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These Alaaka ~'ildlife ~ta>1a9c1•11mt rlcm11 '""- [fret and f •. remor.t proposals 

for IJildlifo mQ11a9ement developed by tire rlt rJioi<m of Gum!' j'or con.1idcratio11 

by tha public. The many ideaa contairicd in thr. plllno a1•c only a bcgiririiri:J -

thoy fom a baaia upori uhich the p:d>Lie c'l?>I c•onrocrit an I rccoMnC•id. The 

plane are 110t infLeziblo, arid even after• tlwy attaiti a more j'irial forwr 

and are impl.,,.aritad, they !Jill ba aub.ioct t o chan:ic an r.iildLif• f>·; uhtirmn 

and public naadD demand such chari9ea. 

In addition to p;r,,pcail1!} mana9~nt dirc.!ti•ma, the f·lana coritairi a 

!Jealth of infoJ'flllJtion ori the atatua arid ur.c ~r Ala3ka'n uildlifc populat~rio. 

Thia ualuabl11 infomation wo compiled frot11 a numb<1• of r.iidcly ncattc1'Cd 

sources and much of it uaa not prcvioualy availablo in urittcn fom. 

Those plans repNeent tho moat nr.r.11mtl! 11nnr.aamcnt of uildlife :itatu:: 

and uaa a11e1ilable to tho Gane Diviaion at the tfme of wrttfng fn 1976. 

HOl.llluer, r.iildli.fe populatioria arc dyriamfo, arid mucli of the iriforrnatitm 

on populatiori atatua !Jill require roc1JaZ..atio1t r.n'.tlr tilOIJ. 

Virtuaily tho cmtire Game O.:uiaion staff participated in the pr<'paration 

of theaa p;r,,pcaals. C'omirig as it did amidot many other important taaka 

of the Division, thia plannirig effort wa moat demanding. I am gratified 

by '"!! staff's cooperation and aupport in thia cndeauo1•; their accompliahment 

reflaota thair profasoiorialia~ and dedicatio". 

~ltt~tA RObe tA~Rausch, Director 
Otvfston of Game 
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PART I: 
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT IN ALASKA 





WI LOLI FE 11AHAGEMENT IN ALASKA 

THE PLAHS, THE DEPARTMENT OF FISH AHO GAME ANO THE PUBLIC 

Alaska's Wildlife Management Plans are the result of a long-tenn planning 
effort which first resulted in the development of the Alaska Game Management 
Policies in lg7J. These plans are another step toward developing a 
program for wise husbandry of Alaska's wildlife resources and, basically, 
are rec0111nendations to the public by the Department of Fish and Game for 
the management of all wildlife in the state. 

The infon11ation and recOlllnendattons contained in these plans represent a 
concerted effort by Department staff to compile and review existing 
infonnatton 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 tn the management of wildlife, and particularly tn 
the allocation of use of wildlife, has become pressing In recent years. 
Alaska is experiencing unprecedented growth tn hi.11an population at the 
same time that lllllll!nse land areas, conveyed to private ownership or 
federal single-purpose classification, may be lost to multipurpose 
public use. Development and mobilization of resources are Impacting 
wildlife and Its habitat and are bringing more people Into contact with 
once-remote wildlife populations. ·in simplest tenis, Alaska faces a 
rapidly growing detaand for wildlife use which ts In sharp contrast to 
the shrinking resource area available to support such use. Moreover, 
as pressures on wildlife populations increase, there are Increasing 
posstbtlittes that any given use will have detrimental effects. There 
is , therefore, need for greater precision tn management. 

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

Publication and distribution of these reconmendattons mark the beginning 
of the second phase tn this planning process: the public's review of 
the staff's 1'fc011111endatlons and Its lnvolveisient and participation In 
shaping the Initial proposal Into a state111ent of direction for wildlife 
management In Alaska. 

The responsibility of the Department ts to manage Alaska's wildlife 
resources for the benefit of the people. Therefore, It is incumbent on 
the Department to deter111lne what the public wants fr011 Its wildlife 
resources . It Is clear also that the Department will not be able to 
maintain the continuity of long-tenn management programs 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-tenn management direction. Second, the 
plans as presented for review will lnfonn the public about Alaska's 
wildlife populations and thei r current and potentia l uses. They will also 
give the public a clearer understanding of the role and responsibilities 
of the Department of Fish and Game. Third, tf implemented, the plans 
will provide Alaskans and other Interested persons with an array of 
alternative uses of wildlife which can be maintained through purposeful 
Nnagement. 
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All Interested people are Invited to contribute to the wildlife management 
planning effort. The Division of Game rec011Rendations containtd In this 
and other booklets and maps are being distributed to the public throughout 
the state. Included is a questionnaire soliciting opinions about the 
lllilnagement the Dfvfsfon is proposing. In addition to printed circulation 
of the proposed plans, the Division will hold public meetings fn many 
Alaskan contnUnftfes to obtain connent and discussion. 

All public response will be considered In evaluating and lllOdffyfng the 
proposed plans. Allocation of wfldl ffe values among competing users and 
betw11en con fl feting uses ts a complex problem which wl 11 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 majority d!!mands should be accomodated ff we are to 
retain the values afforded by a spectrum of wildlife-oriented experiences. 

The Division will work closely with the Alaska Board of Game and with 
the Board's local advisory colllllittees during the entire public review 
process. As the principal forum for the public's voice fn Alaska's 
wildlife 1:1o1n~gcment, the Alaska Board of Game wf 11 lllOdify and 111ake 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 will be published and distributed to the public. 
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 modlffcatiun. Revision of plans will be made with 
participation by the public. 

Implementation of the plans will begin as soon as practical after final 
acceptance by the Board of Ga111e. 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 interagency cooperative actions as required. 

Development and imple111entatlon of these management plans will be strongly 
affected by conveyance of 40 •Ill Ion acres of land Into private ownership 
and by inclusion of up to SD million acres of classified federal withdrawals 
into "Four Systems" f11deral management undl!r terms of the Alaska Native 
Chims Settleflll!nt Act. Development of staff reca.-ndatlons has proceeded 
with the knowledge that 111any 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. ln;>ortant land-use 
decisions are being made 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 Pl.ANS CONTAIN 

This regional booklet is only one portion of a C0111Prehenslve public 
proposal by the Division of Gare, Department of Fish and Game, for the 
planned management of Alaska's wildlife resources. The proposal consists 
of: I) seven regional booklets (of which this is one) containing 
recoa.endatlons for management of each species of wildlife, and 2) a 
set of eleven statewide maps outlining boundaries of Individual species 
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manage111ent plan areas. The maps are Intended to complement 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 c011111ents. In addition, pub! le 
meetings will be held throughout the state to explain plans and receive 
conment. You are Invited to contact the Game Division staff to discuss 
these p 1 ans. 

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 recoJT1Tiendations 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 reconmendations. 

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

l 



All proposed management plans covering all or part of a region are 
included in the booklet for that region. The plans are arranged by 
species in Part II 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) 

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

Goals - One priinary lll!!l and In SOile cases one or more secondary 
goals. 

~of Management Guidelines - These are used to qualify or 
quintffY Ti\ a more specific way the reconmended management under a 
goal for any particular area. 

Hanage111ent Guidelines are statements about: 

the wildlife population: Its size, sex and age structure and 
productivity. 

use: season lengths and ti~lng, bag limits, nUlllber or distribution 
of hunters or other users, access, transport, viewing, and 
aesthetic enjoyment. 

habitat: alteration or protection. 

4) A short sumnary of available infonnation on the species and its use 
In the area to provide perspective for evaluation of the proposed 
management fralllt!'l«lrk. 

5) Statements of pro~lems that may be encountered In managing for 
proposed goals. n general, problems deal with: 

6) 

maintaining wildlife population levels: loss of animals or 
loss 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. 

A summary of the im\'!ctf of the proposed management in terms of Its 
effects on the spec es n question, on characteristics of its use 
by Mn, on other species, and on other uses of the area. 

4 



HAllAGEHENT GOALS 

We have selected six management goals for these wildlife plan proposals. 
The goals are categories of use Into which the various appropriate forms 
of h1111an interactions with wildlife can be grouped. The goals provide 
dfrection for management with flexibility in mind. In most Individual 
plans, 11111tiple goals are assigned: a single primary goal and one or 
1110re secondary goals. Each goal emphasizes one general type of use 
opportunity. This does not necessarily mean that other uses will be 
exclude~. Rather, It recognizes that If uses conflict, uses appropriate 
to the stated goals will receive preference. Furthermore, uses Indicated 
by stated goals will be actively 1111naged for. The overall content of 
each plan will further define goals for that specific area. 

All proposed manaqetnent goals are based on Alaska's constitutional mandate 
that Its wlldlf fe sha 11 be reserved to the peol\la for co111110n use and 
shall be utilized arid maintained on tht! susta1 ileld ~lnclple for 
tht! maxl1111111 benefit of the people •. Use on a susta ned yeld basis for 
the maximum benefit of the people will take on different di111enslons 
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 reat 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 Important but often Intangible enjoyment derived 
from viewing or otherwise being aware of the presence of wildlife. 

The choice of goals and their various combinations are intended to 
acconmodate the variety of situations which exist in Alaska. The six 
wildlife management goals are: 

I. TO PROVIDE AH OPPORTUNITY TO VIEW, PHOTOGRAPH ANO ENJOY WILDLIFE. 

2. TO PROVIDE FOR AN OPTIHUH HARVEST. 

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

4, TO PROVIDE AH OPPORTUNITY TO HUNT UNDER AESTHETICALLY PLEASING 
CONDITIONS. 

5. TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY TO TAKE LARGE ANIHALS. 

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

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

1. TO PROVIOE AH OPPORTUNIT'I' TO VIEW, PHOTOGRAPH AHO ENJOY WILDLIFE. 

Thi.11 goal recogniu11 tJw great 11aluaa of being able to 8118 IJildlife in a 

ccmte.:t not n8c•s11ari.l!I relaud to actual taking, and ""1phMiH11 yield 

in t11m11 of aaeth8tia values, There ar• Unp01'tant <ZNa8 r.ihere th'1 

combinaticri of IJildli.fe abwtdanc8, unique opportunit)J and human ac:eeas 

ruult in thi.e uee accruing ths ~ bent1fi.t to people. &iphasis is 

on 11illt.ling and photographing and may e=otude all othsr USB8. Haw118'1', 

otlulr us11e including hunting mey be all.cued if compatible. 
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So-called "non<:onsuaiptlve" use of wildlife is popular in the state 
today. Viewing and photographing occur most frequently along the state's 
road and trail systems, areai which often receive heavy hunting use and 
which are most susceptible to human development. In some 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, 
establishment and management of such areas is necessary to avoid losses 
to encroaching development and competing uses. Many of these areas have 
been previously identified. 

Management which provides an opportunity to view, photograph, and enjoy 
a species ls concerned with maintaining a sustained, observable populat•at1 
of that species. Human uses of wildlife or of the area supporting 
wildlife which significantly detract from the opportunity to observe the 
primary species lllc)y be regulated or restricted. H1Jnting 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 may be necessary where unlimited use would 
detract fro111 the opportunity to observe wildlife or cause undue disturb6nct. 
Hunting may be allowed when year-round or area-wide observation does not 
occur. In some situations concurrent consumptive and "nonconsumptive" 
uses may be compatible. 

Viewing and photographing are often co~patible with other uses; thi s is 
reflected in the nuinerous plans where viewing and photography occur in 
combination with other~oals. When applied as a secondary goal the 
emphasis on viewing and photographing is subdued, and uses addressed by 
primary goals may at times limit opportunities for observation. In some 
cases, however, inanagement for other primary goals may enhance opportunities 
for observation of wlldl He. 

2. TO PROVIDE FOR AN OPTIMUM HARVEST. 

This 9oat 11mpliaai:ca yield of animalo for• huric:n uae. Within thia 9oat 

ar<t accor.rnodatcd :he nccda f or d0r.tcatfo util':ation, capccially by 1"Urat 

z•caidenta, but alao by rec:1>eational huntel'a p-imarity intcrcutcd in 

meat; cCJf1r11Ct•cinl harveotu; and aituationo ir.11ol11it1a maintenance of 

..r..ZJU.fc populationn at opcdfi·~d t.:Jw lr.. A.oLhctic quality of c::pcricnca 

und p1•cxlu<!tion of tropliy cnirtila r.rl!J be cor.rpr'Or.liacd. 

Direct domestic utilization of wildlife is important to many rural 
res idents and is a valuable supplement to the larders of urban citizens. 
Emphasis of management will be to achieve an optimum harvest. This goal 
is 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 optimum number of the 
species in question. finally, management to provide for an optimum 
harvest is used where direct con11erclal utilization is warranted. 

Optimum harvest can be defined as the amount or level of yield that is 
most favorable to socne 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, frOQ species to species, and over tiiae. 

Management of populations under this goal will be intensive, involving 
111ilnipulation of the numbers and/or sex and age structure of the population. 
Controls on iaethods and iaeans of taking game, adjustlllents to lengths of 
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hunting seasons and bag limits and restrictions on the number of hunters 
are ways by which use will be regulated. In cases where production of 
food is illlpOrtant 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 cOlllpatlble 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 may adversely affect aesthetic hunting 
considerations and the production of trophy class animals. "Nonconsumptlve" 
uses may be available on an opportunistic basis. 

This goal differs fr1111 the other five goals because it does not directly 
consider opgortunlty for use, but rather use itself. Perhaps the greatest 
similarity etween this goal and other goil"S is with that of providing 
the greatest opportunity to participate In hunting. Umler both goals 
the upper limit to consumptive use is the ma~lmum harvest that a population 
can sustain. But whereas "greatest opportunity to participate in hunting" 
is dependent on the optillUll harvest, attaining an "optll!Ull harvest" is 
not dependent on providing the greatest opportunity to participate In 
huiitfng. Yield of the latter Is participation. In the fonner, yield is 
In number of anlnials (biomass) that can be taken. 

3. TO PROVIDE THE GREATEST OPPORTU14ITY TO PARTICIPATE IN HUNTING. 

ThiB goat reoogrii::es the recreational tJaZuc of huntirl!J and cmphaoi:ico 

' 
the freedOfft of opportunity for alt citi::cns to participate. In thia 

case, the opportunity to participate iB deemed more important than 

Sl<CCeus or standards of quality of czperiance. 

As Alaska 110ves away froca the open frontier lifestyle, recreational 
hunting Is an increasingly important use of wildlife in the state. Yet 
even as the demand for recreational hunting Is growing, the area available 
for such use ts decreasing. Extensive private land ownership and 
additional extensive parks, refuges and other lands designated for 
limited use will strongly affect recreational hunting opportunities in 
the state. 

Provfdfny the greatest opportunltf to participate in hunting will not 
llll!an max ~lzing ji!portunlty to kl 1. Management will consider firtfcfpation 
ll'Ore desirable t n success. Opportunity must sometimes be llm ted to 
maintain harvests wttlililtlie numbers that a wildlife population can 
sustain. Restricting harvest will usually involve altering methods and 
ineans of taking game, bag limits, and lengths and timing of seasons 
before limiting number of hunters. When participation must be limited, 
tl111e allowed for a hunt wf 11 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 optltrUm harvest, ber.ause where 
demand to hunt is sufficient, full beneficial use of the resource will 
be allowed. Consequently these two goals are recontnended in combination 
in 111any areas. Used as the only goal in an area, greatest opportunity 
to participate In hunting 111y CCJ111Pr0111lse aesthetic considerations or 
reduce opportunl ty to take large (trophy) animals: "nonconsumptive" uses 
would be available on an opportunistic basis. 
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4. TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY TO KUNT UNDER AESTHETICALLY PLEASING CONDITIONS. 

