining. Domestic harvest figures on an annual 
basts are desirable for all waterfowl species and necessary for 
declining species. Renegotiation of the treaty with Canada and 
Mexico to provide for recognition of traditional domestic use of 
waterfowl, where bloloyically justified, is a possible solution to 
the dflet111a created by the Hfgratory Bird Treaty Act. However, 
undesirable aspects of renegotiation and reluctance of Canada to 
open renegotiations make such action improbable. 

On all areas waterfowl bag and possession limits conmensurate with 
local climatic conditions will be pursued, and methods to achieve 
additional harvest of selected species during the spring and sU11111er 
lllOnths wn 1 be investigated. 

All areas listed are recognized as Important waterfowl use and/or 
hlllliln use areas and any future development or habitat alteration 
must recognize waterfowl requirements. 

Control of use will generally be greater in high use areas rather 
than low use areas. However, in all cases the minimum controls 
possible will be applied to achieve the desired balance between the 
resource and different user groups. 
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l"ARINE !·Wf~LS IN tlORTHllESTERN ALASKA 

The Bering and Chukchi Seas, comprise are one of the richest areas tn 
the northern hemisphere In terms of biological productivity, even surpassing 
1111ny places in the tropics. Nutrient-rich water frOlll the Yukon River ts 
distributed throughout the Bering and Chukchi Sea by prevailing northerly 
currents, providing the nutrient basts for supporting a myriad of marine 
organisms in 1 complex food web , At the upper trophic levels are a 
variety of ..arine lllilllllAI species* whose total nUlllber Is conservatively 
est11111ted to excf!ild 2 •illion anil!lils. Principal species found In the 
area during some time tn their annual cycles are sea lion, walrus, polar 
bear, fur seal, four species of Ice-associated phocid seals (ringed, 
bearded, spotted, and ribbon), bowhead, grey, minke, and belukha whales, 
as well as other less n1111erous species of whales and porpoises. 

To SOiie extent all species are seasonally migratory, usually moving 
north in the spring to occupy previously "virgin" feeding area and then 
retracing their ptth in the fall to suitable winter habitat In wanner 
southern waters. Distribution and nUS1bers of 11arlne 11annals are continually 
shifting. The Bering Sea supports 1110re animals In the winter and the 
Chukchi Sea receives the most tntens tve use during the sumer. 

The divers tty and large numbers of marine manrnals were a contributing 
stl•ulus to the exploration and settlement of Western and Arctic Alaska 
beginning In the early 1700's. The history of early utilization ts one 
of unchecked exploitation rather than conservation. Hany species were 
reduced to low numbers, particularly whales and walrus, and some species 
were extirpated in local areas. Within the last fifty years, most have 
becOlle abundant following reduced harvests and better protection. 
Ringed, spotted and bearded seals, whose populations were never heavily 
exploited, have remained relatively stable through the years. 

Residents living along the Northwestern Alaska coast traditionally have 
depended on .arine llalll!Mlls for their essential domestic needs. Although 
Eskl110 cultures have changed -arkedly tn the last few decades, lllilrine 
lhallllllals still play an important role in the local economy. They are 
used for food and provide a variety of raw products for the arts and 
era fts f ndus try. 

Passage of the Marine Hatnnal Protection Act in 1972 limited all marine 
111a1111111l hunting to Alaska Natives and imposed a moratorlu. on non-native 
users. The Act remains tn effect today, but restrictions on use are 
being reviewed on a species by species basis as each marine mammal 
population ts fully enumerated and proposed use ts Justified biologically. 
In April 1976, walrus bee- the first species for which 111anag-nt 
authority was returned to the State of Alaska, and for which use by non­
natives was again allowed. In the future other marine mammals of the 
area may be used In more diversified ways. 

~ 
Historically, the Bering, Chukchi, Beaufort, and east Siberian Seas 
supported about 200,000 walruses. They were first hunted heavily on a 
COlllllerctal basis by whalers, starting around 1868. At one point tn the 
early 20th century there inay have been less than 50,000 walrus remaining 
in the population. Following cessation of conmercial hunting at the 
turn of the century, and increased protection tn the 1960's, the walrus 
population increased significantly. Today it is estimated at 200,000 
anl11als . Despite an apparent decline fn productivity and a Sovlet­
Alllertcan kill In excess of 5,000, the populations seems to be increasing 
slowly. 

• A list of the 11o1rine ..amal species considered in these plans follows 
this regional account. 
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Wintering largely in the central and northwestern Bering Sea, generally 
many miles from the Alaskan mainland, the maJor1ty of the population 
begins a northward migration in late March and April. Females with 
young are usually the vanguard, followed later by bulls and barren cows. 
The height of the nursery herd migration enters Bering Strait in late 
Hay and early June, and reaches the Northern Chuchi Sea by mid-July. 
Host of the bulls pass into the Chukchi Sea by the last of June. Host 
of the population goes west along the Soviet coast, and the remainder 
moves northward toward Point Hope. Eventually the walrus disperse along 
the southern polar lee in the east, and frequently congregate In large 
herds, on land, In the west. Some travel into the Beaufort Sea as far 
east as the Canadian border. In September or early October the most 
northern migrants begin moving south. Walrus arrive near St. Lawrence 
Island in November. Some walruses remain in the Bering Sea, particularly 
in Bristol Bay and the Gulf of Anadyr, throughout the sunner months. 

The annual retrieved harvest of walruses by Alaskans has averaged about 
1,600, but has shown a marked increase since passage of the Marine 
Hanmal Protection Act which eliminated protective measures on females. 
Because ..ost of the walrus population funnels through Bering Strait, 
villages In that vicinity often take 110re than one-half the annual 
harvest. The villages that are consistently successful (Gambell, Savoonga, 
Little Diomede, and Wales) usually take 100 or more animals. The harvest 
throughout all Northwestern Alaska often approaches 90 percent of the 
total statewide kill. 

Walrus are used for human consumption, dog food, boat coverings and 
rawhide. Today the most Important use of walrus in many conrnunities is 
as a sourcP. of raw Ivory for carvers. Often the sale of carvings may 
contribute 110re than 50 percent of the cash in the local econ11111Y. 

Prior to 1972, guiding of sport hunters was a means of providing extra 
cash In some villages. In the future, sport hunting may become more 
tniportant. In April 1976, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service waived the 
moratori111 on walruses established by the Harfne Hammal Protection Act 
and returned inanagement to the State of Alaska. Under State regulations 
nonnatives will be eligible to take walrus on a peiinit basis . 

PACIFIC BEARDED SEAL 

Exact determination of the size of the bearded seal population is difficult 
because like other ice-associated phocld seals they are widely distributed 
and difficult to enumerate. 

The population currently appears to be stable and near carrying capacity. 
The total Bering Sea-Arctic Ocean population is estimated to be 300,000. 
Soviet estimates place the population at over 450,000 bearded seals 
including the entire Pacific population. 

Adult bearded seals rarely venture far frDll ice, but juveniles often 
remain in ice-free areas during the Sull'llll!r. In late winter and early 
spring, bearded seals occur from the southern edge of the fee pack in 
the Bering Sea north to the solid cover of the polar pack ice. Host, 
however, are south of Bering Strait. SeldoAI do they use shore-fast fee. 
They prefer the 110vlng pack tee, and undertake a general move11ent away 
from land with the onset of winter. Bearded seals COllllOnly haul-out on 
ice, but do not normally come ashore. As the ice disintegrates and 
moves northward, bearded seals follow its retreat and by late suiimer are 
distributed along the edge of the polar pack ice. Host of the population 
sumners along the southern edge of the polar fee pack. They move south 
in the fall, and usually enter the Bering Sea, starting in November. 
Because they prefer bottom dwelling organisms such as crabs, shrimps, 
clams, and amphfpods, bearded seals do not compete with man for commercially 
valuable fishes, crustaceans, or mllusks. 

110 



Tiie crude birth rate for bearded seals Is 22 percent. Annual recruitment 
to age one Is at least one half of this figure . Conservatively, the 
popul1tton problbly can withstand a harvest of 6 to 7 ptrcent per year, 
or 18,000 seals. Present take by Soviet and Alaskan hunters is about 
4,000 bearded seals. but hunting loss Is high and probably the true kill 
ts 1110re than double the nUlllber actually retrieved. The population 
appears to be stable, Indicating that the total annual 110rtallty, Including 
harvesting, is about equal to recruitment. 

Because of their large size, high quality 111eat and blubber, and s trong 
durable skin, the bearded seal has always been l111POrtant in the economy 
of coutal residents. In the last few years, many changes have occurred 
in the Eskiaio's way of life as they 1110ve closer to a cash oriented 
econOIR)'. The necessity for taking marine Nftll<\ls has decreased, but 
bunting bearded seals Is a tradition still pursued with enthuslas= In 
1111ny comnun1tles. After spring whaling, hunters tn Northwestern Alaska 
look fon.1ard to the •oogruk" season, hoping to acquire enough 111eat to 
last thell through the entire year . Tiie annual harvest frOlll this area ts 
1,000 seals or less. Shishmaref, Gambell, Savoonga, Stebbins, and 
Kotzebue are villages which generally take the most bearded seals and 
are lllOSt dependent on their meat. Shorebased hunting ts not likely to 
seriously affect population status. The greatest threat to the security 
of the bearded seal stt!tl!S frOll envtron111ental pollutants which result 
fro111 off-shore aineral and energy resource develop111ent . 

RINGED SEAl 

The ringed seal is the 110st widely distributed tee-Inhabiting seal of 
the Bering and Chukchi Seas. Although population status ts difficult to 
dtten11ine exactly, Its habit of utilizing land-fast Ice and Its behavior 
of hauling out on tee during long spring days helps determine relative 
tbundanc:e. The population appears to be high and stable and Is estl=ated 
to contain a •ln111111111 of 250,000 anlinels In areas of land·fast tee alone. 
The total ringed seal population of the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas 
exceeds one 1111111on. 

Jn "orthwestern Alaska 1110st of the ringed seal are found tn areas covered 
by extensive land-fast Ice In winter, although lt Is not uncomnon to 
find Juveniles anywhere In tee covered areas . Ringed seals migrate In 
the spring, following the retreat of the pack Ice. Except for some 
jinen11es, most seals spend the sllllllll!r tn the northern Chukchi sea, and 
lllilY travel over 60ll ~Iles to reach It . 

The diet of ringed seals ts variable depending on season, location, and 
depth of water, but the predominant Items consumed are zooplankton In 
the fora1 of 11\YSfds, amphlpods, euphauslds and shrl1111>s. They seldom 
c01111tte with man for food, but cOlllllOflly take small fish such as saffron 
cod, polar cod and sculpin. 

Recent harvests by Alaskan hunters have been around 5,000 seals annually, 
and the total harvest Including the Soviet kill is estimated to be 
tiet~n 8,000 and 10,000. Annual gross recruitment to the population Is 
abOUt 25 percent. Seven to eight percent would constitute a safe level 
for a sustained yield harvest. 

secause the ringed seal ls seasonally the most numerous species of seal, 
It Is the mainstay in the diet of coastal Esktaios. While archaeological 
evidence points to the rel lance of many Eskimo settleinents on a dtverstty 
of 111rlne lllllllllals, the ringed seal was probably the key eleiaent in 
supPOrtlng people during winter. Ringed seals provided not only meat, 
bllt oil for heat and light, and skins for wanath. Since coastal residents 
hiVe adopted a cash oriented econ0111y and are now able to obtain non-
native food through the winter, the h11portance of ringed seal has decreased. 
The tiairvest ls only 1/2 to 1/3 of what It was ln the early JgSo's . 
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Today seals are used mainly as a food and clothing supplement. Only in 
a few C011111Unities such as Galllbell, Savoonga and Pt. Hope is there a 
concerted effort to hunt theal In winter, and lllOSt seals are taken In 
spring when weather conditions are better. Of the four species of seals 
taken In Northwestern Alaska, ringed seals account for more than half 
the annual harvest. 

To date, lllcJn has not altered ringed seal habitat greatly. While SOllle 
contamination of food webs by pesticides and heavy 111etals has been 
documented, the effects have apparently been minllllcJl, and probably have 
not altered carrying capacity of habitat In recent years. However, off­
shore development of mineral and energy resources Is l1111lnent. Unless 
the proper environmental restraints are exercised, serious proble~s 
could develop which would have a marked Impact upon the ringed seal 
population. 

SPOTTED SEAL 

The spotted seal is found seasonally from the Aleutian Islands north to 
the Beaufort Sea. The population Is estimated at 20D,OOO to 250,000 
Individuals, but the census technique Is based largely on Indirect 
methods. Soviet biologists feel the actual nURlber Is closer to 45D,000, 
Including the population of the Okhotsk Sea. 

Spotted seals are seasonally dependent upon sea ice for the birth and 
nurture of their pups. Prior to parturition in late winter, the entire 
population Inhabits the southern edge of the pack Ice, usually In the 
central Bering Sea. As spring break-up progresses, most seals follow 
the northward retreat of the pack l~e. ~nd gradually move toward land 
(Including islands) where intermittent rest and feedrng 111ay occur. 
During the ice-free SU1111ler and early fall, they are found along the 
entire coast of northern Alaska. A substantial portion of the population 
spends alt or part of the SU1111ler In northern waters. With the approach 
of winter they begin moving south, usually preceding the fonaatlon of 
heavy pack Ice. Most of the population winters outside northwestern 
Alaska waters In the southern Bering Sea. 

Diet of the spotted seal varies depending on season and location; prl111ary 
food species are pelagic, de111ersal and anadrOlllOUs fishes. Because 
spotted seats often feed on fish sought for coarnerclal purposes, notably 
salmon. problems have occurred with fishermen who COfllPete for the same 
resource. Due to their $igratory nature, the 111'.Pict of spotted seal 
predation Is minimized somewhat when the seal moves north In the late 
spring. Natural mortality a110ng adults Is probably low. They are 
Infected by a variety of Internal and external parasites, but the effects 
of this foNll of pathology are unknown. Some spotted seals are undoubtedly 
taken by killer whales and polar bear, but hunting by huaians Is probably 
the greatest s Ingle morta II ty factor. 

The annual harvest of spotted seals by both Alaerlcan and Soviet hunters 
Is 7,000 or less, 1110re than one-half of which are taken by Soviets. 
Annual gross recruitment to the population Is about 25 percent. Seven 
to eight percent would constitute a safe level for a sustained yield 
harvest of up to 17,SOO spotted seals ann~lly. Since a large portion 
of the population winters south of Horton Sound, residents of Horthlolestern 
Alaska seldOGI have the opportunity to take spotted seat until the spring 
migration. About half the harvest occurs during June and July, tollen the 
seals are moving north, and the ret11alnder are killed In the fall migration, 
usually during September and October. Spotted seals are considered less 
palatable than ringed or bearded seals and are usually used for dog 
food. The skins are often lllilde Into pokes (floats), and are also prized 
for making garments. Spotted seals were eagerly sought In the 1960's 
when fur prices were high and the State offered a bounty. The harvest 
then was two to three times Its present level. A reduction in the price 
of seal skins and passage of the Marine Hanna! Protection Act greatly 
reduced the harvest. 
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RIBBON SEAL 

Ribbon seals are distributed In two groups: one in the Bering-Chukchi 
Sea and the other to the west near Russia in the sea of Okhotsk. Due to 
the lack of phuslcal barriers there is probably some degree of Inter-
change between the two populations, but to what extent has not yet been 
determined. No satisfactory method of accurately censusing ribbon seals 
has been developed to date. Based on relative Indices of abundance, the 
Bering-Chukchi population of ribbon seals Is currently less than maximum; 
this results frOAI a brief period of intensive cocnnerclal exploitation by 
Soviets during the 1960's. Recovery has taken place due to the lmpleiaentatlon 
of restrictive quotas, and recent estla:ates Indicate the population is 
now between B0,000 and 100,000 seals. The total Alaskan harvest Is 
usually 100 seals or less. 

Ribbon seals are seasonally pelagic, but depend on the sea Ice for birth 
and nuture of thel r pups. In the late winter and early spring, the 
entire population Is concentrated along the southern edge of the pack 
fee In the Bering Sea. Following spring break-up, of sea ice there ls a 
moderate movement north associated with dispersal of the pack lee. 
However, few seals pass north of Bering Strait; most remain in the 
Bering Sea during the suinner. The principal foods are pelagic and 
detnersal fishes, but also include small 111arine organisms, such as shrimp. 

Although ribbon seals were hunted extensively by the soviets for the 
their skins, they have played a minor role In the Alaskan econ0111y. Due 
to their pelagic nature and limited distribution, the harvest of ribbon 
seals seldom exceeds 10 animals In Northwestern Alaska. Because of 
their distinctive markings most ribbon seals are used for clothing; meat 
has usually been of secondary Importance. Since the population Is 
relatively low and their dfstrfbutfon does not favor an extensive shore· 
based harvest, ft is unlikely these seals will be taken In large numbers 
by Alaskan hunters in the near future. However, increased conmercial 
sealing by foreign governments could again depress the population. The 
main threat In the immediate future seems to be evfroonmental pollution 
frOlll the developaient of off-shore ~fneral and energy resources. 

SEA LIONS 

Sea lions occur In Northwestern Alaska only in a few places, usually as 
stragglers. In winter an extensive ice pack and cold temperatures limit 
their distribution to areas further south. During fee free months, a 
small number migrate into the central and northern Bering sea, but ft is 
unlikely there are any established summer colonies. On occasion seal 
lions have been reported at St. Lawrence Island, but ft is rare to find 
animals north of this latitude. Utilization by coastal residents Is 
low. The total annual kill, including hunting loss, is estil'llted at 
less than 10. 

Whales and Porpoises 

The belukha Is the most abundant whale species occurring in the Bering 
and Chukchi Seas, although population status is not well known. The 
total Alaskan population Is estimated to be at least 16,000 animals and 
probably more than 5,000 migrate seasonally through Northwestern Alaska 
to the Arctic Ocean. Belukha are gregarious animals both when traveling 
and feeding. Herds of 100 are cornnon and as many as 1,000 in a single 
group have been observed during migration. Small groups of 2 to 15 
whales, usually led by a large male seem to be the most COlllllOf\ group 
size. All belukhas north of the Aleutian Islands appear to be migratory 
to some extent. A few belukha winter in the Northwestern Alaska waters, 
but most move through during the spring migration fr0111 southern areas. 
Timing of migration is dependent on fee conditions, but the onset Is 
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usually In late Harch or early April. Some groups may travel only a few 
hundred miles while others may cover a distance of l,000 miles to their 
sui:merlng areas. SOllle groups 111ay return to the sa111e local area in ice­
free portions of the northern Bering Sea and Arctic Ocean each sunner, 
concentrating in shallow areas and estuaries. Young are born from Hay 
through July, often during migration. Some belukhas may return to the 
same calving area each year, and this homing behavior may have led to 
the extirpation of local groups in the past. As waters freeze in the 
fall belukhas migrate south where leads are abundant or the area Is ice 
free. 

Belukhas concentrate in estuaries when food species such as s111elt or 
salmon smolt are abundant. Studies have shown that large numbers of 
salmon smelt are eaten by belukhas as they migrate to sea, and a lesser 
number of adult sal111011 are consumed when they ascend the rivers to 
spawn. As belukhas have been seen many ~Iles up the Yukon River, it is 
thought they may significantly Impact fish populations in some 111ajor 
river drainages in Northwestern Alaska. Belukhas also eat crabs, squid, 
clams, shrimp, and small cod. 

Belukhas were historically taken by Northwestern coastal Eskimos for 
meat, oil, muktuk and other domestic needs. However, due to the relatively 
small, dispersed population (compared to other marine mammal species) 
and because these whales were only available on a seasonal basis, the 
annual harvest was never high . Hunters from a few corrrnunlties (such as 
Buckland and Kotzebue) located near estuaries often took 100 or more. 
ln such cases their local economy was more dependent on whale products. 

Today the harvest In Northwestern Alaska Is estimated to be 150 belukhas 
or less, most being taken in Norton or Kotzebue Sound. Dependency on 
belukhas is decreasing due to the transition to a cash economy, as well 
as other forms of cultural change. Muktuk, dried 111eat, and oil of 
belukhas are used pri~arily as dietary supplements. Several other 
species of whales and porpoises are found in Northwestern Alaska, but 
most occur only on a seasonal basis. During the last half of the 19th 
century a COfllllercial whaling industry thrived on the larger whales, 
prhnarlly the bowhead, although 11inke, grey and sei whales were also 
taken. 

Froai 1867 to 1gz9 Alaska exported over $14 million dollars of whale oil 
and whalebone (baleen), 110st of which came from the Arctic. Because of 
unregulated harvests, whale stocks were significantly reduced by 1900, 
and the United States whaling industry in the Bering Sea declined as a 
result. However, comnerclal whaling by foreign countries continues on a 
reduced scale today. Increased protection has resulted in population 
increases of most spec ies, although they hive not attained their former 
numbers. 

Coastal Eskimos killed whales prior to the advent of the Alaerlcan whaling 
Industry, and they Intensified their efforts when whale products brought 
high prices in the late 1800's. After the decline of the comnercial 
indlstry, whaling by Eskimos continued, and some whales have been taken 
every year since the turn of the century. 

Natives residing in Northwestern Alaska kill 10-20 bowhead whales annually. 
Pt. Hope, Gambell and Savoonga are the most successful whaling communities. 
Oil, ~uktuk, and 111eat are the products utilized, but recently the increased 
demand for articles of native hand icraft has increased the value of 
baleen and whale bones. Further , whales are sold on a limited commercial 
basis when muktuk and meat is obtained in excess of COll"lmlnity needs. 

Since 110st species of the larger whales feed on plankton or ocean fishes 
not currently of interest to man , few human confl icts have occurred. 
Porpoises feed on several species of corrmercially valuable fish such as 
cod, herrin? and flounder, In Alaska. Competition between porpoises and 



11111n has been greatest on the high seas fisheries, and many are killed 
1ccident1lly when they become tangled In flshennen's nets. 

Because of their pelagic habits and seasonal distribution s11all whales 
(other than belukha) and porpoises have been of little i111portance In 
supply1ng food for coastal residents. A few are taken annually, usually 
on an Incidental basis. 

Whales and porpoises in Alaska are protected by one or more federal laws 
and by International treaty or law. These laws and conventions Include 
the Har1ne Haamal Protection Act of 1972, the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, the International Whaling Convention signed in 1946, and the 
International Convention of Trade In Endangered Species of Wild Fauna 
and Flori. 

POLAR BEAR 

Polar bears found In Northwestern Alaska comprise the Chukchi Sea population. 
This population Is found In the Chukchi Sea west and south of a line 
extending northwest from Pt. Lay. The southern limit of colllllDn occurrence 
of the Chukchi Sea population Is the Bering Strait with bears occasionally 
relchlng St. Lawrence Island In some winters. Polar bears begin to move 
south as the Chukchi Sea freezes in the fall and as heavy ice Is carried 
south by prevailing northerly winds. Members of this population migrate 
north In the middle of March. Their range in the sunmer is the southern 
edge of the ice pack. This population nwnbers about 5,000 bears with 
about one-third, or 1,700 bears, fOlind on the Alaska side of the dateline. 
With1n this area distribution and abundance varies seasonally in any 
given location particularly in response to changing ice conditions. 
Although def1nitlve data are lacking, it appears that populations are 
probably stable and near the inaxil'IUll level the habitat can support. 

Polar be1rs concentrate in areas of available food, often where currents 
keep ice in inotion causing open leads or newly frozen leads. Seals, 
congregite In these leads where they maintain breathing holes and are 
vulnerable to bear predation. 