'?hill aoal emp'haai::ca quu.tity of hzmting e:rpcrienca. To achieve i t 1.1ill 

of ten r equire linriting t he number of people uho may participate, ao l.IO ZZ 

:JO the meana used t o take go2m0. Critoria f or such areas i nclude M tW'aL 

or uilderncoa charactcl' of t he lmtd, Lou hunter densi ties, and cmphaeio 

on hWlting ui thout t he aid of mochani:ed vehiclca. 

Quality of experience Is becoming Increasingly Important to a gTeater 
number of hunters, espe~lally for those who value the aesthetics of the 
hunting experience as ~ch or 1110re 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 methods 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 !!Bl guarantee 
unll111ted participation, and would normally imply Tliiirts on participation. 
Controls on hUnter transport may reduce hunting success. This goal will 
not usually require large or dense populations of wildlife, nor will 
animals necessarily be 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 \JOals 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, timing and 
zoning of the area of use can be employed to obtain greater utilization 
of a wildlife population. 

5. TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY TO TAKE LARGE AlllMALS. 

Thia goal emphasi:lcs t he opportunity f ,:,r huntcro to take large animals. 

7o nccompliah this goal r.tiLZ usually mean that participarion of huntcra 

uill be ZUrri ted and the opecico populat ion r.tithin the area may be manipul.atod 

to produce the mazimum nu/llber of large animalo. 

Many recreational hunters are especially interested in taking a large 
anl111al. With developoaent and increasing human pressures on wildlife 
resources, the opportunities for hunters to be selective for large 
anlMals are becoming fewer. Management under this goal 111ay ensure that 
In some areas and for some species such opportunity will be retained. 
Areas reclllmll!nded for management under this gaal must have a reasonable 
nUllber of large, old or trophy animals available or the potential to 
produce such ani11als. Opportunity as used here would not guarantee 
unlimited participation, but would provide a reasonable-chance of 
success to those who do participate. Management will often be intensive, 
involving 1111nipulatlon of the sex and age COllpOsltion to produce large 
anl111als, and possible controls on number and distribution of hunters. 

This goal and that of hunting under aesthetically pleasing conditions 
will often be ca.patible, and hunting both for large animals and under 
aesthetic conditions will be enjoyed st11Ultaneously. Managenient for 
other goals Is possible when the production of large animals Is not 
affected. However, intensive management to produce large animals may 
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require taking other population segcnents by other users. for example, 
to produce large bull 1110ose it may be necessary to harvest substantial 
numbers of female moose. This goal does not preclude "nonconsumptlve" 
uses, and In fact may enhance "nonconsumptlve" use experiences by 
providing improved opportunities to view large animals. 

6. TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY FOR SCIENTIFIC ANO EDUCATIONAL STUDY. 

Thia aoal 1'ccogni:ca tl-.a dcairahility and need to p1'ovidc fo1• •u:ic"tifi • 

and cdu<:ati<mal uac of ui.ldlifa to achieve a aci.cr.tific baaia fo1• 

cvaluatir.g ma>ta9emcmt options. Suell mar.tk3cmcnt nu:i 1'aq:1iN cctti"!l 

aai<.la areas aolcly fo1' thia purpo~c, but i" moat caaco, thia use io 

c0111patiblc uith other typca of uac. 

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. Scientific study and 
education have continually taken place in many areas of Alaska, reflecting 
the wide compatibility of such use with other uses of wildlife. Occasionally 
however, undisturbed or closely controlled conditions are necessary for 
study requirecnents and justify the designation of areas 111anaged primarily 
for the scientific and educational study of wildlife . Study requirements 
would specify the extent to which other uses, both consumptive and 
nonconsumptive, would be allowed. In some cases, intensive population 
or habitat manipulation could be necessary to achieve study objectives. 
Participation could be ll~ited. 

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 co111110n, 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 emphasizes the fact that opportunities for scientific and 
educational study exist throughout the state and special designation is 
unnecessary unless intensive population or envlrornaental controls are 
required. 
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MANAGEMENT BACKGROUtlD 

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 !!lilnagement. 
There are also a number of human institutions that affect management: 
constitutional and statutory authorlty, requirements, and constraints; 
policy; user requirements; and the demands of the "new Alaska.• It ls 
hoped that the following discussion touching on these considerations 
helps to place the plans in a MOre relevant perspective for public 
understanding. 

THE LEGAL BASIS FOR WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT IN ALASKA 

Wildlife 111anagement in Alaska was fonnally established In 1925 when 
Congress created the Alaska Game C01T111ission "to protect ga111e ~nlmals, 
land furbearing animals, and birds in Alaska, and for other purposes." 
Prior to lgzs protection of wildlife had been undertaken by the Oepartllents 
of Treasury, Cormierce, and Agriculture, and by the territorial governor. 

The five-member Alaska Game Cotm1ission, appointed by the governor, 
represented each of four Judicial Divisions of the state and the u. S. 
Bureau of Biological Survey, later to become the U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. This conmission set hunting seasons and bag limits subject to 
approval by the Secretary of Interior. Emphasis of management was on 
establishment of wildlife refuges and on enforcement and predator control 
activities until the lg50's when research of game populations was increased. 

With the attainment of statehood In 1959 a formal framework for State 
manage.ent of Alaska's wildlife resources was established. In addressfn9 
natural resources, Article VIII of the Constitution of the State of 
Alaska states: 

Section l. 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 111o1ximum use consistent with 
the public Interest. 

Section 2. 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 maximum benefit of Its people. 

Section 3. Conmon Use. Wherever occurring in their natural 
state, fish, wildlife, and waters are reserved to the people for 
cOtlWIOn use. 

Section 4. Sustained Yield. Fish, forests, wildlife, grasslands, 
and all other replenfshable resources belonging to the State shall 
be utilized, developed, and 111afntained on the sustained yield 
principle, subject to preferences alll!Jng beneficial uses. 

Jn accordance with these 111o1ndates, the Alaska Legislature established by 
statute a Department of Fish and Game, provided for a COllllllssloner as 
the principal executive officer of the Department, 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 Game, Its advisory 
cncrmittees, and the Oeparbllent have undergone changes In response to 
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public concerns over Increased use of wildlife, Increased conflicts 
between users, growing public involve111ent in government and increased 
public environmental concern. 

Legislature 

The Legislature, by virtue of Its broad constitutional authority, has 
been a dominant force In establishing the character and direction of 
Alaska's management of wildlife. At statehood the Legislature enacted 
the Fish and Game Code of Alaska (Title 16) which established the C011Ynlssioner 
and Department of Fish and Ga111e and a Board of fish and Galllf!, and defined 
the powers, duties and functions of each. In addition, thts act, or 
amendments and additions to It, provided for: the authority to enforce 
laws and regulatlons1 licensing of hunting and trapping, including 
specification of licenses and tags required and their fees; protection 
of fish and game fro111 hulrlan activities; establlstlllent of state game 
refuges and sanctuaries, and designation of critical habitat areas; 
suppression of and bounties for predatory anirnals; co~rcial use of 
fish and game; and the specification of unlawful acts, violations, and 
penalties therefor. Anlong 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, 
fonned the basic fraaiework 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~ealed portions of the original State fish and gar.~ statutes, reflecting 
Increased COlll>lextties of resource rnanage!IM!nt, and Increased demands on 
the Legislature by the people, In general, revisions of the statutes 
have served to clarify or expand legislative Intent and to increase 
provisions for management, protection, regulation and use of wildlife. 
Although many of the revisions have affected the scope of activities of 
the Coamtssioner, the Department, and the Board, most have had little 
substantive effect on the interrelationships between these principals. 
Some recent state legislation however, has affected the traditional 
structure of Conmtssioner and Board authorities. The ~eneral effect of 
these recent legislative actions has been a diminution of Conmtssioner 
and Board authorities in favor of increased parochial advisory ccmnf ttee 
roles and Increased public participation. Included in such acts are 
those relating to: 

Boards of Fisheries and Game. This 1975 act restructured the 
12 iileiilber eoard of Fish and Game into two, ]•member boards. 
one for fisheries and one for ga~; repealed the status of the 
Comnlsstoner 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 CDalllittee authority to close seasons and limit 
the Coantsstoner's authority to overrule closures established 
by advisory comtttees. 

Taking of antlerless moose. This 1975 act expanded the authority 
of advisory comlttees and the Department while limiting the 
regulatory authority of the Board ~f Game by prohibiting the 
taking of antlerless moose except under regulations adopted by 
the Board after requisite recorrrnendattons for open seasons are 
made by the Department and by a majority of active local 
advisory c0111nittees for""tlie game management unit or units 
affe:ted. 

Although It ts important to recognize that the Legislature has delegated 
broad regulatory authority to the Board of Game, It ts also Important to 
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understand that the legislature has the authority to affect that delegation 
dt any tliae. For exa111Ple, 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 ~re general and 
enabl Ing legislation. 

The Governor, as chief executive of the State, ls 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 addition, the Governor may invoke independent 
executive actions. Under his strong constitutional authority, the 
Governor has brought about major reorganization of the Department in the 
past. In 1962 iaost of the functions and Pl>W'!rs 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 gaine laws and regulations for the Oepart111ent, 
was transferred to the Department of Public Safety In 1972. 

Conmissioner of the Oepartnient of Fish and Game 

The Co11111issloner is the principal executive officer of the Department of 
Fi sh and Game. He is appointed by the Governor for a term of 5 years, 
subject to confirmation by the Legislature, and serves at the pleasure 
of the Governor. The Co11111issioner functions to "manage, protect, maintain, 
improve, and extend the fish, game and aquatic plant resQurces of the 
state in the Interest of the econ011y and general well-being of the 
state" (AS 16.05.020). To that end, he supervises and controls the 
Department, including appointments of personnel and assistants necessary 
for the general administration of the Departlllent and he may delegate his 
authority to subordinate officers. 

~ng the powers and duties of the COlllnlssioner 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 authority specifically provided to the Co11111issloner 
by statute, the Board llNY delegate to the Coanlssloner authority to make 
regulations . However, such delegation in the past has been limited and 
specific in nature. 

Division of Game 

The Division of Gaine was established In 1959 under provisions of the act 
creating the Department of Ftsh and Gaine. As one of several divisions 
of the Department, the Division of Game functions in meeting the legislative 
charge to the Comnissfoner to ''manage, protect, maintain, Improve and 
extend the ••••• game ••• •• resources of the state •.•.•• • as well as In 
providing such assistance to the Board of Game as It requires in the 
performance of its functions. In each of these areas, the Division 
attempts to maintain a public posture by disseminating Information and 
encouraging public involve.ent fn the managellll!llt of Alaska's wildlife. 

The Division of Game conducts many activities to meet its responsibilities 
including: 

Assessment of qame population status involving biological 
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research, surveys and Inventories of game populatiors, and 
compilation and analysts of harvest statistics. 

Identification and protection of Important wildlife habitats. 
The Division provides lnfonnatlon and recommendations to 
federal, state and lccal agencies which plan for, 111anage, 
regulate, or otherwise affect lands in Alaska or their use, to 
mfni~ize detrimental impacts of land and water uses upon 
wildlife habitat in Alaska. 

Pre~ration of reports on the status, iaanageiaent and use of 
A1a~a's wildlife resources, for public infonnation, scientific 
publication and use, and to provide the Board of Game wfth 
infonnatfon ft requires to promulgate regulations. 

Rec011111endin9 appropriate regulations for consideration by the 
BOard of Giine. 

Enforcement of reoulations. Although primary responsibility 
for enforcement of fish and game regulations falls to the 
Olvisfon of Wildlife Protection in the Department of Public 
Safety, Gai.e Biologists are authorized as enforcement officers 
and inaintain an active profile fn the enforcement of regulations. 

Providing the public with fnfonnatfon, assistance and other 
services. Tile oiv1s1on dtsse11inates reports of Division 
activities to the public, contributes to Oepartmental infonnatfon 
and education activities including television and radio programs, 
a Fish and Game magazine 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 ts staffed with approximately 110 full­
tfme positions. About 75 positions are filled by professional biologists, 
all of whom 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 Ofvisfon headquarters fn 
Juneau, regional offices are maintained in Fairbanks, Anchorage and 
Juneau. A total of 21 area field offices are maintained in major 
c01m1Unfties throughout the state. 

Activities of the Division of ~me are largely funded by a federal-state 
matching funds arrangement, made possible through a "Fish and Game Fund" 
and the Federal Afd fn Wfldllfe Restoration Act of 1937. 

Uider the Federal Afd fn Wildlife Restoratfon Act and Its ataendments, 
funds from an excise tax on sporting anas and anmunftion, Including 
pistols, revolvers, bows and arrows, and parts and accessories are made 
available to the various states on a matching basis for use fn wildlife 
restoration work, Including land acquisition, research, development and 
management projects, and for use fn hunter safety prograr.:s. Monies are 
M1de available on a maxfinum share basis of 3 federal to 1 state dOllar 
J!!!l!. Provisions ln the act require the various partlcipatlng states 
to maintain funds obligated to fish and wildlife restoration work as 
defined by the act. 

The Alaska Legislature established the Fish and Game Fund at the sa111e 
time the Dapartment was established. lt>st of the money comprising the 
Fish and Game Fund derives from the sale of state sport fishing and 
hunting licenses 1nd special pennits, although funds from other sources 
are possible. Funds gained fro11 license sales or permit fees cannot be 
used for other than the protection, propagation, Investigation and 
restoration of sport ff sh and game resources and the expenses of administering 
the Sport Ffsh and Glime Divisions of the Department. 



Board of Game 

The Board of Gaine, as presently constituted, was established in 1975. 
Originally established In 1959 as an eight-lllember Board of Fish and 
Game, the Board was subsequently enlarged by statute to 10 and then lZ 
mel!lbers before being divided into two Boards, one for fisheries and one 
for game. The Board of Gaine now has seven lllelllbers, appointed by the 
Governor and subject to confinlliltion by the Legislature . The sta99ered 
term of office for members 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 establishment and conduct of advisory 
collllli ttees. 

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, subject to the approval of the Legislature; 

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

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

(4) setting quotas and bag limits on the taking of game; 

(5) classifying gatne as game birds, song birds, big game anl111als, 
furbearing aniinals, predators or other categories; 

(6) investigating and determining the extent and effect of predation 
and competition among gatae in the state, exercising control 
measures considered necessary 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; 

(7) engaging in biological research, watershed and habitat Improvement, 
and game management, protection, propagation and stocking; 

(8) entering Into cooperative agreements with educational institutions 
and state, federal, or other agencies to promote game research, 
management, education, and Information and to train men for 
game management; 

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

(10) establishing the times and dates during which the Issuance of 
game licenses, pennlts and registrations and the transfer of 
pennits and registrations between registration areas and ga111e 
management units or subunits Is allowed. (AS 16.05.255) 

In addition, the Board of Game Ny adopt regulations upon the recOQllendatlon 
of the Department, by the llliljorlty vote of affected local advisory 
c011111ittees, or by written petition by Interested residents of an area as 
regards the establishment of subsistence hunting areas, the control of 
transportation methods and iaeans within subsistence hunting areas, and 
the establishment of open and closed seasons and areas to protect subsistence 
hunting. (AS 16.05.Z57) 

Promulgation of regulations by the Board llllSt be in accordance with 
Alaska's Administrative Procedure Act (AS 44.6Z) which requires among 
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other things that : 

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

Z. 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, 
argu1111nts , or contentions in reference to a proposed 
action , and, 

c. OPl>Ortunlty for an Interested person to petition the 
Board for the adoption, amendlllent, or repeal of a regulation. 