Denning areas are critical habitats for polar bears. The Chukchi Sea 
population Is probably associated with the denning area on Wrangell 
Island off the coast of Siberia. Present fnfonnatlon Indicates that 
some denning occurs on the Alaskan mainland coast. Some denning may 
also take place on the drifting sea ice, but these dens are subject to 
Ice bre1kup. The land and shorefast fee provides stable conditions for 
denning and bears tend to select snow-filled gullies and cutbanks as 
desirable sites. In late October and November pregnant females come on 
shore to go into winter dens where the cubs are born. During the denning 
period males will also come ashore in search for beach carrion or other 
food but do not den. Denning lasts until late March or early April when 
the bears ll10Vt back out onto the sea ice to begin feeding on seals. 

Yery little infon11atlon on natural 110rtality factors is available. 
Polar bears hive no natural predators and no known diseases or serious 
parasites. Few bears In the wild 1 Ive beyond 25 years of age. 

Historically, Eskims froa all coastal villages kflled polar bears. 
Solne sk1ns were used for sale or barter and others, particularly cubs, 
yearlings and two-year-olds, were used for gannents. In the late 
1950's and early 1960's sport hunters using aircraft began to kill 
significant numbers of polar bears. Most hunts In this area were based 
In Kotzebue, Telltr and Pt . Hope. Aerial hunting was curtailed by the 
requirement for permits in 1971 and 1972 and In November of 1972 the 
passage of the Marine Marrmal Protection Act (ff'IPA) banned all hunting of 
polar beers except by Alaskan natives. The average annual harvest of 
polar bears In Alaska during the late 1960's was about 250 per year with 
about two-thirds coming from the Chukchi Sea population. Fifty to 60 



bears have been taken annually by natives In Alaska since ig7z and in 
most cases the ineat was consumed. Until lg74 regulations promulgated 
under tenns of the HHl'A did not pe!'lllit polar bear skins to be tanned 
COllllM!rclally. Because Natives did not have a ready market for the sale 
of raw products socne waste occurred. Presently the ltlPA does not place 
restrictions on the number, age or sex of polar bears taken by Natives 
for subsistence purposes. The number of bears taken annually by Natives 
varies widely depending upon the distribution of bears and response to 
changing fee conditions. Although data do not indicate an increase in 
bear populations since passage of the HMPA, some change In distribution 
of bears in the last two years has occurred. Hore bears occur near 
shore. This may be related to cessation of aerial hunting , resulting In 
an Increase In the number of bears or a tendency for them to move closer 
to coastal villages. However, the most important factor seems to be the 
recent chan~es of sea ice conditions. 

The State of Alask1 has requested the return of management jurisdiction 
over nine species of marine malmli11S including polar bears. Until this 
occurs the use of bears will continue to be restricted to Natives residing 
along the north coast. The harvest Is not expected to vary appreciably 
from the present pattern. If management of polar bears Is returned to 
the State of Alaska the State would probably allow recreational hunting 
by ground transportation only. Sport hunting under these controls would 
not remove as many bears as were previously taken with the aid of aircraft. 
Less than 100 bears per year would probably be taken in this region by 
recreational hunters. Return to State management would have the additional 
advantage of allowing Natives to realize economic return frOll animals 
and frOID services furnished to recreational hunters. 

The problem of envfrOlllllental contaminants and their Impacts on the 
marine ecosystem ls a major concern for all species of marine 
mannals and will certainly become more critical as resource development 
progresses In the north. The threat posed by petrochemical pollution 
resulting from the exploration, extraction and transportation of 
oil and natural gas Is of primary concern. Marine mammal populations 
may be seriously impacted by reduction of primary production and 
its effects on marine food webs, by direct losses of invertebrate 
and vertebrate food species, by direct Ingestion of toxic substances 
and by loss of lnsulatlve quality of fur. Other contaminants have 
entered the northern marine ecosystem primarily from sources outside 
of Alaska. Significant accumulations of several pesticide residues 
and of mercury have been detected in several species of marine 
manrnals. The effects of these contaminants on marine mammals are 
unknown. Based on the observed effects on humans, the Impact could 
be very serious. All resource development and utilization with the 
potential for contamination of the marine ecosystem must be carefully 
regulated to mlnl~ize introduction of pollutants and consequent 
effects on marine food systems. Use of pesticides and industrial 
waste processing in Alaska 1111st also be closely controlled. 

• The Marine Macrrnal Protection Act of 197Z established a moratorlllm 
on all consumptive use of marine ma1111als except for traditional 
uses by Alaskan Natives. It also removed management authority for 
inarlne llll11'1116ls from the State of Alaska. The Act In effect eliminated 
so.e rational, beneficial hu:aan uses of marine inaawials. Marine 
inammals have the capability to support significant, beneficial, 
sustained use. All species utilized by United States Nationals and 
managed by the State of Alaska prior to 1972 existed as healthy, 
productive stocks. In April of 1976 walrus management was returned 
to the State. This sets an Important precedent for the return of 
other marine mammals to State management. The State should continue 
to press for return of mana9ement authority for those species which 
It has the capability to manage. 
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Several species of marine mamnals compete with man for fisheries 
resources. To date, such competition has taken the fonn of depredations 
on netted fish and also has resulted in the destruction of some 
fishing ge1r. Conflicts between flshennen and marine manmals are 
likely to Increase as human utilization of fisheries Intensifies. 
Reduction of fish stocks is certain to impact populations of marine 
ma11111als which are approaching or have achieved carrying capacity 
levels. Developrnent of new or expanded fisheries will affect some 
species not nD'1 impacted. The reverse Is also true: levels of 
hulllin utilization of fisheries may be limited by Intensive use of 
fish stocks by marine l!llft'lllals. Since affected species of marine mamnals 
are limited to sh4llow waters In their foraging activities, much 
potential conflict may be eliminated by zoning certain caa.iercial 
fishing activities to deeper waters. In some situations, conflicts may 
require reduction of some marine ma11111al populations in specified areas. 

H1111&n activity Including 111>vement of people, operation of equipment 
or harassment by 10'1-flyfng aircraft can result In desertion of 
traditional haul-out areas . Of particular Importance Is disturbance 
during critical pupping periods which can result In abandonment of pups . 
Areas of l~ortance to marine mammals for hauling out or pupping 
need to be protected by regulations which will minimize disturbance. 

Coastil n!Sfdents do not depend on marine 111cum1als to the extent 
they once did; nevertheless, ft is necessary to recognize that a 
part1al subsistence econo~y still exists of which marine mammals 
are an 1ntegral part. Management programs must be designed to 
Insure marine marmials are allocated In sufficient numbers to satisfactorily 
meet subsistence requirements. 

Marine manmals occurring in the Bering-Chukchi Sea are harvested by 
several foreign countries whose management policies may differ from those 
of the Un1ted States . If marine ma111T1al species are to be managed on a 
truly comprehensive, coordinated basis, International cooperative agreements 
will have to be formulated between all parties concerned. 

LIST OF HARINE HA1111AL SPECIES IN NORTHWESTERN ALASKA 

C01l1111>n Narne 

Bearded Seal 
Spotted Sea 1 
Northern Fur Seal 
Ringed Seal 

Scientific Name 

Erianathuu ba1•b.=:ua 
Phcca vitulirra 
Callorhinus uroinuo 
Phoca hiopida 

Whales Belukha Whale 
Bowhead Whale 
Finback Whale 
Gray Whale 
Humpback Wha 1 e 
Killer Whale 
Hinke Whale 
Narwhal 

Dclphinaptcruo lcucao 
Balacna myaticctuo 
Balaenoptara phyaalua 
Eachrichtiuo 9ibbooua 
Meaaptera 11ovacc:n.gliac 
Orcinuo orca 

Porpoises 

Other Marine 
MalllllllS 

Dal 1 Porpoise 
Harbor Porpoise 

Pacific Walrus 

m 

Balaenoptara acutol'Ootrata 
~lonodon monocarua 

Phccoenoidco dal li 
Phocoertr1 phocoana 

Odobc11uo ror.marua 



lA. BERING-CHUKCHI-BEAUFORT SEAS SEAL MANAGEMEllT PLAH 

~ 

In Game Management Units 17, lB, 22, 23 and 26, all waters of the Bering, 
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas and the adjacent land areas with the exception 
of the following: Bering Sea State Game Refuge, Hazen Bay State Gaiae 
Refuge, Chanilsso Island State Gallle Refuge, Sledge Island, and Besboro 
Island. 

~ MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide for an optllllUlll harvest of seals. 

SECONOARV MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opJXJrtunlty to view, photograph and enjoy seals. 

~OF MANAGEMENT GUJDELrNES 

I. Harvest seals in nUlllbers which will meet the requlrecnents of 
coastal residents. 

2. Regulate hunting seasons, bag limits, and methods and means of 
tdking seals to provide for local u~c. 

3. Accomodate the desire for recreational hunting for seals. 

4. Encourage viewing and photography of seals. 

5. Protect seals frotl adverse impacts of resource development. 

6. Minimize disturbance on seal hauling grounds. 

7. Encourage consideration of the requireiaents of seals In the nianagement 
of seal food species. 

THE SPECIES 

Four species of Ice-inhabiting hair seals occur In the Bering, Chukchi 
and Beaufort Seas. The total population Is estlaiated at a •ini11111111 of 
850,000 seals, and probably exceeds one million. Estimated minimum 
population by species is as follows: ringed seal 250,000; beard&d seal 
300,000; spotted seal (ice breeding only) 200,000; and ribbon seal 
100,000. 

Trends in abundance have been difficult to monitor since no satisfactory 
method of censusing seals has been developed. However indirect methods 
and relative Indices of abundance Indicate that populations of ringed, 
spotted, and bearded seals are high and probably stable. The ribbon 
seal populatton Is relatively low following rather extensive coamerclal 
exploitation, principally by Russians during the 1960's. In recent 
years, Soviet regulations have accorded Increased protection to this 
species. 

Rates of natural 1110rtallty are unknown, although pup 1110rtality appears 
to be relatively high, particularly for ringed seals where birth lairs 
are subject to destruction from moving lee and predation from polar 
bears. All species of seals may abandon pups under continued harassment. 
Polar bears, and killer whales kill a number of seals. The a!!@ structure 
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of the population reveals that individuals of most species are capable 
of attaining the age of 20 years or mare. After one year of age natural 
mortality appears to be relatively constant at a law level in each age 
class. Although distribution is dependent on habitat requirements 
(often fee conditions), most seals undertake an annual migration or 
redfstrfbutlon following the advance and retreat of the pack fee. 
Usually, the tendency ta migrate fs less pronounced In young seals. 

Each of the four species exploits a slightly different ecological niche. 
Thefr dfstrfbutlon conmonly overlaps, but each species usually Is found 
In distinct geographical areas or habitat types. Ribbon seals tend to 
be pelagic In the sucrmer and fallow the "inner" tee edge In the winter. 
Spotted seals Inhabit the "outer" Ice edge in winter and remain near 
coastal areas or Islands during the sunner. Adult ringed seals are 
found pred1111fnately near areos of land-fast Ice in the winter and in the 
broken polar Ice of the Chukchi Sea In sUlllller. Bearded seals prefer 
movl119 fee fn the winter, usually south of Bering Strait, and the broken 
floes of the polar fee (over shallow water) fn sunrner. 

Ribbon seals are sleek speedy swlnrners depending largely on fish; spotted 
seals are also fish eaters but favor the near shore varieties; ringed 
seals forage on zooplankton, shrimp, copepods, and other small marine 
organisms and bearded seals are bottOlll feeders relying mostly an crabs, 
s.all bottDll ffsh, and 110llusks . 

Traditionally, seals were used by Alaska residents for fGOd, oi l , dog 
food, boat coverings, clothing and other practical Items. A bounty, 
prhnarlly to increase the local economy, was paid on seals taken north 
of 58 degrees North latitude from the early 60's until June of 1972. 
Natives presently depend on seals for SOiiie products, but the prevalence 
of cash has reduced thfs dependence. Prior to 1972 a few seals were 
taken by sport and recreational hunters, but these factions never •ccounted 
for llDre than 10 percent of the harvest fn northern Alaska. 