3. Regulations be codified and published. 

The Boards of Fisheries and Game are empowered to establish advisory 
conntttees In various parts of the state for the purpose of providing 
the Boards with reconmendatlons on fish and game In their areas of 
jurisdiction. The Boards set the number and terms of the inembers of 
advisory coanlttees, delegate one llll!lllber of each c011911ittee as chainnan 
and give him authority to hold public hearings on fish or game llliltters. 
Advisory c01111lttees have the authority to declare emergency closures 
during established seasons under procedures established by the Board. 
Furthermore, advisory C0119111ttees must recoamend openings of antlerless 
moose seasons fn their respective areas, In conjunction with Department 
recomnendattons for open seasons, before the Board of Game may adopt 
regulations for the taking of antlerless moose. 

The Board of Game meets at least once each year, but may meet more often 
as ft considers necessary. Special Board meetings may be called at any 
time by the COl!lllfssloner or at the request of two Board members. 

~ 

Alaska's people are the ultt111ate managers of their wildlife resources. 
Through the electoral process and other inechanfs~s of government responsiveness, 
the public can and does effect the management of wildlife In Alaska. 

Wildlife management In Alaska Is an exceptionally public process. Aside 
from 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 ts a traditional sense of personal ownership 
of wildlife that doesn ' t exist to the sa11e 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 
coamon use consistent wfth the public Interest. In order to assume an 
active and productive role In the management and use of wildlife, the 
public must 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 tht options for their use . The public should 
also be informed about the governmental management framework - which 
agencies are Involved, what their responsfbllftfes are, how their 
functions and authority are Interrelated , and what legal, bud~etary , and 
administrative constraints limit their actions. Citizens sholild be 
aware of the opportunities to express their concerns as provided by 
statute, directive and pol icy: the legislative stage, the public forucn 
provided by the Board of Ga111e, 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 fish 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 ~shing licenses, guns and 
anmunltion, and fishing tackle. 

BIOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Wildlife Habitat 

The dependency of wildlife on its habitat is of fundamental importance, 
yet many 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 tenns for basic necessities 
that are often complicated and variable according to season and circumstance. 
Suitable and often different areas are needed for breeding, nesting, 
rearing young, resting, escaping and feeding. Not only lllUSt 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 components 
over the breadth of two continents while some small manmals live their 
entire 1 ives in the space of a backyard. But the "backyard" must have 
the necessary variety of areas to be good habitat. For many species, 
the rore "ed~e effect" created hy interspersion of vegetative types, the 
better the habitat. The suitability of a habitat is the first concern 
in any effort to establish, 111alntaln, or enhince populations of a species . 

There is a limit to the number of animals supported by a unit of habitat, 
and this limit varies from season to season and from year to year as the 
adequacy of the essential habitat factors vary. When expressed as an 
average density of animals that can be supported this limit is called 
the carrying capacity. When carrying capacity is exceeded by a population, 
habitat can be datnaged, and the result is often a reduction in the 
carrying "paclty 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 habl tat can 
support. This Is known as a limiting factor. If food is the limiting 
factor, and the supply is Increased, the carrying capacity for that 
species will Increase until it becDllles limited by the shortage of another 
factor, such as a place to escape frOlll predators. Specific habitat 
areas of great i111POrtance to a wildlife population are called critical 
areas or critical habitat. Such areas are critical because they are 
limiting, and their loss or reduction would result In elimination or 
reduction of the population. 

Habitat changes are continuously occurring naturally. Vegetation associations 
succeed one another as each successional stage, through its occupancy, 
111akes conditions S10re favorable for its successor until a cli11ax 
vegetation stage is established. Cli111ax cD!!Rlnities remain in tenuous 
b.llance with the long-tenw forces of climate 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 most spectacular, but there are many 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 becDllll!s more or less 
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favorable for the species. 

Mani ulation of habitat includin rotection when necessar is 
there ore a pr me too n manag ng for des red popu at ons of w ldlife. 
With the proper techniques the successional stages l!IOSt favorable to a 
species can be 11aintained on a long-tenn basis, variety of desired 
vegetation can be improved beyond natural occurrence, and special habitat 
necessities can sometimes be artificially provided. Response of wildlife 
to habitat improvements can be dramatic. 

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 may be less favorable for others, manipulation 
of habitat will mean reductions of some species populations as well as 
gains to others. Also, 111anlpulation of habitat does not always result 
in Increases of wildlife because the effectiveness of habitat improvements 
may be limited by the lnfiuence 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 through short-term vegetation changes management tnUSt be 
directed to other factors which are alterable. 

Population dynamics 

Maintenance of populations at carrying capacity, however useful as a 
management concept, is rarely achieved under natural, unmanaged conditions. 
How many individuals of a species there actually are in an area at any 
time Is 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 adjusunents to the excesses and shortages 
of its environment. The processes of adjustment by which a population's 
size is balanced with its habitat are termed population dynari<\cs . 
Essentially, these are the opposing forces of reproduction a 1110rtality. 

Reproduction is the main way new individuals are recruited Into a population 
(migration may add animals, too). The increase of a population, excluding 
the effects of movement or mortality, is limited by the reproductive 
\'litential of that species. The number of young each female can produce 
n a year, the ~inilllUlll and maxilllUlll ages at which breeding may occur, the 

sex ratio of breeding adults, and longevity of individuals, all together 
determine 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 example, not all females capable of breeding 
find males; or younger ani11als 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. Such 
depressants on reproduction are conmonl{ self-regula~ mechanisms, 
through Which anhnals respond to cond1t ons of overc Ing, food 
shortages, or poor nutrition. 

Mortality operates against population growth by removlng animals. 
Starvation, predation, hunting, inclement weather, diseases and parasites, 
accidents, and strlfe 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 may starve. Others, weakened by starvation or debilitated 
by disease, 111o1y 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 mortality. Some factors, such as predation, 
starvation, and disease, increase in their Importance as the density of 
the population rises and these are known as density-dependent 1110rtality 
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factors. Success of predators increases as their prey becomes RJJre 
abundant. Starvation is 1110re cOllllOn as c~tition for food Increases. 
Transmission of disease is facilitated by crowding of ani111als. 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 SOll!e extent, 
change In one kind of loss ls compensated for by change In another kind 
of loss. 

These direct and indirect c~ensatory relationships between reproductive 
performance, various RJJrtal~ factors, and population density make ft 
possible to SOl!le extent for human use of wildlife to replace other kinds 
of mortality. 

Losses to wildlife populations are replaced by reproduction. If everything 
ts working right and habitat quality ts reasonably good, animals characteristically 
produce 111re young than are needed for replac-nt. This creates a 
surplus" of tndtvtduals, both young and old, that is trinmed off by the 

various mortality factors. The surplus~ be small ff the new individuals 
are accocmiodated by excellent habitat, or-ft !!!!l be large as the population 
exceeds the capacity of the habitat. Wildlife management seeks to take 
advantage of compensatory relationships to make some of the surplus 
available for human use. 

Removal of animals lowers population density. fewer animals are then 
lost to density-dependent mortality factors. Lowered density results in 
reduced cOlllpet1tion for food, "'1fch in turn increases survival of 
young, for ft ts the young (and the very old) which suffer the greatest 
losses to starvation. Within limits, increasing the removal of adult 
anf1114ls cu11Linues to boost the survival of young. Furthermore, lower 
population density 111akes 1110re food available, 1111re animals breed successfully 
as a result of being In good physical condition, and inore young are 
produced and raised by each female. 

The productivity of a species in terms of its use by hUlll!nS ts called 
"yield." Normally, yield applies to consumptive use, but it can also 
Include so-cal led "nonconsumptive" use as well. Management of wildl f fe 
ts afiaed at producing a sustained yield, that ts, utilizing a wildlife 
population at such a level that the capability of the population to 
continue to provide such use ts not impaired. Sustained yield ts 
the central concept in the management of any renewable resource. 

There 1s usually a range in intensity of use that wtldl1fe populations 
wi 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 cC11pensatory relationships of the various natural 
reproductive and mortality factors. Consequently, a wildlife population 
will establish an equilibrium with the forces acting upon it, as lonq 
as the minimal species requirements are 111et. 

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 must be "ready for anything.• 

The difficulties faced by wild animals in their daily lives become part 
of the problems faced by wildlife managers. Many of the crucial probletis 
faced by wildlife in obta1n1ng 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 1111nager's job consists of lean1in9 
to recognize these crucial proble111s, and trying to either •inimize or 
make allowance for them. 
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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 lllDSt 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 involves 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 
wildlifer's "first lave," but more often than not he's "married" ta the 
former! 

Taken together, these two broad problem areas include a whole spectr1J111 
of potential difficulties far wildlife, wildlife managers, and the 
public who wishes to enjoy wildlife. Prablf!lllS range in Importance from 
critical to llM!re nuisances, depending an their nature, location, duration, 
season and magnitude. The most important problem affecting the well­
being of wildlife In Alaska and indeed, 1n 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 
smal 1 at this time, but the trend toward increasing losses ls clear. 

Many other problems exist, and the following review may give readers a 
feeling for the variety and importance of problems encountered In 
wildlife management. For convenience, problems are grouped according to 
these circumstances: natural factors, land use, use of wlldlHe, and 
managellll!nt limitations. 

Natural Factors 

Loss of habitat occurs through nature's processes, sometimes suddenly 
but more often slowly enough for animals to adjust. Given time, meadows 
may 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 sti111Ulated a boom in 110ose numbers. But 
after 30 years the prime food plants have grown out of reach or have 
been eaten up; the pr1.-.e lllOOSe habitat is gradually being lost, and the 
nuaeer of moose the area can support has declined. Similar situations 
have occurred throughout much of Southcentral and Interior Alaska, as 
lllDdern, efficient fire suppression techniques have reduced the frequency 
and extent of burning. On the other hand, natural and man-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 1n with silt and dead plant remains, and either become tao shallow 
or develop a wide "beach" of sedges and grasses that makes food gathering 
a dangerous proposition, and the beavers quit using the ponds. 

Socletlmes the ani111als cause their own problem. The Helchina caribou 
herd grew so large that it decreased its own food supply by eating and 
trampling 1110re than the plants could produce. An 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 m.JY occur in numbers of the species affected, the 
change each year may be moderate. 

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 iaan 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 inallllldls and waterfowl. 

Another inajor, natural limiting factor, or proble11, for wildlife is 
weather. Alaska's cll111o1te is often harsh and there are n1111erous exainples 
~ll~ltlng effects of weather on wildlife. In the winters of 1971, 
1972 and 1974 unusually cold weather caused sea fee In the Bering Sea to 
extend hundreds of miles south of its usual limit; sea otters were 
trapped, unable to feed and fioat as they nol"llillly do, and inany died. 
Winters of prolonged, unusually deep snow have caused major dfe•offs of 
moose at Yakutat, and in Southcentral and Interior Alaska. In some 
cases 50 percent or more of the 1110ose 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 pursul t of noose. 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 fee have 
driven beavers from their houses, much 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 f~ exposure, but usually, as in the examples 
above, bad weather makes ft so hard for animals to use sonie critical 
part of their habitat that they die from starvation, with a little extra 
"push" from a cocblnattoo 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 sullllll!r In 
preparation for a rugged rutting season and a long winter. Males 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 aore likely to die than females. Calves and 
very old animals are even 11111re susceptible. 

As more is learned about wildlife nutrition, it becOllleS evident that 
food quality is as illlpOrtant as quantity. Solle species of food plants 
are more nutritious than others, so.e parts of plants are more nutritious 
than other parts, and In general younger plants are 11111re nutritious than 
older plants. A bunch of brush Is not necessarily a bunch of good 
wfldl He food! 

Predation. If the 11100se, 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 speclesT"are at low numbers, In poor 
condition, or have trouble escaping because of deep snow or lack of 
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suitable habitat, predators can eat enough prey to reduce or hold down 
nllllbers of their prey. The effects ll'klY be short-term, or they may 
extend over several decades, depending on the species involved and the 
clrcu111Stances. There usually is 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 example, in recent years, severe winter weather has been 
an Important cause of declining 1110ose numbers 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 thil moose population, but so far no recovery is ln 
sight. lkllves have been one of the major factors preventing roose 
nu~rs ff'Olll rapidly recovering, and in the Tanana Flats, their depredations 
Ny accelerate and deepen the moose decline to very low numbers. The 
situation prCJlll'ted wolf control progra~s In an effort to allow nmose to 
recover 1111re rapidly. Predators are rarely the sole reason for declines 
of wildlife populations, but under certain circumstances they can be a 
primary 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 pro1110ted by ether hazards. For example, a hard winter or late 
break-up may cause 1110re accidents, because animals are In poor condition 
and more accident-prone. 

In suanary, a variety of natural 1110rtality factors affect wildlife 
populations; these factors usually are interrelated, and their i~ct 
varies from negligible to considerable. Wildlife managers must know 
what these factors, or problems, are, and either devise ways of reducing 
them, or tailor management to allow for effects of these hazards, 
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Land ownershif was pretty simple before Alaska became a state. There 
were a few ml itary reservations, and a large petroleum reserve. A 
handful of large National Parks, Monuments and extensive Wildlife Refuges 
existed, plus large National Forest holdings In Southeastern Alaska and 
saialler ones in Southcentral Alaska. Host of Alaska, though, was public 
domain, uncOlllllltted to any special uses, 

Times changed, the State of Alaska was given the right to select 104 
million acres as part of its dowry from the federal government, and 
before long the question of Alaska Native Land Claims arose. In lg71 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act gave Alaskan Natives the right 
to select approximately 40 million acres of land in Alaska, and alsa 
provided for Inclusion of up to 80 million acres in National Parks, 
Refuges, Forests and Wild and Scenic Rivers. Native selections were 
recently completed and are awaiting certification. Various proposals 
have been ude for how the 80 111t11ion acres, called "d2" lands, should 
be assigned to the goverreent agencies involved, and Congress has to 
.ake the final decisions by December 1978. 

However those final decisions turn out, lands in Alaska will be in a 
crazy-quilt pattern of private, state, and (several) federal agency 
oloinerships. The rights, regulations and rules of the various owners 
will make resource use of all kinds 111Uth more complex, and generally 
more 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 PIUSt be 
addressed. 

Perhaps the most basic problem is that even as detnands for use of wildlife 
Increase, the a~unt of land available for public use will decline, 
SilllPlY because the a1110unt 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 the~ are their main resource in becoming ec011011ically self-sufficient. 
Self-sufficiency may be based on resource development, 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 
wi 11 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 much right to use wildlife as another, 
but, also by law, the landowner can regulate trespass on his own land as 
he sees fit. 

The dilentna of Increasing demand for wildlife use is only a little less 
complicated on public lands where constraints of private o.«1ership 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 ~Y 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 probleni Is 
compounded because the demand for these uses ls not likely to go away. 
Rather, it will shift to other areas still available for these uses. 
Wildlife management programs then lll.tst 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, 
a qreat challenge will be In achieve agreement on m.'lnagcment 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 manipulation and other ~nagement rweasures 
undertaken for the benefit of wildlife are a truly cooperative venture 
a1110ng landowners. 

DevelolnCnt of Alaska's natural resources has spurred interest in Alaska 
ever s nee the first Russian ship groped its way through the storms and 
fog to finer.and clai~ "Thi! Great Land." The history of developaient in 
Alaska is really lllllre 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 tnUch 
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 inanagement because they often involve rapid and substantial 
habitat changes that persist for long periods of time. To 11Dst people, 
the change most hmiediately obvious when development occurs is a loss in 
aesthetic quality. Develop111ent 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 ls a 
problem common to all fon11s of developll!ent. 

Logging practices in Southeastern Alaska have been a source of concern 
to wildlife (and fisheries) biologists for years, and recently becalDI! 
national news when a court decision banned clear-cutting, Modern logging 
in Southeastern Alaska usually involves clear-cutting of mature forests 
because that is the most economical method in areas of even-aged trees 
where few or no roads exist, the country is rugged, and forests are a 
kind of jun~le. "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 up In clear-cuts, there is some 
question of how beneficial they may be to deer, particularly In large 
clear-cuts, where deer 111ay be reluctant to go far from the edge of 
tilllber, or deep snow prevents thelll from doing so. Clear-cuts provide 
new 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 known. Where logging occurs next to sal1110n 
streams, siltation, stream blockage, and higher water temperatures may 
reduce or eli~inate the stream's suitability for spawning or for young 
salmon and for other aquatic life, and may Indirectly affect brown 
bears, black bears, and numerous furbearers that feed along these 
streams. Bald eagles nest In trees along the beaches, and they apparently 
require virgin tiinber for nesting. Even In 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 mingle with the ocean. 
Estuaries are pri111e "nurseries" for many marine Invertebrates and 
fishes, and pollution frOCI logs and bark that is soaked or worn off can 
seriously affect the marine life of estuaries. Log rafts often scrape 
around the shallow bottom in response to tide or wind, and this too 
damages the habitat so important to young narine life. Thus, various 
birds and ma-ls that feed on the mrine life of estuaries can be 
affected by what seem at first glance to be remote 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 
detland. Hot IDUCh Is known about effects of logging in these areas. 
Although logging was intensive in nany places In the early days, no one 
paid much attention to its effects on wildlife. It may be that logging 
in Interior and Southcentral Alaska, can, with careful planning, benefit 
certain wildlife species without doing great harm to others. 

Mining for mny years has been synonymous with habitat destruction in 
parts of the U.S. where open-plt mines were developed. Alaska has had 
little of such methods, although scores of creek bottoms have been 
turned upside down by placer mining and dredging for gold. How, 10 to 
60 years after 1110st gold ~ining shut down, it's hard to say what the 
impact has been or what it will ~unt to when another 50 years have 
passed. Much 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 1110re, certainly habitat losses would result, but 
the i111pOrtance of the losses is hard to predict. 

In some cases roads or trails opened to reach mineral claims or mines 
have created erosion, thawing of permafrost and slumping, or other 
damage to habitat . Although some individual cases may do miniinal 
damage, the accu111Ulated duiage may becone significant, particularly if a 
great increase in ~ining should occur. 

In the past, roads and trails built by and for miners provided access 
for cormerce 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 ga111e species. Should new access be created by a 
future surge in •ining, wildlife nanagers will have to be prepared to 
cape with the possibility of too ~ch access by highly 1110bile hunters 
and other recreationists. 

Impoundments, or lakes created by man-made dams are another fol'lll of 



development that creates wildlife management problems. In general, the 
greatest problem caused by dams and their lakes Is sl111PlY loss of the 
wildlife habitat to flooding. Few dams have been built fn Alaska thus 
far, and relatively little habitat damage has occurred. Two proposed 
dams, however, illustrate the potential. 

The Rampart Dam proposal was made In the early l96D's. With a dam near 
Rampart, on the Yukon River, the Yukon Flats would have been flooded, 
with the impoundment reaching nearly to the Canadian border. Ft. Yukon 
and several smaller villages would have been displaced along with 
several million acres of prime waterfowl, furbearer and bfg game habitat. 
Electric power was the purpose of the dam, and ft 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 fs no way that production of wildlife fn 
other areas could have been Increased enough to make up for the losses 
that would have resulted from such a massive loss of prime habitat. 

The "Devil's Canyon", or Susitna Dam, is a project currently being 
seriously considered. Its purpose fs also the generation of electric 
power. A pair of dalllS would be built on the upper Susftna River where 
the river flows through a deep, relatively narrow valley. Habitat loss 
would be small compared to the Rampart Dam proposal, yet valuable wintering 
areas for moose 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 dam are poorly understood, but it 
is known that periodic flooding Is one of the 11afn events that keeps 
river bottoms fertile and productive. 

''Transportation corridor" is a currently-used phrase for a place to put 
roads, pipelines, electric lines or other systems for moving people, 
material 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 Pfpelfne corridor, wfth fts 
roads, camps, pipes and storage tanks. 

For wildlife management, the problems of transportation corridors 
include habitat loss and disturbance of wildlife at critical times, 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 movements and behavior. While a single corridor through an area 
may have limited Impact on wildlife, multiple corridors would very 
likely create much more 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 wfldlffe management than 
Is commonly appreciated. Loss of wildlife habitat to urban expansion is 
often not very obvious, until comparisons ar! made with 5, 10 or 20 
years past. 

The amount of habitat lost fn 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 is true of the Fairbanks area, and 
to a lesser extent it fs true of many smaller co11111Unitfes and roadside 
areas as w!ll . In addftfon to habitat loss, disturbance by increased 
vehicle traffic, additional people, and 111>re dogs and cats, places 
greater df ff1cultfes before wildlife as they attempt to ffnd and use 
habitat once available to them but now gone or surrounded by "barriers." 
Conflicts between wfld animals and people in urban and suburban areas 
often result in the elimination of the animals. Under such circumstances, 
wildlife numbers cannot help but decline. 
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A second impact of urban 9rowth Is the effect upon adjacent recreation 
areas. Urban dwellers characteristically look longingly to the country, 
and If possible they will buy recreation property somewhere near their 
hOlles. A9aln, the Anchorage area fs a good example; iaany privately 
ownl!d recreation lots have sprung up In the Matanuska Valley. Where 
fol'llll!rly old homesteads and rand0111 fires created clearings that produced 
abundant winter food for 11100se, now private owners carefully guard their 
quota of maturln9 forest which they understandably treasure. The resulting 
reduction in winter range may have strong and long-te1111 negative Impact 
on the number of moose fn the Hatanuska Valley. Althou9h it Is a wildlife 
nianage111ent problem, there may be no solution, at least within the choices 
presently available to the manager, 

Pollution has only recently become a household word, even though It has 
long been a comnon problem. Alaskans are fortunate In having few serious 
pollution problems, but they do occur. Perhaps the most Important 
source of pollution with respect to wildlife Is oil development and 
transportation. 

The effects of oil (or fts by-products) may be direct, as when ofl 
products spilled on lakes, rivers or oceans immobilize birds, ruin their 
waterproofing, or poison them. Oil spills are now infamous for the 
problems they have created for waterfowl and marine birds. 

Indirect effects are more subtle, and in the long run they may be more 
important. Oil products can upset natural systems by killing or crippling 
small organisms upon which larger fonas feed, or by si~ilarly affecting 
young stages of larger forms. Either way, there's potential for i~pacts 
on game or food fishes, shellfish, waterfowl, sea birds and marine 
mannals. The indirect impacts of just a single spill are poorly understood, 
yet the potential for rypeat:g spills exists and fs probably increasing. 
Although more is being earn about the effects of oil spills, and rrore 
effort Is now 111ade to clean the111 up, the chief problem seems to be how 
to avoid theil in the first place. 

Use of W11 dl He 

Of all the problems of wfldlffe management, none are more perplexfn9 to 
the wildlife manager, nor stir the emotions of the public like wildlife 
uses . People who would not blink an eye if Hoover Oam were plunked in 
the middle of Alaska, reservoir and all, are ready to fight ff cow moose 
hunting is 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 fe~The list of wildlife issues that bring out the best, 
or the worst, fn people seems endless. Alaskans have a personal and 
proprietary interest fn 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 iaanagement Is to turn out as they want It. But, yes - not everyone 
can be satisfied. Then, too, there are some people whose views are 
strictly self-serving, and who contribute more to the problems than to 
solutions. 

Before a manager can think about how wildlife will be used and who will 
use it, he has to consider whether use can occur In the first place. 
For use to occur, wildlife populations must be maintained at levels 
where they can provide use; losses to natural factors ~st be considered 
and habitat must be maintained (land use). 

To be used, wildlife lllUSt 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 

2S 



aoake wildlife even less available to the public. Everyone will feel 
1110re restricted as the hll!llan populat1on and·de11111nds on wildlife grow, 
while wildlife populations and the lands where they can be used remain 
the same or shrink. What can be done? 

There are a nUl'lber of alternatives being used by other states where 
these kinds of problell!S are much mre advanced than In Alaska : 1) 
increase access to remote areas; 2) .ake the public pay for access to 
private lands; 3) increase the nUl!lber of anl111als in high use areas by 
ineans of habitat 111anipulation techniques; 4) accept more crowded conditions 
on public lands and at the same ti111e reduce the success of the consu11111tive 
users ; 5) limit the nt111ber of people who can use public lands to 
maintain satisfactory use experiences; and 6) rotate user groups on the 
same uea (called "time and area zoning"}. Most likely all of these 
alternatives eventually will be used fn various combinations fn Alaska. 
Increased restrictions on use seem Inevitable. 

The biggest problem of use fs that of al location or "who gets what." 
The public ts 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 isn't enough wildlife to go around. There are many 
examples of user groups: the "locals" and the "outsiders," consumptive 
users and nonconsumptlve users, recreational, "subsistence" and c011111erc1al 
users, res idents and nonresidents, hunters and anti-hunters , majorities 
and minorities, and let's not forget the "haves " and the "have-nots. " 

Qie of the first questions to be settled Is "who is which?" Is the man 
that kilts a walrus and sells its ivory a subsistence user or a corr.ercial 
user? Is a city dweller who hunts moose for 111eat a recreational hunter 
or a subsistence user? Is a hunter who photographs wildlife more a 
consumptive or nonconsumptfve user? 

If and when you can tell one user from another, the next point to 
consider is what each user's level of need is and how 1111ch use ts 
adequate to satisfy ft. Where should the priorities be? Physical need? 
Economic 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 Is "reserved 
to the people for conmm use," which means 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 ls 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 sOllle extent by adjusting 
seasons and bag limits to favor residents of a particular area, by a 
reduced fee (Zst) for hunting, fishing and trapping licenses for families 
with an Income of less than SJ,600, by regulating use of airplanes or 
vehicles, and various other techniques. Recently the Board of Ga111e was 
given the power to establish subsistence use areas ff it ts shown that 
recreational hunting wilt prevent subsistence needs fr11111 being met. In 
such areas regulations specifically favoring subsistence users (but not 
legally barring others from use) could be adopted. 

Economic conditions fn the state are changing, and more rural res idents 
are earning substantial inc0111es which enable them to purchase more of 
their needs. The distinction between a subsistence user and a recreational 
user is often very fuzzy and Is becoming more so. There Is actually a 
broad spectrum of what ts 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 simply an economic matter, 
but a lifestyle and cultural necessity also, even though they have 
willingly abandoned many traditional means (a cultural eleiaent) of 
obtaining such subsistence. 

This has c011pllcated the problem further in 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 It once was. Instead of 
spears and bone fishhooks, he now uses high-powered rifles and gillnets, 
and he now travels by powerboat, snow machine and aircraft. In short, 
he now has much the same impact on wildlife populations that his "recreational " 
counterpart does, and in some cases, a l!llCh greater impact. The result 
has been harvests of some 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 some who feel "the 
only good wolf is a dead wolf." Others l'lindly extoll the virtues of 
wolves under any circumstance while ignoring their "faults." Surely 
there ts a balanced approach possible, a middle ground, but sometimes it 
seems ft Is a "no man's land" and the wildlife manager is square in the 
middle! The result: costly, t1111e-consuming court suits at the expense 
of the resources involved and the public. 

The general probleia of hunters versus anti-hunters Is not likely to be 
solved overnight. Because both groups share an enthusiasm for wildlife 
and a basic concern for its welfare, as well as si~llar 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 wildlife resource. Certafnly this is one ll'Ore area to pursue 
Vetente. • 

What does the future hold? Increased deiaands and lll)re conflicts, certafnly. 
It will be a challenge to avoid the unfortunate polarization of Alaskans 
that seems to accompany conflicting interests. As competition Increases, 
parochfalfsm wfll become even more obvious fn the attempt to retain 
local jurfsdictlon. Overlaps in advisory cormilttee, borough, village 
council and state and federal agency jurisdictions may create chaos 
unless some Integrated workable system for allocation is developed. 

From past experience, it ls clear that whatever uses or combinations of 
uses are provided for, actions are necessary to ensure that overuse is 
avofded. There are many technical considerations. Should hunting of 
females be allowed, and ff so, under what circumstances? Should predator 
control be used, and under what circumstances? What measures must be 
taken to avoid overhuntfng? Should vehicles be restricted? Should 
hunter numbers be limited? Seasons closed? How can illegal hunting 
best be detected and controlled? 

Under SDllll! clrcU111stances, illegal hunting or trapping can be an especially 
critical problem. In an area with intensive legal hunting, a large 
illegal kill can force curtall11ent 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. 

Enforceiaent of hunting, trapping, and fishing regulations ts primarily 
the responsibility of the Division of Fish and Wildlife Protection, In 
the Oepartment of Public Safety. However, ll'Ost Fish and Game biologists 
are also deputized. Even so, the total number of enforcement officers 
Is relatively small and consequently enforcement coverage of the state 



is thin because of the state's size and because of the seasonal need to 
concentrate enforcement efforts on crucial problem areas . 

Additional factors complicate the problem. Over such a large area it is 
extre111ely difficult to keep track of thinly scattered, highly 1111bile 
hunters . Also, 111any hunters are fl"OPI out of state and are able to avoid 
prosecution by leaving Alaska before the violation is 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 long 
history of suspended sentences and "s 1 ap on the wrist" pena 1t i es that 
have had little effect, except perhaps to encourage continued violations. 
Recently there has been soi.e improvement in sentencing of violators and 
a continuation of this trend is 110St desirable. 

Management Limitations 

One final category of problems, here called management limitations, is 
perhaps the most important of all because it affects the capabilities of 
the Department of Fish and Game in solving all those other problems 
heretofore discussed, and hence its ability to iaeet its responsibilities 
to the resource and to the public. These li•itatfons have to do with 
the Department's relationship to other agencies, the legislature, and 
the public. 

Both the state and federal governments have wildlife resource management 
responsibilities, but the objectives of each are not always in concert. 
Federal agencies such as the Uational Park Service, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the Forest Service and the Bureau of land Management h.1ve been 
around for a long till!. Their actions are SOIM!times ponderous, slowed 
by massive bureacracies, governed by long-standing policies and Inflexible 
guidelines , adlllinistered by officials far removed frOlll 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 system, the 
chief of which is perhaps that it is less subject to fickle or irresponsible 
inanagement actions or local political influences. But there are as lllilny 
instances where inaction Is as damaging as the wrong action, and in 
Alaska, where changes are occurring at breakneck speed and where unique 
situations detnand special considerations, Innovative approaches to 
resource management are needed. 