Until passage of the Marine Hanmal Protection Act ("'4PA), 1eal ~ were 
hunted throughout the year wfth no limit. The Act pennitted Eskimos, 
Indians and Aleuts to continue harvesting but nonnatives could not hunt 
seals or possess raw seal products. At no time In the last 15 years has 
the harvest of the northern seal species by Alaskans been responsible 
for I population decline. 

The annual harvest of the four species of seals fn Alaskan waters by 
American hunters sfnce 1972 has been 7,000 to 9,000. This represents a 
substantial reduction from the early 1960's when the harvest averaged 
about 18,000 per year. A moderate decline In utilization related to 
cultural changes occurred In the 11tter ·part of the 1960's. However, the 
llDSt pronounced i11p1ct on seals occurred with the passage of the tfll>A. 
Since nonnatfves could not possess raw products, thfs legislation restricted 
the sale Of raw seal skins which had brought needed revenues to the 
villages. Hunting incentive was reduced because of a decreased demand 
for seal skins, and a decreased need far seal meat. 

Recent studies Indicate that the composition of the annual harvest Is 62 
percent ringed, 25 percent bearded, 12 percent spotted, and 1 percent 
rfbban seals. The seasonal distribution of the harvest is partially 
dependent on ice and other weather conditions. However, ringed seals 
are taken predominately frDll late winter through spring, bearded seals 
from Aprfl through July, spotted seals from June through October, and 
ribbon seals sporadically throughout the year. The composition of seal 
harvests fs usually weighted In favor of males, which may reflect behavioral 
patterns rather than actual sex ratios In the population. 

Seals are usually hunted on foot, by boat or a combination of both. 
foot hunters usually walk to a suitable lead and wait for seals to 
surface, while boat hunters may pursue seals In open water or locate 
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seals resting on Ice or land. Although winter hunting has been popular, 
the majority of seals are presently killed in spring during breakup or 
In fall before freeze-up. 

• 

• 

• 

Activities associated with oil and gas exploration, extraction, 
transportation, and refining and other Industrial activities may 
alter seal habitat or result In direct 1110rtality of seals . Excessive 
disturbance can cause abandorn11ent of hauling areas. Several scheduled 
Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas lease areas are situated within 
Important seal habitats. The Department should Identify areas of 
critical seal habitat and encourage studies of habitat requirements 
and food chain relationships of seals . The Oepartllent should 
encourage regulation of Industrial activities to minimize impacts 
on seals. 

Foreign fishing fleets may conipete with seals for certain fish 
stocks. Excessive fishing may lower seal carrying capacity. The 
Department should encourage population studies of major seal food 
species and request that those stocks be managed In a 111anner that 
will 111afntaln the Sl!al population. 

The wide distribution of seals and the environment in which they 
live make population censuses difficult . The Department should 
continue to pr01110te research programs which will provide this 
infunaatlon. 

Regulations of the U. S. Department of Comnerce, under the Marine 
Mamaal Protection Act of 1972, prohibit the taking of seals by 
nonnatives and restrict cD11111ercial uses. This has resulted In the 
unnecessary loss of Income to coastal residents. The Department 
should continue to press for return of seal management authority to 
the State of Alaska and reinstate regulations allowing all citizens 
who have a need to take seals and to sell the byproducts, rather 
than encourage their waste. 

IMPACTS 

• The sustenance requirements of coastal residents will be met. 

• If management authority for seals ls returned to the State, recreational 
hunters will probably share In the harvest In the future. 

• Some Increase In the harvest can be expected. 

• Access and number of users 111ay be limited In sensitive areas such 
as hauling grounds. 

• Guiding services may Increase fn coastal villages . 

• The sale of seal products may increase. 
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ls. BERl™l-CHUKCHl-BEAUFORT SEAS WALRUS MAHAGE11EHT PLAN 

LOCATION 

Within Game Management Units 18, 22, 23 and 26, all waters of the Bering, 
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas and the adjacent coastline with the exception 
of the following: Bering Sea State Game Refuge, Hazen Bay State Game 
Refuge, Chamisso Island State Game Refuge, Sledge Island and Besboro 
Island . 

PR IHARY HAllAGEHENT !!Qru,_ 

To provide for an optl- harvest of walrus. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT §.!!& 
To provide an opportunity to take large walrus. 

~ OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain a 1111ximu11 annual retreived harvest of J,000 walrus or 
less, of which the 1111jority will be allocated to local residents 
dependent on walrus for food. 

2. Regulate hunting seasons, bag limits and method and iaeans of 
taking walrus to provide for local use. 

3. Achieve less wasteful use of walrus and walrus products. 

4. Accomadate the desire for recreational hunting for walrus. 

5. Encourage viewing and photography of walrus. 

6. Discourage off-shore development that •fght adversely i~ct walrus. 

THE SPECIES 

Present estimates place the Bering and Chukchi walrus population at 
about 170,000 individuals and slowly Increasing. There has been an 
apparent decline in productivity, perhaps associated with depletion of 
major food species in wintering areas. The walrus population was estimated 
to contain about 200,000 animals prior to the 1850's. Whalers began 
taking walrus for oil and ivory around 1868, and during the next two 
decades severely reduced the population with annual harvests which 
occasionally approached 40,000. CDllllll!rcfal hunting continued Into the 
20th century on a reduced scale. During the late 1920's and JO's walrus 
probably reached their lowest level. With the cessation of comnerclal 
exploitation, hunting was prl111arily by local Natives, and the population 
began to slowly recover. By the early l950's the population had Increased 
to more than 50,000 walrus. At that time there was a slight revival In 
connercial utilization as the demand for ivory Increased. Annual native 
harvests Increased, but the population continued 1ts rapid growth. 
After 1961 herd productivity improved as a result of a regulation limiting 
the take of females. In the late 1960's the Russians imposed a quota 
system which reduced annual harvests and further assisted population 
growth. The walrus population may currently be nearing carrying capacity, 
although it continues to Increase one to five percent per year, depending 
on the 111agnltude of annual harvests. Recent trends of harvest and use 
of walrus by Alaska Natives may pose a serious conservation problem. 
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walrus may migrate 2,000 miles fl'Olll their wintering areas In the Bering 
Sea to their sunmer range In the Arctic Ocean. The northward spring 
migration usually begins In March, but Its timing is partially dependent 
on weather and Ice conditions. The migration indicates some distinct 
patterns with parturfent females and those supporting young calves 
migrating first, followed later by bulls and barren cows. During the 
fall migration the order fs reversed although the sexes 1111y be more 
mhed. 

In recent years calf production seems to have decreased. This may be a 
response to a reduced food supply or other density-dependent factors. 
Some natural mortality of walruses results from trampling by stampeding 
anf111als disturbed after hauling out fn large concentrations. 

To date walrus habitat has remained relatively unaffected by man's 
activities. Proposed offshore developcnent may pose a threat fn the 
future. Studies Indicate the walrus 111ay have reduced the carrying 
capacity of their range by over-utilization of preferred species of 
clams In a portion of their wintering areas (predominately south of St. 
Lawrence Island). 

Coastal natives take 95 percent or more of the annual harvest. Walrus 
were traditionally used to supply a variety of products, such as skin 
coverings for boats, harpoon lines, dog food, oil, meat, and Ivory for 
carvings. The walrus Is still important fn providing some of these 
items on a reduced scale. However, ivory has become an Important element 
fn the transition to a cash oriented economy. Villages near Bering 
Strait may obtain up to 90 percent of their income from the sale of raw 
or carved Ivory. The increased demand for ivory has resulted fn walrus 
being taken In excess of the numbers required ror food by Eskimo conmunfties, 
leading to considerable waste. 

Although at least 42 villages have taken walrus fn the past, lllOSt of the 
annual kill fs taken at 15 sites. Four villages usually take over 70 
percent of the total annual kill. In the last 15 years the annual 
retrieved harvest has been approximately 1,600 anlinals, of which an 
average of 20 percent have been females. The actual kill Including 
hunting loss Is usually from l to Z 1/2 times the retrieved kill, depending 
on the experience of the crew and the hunting conditions. The total 
annual Alaska kill has averaged a little over 3,000; about 90 percent of 
the annual kill occurs between Hay and July, about 4 percent fn winter, 
and about 6 percent In fall. 

Prior to the Harfne Hanmal Protection Act in lg12 which prevented nonnatives 
from taking marine 111111114!5, less than 100 walrus were taken by sport 
hunters. While this had a minor Impact on the harvest, guiding sport 
hunters became a major source of Income to the villages. In some villages 
such as Gambe 11 and Savoonga ft inay have contributed up to ZD percent of 
the Income during Hay and June. In April 1976 walrus managl!llll!nt authority 
was returned to the State of Alaska and hunting by nonnatives again 
became 1ega1 • 

Host walrus are killed with the aid of a boat, usually while the animals 
are hauled out on Ice. A few walrus 111ay occasionally be shot from the 
Ice edge while the hunter Is on foot. In the fee free months walrus 111o1y 
be hunted In open water. Animals are usually first wounded so they can 
be approached closely, harpooned, and dispatched without loss. 

.. The number of Ivory carvers Is Increasing every year in response to 
demand for Ivory products. This encourages wasteful hunting practices. 
The Department should 111alntafn strict control on the purchase and 
sale of raw ivory, discourage wasteful hunting practices and encourage 



* 

* 

• 

• 

* 

f , 

alternate income-producing uses of walrus such as guiding sport 
hunters and photographers. 

The high 1«1unding and sinking loss is a waste of a valuable resource. 
The Deparbnent will encourage improvement of hunting methods to 
reduce loss . 

Offshore oil development lllilY adversely Impact the marine ecosystem. 
The Departinent should identify areas of critical walrus habitat and 
encourage studies of habitat requirements of walrus and elements in 
their food chain. The Departllent should encourage regulation of 
offshore activities to minimize impacts on wa l rus. 

The walrus population will probably continue to grow slowly until 
It reaches or exceeds the carrying capacity of fts habitat. 

Regulations will be established providing preference of use for 
coastal residents depending on walrus for food. 

Hore restrictions NY be placed on hunting inethods and tneans, 
seasons and bag limits as required for the conservation of walruses. 
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le. BERIHG-CHUKCHl-BEAUFORT SEAS BELUKHA MANAGEMENT PLAH 

LOCAHON 

In Game Management Units 9, 10, 18-19, 21-23 and 26, all waters of the 
Ber1ng, Chukchi and Beaufort Seas and all waters draining 1nto them. 

IWIAG£MENT GOAL 

To prov1de for an opt1111U11 harvest of belukha whales. 

~OF '°"'NAGEKENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain belukha hunting seasons and bag limits to accomadate local 
needs, 

2. Minimize conflicts with fisheries by use of nonlethal techniques of 
be 1 ukha con tro 1 • 

3. Where appropriate limit human activity that •lght cause abandonalent 
by belukhas of critical habitat. 

4. Encourage consideration of the food requirements of belukhas In 
fisheries inanageinent. 

THE SPECIES 

Belukha whales are conman along the Alaska coast as far south as Bristol 
Bay. They are gregarious and may travel In groups of hundreds of whales. 
Belukhas often ascend rivers. In shallow rivers such as the kvlchak 
they often travel as much as 30 to 40 ~Iles upstream on very high tides. 
In deep rivers such as the Yukon, they may travel upstream beyond the 
tidal Influence. Belukhas are occasionally sighted at Nulato, 450 miles 
upstreilll on the Yukon River. 

Belukhas In the Bering, Chukchi and Beaufort Seas are considered to be 
one population. The Bristol Bay component Is estimated to total 1,SOD 
animals, while observations and aerial and vessel sightings Indicate 
that the Bering, Chukchi and Beaufort Seas component must be comprised 
of at least B,000 Individuals. The total population may be substantially 
larger than 9500, however. The population has never been subjected to 
heavy rates of exploitation and fs believed to be near the carrying 
capacity of Its habitat. 