Alaska, as other states, has traditionally exercised jurisdiction over 
its resident wi ldlife species, Including those on most federal lands 
within the state. Wildlife wi thin national parks, however, is managed 
by the federal government in 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, 
numbers, and access of recreationists. Thus these regulations essentially 
become part of the State regulations affecting wildlife use. As more 
federal reserves are dedicated by Congress , additional rules and regulations 
will undoubtedly COllll! Into effect. 

In addition, State juri sdiction over most species of birds, 111arlne 
mannals and endangered species has been superseded by federal regulations 
made pursuant to national legislation and International treaties. Use 
of any species so affected is allowed only under the guidelines established 
by the federal government. Waterfowl hunting regulations l!llSt flt the 
general framework of federal regulations and be approved by the Secretary 
of the Interior. Management of 1111rlne marrmals was withdrawn from the 
State by the Marine Manmals Protection Act of 1972 , but under provisions 
of that act walrus management (subject to federal approval) was returned 



to the State. Hana9f11'11t of other 1111rine 1111111N1ls inay follow the sa111e 
costly and circuitous route. Federal laws protecting endangered species 
and sDme groups of birds also set so.e restrictions on State wildlife 
1111nagement. 

Land use policies of federal and state agencies and of private landowners 
strongly affect management of wildlife. The Department of Fhh and Game 
owns very little land. As • result, ft is most often only advisory to 
other agencies on matters such as land use planning, habitat protection 
or 11111nfpulation, land disposal, and access regulation. In some cases 
thfs 1rrange11ent has been a stumbling block to various management efforts . 

Funding largely detel'lllines whit and how mich the Dfvfsion of Game can 
accomplish, not only by lh1it1ng the amount of work that can be conducted, 
but also by liMiting the number of biologists on the staff (and therefore 
the tiine each man can devote to different tasks) . Everyone knows a 
doll1r doesn't go far in Alaska, and for the Game Division the mileage 
has been getting worse. Why? Because budgets have not kept pace wfth 
inflation or need. Each year 1111re and 1111re nuney goes ·to pay for 
"fixed costs" (s1hries, rents, and equipment) and less and less is left 
for "operations" • (transportation, supplfes, and contractual services). 

One i111p<>rtant probletn arising fr1111 the small stiff available is that 
not 111 parts of the state receive the attention they should. Although 
ffeld offices are Maintained in 1111ny of the state's larger c1111111nities, 
additional field staffing is required fn various areas where the 11111shro01Ding 
need for MOre and better qua11ty information on wfldlife has beca.e 
apparent. • 

In addition, unprecedented demands on the staff have resulted from the 
interaction between State and federal agencies on such matters as "d2" 
lands, marine ma1111111l management, Outer Continental Shelf oil leasing, 
Coastal Zone Management, oil pipeline impacts and various other matters, 
all of tremendous importance to the future welfare of wildlife in Alaska. 

Because there is so much to do, socne 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 fnfonned 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 
progra111S. 

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

The cry for mney 1s a chronic c11111plafnt anong government agencies and 
it rarely catches a sy11pathetfc ear. Nevertheless, the problems of 
funding are acute for the Game Division and they f~pose serious limitations 
on the Division's capability to meet its responsibilities. 

Control of the Department's budget ts only one of several ways the 
Legislature affects wildlife programs. 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 innexible and permanent 
(unlike ffsh and game regulations which are annually reviewed and revised, 
or policies which can be changed on short notice), legislation directly 
affecting wildlife ts valuable and necessary to long·term direction and 



continuity In wildlife programs If tt Is carefully considered, addresses 
matters of broad scope and provides a framework within which regulations 
may be promulgated and management can re111ain flexible. · In contrast, 
detailed and specific legislation directed at regulation of individual 
progra111s removes the "elbow r00111" needed by managers to cope with dynamic 
wildlife situations. Once enacted, laws are Infrequently repealed and 
by their very ex lstence become traditional. Such "fixtures," if undesirable, 
reduce options and therefore the effectiveness of ~anagers. 

legislation not directed at wildlife also can have significant secondary 
Impacts on wildlife. Legislation affecting classification of lands for 
agriculture, private ownership, or state parks can be a detriment or 
sometimes may benefit wildlife through changes in, or protection of, 
habitat. Also, such measures, and others which Influence settlement and 
transportation , affect utilization of wildlife by changing Its accessibility. 

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

Finally, the public affects the things wildl i fe inanagers do by influencing 
actions of elected and appointed govermaent officials Including legislators, 
governors, cccr111issloners, and aiet11bers of the Board of Game. It Is the 
actions of such officials which set the bounds on what professional 
managers can do. 

Because wildlife managers act In the public Interest as custodians of 
the public's resource, they welcOllle and encourage public Interest and 
Involvement fn management decisions. There are thnes, however, when 
public sentiment ~An 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 something about the problem of Identifying the 
various "publics.• Everyone knows that with lllOSt Issues there ts a 
vocal minority and a silent majority, and the perceived public desire 
may not necessarily be the real broad·based public opinion. Yet It Is 
the perceived public opinion that sways elected and appointed government 
officials, whose actions have the dual motivations of seeing to the 
public interest and of staying tn office. Also, the public, or segments 
of It, are s1>111eti111es subject to emotionalism and rapid polarization over 
Issues, and gover11111ent officials somett111es react with corresponding 
brevity. The result: actions of the moment, tn response to limited, 
special, and/or short-lived interests, having long-term consequences on 
the entire public body. 

With wildlife 11\clnagetaent, as with politics, everyone seems to be an 
expert on the subject. However, while use and enjoyaient of wildlife are 
common to all, the expertise required to manage wildlife is not. The 
problem comes in balancing scientific professionalism with public 
Involvement. The public should understand that wildlife management must 
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 should be more cognizant 
of their custodial role. Essentially tt is a problem of communication, 
in both directions. It ls hoped that the Information and proposals 
contained in these Alaska Wildlife Management Plans will be the basis of 
an Improved mutual understanding and effective cOC!llllnicatton. 
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PART It 
INDIVIDUAL SPECIES MANAGEMENT PLANS 

This section contains every individual species manage111ent plan located 

in the Western Alaska Region. The plans are arranged by species 

alphabetically, and each species is introduced by a general description 

of that species in the region. 

All individual plans are titled and nullbered for easy referen~e to the 

maps provided with this booklet. Use of the maps will help in l ocating 

the areas described under "location" in each indivi dual plan. 

Because wildlife in Alaska has long been managed accord i~ g to adm inistrative 

regulatory units cillled 'Game Manage111ent Units "' , f amiliar t o inany 

Alaskans, most location descriptions indicate which Gaine Management Un · t 

or Units the plans are located in or use some Game Manageinent Un it 

boundaries as individual phn area bourdar ies . A Game Mana qerr.tnt Unit 

map has been in ~ l uded with the c~lor-coded wildlife plans ~aps to help 

in understandin~ the prec 1s~ lo•ation of proposed a ~eas. 





BLACK BEARS IN WESTERH ALASKA 

Black bears {Ursua amqricanus) a.-e widely distributed throughout forested 
areas of Western Alaska but seasonal variations In habitat use are apparent 
within this vegetation zone. Although bear densities are not as high in 
the vegetation zone. Although bear densities are not as high as In the 
southcoastal areas of the state, the Western Region provides a larger area 
of suitable habitat. Spruce and spruce-birch forests fona extensive black 
bear habitat In the Western Region. 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. Semi-open forested areas 
with understory cDltposed of fruit-bearing shrubs and herbs, lush grasses and 
succulent forbs are particularly 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 ts available. Horsetail ts a major 
food Item from May to mid-July. During su11111er and fall spawning salmon 
are eaten whenever available. Berries are also an important food Item 
In late sumaer and fall, and bears move Into alpine and subalptne areas 
where berries are plentiful. 

little tnfonnatton Is available regarding natural controls on black bear 
populations. Populations In Western Alaska appear to fluctuate widely 
in numbers from year to year. Deep, long-lasting snows are thought to 
cause mortality of adults and cubs by slowing etiergence of hibernating 
bears frOll dens and delaying availability of new green vegetation after 
emergence. Abnormally cold and snowless winters may also cause Increased 
denning mortality. Berry crop failures may be related to subsequent losses 
of wintering bears If anilllls enter the dens underweight. Such 110rtaltty 
may cause significant year-to-year fluctuations In bear numbers . Some 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 
inortallty. Cine parasite of concern to 111an, Trichinae, Is present in some 
bears and is transmlssable to man when raw or partially cooked bear meat 
ts eaten. Available infonnatton indicates cub mortality through the first 
eight 1111nths of life is slight. Cubs are precocious; some orphans as young 
as five months of age have survived without maternal care. 

Black bears in Western Alaska are used prllllilrlly for donlesttc utilization of 
skins and aieat by local residents. Some recreational hunting of black bears 
occurs, usually incidental to hunts for other big game species. Despite 
traditionally liberal hunting seasons and bag limits, the harvest of bears 
remains relatively small. Black bears have long been considered nuisance 
animals, particularly during years in which populations have been high and 
bear-human encounters more frequent. Greater interest In black bears as 
game animals has been evident In recent years, particularly as opportunities 
to hunt other species in other areas of the state have becllllll! more lf~ited. 

Black bear hunting ts popular In spring when bears are one of the few 
species of big gallle that can be legally taken south of the Yukon River. 
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 most sport 
hunting ceases by •Id-June. The harvest of 111ales Is greatest In spring 
because they leave the den before females and because females accompanied 
by cubs are protected by regulation . 

Sport hunting of bears resumes In September when hides have improved In 
quality and continues until bears den for the winter. The proportion of 
females In the fall harvest Is greater In comparison to the spring 
harvest due to a greater availability of sows that have beCOlll! separated 
from grown cubs. 
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* Black bears rapidly accustom themselves to the presence of humans 
and the ready source of food that human habitations and activities 
provide. Open garbage du..,s and the excesses or Indulgences of 
hunans at recreation sites and campgrounds quickly make nuisances 
of bears who become dependent on such sources of food. Many nul sance 
bears become a threat to human safety and property and ll'IUSt then be 
destroyed or othentlse 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. 



1. IIHERIOR-WESTERH ALASKA BLACK BEAR llANAGEl1ENT PLAU 

LOCATION 

Gaiae Manage111ent Units 9, 12 and 17-26 except for the Prospect, Mlnto­
Hurphy Donle and Upper Birch-Preacher-Beaver Creeks Black Bear Managetnent 
Plan areas. 

~ IWIAGEllEHT ~ 

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

SECONDARY HAllAGEHENT GOAL 

To provide for an optimum harvest of black bears. 

~ OF MAllAGEHENT 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. Regulate access and methods of hunter transport , If necessary, when 
In conflict with manageaent objectives for other species . 

4. Increase public awareness of black bear behavior to reduce adverse 
bear-hU111n interactions. 

THE SPEC I ES 

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 l10St 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 ~lddle reaches of the Kuskokwim and Yukon River 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 estimated to occur In the !nterlor­
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 Kuskokwim, 
Yukon, and Tanana Rivers , the Kobuk and Selawik drainages in the northwest , 
and the upper Hulchatna, Chllikadrotna, and lower Cook Inlet drainages. 

Human use of black bears differs over the large geographic area In 
Interior-Western Alaska, Donoestlc utilization by local residents Is the 
dominant use over most of the area. Most bears taken 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. ln the fall bears are shot by berry 
pickers. In the sun111er bears are killed when they appear at fish camps 
or fish wheels . Hany of these bears are shot and abandoned, since some 

33 



bush residents consider black bears nuisance animals. Docnestlc use 
appears to be declining and ls currently light to moderate over the 
area. Aside from bears shot on an opportunistic basts, relatively 
little hunting ts directed specifically at black bears. Boats are the 
chief iaeans of transport for bush residents who do hunt black bears. 

Recreational hunting for black bears frequently occurs near hUllCln 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 game 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 infonnatlon 
is difficult to obtain because skin or skull sealing is not required ln 
much of the area. However, total harvest for the entire area probably 
does not exceed 400 bears. Many 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 n11111ber of bears destroyed in defense of 11fe and property. 

Nonconsumpttve use of black bears ts restricted to bear populations 
Immediately 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 
s ignificant levels of nonconsumpttve use. 

gLEHS 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Some private lands are currently posted against public trespass, and 
conveyance of land Into private ownership under terms of the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act inay restrict public access for hunting In 
additional large tracts. The Department should solicit the cooperation 
of prtvate landowners to facilitate progressive management 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 
tenns of ANCSA encompass substantial portions of black bear range and 
wll 1 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 anhnals 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 Oeparblent will also Insist on c0111pltance with state 
regulations on sanitation and garbage disposal In reinote camps. 

Due to inanpower and funding restrictions, data on population status 
and harvest levels of black bears have been limited. As harvest levels 
and Interest In black bears Increase, the Department should expand the 
current limited sealing requirement to a greater area of the region. 
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Black bear populations will sustain greater harvests than In the 
past, and hunting effort and spatial distribution of the harvest 
may become more concentrated as a result of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act. More restrictions on access, seasons and bag 
limits may have to be imposed in local areas If overharvest occurs. 

Since many bears are taken incidentally to hunting for other species, 
inanagement and regulations relating to these other species will 
Impact the black bear harvest. It 111ay become necessary to restrict 
black bear hunting In SOiie areas to avoid conflicts with manage111ent 
priorities for other big g- species. 



BROWN BEARS IN 1-'ESTERtl ALASKA 

With the exception of the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta, brown bears (Ur•uo 
aroto•} occur throughout Western Alaska. Although there are no precfse 
data on the abundance of brown bears in the region, bears are probably 
as abundant In thfs area now as they have ever been. 

Brown bears were once classffled 1nto a large number of species and 
subspecies, but the brown bears of North America and Europe are now 
considered members of one species by most taxonomfsts. Bears over the 
greater part of North Amerfca fall under one subspecies, U. a. ho1'1"ibilio. 
No reproductively Isolated populations are known to exfst fn Western 
Alaska. 

All habitat types are utilized by brown bears, but grass conrnunftles 
appear to be most important. Where bears occur in forested areas, 
substantial meadows, muskegs, sedge flats, or other grassy areas are 
present. Grasslands appear especially critical for bears during the 
sprfng when other high qualf ty bear foods are scarce. 

The brown btar's diet Includes a wide range of anfmal and plant foods 
and Is highly variable between areas and during different seasons. In 
sprfng, grass and other early-growing herbaceous plants make up the bulk 
of the diet. During sunmer and fall salmon and berrfes constitute the 
1111jor food Items. Saae bear predation on moose and caribou also occurs. 

Little infol'!llltfon ts 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. Brown bears apparently possess an unusual ability to 
withstand Infections and to recover from fractures, many of whfch are 
caused by fighting. Cannfbalfs~ and other lntraspecffic strife may 
cause significant IMlrtalfty. Trichi11Blla spiralli s ts the best known 
parasite Infecting bears because It fs transmissible to ~an In raw or 
partially cooked bear meat; however, ft Is of minor significance to 
Infected bear. 

In accessible, Inhabited areas, human activities are doubtless the most 
significant sourc• of mortality. Sport hunting Is presently the most 
Important mort1lfty factor, but there fs also a high mortal tty of 
nuisance bears near human habitations. Bears are killed in defense of 
lffe and property when they are attracted to garbage dumps and endanger 
human safety. 