Studies in Kvichak Bay have dl!lllOnstrated that belukhas can be s1gnlflcant 
predators on sal1110n and may compete with .an for this resource. The 
Department has developed a technique of transinittlng killer whale sounds 
underwater to repel belukhas frOll key areas to minimize their 1~pact on 
salmon populations. -- -. , I .: '-. 

Belukhas In Alaska have never been subjected to heavy rates of exploitation. 
Belukhas have traditionally been used as a source of meat, muktuk and 
oil for both humans and dogs In certain villages on the Bering Sea and 
Arctic Ocean coasts and along rivers that belukhas periodically ascend. 
The decrease In numbers of sled dogs (a result of the introduction of 
the snow machine), the availability of alternate connerclal food sources 
through the develop.ient of a cash ecollOlly, and welfare 1111asures such as 
food sta111Ps have greatly reduced the demand for belukha products. This 
Is particularly true In the southern portions of the belukha's range. 
FrDrA Norton Sound north, belukhas are still taken regularly In SOCll 
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comunltles. The recent average annual harvest of belukhas has been 
150-300 animals. Some additional loss of animals killed but not recovered 
occurs. The n.-nber of belukhas killed by hunting Is small In relation 
to the population size. 

* 

• 

* 

* 

• 
• 
* 

Activities associated with resource development, industry and 
concentrated h11111an settle.ent inay result In direct 1nOrtality of 
belukhas, or they may alter beluga habitat. The Department should 
Identify areas of critical belukha habitat and encourage studies of 
habitat requirements of belukhas and eletnents in their food chain. 
The Department should encourage regulation of h11111an activities to 
minimize Impacts on belukhas. 

Conflicts between belukhas and coamercial fisheries 111ay occur . 
Where such conflicts are clearly demonstrated and significant, the 
Department should use nonlethal methods (such as the use of underwater 
sound transmissions) to minimize these conflicts. 

The Marine Han.al Protection Act of 1972 prohibited the taking of 
belukhas by all Individuals except Eskimos, Indians and Aleuts. 
The Department should continue to press for return of belukha 
111anagement authority to the State of Alaska and prOlllOte regulations 
that would permit all Individuals to harvest belukhas. 

Opportunities to harvest belukhas will probably continue to exceed 
the demand. 

Belukha populations will remain at or near carrying capacity • 

Opportunities to view and photograph belukhas wf 11 remain high • 

Conflicts with fisheries should be mlni~ized with little l111pact on 
the belukha population. 
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2, SLEDGE-BESBORO I SLAllDS WALRUS MANAGEMENT PLAl4 

LOCATION 

In Game Management Unit 22, Sledge Island 20 miles west of Nome and 
Besboro Island 24 miles northeast of Unalakleet. 

To provide an opportunity to view, photograph and enjoy walrus. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opportunity for the scientific and educational study of 
walrus. 

~ Qf. HANAGEHENT GUIDELINES 

1. Establish sanctuaries fn the northern Bering Sea where human 
disturbance to walrus on land can be minimized. 

2. Prohibit hunting for walrus within a 3 •fle radius of Sledge and 
Besboro Islands. 

J. Encourage public observation of walrus when this activity ls consistent 
with the protection ur haul Ing grounds. 

4. Promote scientific studies on walrus hauling grounds when appropriate. 

THE SPECIES 

Present estl111ates place the Bering and Chukchi walrus population at 
about 170,000 animals . Conrnercial exploitation from the late lBOO's to 
the early part of the 20th century reduced the population to less than 
40,000. Since then it has recovered to fts present level and appears to 
be slowly Increasing. The annual retrieved harvest has averaged about 
1,600 animals while the total Alaska ki 11 exceeds J,000. 

Females produce one calf every two or three years. The rate of natural 
raortallty Is unknown, although 1t Is suspected to have increased In 
recent years. The adult mortality rate Is estimated at less than five 
percent due largely to accidents, disease, and predation by killer 
whales. 

The walrus undertakes an annual migration frOll the Arctic Ocean In 
s\lllller to the central Bering Sea In winter. Throughout Its range walrus 
utilize hauling grounds which serve as resting and feeding areas as well 
as gathering points for social Interaction. Islands on the migration 
route and those which afford sanctuary are used most often, although 
such locations are limited. Some sites may be utilized by over 10,000 
anlruls at the same tf111e. 

In 1971 over 1,000 walrus used Sledge Island as a sumner resting area, 
but they moved north after continued harassinent by hunters. Since 1971, 
the Island has been used sporadically as a hauling ground. Although 
Besboro Island Is less Ideally situated, It has also been used as a 
hauling ground. Walrus return to Islands that have been afforded protection 
from hunting (Walrus Island and Bfg Diomede) each year In Increasing 
numbers. 
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Although huntfng has been the domfnate use of the walrus, scfentfffc 
study has been fmportant in dete1111ining the role of the animals In the 
.arlne ecosystem. Viewing is bec011lng more popular as the marine manna ls 
receive increasfng natfonal publfclty. W.,lrus using Sledge or Besboro 
Island as a hauling ground could be viewed by undertaking a relatfvely 
short boat ride frocn NOllll! or Unalakleet, respectively. 

* 

.. 

l111pletientatlon of this plan will depend on compliance with regulatfons 
by hunters who have tradltfonally hunted on these fslands . The 
Department should encourage compliance by explalnfng the purposes 
of regulations, to the hunters, the role of the Islands fn attractfng 
walrus to the area and the potential economfc opportunities for 
guldfng and transportfng viewers, photographers , and sclentfsts. 

Excessfve human disturbance can cause abandoninent of hauling areas. 
If disturbance becomes excessive the Department should Implement 
controls on access and actlvltfes of viewers to the Islands . 

Use of Sledge and Besboro Islands as hunting areas or bases for 
hunting would be lost. However, hunting opportunf ties In the 
surrounding area 111ay be enhanced If the Islands serve to attract 
and hold walrus fn the area for longer periods. 

If walrus use the fslands on a regular basis, they will attract a 
large nuniber of nonconsU1Ptfve users which In turn will fncrease 
the local econOlll)' . 

These walrus vfewlng areas will be an asset to both the public and 
scfentfffc c01111Unfty . 



UNCLJISSIFIED GPJtE Ill NORTHWESTERN ALJISKA 

LAND AND SHORE BIRDS 

Alaska, despite Its large size, has a comparatively limited variety of 
birds as a result of the rather unlfonn character of the habitats occurring 
in the state. Only 325 species have been recognized as occurring fn 
Alaska. About half of the total are waterbirds, a relatively high 
proportion in comparison to llOst other states and indicative of the 
extent and importance of marine and freshwater habitats. About 170 
species are landblrds, roughly divisible Into groups Inhabiting tundra, 
Interior forest and coastal forest habitats. Less than one-fourth of 
the species occurring fn Alaska are pennanent residents of the state. 
The majority of species are new-world forms which migrate ta Alaska to 
breed. In addition a few old-world species breed In Alaska and about a 
dozen species migrate to or through, but do not breed In, the state. 

HongallM! birds of Northwestern Alaska occupy a variety of habitats Including 
spruce, spruce-birch and birch-poplar forests, strea~slde alder and 
willow thickets, tundra, and sedge-grass marshes. About 58 species of 
nongame birds occur fn Northwestern Alaska, with about 11 species staying 
year-round. The region achieves SOllle fauna! distinction by Its proximity 
to the Bering Straits, which results In a number of Asiatic species such 
as dotterels, Kennlcott's arctic warblers and red-spotted bluethroats 
visiting Alaska during the SUlllller. The Interface between sub-arctic 
forest and arctic tundra In the northern portion of this region results 
fn an abrupt transition zone where the range of many bird species terminates. 
The extens Ive waterways, lakes and marshes are occupied by lllOre than 20 
species of swallows, Shorebirds, cranes, loons and grebes. Small passerine 
species that use the alder-willow thickets along rivers and streams 
Include tree sparrows, Wilson's and yellow warblers and yellow wagtails. 
The Interior spruce-birch forest and forest edges harbor typical forest 
species such as ruby-crowned klnglets, fox sparrows, slate-colored 
juncos and black-polled and 111Yrtle warblers. COllTllOn tundra species 
Include snow buntings, lapland longspurs, golden plovers and the ubiquitous 
savannah sparrows. Ravens, gray jays and redpolls are the most cOlllllOn 
penllilnent residents. 

Little use of nongame birds occurs fn the region except in the vicinity 
of Home wnere bird watching Is enjoyed by Increasing nllllbers of visitors 
In the sunmer. Jn addition, many species of nongame birds that breed in 
Northwestern Alaska migrate seasonally and extensive observational and 
photographic use of these populations ~Y occur In other areas of North 
America. Besides direct use, many outdoor activities are esthetically 
enriched by the sight and sound of nongame birds. 

~ 

During s111111er months the Islands and coastal habitat of Northwestern 
Alaska support millions of nesting seabirds. St. Lawrence, Little 
Dloiaede and King Islands, and Cape llsburne on the mainland all maintain 
breeding colonies of l million or more birds. Colonies containing 
50,000-1,000,000 birds occur at Cape Thompson, Fairway Rock, Bluff, and 
Cape Denbigh. Principal nesting species are pelagic connarants, northern 
fulmars, glaucous gulls, black-legged kittiwakes, cDalllOll and thick­
billed murres, and B species of small alclds. Numbers vary with the 
seasons. Spring migrations tend ta follow leads or cracks In the fee 
with resultant concentration of birds at such places. The distribution 
of birds In sunmer Is centered around colonies. Nonbreedlng shearwaters 
and fulmars tend to concentrate around upwellings where food sources are 
greatest. Little data is available to detennlne exact population trends, 
but seabird numbers are known to fluctuate In Northwestern Alaska. 
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Nesting habitat requirements vary between species. Principal requirements 
appear to be Isolation, steep seaside cliffs or grassy slopes, and a 
limited amount of predation or other disturbance. Presence of abundant 
food resources within feeding range ls also a critical factor . Huge 
colonies occur where these factors are concurrent on a large scale. 

Cliff nesting species include conaorants, kittiwakes, and 111ny alclds. 
Murres and glaucous gulls utilize cliff ledges by preference but also 
nest on exposed ground. Puffins and auklets use either crevices among 
rocks or burrows In steep banks. Crevice and burrow nesters tend to be 
crepuscular or nocturnal in their return to the nest and feed at greater 
distances from the colony than do cliff nesters . 

seabirds of Northwestern Alaska breed later than birds In !Mire southerly 
colonies; egg laying reaches a peak ln June rather than Hay. High summer 
oceanic productlvlty provides abundant food \jftlch supports rapid growth 
of nestllngs. The principal food of connorants and alclds Is stnall fish 
such as cod and capelln. For some species like the horned puffin, these 
are augmented by squid, crustaceans, and mollusks. Crested, least and 
parakeet auklets are plankton feeders. Gulls and Jaegers are scavengers 
that also prey on eggs and nestllngs of other species of birds. H11111rous 
small alclds provide abundant prey for peregrine falcons. Nesting birds , 
particularly burrow and crevlce-nesters, also fall prey to foxes and mustellds. 

Natives have traditionally used seabirds as an l~portant source of food 
In the spring. Eggs are still being collected for food, but the degree 
of use Is diminishing. Relatively few adults are taken . Nonconsumptlve 
use by view.rs and photographers Is Increasing. 

Seabirds have proved susceptible to chronic oil pollution. As many as 
400,000 die each year ln the Atlantic fron this cause. Pelagic birds 
11ay provide valuable data as biological ninltors of inarlne habitat 
degradation, particularly frOll all pollution. 