Sport hunting fs the primary use of brown bears In Western Alaska. 
Domestic utilization of bears by local residents is well documented. 
Howevar, the degree of use In the past as well as the present Is unknown. 
Guided hunters have had the highest success because of the efficiency of 
their huntfng methods. Since the early 1960's, the annual kill In 
Western Alask• has a1110unted to about 4 percent of the statewide harvest. 
As hunting pressure Increases, regulations affecting length of season 
and methods of transport will becOllle .are restrictive in order that 
allowable harvest levels not be exceeded. Nonconsumpttve use Is of 
~inor significance fn the Western Region. 

Well-Intentioned concern by a national public may hamper effective 
management of the species and threatens future use by recreatfonal 
hunters. One mf sconceptlon Is that because brown bears are threatened 
fn one portfon of their range, they are threatened In all areas. 
Also, some people believe that dfstfnct, and therefore unique, 



.. 

subpopulations of brown bears exist which need absolute protection. 
Management of bear populations and use of bears must continue to be 
bastd on scientific evidence . True taxonor1ic relationships and the 
fact that brown bear in most parts of Alaska are still relatively 
abundant provide sound support for continued beneficial uses, both 
consumptive and nonconsumptive. 

The eventual survival of the brown bear does not depend on the 
designation of vast tracts of "unspofled wilderness." Confl lets 
with bears In large national parks indicates that beyond inerely 
providing space for bears, .an must COiie 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 
11Ust be preserved by exclusion of Incompatible development, and In 
areas where hunians and bears co-exist, proper precautions should be 
observed to avoid confrontations. Proper disposal of garbage ts of 
singular Importance tn this regard. 
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5. YUKON-KUSKOKWJM BROWN BEAR MAf~AGEtlENT PLAN 

~ 

Game Management Units 18 and 21 and that portion of Game Management Un1t 
19 lying north of the kuskokwlm River. 

MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide the greatest opportunity to participate In hunting brDW11 
bears. 

~ Qf. MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain brown bear hunting seasons . 

2. Encourage greater recreational harvest of brown bears In the area. 

THE SPECIES 

Brown bears are moderately abundant In those portions of the area south 
of the Kuskokwlm River, and north of the Yukon River, but are relatively 
scarce In the broad flood plains of the Yukon River. Good brown bear 
populations are knOIOl'I to exist In the Beaver Mountains, Cloudy Mountains, 
Sunshine Mountains, Nowttna River Drainage, l<okrlne Hills, and the Anvik 
River. 

Large bears are uncoamon over most of the management area. Occass1onally 
a very large bear Is taken but the hunter can seldom expect to see 
trophy bears In this area . Few brown bears are harvested annually In 
this area. Huch of the terrain Involved does not lend Itself to bear 
hunting because It ts too brushy and Inaccessible. Host bears a.-e taken 
In defense of life and property by local hunters or trappers. Brown 
bears are destructive to property and fish camps, and most local residents 
consider them a nuisance. 

• 

• 

Public hunting may be dented on large tracts of land that wilt be 
selected by native village and regional corporations In the area 
under tenas of the Alaska Native Claims Settlemtnt Act. 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. 

Hunters may have more liberal hunting seasons with less restrictive 
regulations than In many other areas of the state. 
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l!l, FAREWELL CROWtl BEAR 11.ANAGEMENT PLAll 

In Game Management Unit 19, that area within a line drawn from the 
outlet of Telequant Lake north to Lone Mountain, east to Farewell, east 
northeast to the northwest corner of Ht. Hc~lnley National Park, south 
to the Unit 19 boundtry, along the Unit 19 boundary to Telequana Pass, 
and down the Telequana River to the starting point. 

HAHAGEHEHT GOAL 

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

~ Qf. MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

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

2. Develop hunter access, if necessary, to distribute hunting pressure 
through the area. 

J. Design brown bear hunt ing seasons to maintain a relatively large 
large proportion of older males in the population. 

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

THE SPECIES 

Brown/grizzly bear appear to be increasing throughout 111Uch of thi s area 
following several years of relative scarcity. These increases are 
reflected In hunter success and increased frequency of bear observations. 

Grizzly bear hunting was of insignificant proportions in the Farewell 
area prior to 1970. Less than 20 bears were taken in most years. Both 
guided hunters and residents from other parts of the state began utilizing 
bear in this area to a greater extent as decreasing bear populations and 
regulations restricted brown/grizzly bear hunting elsewhere. Prior to 
1974, spring bear harvests were of little consequence. However, closing 
of both the Brooks range and the Alaska Peninsula to spring bear hunting 
prompted a number of guides and resident hunters to hunt bears In Game 
Hanagetnent Unit 19. This resulted In 1111re than double the highest 
spring harvest previously recorded. Harvests in recent years have 
ranged between JO and 40 bears per year. While hunting has continued to 
inerease, hide s1ze, skull size, and average age of beari In the harvest 
have not decreased. This suggests that harvest levels are s till within 
the capacity of the population to support present levels of hunting 
pressure. Large grizzly bears are fairly common in this area. Guided 
non-residents take about 70· 80 percent of the bears kil l ed each year. 
Aircraft are the primary means of access to the area. 

• Portions of the area ~ay be Included In the National Pork system 
under proposals submitted to Congress by the CepartJlent of Interior. 
Under Park Service administration prohibition of hunting on Natlcnal 



* 

* 

• 

• 

Park lands and limitations of access across them may significantly 
affect hunter use of the Farewell area. The Department should seek 
management agreements with the National Park Service for park lands 
and adjacent linds which will minimize loss of hunting opportunity. 

Access Is limited, tending to concentrate hunters in limited portions 
of the area . Airstrips should be developed to distribute hunting 
pressure. 

Illegal hunting of bears on the same day a hunter Is airborne is 
still cannon. Increased enforcetaent efforts are necessary and 1110re 
severe penalties for viol1tors are needed. 

If hunting pressure continues to Increase the number and distribution 
of hunters may be controlled by permit. Under permit hunting 
conditions not all hunters wishing to hunt In the area would be 
allowed to hunt. 

large male beers will continue to be available for hunters • 
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11. SOUTH KUSKOKWll1 l!ROWN BEAR flANAGEr\ENT PLAN 

LOCATION 

In Galle Hanageaient Unit 19, all drainages flowing into the SOI.Ith b<lnk of 
the Kuskokwim River and the north fork of the Kuskokwi• River froin Aniak 
east, excluding the Farewell Brown Bear Manage11ent Plan area. 

~ HANAGEltENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity to take large brown bears. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

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

EXAMPLES OF MANAGEMENT GU I DELI NES 

I. Oeslgn brown bear hunting seasons to maintain a relatively large 
proportion of older males In the population. 

2. Control access, nU111ber and distribution of hunters and methods of 
hunter transport, If necessary, to distribute hunting pressure 
through the area and to 11111nta1n desired harvest levels. 

3. Encourage land use practices that Maintain the wild character of 
the area . 

THE SPECIES 

Brown/grizzly bear are abundant throughout the South Kuskokwlm area. 
Past data for this area are scant, but local hunters and trappers say 
brown bear were also very c0111110n in the past; many local residents 
consld1red bears a nuisance and many bears were Indiscriminately shot. 
The South Kuskokwlm area includes excellent spawning habitat for several 
species of salmon, thereby creating an Important food base for brown 
bears . Abundant crops of wild berries and large small manmal populations 
provide additional food. Plentiful food sources and good denning terrain 
provide prime habitat for brown bears and may account for the large 
bears comnon to this area. Several record·class bears have been taken 
from various drainages 1n this area over the past few years . 

Prior to 1970, little recreational hunting for brown bears occurred 1n 
the South Kuskokw1~ area, and harvests were below five bears per year . 
Since 1970 hunting pressure has Increased substantially, with about 20 
bears being taken from the area each year. Host bears are killed by 
nonres 1dents on guided hunts . A few bears are taken by hunters frOIR 
other parts of Alaska, and occasionally by local residents In defense of 
life and property. Hunting activity ls about equally divided between 
fall and spring hunting seasons. Heasurl!llll!nts of bears killed to date 
do not Indicate overharvestlng Is occurring In the area . 

Access Into the area ls by aircraft or boat. Nearly all bears are taken 
by hunters using wheel or ski-equipped aircraft. Boat transportation 
has not been utilized to its full potential. Host boat hunters are 
local residents . 
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* 

* 

Future development of extensive copper ore and other mineral deposits 
may detract from the aesthetic quality of the area and may provide 
excessive access for hunters. The Department w111 encourage development 
of resources that has ~inimal impacts on the wild character of the 
area. Limitations on the nwnber of hunters will be necessary if 
road access Is developed. 

Some restrictions on harvest may be imposed in the future to 
111aintain large bears in the population. These restrictions ~y 
licit the number of hunters able to participate. 

Guides and transporters may realize more requests for hunts In this 
area due to the demand for trophy size bears. 
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~JOLVES HI HESTERll ALASKA 

Wolves (Canis lupue) can be found throughout Western Alaska but are 
uncomnon on the coastal wetlands. Although lnfonnatlon regarding the 
dfstrfbut1on and abundance of wolves during the early part of this 
century is limited, evidence suggests that wolves were relatively abundant 
prior to about 1920. Between 1920 and 1925 wolves were apparently rare, 
and ft is thought that disease was the most likely cause for the decline. 
Wolves gradually Increased after 1925 and have continued to be iniderately 
abundant in iaost parts of Western Alaska. Predator control and aerial 
hunting by private Individuals during the 1950's and 1960's maintained 
relatively low loc1l populations during this period. Presently the 
density of wolves In Western Alaska varies from approximately one wolf 
per 45 to one wolf per 100 square gfles. 

Wolves usu1lly occur fn packs which may consist of kindred individuals 
Including 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 dominance hierarchy with a separate rank order among females and 
1111les. Fighting Is uncoaDOn within packs except during periods cf 
stress. DDllllnance order Is imalntalned largely through ritualized behavior. 
In the Western Region pack sizes usually range fro• 6 to 10, although 
packs of 20 Individuals have been seen. The range of a pack may Include 
over 1,000 square miles. However, where food resources are optlrnal 
wolves may subsist In areas as small as a few hundred square miles. 
Even with adequate food, the ranges of packs often overlap. Ouring 
early SUllEr when pups retnaln at dens, most adults also center their 
activities around dens . This reduces their 1110bllity, although adults 
may travel 20 mfles or more from dens whfle hunting. Active dens are 
usually at least 15 and often 25 or more miles apart. 

The diet of wolves in the Western Region varies according to season, 
locat1on, and moose are the niajor prey for wolves in the Western Region 
although Dall sheep and caribou are i11111ortant prey in certain areas. 
During winter these big game species constitute almost the entire diet 
of wolves. Snowshoe hares are an important supplement at times. 
During sumner, young ungulates make up the major portion of the diet. 
Small animals such as voles, leirmings, 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 from 
various studies of wolf-prey relationships suggests that the effect of 
wolf predation fs largely conditional upon the relative densltieJ of 
predators and prey, and the size and reproductive potential of tile prey 
species populations. The effect of wolf predation can range frooa one of 
minor significance fn which wolves reiaovP. 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 fs seldoa1 real !zed, Several factors may regulate wolf population 
levels either through reduced producttvfty or direct mortality. These 
Include reduced fertility, social Inhibition of breedfng, malnutrition 
and starvation (especially among pups), cannibalism and other forms of 
Intra-specific strife, disease, accidents and predation. The i•portance 
of these factors varies. Various studies of wolf ecology suggest that 
food supply fs a primary detenalnant 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, smaller 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 111011ths. 
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Wolves may compensate 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 human exploitation, 
llowever, can reduce wolf populations. 

The treatment of wolves In Alaska has changed greatly during this 
century. In 1915, Alaska's first territorial legislature established a 
bounty on wolves. Prior to lg6o there were no restrictions of the 
taking of wolves. From lg48 until 1959 the federal government conducted 
intensive wolf control operations In many parts of Alaska using poisons, 
aerial shooting and trapping. In 1959 the State assumed management 
authority for wolves. In 1960 the use of poisons was discontinued. In 
1963 the Board of Ffsh and Game classified wolves as both furbearers and 
big game animals. Regulatons governing methods of harvest, seasons and 
bag limits were promulgated, 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 human use of wolves in Western Alaska has also changed 
considerably during this century. Prior to the lgzo•s trapping by 
residents was the primary method used to take wolves. The pelts were 
used locally to manufacture clothing. Aerial gunning by private citizens 
became popular during the last 2 decades, but permits for this type of 
hunting were ter111inated in 1972. Trapping and snarfang are the primary 
means now used to take wolves. 

Since 1962 the reported annual harvest of wolves in Western Alaska has 
averaged about 140 wolves and has ranged front 44 to 336 with most of the 
harvest coming from th~ area east of the Yukon·Kuskokwfm Oclta. Presently 
most wolf pelts enter the corrmercial market. Some pelts are used 
locally fn the manufacture of clothing. 

* 

* 

Increasing hulaan demands on inoose 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 dtlenma. The reduction of wolf numbers to encourage an 
fncretse in the number of ungulates is not easily accomplished 
given the controversial nature of the wolf and the practical 
problems in achieving significant reductions In wolf populations. 
The wolf evokes powerful sentiment from both those who see it as a 
destroyer of game coveted by man and those for whom it Is a symbol 
of wilderness. Both opinions are powerfully expressed through 
policf tal 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 remain a 
serious obstacle to wolf control programs, especially those Involving 
aerial hunting, no matter how well the action is Justified in tenns 
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 must consider the complex interrelationships 
of predator and prey, the welfare of each, and the beneficial uses 
of both that can be derived by man. 

Illegal aerial hunting of wolves in Western Alaska continues to be 
a problem. Lack of escape cover for wolves and the high value of 
wolf pelts are incentives to illegal activity. In addition, the reMOte 
nature of the area makes 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. 



1. ALASKA HOLF HANAGEMHIT PLMl 

~ 

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

~MANAGEMENT m 
To provide for an opthnum harvest of wolves. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide the greatest opportunity to participate fn hunting and trapping 
wolves. 

~ QE MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

l. Maintain wolf tripping seasons and bag li~lts consistent wf th 
suftable wolf population levels during perfods of pelt primeness. 