~ 

Raptors* which occur In Northwestern Alaska Include the golden eagle, 
osprey, rough-legged , lllilrsh and sharp-shinned hawks, goshawk, gyrfalcon, 
peregrine falcon, .erlin, kestrel, and short-eared, snowy, great-horned, 
and boreal owls. Except for the goshawk and gyrfalcon, raptors are present 
in the Northwestern Region as su11111er residents only. There also have been 
records of a few eagles overwintering. Migration times vary among species 
and with seasonal weather patterns, but su11111er residents generally arrive 
In the region In May and leave during August and September. 

Goshawks, gyrfalcons and snowy owls appear to be at llOderate densities, 
although 1111rked fluctuations in abundance occur over time. These fluctuations 
are often localized and are thought to occur In response to changes in 
prey abundance. Although c011parative data from earlier periods are not 
available, general observations suggest that, e~cept for the endangered 
peregrine falcon, migratory species occurring In Northwestern Alaska are 
currently at moderate levels of abundance. Breeding populations of 
ospreys, greatly reduced in eastern and southern North America, do not 
appear seriously low at this time In Alaska. Host osprey breeding 
populations 1n Northwestern Alaska occur along the Kobuk River system. 

Peregrine falcon numbers apparently have declined frOlll forrrer levels. 
The species ls presently found In very low numbers in Northwestern 
Alaska. This decline has coincided with the documented declines of 
peregrine falcons throughout the world and Is thought to be primarily 
the result of chemical contamination. Because of marked declines in 
other portions of the continent, remain ing peregrine populations In 
Northwestern Alaska are of iniportance in nialntalning viable populations. 

A list of raptor species considered In these plans follows this 
regional account. 
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Some of the highest gyrfalcon densities in Alaska are found in the 
Northwestern Region, especially in the irestern half of the Seward Peninsula. 
The nwaerous large rock outcrops In this area provide excellent raptor 
nesting habitat . An abundance of other nesting bird species, grourn:t 
squirrels and other small marnnals provide a ready supply of prey species 
for the gyrfalcons. Gyrfalcons, rough-legged hawks, golden eagles and 
ravens utilize st~tlar nesting habitat and all of these species coanonly 
occupy the sallll! or adjacent nesting sites over the course of a few 
years. Hore than 165 nest sites are known and more than 300 are estimated 
to have been active over the entire peninsula tn recent years. 

Raptors range widely In hunting activity, using a coftlbination of vegetation 
types as foraging habitat during the nesting season. Nevertheless, the 
various species display marked preferences for particular types of 
nesting sites. Ospreys select lowland forests along river or lake 
syst&lllS as nesting habitat . Golden eagles, gyrfalcons and rough-legged 
hawks prefer to nest on cliffs. The kestrels and owls, except for the 
short-eared owl, are principally tree-nesters, and are found throughout 
forested regions . The peregrine falcon nests on cliffs along major 
river systecs . The marsh hawk and short-eared owl are the only consistent 
ground nesters In the Northwestern Region. Both of these species select 
open areas for nesting, but unlike marsh hawks, nesting short-eared owls 
occur In tundra and forested habitats. Except for gyrfalcons which 
recaln In tundra areas throughout the year, resident raptors range 
widely In the winter over all 111C1jor habitat types in search of food. 

Raptors do not have high reproductive potentials and, like many other 
predators, exist at relatively low densities. Given adequate nesting 
conditions, raptor aburn:tance depends primarily on the abundance and 
condition of the prey populations. The diet of raptors as a group tn 
Northwestern Alaska varies seasonally and encompasses a wide array of 
species Including birds, maanals, fish and Insects. The abundance and 
distribution of these prey species are important, and diseases or hariaful 
residues carried by these species are of prime concern. Many of the 
comnon diseases carried by domestic fowl and by wild gallinaceous birds 
are known to be trans~lssable to raptors. Pesticide residues have been 
cited as the primary factor responsible for declines In peregrine falcon 
numbers, not only in Alaska, but throughout the world. Because little 
work has been done with migratory raptor species In Alaska other than 
Peregrines, it is not certain whether toxic chemical residues have 
seriously depressed populations of these species. Findings presently 
available indicate that residues are not significantly affecting resident 
gyrfalcon populations. 

Observation, photography and enrichment of wilderness experiences are 
recognized by the Oepartment as the prl111C1ry uses of raptors . However , 
the taking of a limited number of goshawks, gyrfalcons and kestrels 
under a tightly regulated falconry pennlt system ts compatible with 
nonconsua:pttve uses . The nUlllber of persons Interested tn raptors for 
falconry purposes has been low tn the past arn:t has Included Alaska 
residents, nonresidents and aliens . There has been a slight Increase tn 
interest during the last five years. The number of pennlts Issued in 
1974 was less than JO, but the demand for birds to be used for falconry 
ts expected to increase. The white color phase of the gyrfalcon is one 
of the most prized birds of prey by falconers. 

SHALL HAltlAl S 

Distributions of small marnnal* populations In Northwestern Alaska are 
relatively poorly known. About lZ species arc found Including the house 
1110Use and rat, both Introduced species associated with human habitations. 
Of the Indigenous species, the collared and brown lemnings, the tundra 

* A list of small mannal species considered in these plans follows this 
regional account. 
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and red-backed votes, and the comAOn and tundra shrews are distributed 
throughout the Northwestern Region mainland . Two additional species of 
voles also occur In the region. The Alaska vole ts found throughout the 
region north of Norton Bay, while the meadow vole ts found south of the 
Noatak River and north of the Buckland River. In addition to the red­
bact vote, St. Lawrence Island also has one species of le11111lng and one 
species of vole which are unique to the Island. Other small manmals 
include the meadow vole and the vagrant dusky shrew. 

llllbftat requirements are as varied as the rn.tnber of species found in 
this group . The lenmfngs require treeless tundra, while other species 
such as the cOlllllOn shrew or red-backed vole are adapted to a variety of 
habitats such as 1111rshy, grassy, or forested areas. 

Due to the hfgh reproductive capacity of many of these species, the main 
factor limiting numbers Is the availability of food. Voles and lenmfngs 
In particular are noted for rhythAllc fluctuations fn numbers, generally 
with 3 to 4 years between peaks. The slow-growing vegetation fn alpine 
or tundra habitats ts rapidly exhausted by dense mlcrottne populations, 
resulting tn population "crashes" or movements. 

511111 1114119115 are an extre.ely important source of food for 1111ny terrestrial 
and avian predators. Most carnivorous furbearers utilize rodents as 
food and when populations of these small mansnals are high they form a 
significant part of the SUlllM!r diet of foxes, wolves and bears. Avian 
predators such as Jaegers and many raptors utilize rodents. 

* 

* 

• 

• 

Many ~fgratory bird species are exposed to contlftllnatlon by chemical 
pollutants, especially insecticides and herbicides. Such compounds 
1111y seriously affect populations, either by causing direct mortality 
or by lowering reproductive success. Decreased populations of 
peregrine falcons resulting fron1 chemical residues found outside 
Alaska are well docunented. While other Alaskan raptors, seabirds 
and other nongame birds do not currently appear to be seriously 
affected by chetafcal residues, ~fgrant species may experience 
declines In the future. Use of pesticides and other potentially 
harmful compounds ts limited fn Alaska at this time. Strict measures 
should be taken to control the future use of such chemicals within 
the State. 

Concentrations of seabirds fn colonies and around marine food 
sources make them especially vulnerable to oil pollution. Oil 
development provides a potential for trenendous losses of seabirds 
fnlll large oil spills, and seabird losses to chronic tow-level 
pollution are possible. Baseline data on colonies should be gathered, 
and surveys of dead or affected birds on beaches should be conducted 
to provide co1111aratfve data for assessment of oil iiapacts. 

Ocean floor mining operations for gold, platinum and other heavy 
metals may alter productivity of near shore waters through siltation, 
and thereby affect seabirds directly or indirectly dependent on 
planktonlc production for food. Mining ~Y also disturb bluff and 
cliff nesting seabirds. Mining should be regulated so as to minimize 
impacts on seabirds. 

Cliff nesting seabirds are susceptible to disturbances that cause 
egg and nestling Tosses. Nonconsumptlve use wf 11 continue to 
Increase with a corresponding Increase fn disturbance. Colony 
trends should be recorded. If numbers decline In high use areas, 
nuinbers and activities of visitors should be restricted. 



• 

• 

Crftfcal nesting habitat 1111st be preserved ff raptor populations 
are to be maintained 1n the future. Disturbances at nest sites 
during critical stages of the nesting seasons such as the egg 
laying, Incubation and early brooding phases, have probably been 
the major cause of direct, human-Induced reproductive failure. 
Therefore, protection of raptor nesting habitat must Include the 
following: 1) physical preservation of the nest sites; 2) preservation 
of the general nesting areas Including feeding habitat; and 3) 
protection of the nesting areas from excessive human disturbance. 

The extremely high value placed on the endangered peregrine falcon 
and on gyrfalcons by falconers and collectors around the world 
creates incentive for Illegal traffic in these birds . Laws and 
regulations must be stringently enforced to minimize illegal use of 
raptors . Falconry Is a legitimate and sporting method of hunting, 
and its practice poses no threat to the raptor resource when decisions 
regarding the number of raptors to be used annually for this purpose 
are based on the sustained yield principle. 

LIST OF RAPTOR SPECIES IN HORTMWESTERN ALASKA 

Comnon Name 

Bald Eagle 
Golden Eagle 
Osprey 

Goshawk 
Sharpshfnned Hawk 
Rough-legged Hawk 
Harsh Hawk 

Scfentfffc Name 

Haliaeotua loucocephalua 
Aquila chryaaetoo 
Pandion haliaetus 

Accipitar gontilia 
Accipiter atriatus 
8ut110 lage>pua 
Cirt:UD cy<JMIUI 

Falcons Gyrfalcon Falco ruaticolua 
Falco peragrinua 
Falco colll!lbariua 

Owls 

Peregrine Falcon 
Merlin (Pigeon Hawk) 

Great Horned Owl 
Snowy Owl 
Hawk Owl 
Long-eared Owl 
Short-eared Owl 

Bubo virginianua 
Nyctea scandiaca 
Surnia ulula 
Asio otua 
Asio {lanllflus 

LIST OF SMALL HAl't1ALS IN NORTHWESTERN ALASKA 

Comnon Name 

COlllllOR Shr~ 
Tundra Shrew 
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Scientific Hame 

Sore:c cinersus 
Sore::: tundrenaia 



11 

Rodents Collared Leaming 
Brown Le11111tng 
Red-backed Vole 
Meadow Vole 
T11ndra Vole 
Alaska Vole 
House House 
Rat 
Porcupine 
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t>icrosto>1!1:t: groerilandicu11 
1-s trimucronatua 
Clsthrioricmys rvtilio 
Hicro tu• pe>ITUl!I L11anicus 
Hicroti.a OBCOl!Qml<B 

Hicrot.,• llri&U'lla ""'a ""'scul..s 
Ratti.a rwM>egica.s 
Erathiaori dorsatun 



lA. ALASKA RAPTOR MAllAGEMEHT PLAN 

!:QWl!!.li 
The entire state of Alaska. 

~MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opportunity to view, photograph and enjoy raptors. 

SECOHDARY HAHAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity for scfentfflc and educational study of raptors. 

EXAMPLES Qf. HAllAGEl4EHT GUIDELINES 

l. Protl!(:t raptor populations from unnatural disturbance and harassment. 

2. Discourage resource utilization that lllily adversely impact raptor 
nesting, roosting and feeding areas. 

3. Develop public appreciation of raptor Importance In the ecosystem. 

4. Encourage viewing ~nd photography of raptors. 

5. Promote scientific studies of raptors. 

6. Provide for limited utflfzation of selected raptor species for 
falconry. 

THE SPECIES 

About 22 species of hawks, falcons, eagles and owls occur regularly 
within the state. Detailed population data for raptors are lacking. 
Accurate censuses of raptors are difficult because of the secretive 
behavior of many species, and the wide distribution but low density of 
1110st species. 

International concern has resulted from the worldwide decline of the 
endangered peregrine falcon . Alaska and northern Canada provide the 
last e~tensive nesting populations of peregrines In North Alllerlca. 
Population estlniates for Alaska range fl'Olll 115 to inore than JOO nesting 
pairs . However, much of the potential nesting habitat has not been 
surveyed and the population may be even larger. 