2. Hafntain wolf hunting seasons not necessarily li~lted to the period 
of pelt prfmeness, with restrictive bag lfmlts. 

3. PrOlllOte eff1c1ent and humane trapping methods . 

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

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

6. Encourage public viewfng, lfstenlng, and photography of wolves In a 
wilderness setting. 

7. Increase public awareness of wolf behavior to reduce adverse wolf­
humin interactions. 

THE SPECIES 

Wolves occur throughout mainland Alaska and on many Islands in Southeastern 
Alaska. Although wolf abundance varfes greatly between areas and from 
year to year, Department estimates Indicate a statewide fall wolf populatfon 
of 8,000 or more. Southeastern Alaska has historically supported the 
greatest wolf densities In the state. Wolves are connon or abundant on 
the Southeastern mainland coast from Yakutat Bay south and moderate on 
fslands south of Cape Fanshaw. Track slghtfngs and wolf-killed deer on 
1,168 squ1re-~ile Revlllagfgedo Island between 1970 and 1972 Indicated 
about 125 wolves, approximately l wolf per 10 square miles. Wolf numbers 
there have sfnce declined; winter aerial surveys between 1973 and 1975 
indicated a winter populatfon of between 30 and 40 anh11als. Wolves are 
rare on the 111ainland coast between Icy Cape and Yakutat Bay and absent 
from Admiralty, Baranof and Chichagof Islands . Wolves In Southeastern 
Alaska generally reach greater densities on Islands, perhaps because 
deer are i111pertant wolf prey on Islands and are more abundant and vulnerable 
than mountain goats, the primary mafnland wolf prey. 
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South of the Alaska Range, historical accounts of wolf numbers in the 
Helchina and Copper River Basins date from the early l900's. Wolves 
were reported to be abundant around 1900 but declined to low nUlllbers by 
1907 and were uncorrmon unti l the late 1g2o•s. Wolves were apparently 
numerous during the l930's and 1940's until a federally-administered 
wolf control program reduced wolf nunbers considerably. This program 
lasted fro111 1948 until lg5J in the Helchina Basin and until 1955 in the 
Copper River Basin. An estimated 12 110lves remained in the Helchina 
Basin in lgS3, Wolf hunting and trapping were prohibited in the Nelchina 
Basin between 1957 and 1965·66. Wolves in the Helchina had increased to 
approximately 450 animals by 1965, a density of 1 wolf per 55 square 
miles. Wolves were less numerous in the late lg60's but had again 
increased by 1972. In 1976, estimates of wolf density in the Helchlna 
Basin are approximately l wolf per 70 square miles, and densities in the 
Copper River Basin may be comparable. Wolves are much less numerous in 
the Copper River Delta, and a resident population did not becDIM! established 
there until about 1971. By lg75 an estimated 20 wolves occupied an area 
east of the Copper River. Wolf numbers 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 avera!je of 2.5 
wol ves per pack in lg72-73 to 4.4 in 1973-74 and 5.2 In 1974-75. Packs 
west of the lower Susitna River averaged 4.4 wolves In 1972-73, 2.0 in 
1973-74 and S,g in 1974-75. The general increase In average pack size 
suggests an increasing number 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 Unlmak in the Aleutian Islands. Wolf densities in Southwestern 
Alaska are unknown, hut populations appear to be comparatively low on 
the Alaska Peninsula. Wolves are more numerous from the lake Clark area 
west to the foothills of the Kilbuck Mountains. Wolves are most abundant 
where both caribou and moose occur, and In these areas appear to be 
Increasing tn numbers. 

The broad expanse of Interior Alaska north of the Alaska Range to the 
Brooks Range Is probably the most Important wolf habitat in the state. 
Although there are few wolves In the Yukon-Kuskokwim 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 Kuskokwlm River ranged between l wolf per 40 square miles to l per 
80 square miles during 1971 through 1975. The Holitna River area and 
tributaries of the upper Kuskokwlm support the greatest number of wolves 
In the southern part of the region. Wolves are also abundant In areas 
of the Nowitna and lnnoko Rivers and along the ~lddle Yukon. Although 
far less numerous on the Yukon-Kuskokwim Oelta, wolves have been recorded 
within the city limits of Bethel 1n recent years. Wolf populations In 
the Koyukuk, Tanana and Upper Yukon drainages are in excellent condition, 
presumably 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 in 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 1975-76 Indicated a wolf population in 
excess of ZOO animals prior to removal of wolves from the area, a density 
of 1 wolf per 35 square miles. Whether wolf density estimates derived 
from Subunit 20A can be applied to the rest of the area ls 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 1900's, perhaps a reflection 
of low caribou numbers. By the lgJO's, both caribou and wolves had 
substantially increased and continued to Increase until the early 
1950's. Federal wolf control efforts and public aerial hunting resulted 
In a sMrp decline in the wolf population, and by the late 1960'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 1 wolf per 60 square miles to I 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, 
Ungalik, and Unalakleet Rivers. They also appear to be increasing in 
number in thf s 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 sel!1ll to stl!1ll mainly fl'Olll 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 inay be affected considerably by h11111an exploitation. 
tanadian Investigations of nonhunted wolves reported lower pup survival 
and a lower proportion of females producing pups in comparison to Alaska's 
wolves, Indicating that Increased mortality due to one factor may be 
compens1ted for by lower losses to other causes. Some wolves undoubtedly 
suffer injuries, perhaps occasionally death, while pursuing large ungulates. 
A sub5tantfal decline in wolf populations between 1907 and 1925 throughout 
Interior Alaska h1s been attributed to diseases such as mange, rabies 
and dlsteinper, 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 manmals are the major 
source of food for wolves over much of Alaska, although small mamnals, 
such as voles, lttm1ings, ground squirrels, hares, and beavers are occasionally 
llllJ>Ortant dietary supplements In summer. Hoose 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 
lllOOSe and Dall sheep being less important. Deer and mountain goats are 
the inost important prey species in Southeastern Alaska: deer on Islands 
and mount1in 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 
Important In wolf diets, have decreased in some areas from high population 
levels in the mld-1960's . These declines have occurred In some areas as 
a result of range overuse due to trampling and overgrazing. Improved 
techniques In fire suppression and prevention by state and federal 
agencies lwive probably been detriinental to inoose but have probably aided 
caribou. In Southeastern Alaska, clearcut logging practices are altering 
much of the climax deer winter range and may result in fewer deer and 
ultimately fewer wolves. U.S. Forest Service plans call for logging 
al111<1st all comnercial grade ti•ber in Southeastern Alaska, and the 
second-growth, closed-canopy vegetation that will follow will decrease 
the quality of wolf habitat. Wolf habitat has been little altered by 
human expansion In the remainder of Alaska, except In the vicinity of 
settlements. Huch of the Interior Is currently econOllllcally 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 n1111bers will decl lne somewhat over the next few years. Hoose 
populations seem to be Increasing along the lower reaches of the Yukon 
and Kuskokwlm Rivers, and wolves there are likely to become more co111110n. 
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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 regulations on wolf hunting, specifically 
on shooting wolves from the air with shotguns. 

Wolf harvest data are derived from a cOll'blnatlon 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 moy not comply with sealing requirements. A gap In data exists 
from 1969 when bounties were largely discontinued to 1971 when the 
sealing requirement was initiated. The known wolf harvest by hunters 
and trappers In Alaska has averaged 9Zl wolves annually since 19S9. The 
fewest wolves reported taken were 221 In 1959-60 and the 110st were 1711 
In 1967-68. A reported 1 ,090 wolves were ldlled during the lg74.75 
regulatory year. About 38 percent of the wolves harvested since statehood 
were taken in east-central Alaska. Southeastern Alaska from 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 
comprise 40 to SO 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 1s 
an unknown degree of noncompliance with the statewide wolf sealing 
requirement. 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 1t is 
!~practical due to the heavy forest cover. Since bounties are still 
paid on wolves froat lcy Bay south, the unrepurled harvest there is 
probably small, although some bounty collectors inay falsely state where 
the animals were taken. 

The intensity of consumptive use of wolves varies considerably. Hunting 
and trapping pressure fs comparatively light In the western portion of 
the state. Hunting pressure on wolves seems high In eastern and central 
Alaska, but ft Is doubtful whether the current k111 Is significantly 
Impacting wolf numbers. Wolves In eastern Alaska have apparently 
increased since aerial hunting was prohibited In 1971 despite growing 
public Interest 1n trophy wolf hunting and rising value of wolf pelts. 
Wolf nUlllbers In the Nelchlna 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 SO percent of the population on 
Rev111ag1gedo Island, but there 1s 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 1n 1970. Wolf nllllbers north of the Brooks Range 
subsequently increased. It appears that continued aerial wolf hunting 
can reduce wolf numbers where open terrain affords the animals little 
escape cover. The number of wolves taken annually statewide 1s generally 
dependent on winter snow conditions. 

Hunting and trapping seasons for wolves have remained liberal since 
statehood. Poisons were banned 1n 1960, and with their classification 
as big galle ani1111ls 1n 1963, wolves received additional protection fr09 
regulations on seasons end bag li~lts. Aerial hunting per11its were 
issued during the 1960's and early 1970's, but were suspended In 1972. 
Wolves In the Nelchlna Basin were protected from 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 1n Southeastern Alaska. Trapping 
seasons generally extend frOll October or November through March or April 
with no ll•lt on the nUlllber 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 Is generally l°" since inany are Inexperienced 
tr&P114!rs. The 111jorlty of wolves harvested are taken by comparatively 
few people. A combination of aerial spotting and shooting after landing 
is becoming Increasingly col!lllDn. A few wolves are killed by hunters 
incidentally to hunting for other big game species. Host are harvested 
between December and March, with March the most important 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 Is small. 
Wolves are sought prlinarily for the coanerclal value of the pelts in 
northern and western Alaska. Over the rest of the state a combination 
of recreation and c011111erce motivates wolf hunters and trappers . In 
Southeastern Alaska, trapping and hunting of wolves seems to occur 
prl111r1ly for rei:reatfonal purposes, since wolf fur quality there Is 
generally poor. Access to wolf hunting areas Is prliaarlly by airplane. 
Snowniachlnes, both for hunting and checking trapllnes. are h11portant 
means of access in 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 
In 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, 1110re coarse and less 
dense fur than Interior wolves. 

The number of people thlt enjoy seeing, hearing, or otherwise experiencing 
wolves In Alaska each year Is unknown. Relatively few people see wolves 
except from aircraft. A growing number of people are frequenting remote 
areas during sumner months, h°"ever, and Incidental nonconswnptive use 
may be Increasing, The northern Brooks Range, where the open terrain 
facilitates long-distance observation, may offer some of the best opportunities 
for the nonconsumptive use of wolves in Alaska. 

• 

• 

• 

A substantial portion of wolf range in Alaska has been selected by 
local residents under terms of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act. Oni:e 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 Native Claims Settlement Act. 

Substantial land areas will be placed In parks, mo11U11ents, wild and 
scenic rivers , and wildlife refuges, all under federal jurisdiction, 
under te1111S of the Alaska Native Clai111S Settll!llll!nt Act. Extensive 
portions of these fR<lerally-adcnlnlstered areas inay be closed to 
hunting and trapping or such use may be ll~lted 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-humln 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 hU111ans. Host of 
these ani11101ls have subsequently been destroyed, primarily to test 
for rabies. In 110st Instances, private coaipany regulations specifically 
prohibit feeding wild animals and these regulations should be 
strictly enforced. The Departlllent may consider additional regulations 
to discourage adverse Interactions. 



* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Wolf prey populations over much of the state are declining or are 
currently at low levels. Predation by wolves aiay conflict with 
human use of prey species in SOiie areas. Wolf hunting and trapping 
should continue with liberal seasons and bag limits . If it ts 
establishtd that predation ts causing declines or iaafntatnfng low 
densities of prey species, the Departlllent aiay consider 1110re liberal 
iaethods and ineans of harvesting wolves. Should public hunting 
efforts prove incapable of lowering the wolf population to relieve 
predation pressure on prey species, the Departlllent should consider 
direct control by Department ~loyees for a limited specified 
period and to iaeet specific objectives. 

The reduction of wolf numbers to encourage an Increase in the 
number of ungulates ts not easily accomplished given the controversial 
naturt 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 basts of 
substantial data and only after ft 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 
11111st be accurately conveyed to the public. Recent studies have 
shown many earlier assumptions regarding the beneficial or Inconsequential 
Impacts of wolf predation to be sfmpllstfc or limited fn application. 
The Department must convey to the public all aspects of wolf 
biology In an objective 111nner; the public must understand that 
responsible wolf 111anagement will consider the COlllplex relationships 
between predator and prey, the welfare of each and the beneficial 
uses of all resources that can be derived by llulans. 

Oolnestic livestock 111ay be established or reintroduced by private 
landowners In areas that currently support wolves . Demands for 
predator control will be forthc011fng froa the donlestfc livestock 
Industry. Hunting and trapping harvest should be the prt.ary means 
of suppressing problem wolves, and control actions, ff necessary, 
wtll be directed at specific anl11111ls. The cost and responsibility 
of such control w111 be the responsibility of the Industry and only 
as authorized under conditions of the state-issued permit . The 
Department should Indicate to persons contemplating 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 are subject to illegal 
aerial hunting, and a proportion of people inhabiting rural areas 
are not complying with sealing regulations. Such activities make 
ft difficult to accurately assess annual harvests and population 
parameters . An increased enforcement 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 fll!proved to the point 
that habitat quality and quantity for 1110ose are declining fn SOiie 
areas . The Department should identify critical habitat areas and 
make reconmedattons to the appropriate agencies regarding the 
possible beneficial aspects of fires In specified regions. 

Extensive logging activities in Southeastern Alaska iaay result In a 
decline In deer and 1110unta fn goat populations with a subsequent 
decline in wolves. The Department should make reconnendatlons and 
seek agreenients with appropriate .anagement agencies to •in1•fze 
adverse logging Impacts on wildlife. 



• 

• 

Wolves w111 not be eli•lnated frOll any region and will continue to 
be a viable otrt of Alaska's wildlife. 

Tht reduction of wolf oopulatfons in some areas of Alaska by limited 
11ermtt aerial huntlnq by the public or by organized control efforts 
hy the Department will allow a faster recovery of depressed ungulate 
populations. 

Selective reductions of wolf oopulatfons will decrease the opportunity 
for use of wolves by hunters, trappers and nonconsumpttve users In 
some areas. 

Regu11tfons governing harvest will be manipulated to maintain 
desired population levels of wolves. In general, liberal huntlnq 
and trapping regulations and seasons will continue, although restrictions 
on sport hunting 1111y be lmoosed to Make wolf hunting compatible 
with hunting regulations stipulated for other big oame species. 
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CARIBOU IN WESTERN ALASKA 

The population identities of barren ground caribou (Rangif6r tanindus 
granti) in Western Alaska are the least well defined of any region In 
the state. The Beaver herd Is the primary resident caribou herd, with 
the McKinley and Hulchatna herds occupying the region seasonally. Hore 
recently ~any smaller populations have been recognized as being discrete 
frO!ll any of the above. The Rainy Pass, Granite Mountains, and Sunshine• 
Cloudy Mountains herds have been identified as being discrete populations 
In recent years and their range lies partially or wholly within the 
region. There ts evidence to suggest other discrete populations tn the 
Kilbuck Mountains and kokrlnu Htlls. In addit ion a population of wtld 
reindeer/caribou occur In the vicinity of the Andreafsky River near the 
mouth of the Yukon River. The winter movements of the Western Arctic 
herd also extend into this region. 

The year round range of the Beaver herd Is contained tn this region and 
Includes the Beaver Mountains and the drainages of the Dlshna and 
lnnoko Ri vers. In the 1930's the Twitchell reindeer herd grazed this 
area. The herd was abandoned in the lg40's, and these anh11als may have 
lnte1111lngled with $111111 nUIRl>ers of caribou to fona the present Beaver 
herd. The herd contains 2,000-3,000 animals and appears to have been 
stable for several decades. 

The McKinley herd ranges primarily to the north in the vicinity of 
HcKinley Park. This herd numbered 20,000 to 30,000 in lg41. Since then 
the herd has shown a gradual decline. By the early 1960's approximately 
10,000 were still present. Since 1966 a rapid decline has been noted 
and currently 1,000 to 1,500 remain. The Mulchatna herd has realized a 
fairly rapid growth from 5,000 in 1964 to 14,000 In 1974. This herd 
ranges south Into the Southwestern Region during portions of the year. 
The Rainy Pass herd contains an estimated 1,500 and has been relatively 
stable In size for the past decade. This herd ranges In the vicinity of 
Farewell and Rainy Pan In the Alaska Range. The sizes of the Granite 
Mountains, Sunshine-Cloudy Mountain, Kilbuck Mountain and ICokrlne Hills 
herds are not known, but It ts unlikely that any group contains 110re 
than one thousand animals. EstiMates of nUlllbers in the Andreafsky River 
wild reindeer/caribou herd range from 1500 to 5,000. The Western Arctic 
herd when censused in 1970 contained a minimum of 242,000 caribou but 
recently ha$ declined to 50,000 animals. 