Kestrels , lllclrsh hawks and short-eared owls are seasonally among the lllOSt 
abundant raptors. Conspicuous species such as rough-legged and Swalnson 's 
hawks, and great-horned owls are probably 1110st cOll'lllOnly observed. Southcentral 
Alaska supports the greatest variety of species due to the diversity of 
habitats present in the region. 

While raptor habitat throughout Alaska has remained relatively stable, 
populations have fluctuated annually, largely fn response to other 
environmental factors . Local tiabitat changes have occurred In areas of 
urban development, agriculture, or transportation corridors and have, In 
addition to disturbance associated with huraan activity In such areas, 
reduced local raptor populations, particularly nesting populations. 

Viewing, photography and enrichlaent of wilderness experience are significant, 
but unmeasurable uses of the raptor resource. With increased human 
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pcpulatton growth tn Altska these uses will increase. Use of r1ptors for 
falconry has not been 1 cannon practice tn Alaska, although a few indfvtd\lals 
do practice the sport. Alaskan peregrine falcons and gyrfalcons have 
been taken for use by falconers In other parts of the world; hlllft!ver, 
with protection under the Endangered Species Act and the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act, protection or closely controlled utilization of raptors In 
Alaska was effected. Currently, use of goshawks Is allowed under the 
tenns of a pennlt. At least one species of raptor, the snowy owl, ts 
utilized for domestic conSLl!lptlon by residents of Northwestern and 
Arctic Alaska. 

~ 

• Disturbances at nest sites during critical stages of the nesting 
season such as egg laying, Incubation and early brooding stages, 
have probably been the major cause of direct, human Induced reproductive 
failure. In view of increased human activity throughout the state, 
critical habitat, particularly that assoclat1d with nesting raptors, 
must be preserved tf raptor populations are to be l!li1nta1ned In the 
future. Identification of important raptor habitats and quantitative 
population tnfonnatton are required for meaningful management 
decisions. Multi-agency collaboration would be the lllDSt effective 
approach. 

• Of special concern Is the acc1JTIUlatlon of pesticide residues tn 
raptors and their prey. Although pesticides are used to a very 
limited extent In Alaska, raptors are subjected to contamination 
fl'Olll contaminated prey that migrates Into Alaska and from contaminated 
prey consumed In southern wintering areas. Over a period of time 
these residues concentrate within raptor tissues and eventually 
reach levels sufficient to reduce reproductive success. Decrease 
In eggshell thickness, a symptom of such contamination, has been 
documented for peregrine falcons nesting tn Arctic Alaska. National 
and International efforts to reduce environmental burdens of Implicated 
che11lcal conta.lnants must be encouraged. 

• Indiscriminate shooting of raptors occurs near h~n population 
centers. Public attitudes toward raptors must bl t111proved by 
Increasing public awareness of the value of raptors. 

~ 

• Increased interest in raptors by nonconsumpttve users may necessitate 
strict controls governing the season, duration and types of activities 
during periods of use. This may be especially true when photography 
or viewing of nesting raptors Is involved. 

• Falconry will continue to be allowed on selected species under 
provisions of a closely controlled penalt progra11. The delineation 
or nianageinent of critical habitat for raptors may alter managment 
of other wildlife species and restrict or Inhibit resource development 
In selected areas. 

• Critical nesting habitat will be protected through specific land 
classification procedures. 



ls. ALASKA BALD EAGLE MANAGEflENT PLAN 

LOCATION 

Entire state of Alaska. 

~ MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opportunity to view, photograph and enjoy bald eagles. 

SECOllOARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity for scientific and educational study of bald 
eagles. 

EXAMPLES Qf f:!ANAGE.MEfil GUIDELINES 

1. Encourage public awareness of bald eagle ecology. 

2. Discourage resource utilization that may adversely i111pact bald 
eagle nesting, roosting and feeding areas . 

J. Protect bald eagles fl"Olll unnatural disturbance and harassment. 

4. Identify areas best suited for viewing, photography and scientific 
study of eagles and encourage their wise use . 

5. Discourage viewing and photography during critical nesting periods. 

TllE SPECIES 

The highly productive coastal zone areas of Southeastern Alaska, the 
Gulf of Alaska, and the southwestern coast to the Aleutian Islands 
support the largest populations of bald eagles in North Alllerica. Eagles 
are also found along major Inland drainages of Western and Southcentral 
Alaska, although not in the densities present In coastal areas. Nu.bers 
of eagles within the state vary seasonally. Sunrner populations exceed 
50,000 birds, but migrations reduce the total substantially by winter. 
Spawning cycles of several fish, primarily salmon and herring, cause 
spectacular concentrations of eagles In some coastal streams and spawning 
grounds. Noteworthy concentration areas include the lower drainages of 
the Chilkat and Stikine rivers, and coastal shorelines near Klawock and 
Craig. 

Nesting pairs are distributed throughout the species' range. Surveys in 
Southeastern Alaska have revealed at least 1,709 eagle nests with less 
than 50 percent of the habitat surveyed. Additional nesting concentrations 
occur in Prince Willia~ Sound, the Kodiak Archipelago and along some 
Aleutian Island sea cliff habitat. 

In the past, persecution of eagles by comnercial flshennen was predicated 
on the belief that eagles had significant adverse impacts on the salmon 
fishery. At one time bounties on eagles were offered to provide incentive 
for their reduction. Since 1953 the bald eagle has received complete 
protection under law, and populations In Alaska have remained healthy. 
Nonconsumptive uses include viewing and photography, especially at 
feeding concentration sites. In addition, scientific studies of eagles 
in Alaska provide ecological bases of c011Parlson for evaluating status 
and trends of endangered bald eagle populations in other parts of the 
country. 
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PROBLEMS 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

• 

Wfth increasing recreational viewing and photography of eagles, 
greater disturbance and harass.ent can be expected. Nonconsumptfve 
use that fs not detrimental to bald eagles should be encouraged, 
but at the salll! tf11e measures should be taken to llmft numbers and 
activities of users during critical nesting periods . 

Pollution of coastal tidelands and estuaries by oil or oil Industry• 
related conta~lnants poses a critical threat to bald eagles and 
their habitat. Massive Outer Continental Shelf oil developinent and 
tanker traffic fn Prince William Sound, Bristol Bay and the Aleutian 
Islands could devastate coastal habitat fn the state ff all possible 
precautions are not taken. Baseline quantitative and qualitative 
data on coastal bird habitats are needed before oil impacts are 
made In order to provide rational recDllllll!ndatlons for future oil 
spill cleanup procedures and to doc1111ent the effects of estuary 
cont111fnation for mitigation measures . Continued efforts by the 
State, U.S. forest Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will 
identify and quantify the effects of these potential problt!lllS. 

Although bald eagles are protected by law, inany are killed by 
ignorant or mfsinfonned people. The Oepartllent should encourage 
greater public understanding and appreciation of the values of 
eagles. Strict enforceaient of existing protective laws by federal 
and state agencies should be maintained. 

Logging of forests on private lands, not subject to Forest Service 
requirements protecting eagle nest trees fn national forests, may 
result in the loss of nesting habitat In some areas . Private 
togging interests should be encouraged to safeguard eagle nest 
trees on private lands . The Oepartllent should cooperate with 
federal agencies in fdentlfyfng existing eagle nest sites. 

Alaskan bald eagles, like other raptors, are susceptible to chemical 
contamination of the environment. Those eagles which migrate south 
for the winter are subject to greater contamination than birds 
resident wlthfn Alaska . Although present levels of contanlnants 
are probably low fn Alaskan birds , Increased use of pesticides or 
herbfcfdes in the state could have serious detrimental effects on 
eagles . Future use of such chemicals In Alaska should be closely 
contro 11 ed. 

Delineation and aanagement of critical eagle habitat areas may 
restrict resource development activities within such areas . 

Controls on numbers and activities of nonconsumptlve users will 
become necessary to protect eagles In soine areas as user numbers 
increase. 



5. SERPENTINE HOT SPRINGS GYRFALCOH MANAGEMENT PLAH 

llilli.QI! 
In Game Management Unit 22, all drainages of Hot Springs Creek above fts 
'onfluence with the Serpentine River. 

~ HAHAGEKEtiT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity for scientific and educational study of gyrfalcons. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opportunity to view, photograph and enjoy gyrfalcons. 

~ Qt MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Encourage scientific and educational studies of raptor ecology. 

2. Protect raptor populations from unnatural disturbances and harassment. 

3. Discourage land use practices that are detrimental to raptor nesting 
habitat. 

4. Allow limited viewing when It does not disturb nesting raptors or 
conflict with scientific studies. 

TH£ SPECIES 

The drainages around Serpentine Hot Springs support a relatively high 
density of breeding gyrfalcnns. At least l!i known raptor nesting sites, 
most of which are gyrfalcon sites, exist In a IO·square mile arc~ near 
the springs. Surveys fn 1975 revealed at least two breeding pairs of 
gyrfalcons; as raany as 6 pairs have used the area In the past. Rough­
legged hawks, golden eagles, and other raptors have also established 
active eyrfes In the vlcfnfty. 

The area has received relatively heavy human use In the past from miners 
and recreatlonfsts. A building was erected on the premises to lodge 
guests, and, although ft Is In need of repair, the hot springs continue 
to receive SOiiie use, particularly fn the winter months. St111111er use f s 
restricted ~cause access can only be gained by light aircraft or all­
terrafn vehicles. The lfmfted human use of the area has not created any 
serious habitat degradation, but construction of a road to the site 
would adversely impact nesting habitat. 

Little ff any consumptive or nonconsumptfve use of falcons has occurred 
fn the area. several years ago birds were killed because they were 
considered a nuisance, but that practice has largely ceased. In the 
late 1960's this area was Included in a raptor Investigation to learn 
more about distribution, nU111bers, breeding success, and other life 
history parameters. 

~ 
• With increasing human populations In Nome and Kotzebue, an increase 

in recreational use of the Serpetlne Hot Springs fs expected. This 
will result In disturbance and harassml!nt of nesting raptors, 
particularly ff a road is constructed allowing unlimited sutm1er 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

access to the springs. Construction of a road or development of 
existing nlnlng claims In the area also could adversely affect 
nesting raptors through alteration of habitat and disturbance. 
Critical nesting sites and Important raptor habitat should be 
identified and human activities should be controlled near such 
locations to minimize adverse Impacts on raptors. 

Enforcement of re9ulatlons protectln9 raptors has been limited in 
the past. With lncreasln9 human use In the area, the potential for 
indiscriminate shooting of raptors and Illegal removal by collectors 
or falconers will Increase. Increased enforcement efforts will be 
required, and the public 11Ust be made more aware of the role and 
value of raptors In the northern ecosyste111. 

Increased knowledge of raptor ecology should result from scientific 
studies In the area. 

Protection of nesting raptors may require modifications and/or 
limitations of mineral extraction and recreational develoPftll!nt. 

Intensive scientific studies iaay require restriction or severe 
limitation of persons who wish to view falcons. 
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6, IRON CREEK GYRFALCON ftANAGE1·1ENT PLAll 

In Game Management Unit 22, the entire drainage of Iron Creek above Its 
confluence with the Pilgrim River. 

~ MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity for scientific and educational study of gyrfalcons. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opportunity to view, photograph and enjoy gyrfalcons. 

~ Q!. HANAGCHEllT GUIDELINES 

1. Encourage scientific and educational studies of raptor ecology. 

2. Protect raptor populations from unnatural disturbances and harassment. 

3. Discourage land use practices that are detri111e11tal to raptor 
nesting habitat. 

4. Allow limited viewing when it does not disturb nesting raptors or 
conflict with scientific studies. 

TKE SPECIES 

The Seward Peninsula Is noted for its high density of breeding raptors 
during spring. Over 165 raptor nest sites that have been active within 
the past five years have been located in dr.ilnages flowing into the 
Bering Sea and Norton Sound on the southern half of the Peninsula. 
Eyrles are scattered throughout the peninsula, although raptors concentrate 
In relatively high numbers In a few places contlaning sutiable habitat. 
Iron Creek supports a large number of gyrfalcons as well as other raptors. 
Nucnerous bluffs and rocky outcrops where more than 13 pairs of raptors 
have selected nest sites are located along a fifteen mile stretch of the 
creek. Four nesting pairs of gyrfalcons were present in lg73, and at 
least two active nest sites were present in both 1974 and 1975. Rough­
legged hawks and golden eagles have also established active eyrles along 
the creek. 

Weather usually Is the major factor in nesting success, but recently 
hU11an activity In the area may have affected productivity by Increased 
disturbance. Iron Creek was once heavily mined, but later was abandoned 
and remained relatively undisturbed until the sunmer of lg7S, when an 
old mining lease was reactivated . Portions of the creek were used as a 
route for hauling materials to another mining claim several miles distant. 
Although the nesting bluffs themselves have not been altered, disturbance 
to eyrles and habitat degradation to the surrounding tundra has occurred. 

Until recently, use of gyrfalcons along tron Creek has been limited . 
Some nestlings ~ay have been Illegally removed from nests In re<:l!!lt 
years, since unexplained disappearance of nest11ngs has occurred close 
to the road systems. The lower portion of Iron Creek Is l ess than 2 
miles from the nearest point of highway access. 
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In the late 1960's a study was conducted as part of an area-wide investigation 
to study distribution, numbers, breeding success and life history of 
raptors. With increasing mineral exploration and the high density of 
raptors along Iron Creek, the area has a high potential for studying 
effects of human activities on nesting success of gyrfalcons and other 
raptors. Accessibility of gyrfalcons from roads on the Seward Peninsula 
has drawn an increasing number of amateur ornithologists to the area, 
and viewing is expected to increase in the future. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Development of mineral resources within the Iron Creek drainage 
could create excessive disturbance to nesting raptors. Cooperative 
land use planning efforts should be continued to minimize adverse 
Impacts of resource development. 

Enforcement of regulations protecting raptors has been limited In 
the past. With Increasing human use in the area, the potential for 
indiscriminate shooting of raptors and Illegal removal by collectors 
or falconers will Increase. Increased enforcement efforts will be 
required as well as efforts to Increase public awareness of the 
role and value of raptors In the northern ecosystem. 

Increased knowledge of raptor ecology should be derived from scientific 
studies In the area. 

Hineral extraction and recreational develo!llllE!nt may be restricted 
or 1110dified to protect nesting raptors. 

If an intensive scientific study is undertaken, persons who wish to 
view falcons iaay be restricted or severely limited. 
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10. NOME AREA ORNITHOLOGICAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 

~ 

In Game Management Unit 22, that portion of the Seward Peninsula draining 
into Norton Sound and the Bering Sea between and Including Canyon Creek 
on the north and the Solomon River below its confl~nce with the Cast 
Fork on the south. 

MANAGEMENT §9fil:. 

To provide an opportunity to view, photograph and enjoy birds. 

~ !:![ MAHAGEMEllT GUIDELINES 

1. Discourage land use practices that arc detrimental to avian habitat. 

2. Encourage public viewing and photography and enhance viewing facilities. 

3. Control the distribution and activities of viewers and photographers 
to maintain viewing opportunity. 

THE SPECIES 

The Nome ~rea contain~ a variety of habitats which provide suitable 
nesting conditions for 180 or more species of birds. Coastal aiarshes, 
wet and dry tundra and shrub COll'mUllltles are found within the area. The 
wide diversity of birds Includes several old world species which have a 
ll~lted range In Alaska and are considered rare In Horth Alllerica. 
Included alllOl\g these are the red-spotted bluethroat, European wheatear, 
Kenlcott's arctic warbler, Alaskan yellow wagtail, and the dotterel. 

Prior to the 1960's local residents used birds largely as a source of 
food and secondarily as a 111aterlal for garments. Waterfowl, ptannlgan, 
and shorebirds were killed in that order of preference for food and 
clothing. However, their value as food has recently di~lnished. 

An increasing number of professional and amateur ornithologists have 
visited the Seward Peninsula In recent years to view and study birds. 
Most viewers arrive In Hay and June when birds are establishing nesting 
territories. Suitable viewing locations are reached by one of three 
road systems radiating from Hoa\e. Sea bird rockerles on Sledge Island 
(located 20 miles west of Nome) are also becOC1lng popular with bird 
watchers. 

* 

• 

• 

Loss of bird habitat will occur as husnan populations and resource 
developments expand. Planning for orderly develo~nt and preservation 
of critical wildlife habitat should be Initiated. Studies should 
be encouraged to identify habitat requirements and levels of tolerance 
to disturbance of species found in the area. 

As the hUllloln population expands lndiscrlmlnant shooting of nongame 
species can be expected to Increase. Efforts should be Initiated 
to Increase public appreciation of the nongame birds. 

Nonconsurnptlve use will continue to Increase causing Increased 
disturbance and harassment and loss of viewing opportunity in 
accessible areas. 
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Interpretive and transport services will probably develop as the 
nunber of vl~rs Increases. 

Protection of the 110119aaie birds and their habitat will result In 
restrlct1ons of numbers and activities of users during nesting 
periods. 

Delineation and 111anagetDent of iinportant habitat may restrict some 
resource development. 

Increased visitation to the area will bring 1111re revenue to the 
c011111Unity as the area becocnes better known for 1ts ornithological 
opportunities, but Increased visitation may also burden c011111Unity 
services. 



16. ALASKA SEABIRDS t1AHAGEf1ENT PLAN 

LOCATION 

Entlre state of Alaska 

PRIMARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity to view, photograph and enjoy seabirds. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide Jn opportunity for scientific and educational study of seabirds. 

~ OF MANAGEMENT GU IDELi NES 

1. Encourage public viewing and photography of seabirds. 

2. Encourage scientific and educational studies of seabird ecology. 

3. Olscourage resource utilization practices and human activities that 
adversely impact seabird nesting, roosting and feeding habitat . 

4. Develop public awareness of seabird ecology. 

5. Protect seabirds fro111 unnatural disturbance and harasS1nent, particularly 
at colonies during critical nesting periods . 

6. Allow utilization of seabirds for traditional docnestic use. 

THE SPECIES 

Over 40 spec ies of seabirds migrate through, breed on, or visit Alaska's 
coastline and adjacent waters. Approximately 24 species are known to 
breed in Alaska, usually In colonies ranging from a few hundred to a 
million or more birds. Most of the large colonies are located on 
islands in the Bering Sea or In the Aleutian Islands, but sizeable 
colonies are located wherever precipitous sea cliffs occur along the 
mainland coast from Cape Llsburne to Southeastern Alaska. The most 
abundant nesting species are murres, murrelets, gulls, kittiwakes, 
fulmars, and petrels. Several species of auklets, puffins, and cormorants, 
though not as numerous as some other species, are widely distributed. 
Seabird populations In Southwestern and Southcentral Alaska exhibi t 
greater species diversity than those found In the remainder of Alaska 
because of greater diversity of favorable habitats. 

In addition to millions of nesting seabirds, J1c1ny millions 1110re utilize 
pelagic waters off Alaska as sumner feeding grounds. Of these, slender­
billed and sooty shearwaters are the 1DOst numerous. 

Seabirds ~igrate south as winter approaches and populations in Alaskan 
waters becOllle lllUCh reduced frOll those of SUITlll!r. Many birds, however, 
overwinter in ice-free waters, and substantial nUlllbers are found in and 
south of the Aleutian Islands. 

Historically, seabirds have provided food and clothing to coastal native 
people in the state . Traditional use of seabird eggs and adult birds, 
principally auklets, puffins and murres, has been greatest along the 
Northwe~ tern and Western Alaska coast. Li~lted domestic use of seabirds 



occurred in Southeastern and Southcentral Alaska. Consumptive utilization 
has decreased In the past 10 to 20 years as coastal residents have 
adopted a cash eCOllOCl\Y. 

Honconsumptlve use is now bec011lf111 the dOC11inant use of seabirds. As the 
potential inipact of energy resource development on these species has 
beca-e ap1>4rent, scientific surveys of Alaskan seabirds are being conducted 
thr0119hout the state. Studies of seabird distribution, population 
sizes, and habitat requirl!llll!nts should increase knowledge about these 
species. Seabirds may eventually serve as biological indicators of the 
health of marine environments. 

Viewing and photography are becoming major activities at seabird nesting 
colonies In the 1110re accessible waters of the state. The more conspicuous 
colonial nesters such as gulls, murres, and kittiwakes support the most 
use, but less numerous or more secretive species such as puffins, cormorants, 
auklets, and murrelets are receiving increased attention. Fortunately, 
many seabird colonies are protected from habitat alteration or undue 
disturbance by their inclusion in the National Wildlife Refuge System. 
These areas receive additional protection under the state's refuge and 
sanctuary system. 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Pollution by petroleum related contaminants poses a serious threat 
to seabirds using Alaska's coastlim! and lllilrine waters for nesting, 
feeding or resting . Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) oil development 
and tanker traffic could result in large oil spills or chronic 
pollution which would devastate seabird habitat and kill ~Ill Ions 
of seabirds. Baseline quantitative dnd qualitative data on coastal 
seabird habitats and colony location, ~ize dnd COll\j)Osltion are 
needed to properly Interpret µopulatlon fluctuations and Impacts of 
oil development. These data are necessary to provide raLlonal 
reconmendatlons for future OCS lease areas, reconniendatlons for 
future oil spill cleanup facilities and to document the effect of 
estuary contamination. Stringent controls on oil development and 
associated hu~n activities will be necessary to minimize environmental 
hazards. 

Commercial fishing Is an unknown factor with potentially adverse 
consequences for seabirds. Some seabirds prey on co~rcially­
valuable fishery stocks, and conflict and competition between 
seabirds and commercial fishermen may become Intense. Excessive 
exploitation by foreign fishing fleets may have reduced the range 
of at least one species (ancient murrelet) . Japanese glllnet 
fisheries have directly caused seabird losses as high as 10,000 
birds per day from birds being entangled in nets. local seabird 
populations inay be unable to sustain such losses indefinitely. The 
200-mlle foreign fishery limit recently passed by Congress should 
substantially reduce seabird loss, especially during the breeding 
season. 

Seabirds are susceptible to disturbances that lead to nest abandonment 
and nestling or egg loss. Noncons1111ptive use of seabirds will 
continue to Increase with a corresponding Increase in disturbance. 
Reduced reproductive success and a decline in colony sizes, especially 
near urban centers, ~y result unless measures are taken to protect 
habitat and to control nlllllbers and activities of hu111c1n visitors. 

Introduction of furbearers and rats on Alaska islands has resulted 
In the elimination or serious reduction of seabirds nesting on 
those Islands. Future proposals for Introductions of any exotic 
animals to any islands must be carefully evaluated for possible 
consequences to Indigenous wildlife . 
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In some areas, ocean floor mining, coastal dredging, or gravel 
removal may alter coastline habitat or alter productivity of near 
shore waters through siltation, adversely affecting seabirds and 
other iaarlne life, Mining and dredging or gravel removal activities 
should be regulated to minimize adverse impacts on the marine 
ecosystem. 

Some limitations on access, periods of use, and actlvlt1es of 
visitors to seabird colonies will be required to reduce disturbance 
to colonies subject to frequent ~n visitation . 

Traditional consU111Ptive domestic use will continue but ls expected 
to decrease as lifestyles change. 

Expansion o~ biological knowledge of seabird species will provide 
an additional monitoring tool for Interpreting 1111n's impact upon 
the marine environment. Such capabilities may dictate changes In 
the patterns of use of other resources. 

lncreased detllands for nanconsumptlve use l'lily foster develop111ent of 
interpretive and user transport services. 
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