Although caribou utilize a variety of habitats throughout the year, much 
of their time ts spent on the tundra or on treeless upland areas. In 
the Western Region this zone generally lies between 3,000 and 5,000 feet 
In elevation where heath tundra, alpine tundra and sedge wetland plant 
associations dominate the vegetation. Tl•bered areas are used extensively 
as winter ranges but are abandoned as the snow nielts. An Important 
habitat requtrelll!llt 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 areas are not well known but probably relate to such factors as 
availability of green vegetation following snownelt, ease of movement 
and unobscured visibility. With few exceptions, calving areas are in 
timber-free areas. 

Almost any vegetated habitat type can be and has been used by caribou 
for winter range, but the greatest use is inade of timbered areas, 
especially spruce· lichen assocfations. With teeth adapted for eating 
soft, leafy vegetation, caribou In winter are dependent on lichens, 
grasses, sedges and decUllbent shrub vegetation . Lichens are slow­
growing plant fonns requiring up to 100 years for development of stands 
that can provide forage in sfgnificant quantities . Caribou utilize 
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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 characteristics of caribou Is one of the 
mechanisms apparently acquired by the species through evolutionary 
selection to adapt to limitations of the arctic environment. 

tarfbou depend upon climax vegetation; conditions favoring progression 
of vegetation through the successional series to climax stages, or the 
maintenance of climax vegetation, favor caribou. In Western Alaska 
fires and overgrazing by caribou and reindeer have depleted some ranges. 

Despite their physiological and 110rphologfcal adaptations for coping 
with the 1rctic environment, caribou populations have always fluctuated 
numerically. Some areas fn the state with few or no caribou have well· 
worn trails of large populations fn the past. Among many Interrelated 
natural factors lf•fttng caribou population growth, weather and predation 
are Important factors operating directly on sn1al1 populations, whereas 
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 capecfty of the range fs exceeded. Density related 
stress may cause emigration to new ranges, and reduced food quality and 
quantity and Increased disease may serve to lower calf production and 
survival. 

The iaost critical tl111e for caribou ts the period just prior to and 
durfng calving. For those carfbou that have survived the wfnter, the 
avaflabtllty 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 .ortallty ff severe weather strikes during the short one 
week period when most calves are born. Predation on calves and weather 
induced calf mortality detennlne In large part whether populations 
Increase or decrease. In Infected populations, brucellosis and a 
retained placenta condition can reduce the number of viable young born. 

Unt11 recent years, caribou In Western Alaska have not been Intensively 
sport hunted because of limited access and a small resident human 
population. The region has no roads linking with the highway system. 
Recreational hunters utilizing aircraft transport have Increased harvests 
fl"Oll the Mulchatna and Rainy Pass herds. Although ..ich of this pressure 
fs by resident hunters, some nonresidents participate. Domestic use by 
natives was significant In the 1800's when a much larger population of 
caribou occurred In the region. In the past several decades domestic 
use of caribou hlls been locally Important on a sporadic basis to villages 
that take advantage of variable lllDVecnent patterns of caribou which 
occassionelly bring them within reach of a village. 

* 

* 

Increasing development and more Intensive land use will also mean a 
greater probability of fire. Loss of caribou range due to fire may 
have serious adverse consequences for affected caribou populations. 
Important caribou ranges 1111st be Identified and prevention and 
suppression of fires 11111st be gfven high priority In iaanage11ent of 
those lands. 

A revival of Interest In maintaining domestic reindeer herds In 
Southwestern Alaska has the potential for serious conflicts with 
caribou tn the region. The sedentary nature of reindeer can result 
In severe overutlllzatlon of ranges, reducing the carrying capacity 
of the area for both reindeer and caribou. In addition, unless 
closely herded, reindeer herds suffer attrition of animals which 



run off with passing caribou, IW!cessitating construction of fences 
or elimination of caribou to maintain the re1ndeer herds Intact . 
Finally, feral reindeer which join caribou populations may serve as 
vectors of disease and When Incorporated Into caribou populations 
may Introduce undesirable genetic characteristics into the wild 
caribou stocks. Experience of large-scale and largely unsuccessful 
reindeer herding attempts along much of northwestern, western and 
southwestern Alaska during the early to mid·1900's suggests that 
reindeer herding should be limited to areas where caribou and 
reindeer will not come Into contact and where caribou will not need 
to forage in the forseeable future. 

Predation Is at ti11es detrliaental to the welfare of caribou populations 
when caribou populations are s111ll and predator populations are 
large or where human utilization of caribou populations requires 
restriction of take to annual surpluses or less, thereby bringing 
use by humans into competition with use by predators. To the 
extent that competing uses are not compensatory, predator populations 
must be managed In addition to human utilization to insure the 
maintenance and enhancement of caribou populations. 



11, LOWER YUKON-KUSKOKW IM CAR I BOU t1ANAGEMENT PLAN 

LOCATION 

Game Management Unit 18; that portion of Game Management Unit 19 lying 
north of the Chukowan, Holitna, and Swift Rivers and the Farewell Caribou 
"'1nagement Plan area; G1111e Kanagemtnt Unit 21; and that portion of Game 
"'1nage11ent Unit 22 lying south of the Shaktoltk River . 

KllNAGEMENT ~ 

To provide for an optimum harvest of caribou. 

~OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain existing caribou populations and allow for their increase. 

2. Regulate hunting seasons, bag ll~lts and methods and 111eans of 
taking caribou, ff necessary, to provide for local use . 

3. Encourage fire suppression on caribou calving grounds and selected 
wintering areas. 

THE SPECIES 

Before 1900, caribou were probably the most abundant ungulate found In 
the lower Yukon-Kuskokwlm area where they roamed the tl~ered flats and 
mountainous areas. Severe wildfires beginning In the early 1900's 
destroyed much of the spruce and lichen understory habitat upon which 
the caribou depended. Eventually the large herds of caribou which 
roa.d th1s vast area becuie more restricted In their home ranges. 
Introduction of reindeer into this area In the early 1900's further 
Impacted available caribou range. Reindeer were established In two 
areas of the Kuskokwfm Mountains, one group of about 5,000 head near the 
Beaver Mountains and a much larger herd In the Aniak River drainage. 
These herds persisted until the late l930's and were then sold and 
retlOVtd or allowed to revert to the wild state, resulting In crossbreeding 
with caribou. At present several groups of caribou can be found In the 
Kuskokwl~ Mountains and In some nearby mountainous areas . There are 
about 500 caribou In the upper Nowltna River drainage, around the Sunshine 
and Cloudy Mountains. Another 2,000 caribou roam the river valleys and 
hills near the Beaver Mountains. There are probably over 1,000 A10re 
caribou In several Isolated groups between the Beaver group and the head 
of the Aniak River. 

The caribou populations occupying the Kuskokwlm Mountains have shown no 
growth over the pest five years. Calf production and survival has not 
exceeded 10 percent of the adult population by late fall . Hunting 
effort Is light and has rarely exceeded 100 animals annually. Wolves 
and grfzzly bears are abundant, but their Impact on the caribou populations 
Is not know. During the early 1970's severe winters could have been 
detrimental to c1rfbou In the Kuskokwlm Mountains, but the populations 
have shown little change after two relatively mild winters . Huch of the 
Kuskokwlm Mountain caribou range now appears to be In excellent condition. 
An exception to this are the north facing slopes of the Beaver Mountains 
which constitute the calving area for the Beaver herd. Cursory Inspection 
of ground cover and lichens on these slopes shows considerable sign of 
trampling and overgrazing. At calving time this area Is nonnally occupied 
by 1,200 to 1,500 caribou. Some large tracts of potential winter range 
were destroyed by fire In the lgso's , but fire damage has been light in 
the past ten years. 



Caribou are hunted In the Kuskokwlm Mountains from early fall to late 
winter. The ll'Ost Intensive hunting occurs after snowfall and during the 
winter. Nearly all the caribou taken from this area are harvested by 
local hunters for meat and hides. Hunters must fly to all herd locations 
except near McGrath, where snowmachlnes are used for transportation to 
the Nixon Flats. There are few wheel landing areas throughout the 
caribou range and 1110st hunting Is accomplished with ski-equipped aircraft. 
Because these herds or groups of caribou are relatively isolated, hunting 
pressure has been light. Ho harvest reports are required of caribou 
hunters fn the area, therefore little ts known about harvest characteristics. 
Caribou In the Kuskokwlm Mountains are not recognized as large antlered 
animals, nor are many large-bodied. However, some trophy size bulls 
have been taken from several different groups of caribou In this area. 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Wildfire ts a chronic threat to caribou habitat. Host of the 
Kuskokwlm Hountafns are within a high risk fire zone since the area 
Is subjected to frequent electrical storms during the dry sumner 
ll'IDnths. SUJ>presslon of fires In this region Is Important to maintaining 
caribou winter range. 

Production and survival of calves has been low despite recent mild 
winters. Causes have not been identified. The Department should 
Investigate the causes of low recruitment of Kuskokwlm caribou and 
should apply remedial 11easures If possible. 

Caribou populations will Increase If factors currently depressing 
recrulUlent are Identified and a11elforated. 

Control of access methods ts not anticipated fn the near future. 

Suppression of fires for the benefit of caribou may have adverse 
Impact on moose populations In se111e areas. 
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11. FAREHELL CARIBOU f1AHAGEMENT PLAN 

LOCATIOH 

In Galle Hanagecient Units 16 and 19, that area within a line drawn from 
the O\ltlet of Telequana lake north to Lone Mountain, east to Farewell, 
east northeast to the northwest corner of Ht. McKinley National Park, 
then south along the Park boundary to the Yentna Glacier, down the 
Yentna Glacier and River to fts confluence with the Skwentna River, then 
up the Skwentna River to Its headwaters, then south along the Nagfshlamlna 
River to Chakachamna Lake, then west up the Neacola River to Telequana 
Pass and down the Telequana River to the point cf beginning. 

MANAGEMENT GOAL 

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

~ .QE MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Control access, number and distribution of hunters and methods of 
hunter transport, ff necessary, to 111afntaln aesthetic hunting 
conditions and to maintain desired harvest levels. 

2. Develop hunter access, If necessary, to distribute hunting pressure 
through the area. 

3. Maintain or increase existing caribou populations. 

4. Encourage fire suppression on caribou calving grounds and selected 
wintering l!reas. 

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

THE SPECIES 

The Farewell caribou herd consists of several small groups of animals 
which probably wire formerly part of the McKinley caribou herd. These 
caribou can b1 found near Rainy Pass, along Post River, and in scattered 
groups along the northwest side of the Alaska Range from McKinley Park 
to Tel1quan1 lake where they contact the Hulchatna herd. The total 
population probably numbers about 3000. Natural mortality is probably 
the 1111Jor factor limiting growth of this population. Although wildfire 
has destroyed some winter range In the foothills of the Alaska Range, 
most habitat is in good condition. 

Fall harvest of this herd ls light, except in the southern portion of 
the area where floatplane access Is possible. A few caribou are hunted 
by local residents, but most caribou harvested In fall are taken by 
fu1ded nonr1sid1nts or by residents from larger cities. Host of the 
harvest occurs in late winter and spring by residents using ski-equipped 
aircraft . 

• Portions of the area may be included In the National Park System 
under proposals submitted to Congress by the Department of Interior. 
Under Park Service administration prohibition of hunting on and 
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lfmltatfons of access across National Park Lands 1111y sfgnlffcantly 
affect hunter use of the Farewell area. The Oe114rtiaent should seek 
tnanage.ent agreetleflts with the National Park Service whfch wf 11 
minimize loss of hunting opportunity on park lands and adjacent 
lands. 

Illegal harvest of caribou by hunters using ski-equipped aircraft 
In the winter and spring amounts to a large portion of the total 
kill. Strict enforcl!ftll!nt of the restriction to hunting the sa111e 
day airborne is necessary and ff increased t!llforcement efforts are 
Impractical, then the problem could be alleviated by opening the 
season only during the snowfree fall months. 

A proposed road connecting Anchorage to McGrath through Rainy Pass 
and the South Fork of the Kuskol<wim would result in increaseed 
hunting pressure for all game species fn the area. If the road is 
constructed, additional restrictions on caribou hunters will beconie 
necessary, including limitations on access and methods of transport. 

Regulation of hunter density on certain portions of the proposed 
management area will limit the nianber of hunters. 

Bag limits will probably be reduced In the near future due to 
Increased hunting pressure and the s111all size of the herd involved. 

DeveloPll'flt of additional aircraft landing strips wf 11 reduce 
congestion of hunters at existing limited points of access. 



12. MULCHATNA CARIBOU ~ANAGEMENT PLAN 

LOCATIOH 

That portion of Galle Manage.ent Unit 17 which drains into Bristol Bay 
east of Kulukak Bay; all drainages of the Kvichak River watershed above 
the Alagnak Riv•r In Galle Hanage.ent Unit g; and that portion of Gaaie 
Manag~nt Unit lg lying south of the Chukowan River, Holitna River, 
Kuskokw1m Riv•r, and the Sw1ft R1ver, except for the area included in 
the Farewell Car1bou Management Plan. 

~ MANAGEKENT m 
To provide the greatest opportunity to participate in hunting caribou. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide for an optimum harvest of caribou. 

EXAMPLES OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Control hunter distribution and methods of hunter transport, If 
necessary, to distribute hunting pressure through the area and to 
Maintain desired harvest levels. 

2. Regulate hunting seasons, bag li•its and methods and means of 
taking caribou, If necessary, to provide for local use. 

3. Hatntaln a •lni1111• post-hunting season population sex ratio of 25 
bulls per 100 cows. 

4. Encourage fire suppression on caribou calving and wintering areas . 

THE SPECIES 

The Hulchatna caribou herd ranges 1n an area generally south of the 
Stony River, tast. cf the Nushagak River, north of Illamna Lake and west 
of the Alaska Range. Numbers of caribou have fluctuated in the past, 
but historical data on the herd are limited. In the mid-1960's the herd 
was estimated at 3,000 animals. A census conducted In 1974 established 
a minimal herd s1ze of 14,231 animals. The herd appears to be very 
product1ve at this time with an October Jg74 calf/cow ratio of about 35 
calves p•r 100 cows. The calving ground for the Mulchatna herd is in 
the Bonanza Hills area . Scattered calving also occurs along the northeastern 
shore of Lake lliemna. 

Kigrattonal patterns are not well documented. Wintering areas have 
varied in recent years, but normally late winter concentrations occur in 
the drainages of the Chlllkadrotna, Hulchatna, and Hoholltna Rivers . 
Prior to the turn of the century, this herd regularly crossed the Kvtchak 
River and Interchanged wtth the northern portion of the Alaska Peninsula 
herd. Our1ng the winter of 1972-73 approxf111ately 3,000 caribou crossed 
the Kvlchak and wintered below lgluglg. There has been no repeated 
111ajor crossing since. 

Data on the condition of the caribou range are lack ing. The observed 
reproductive success and excellent physical condition of the animals In 
the harvest suggest the range is In good condition; however, continued 
herd growth could adversely effect the condition of the range. Predators 
do not appe1r to be having any significant impact on the herd at this 
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tline elthough loc•l residents are concerned about the effects of wolf 
pred1t1on. The nUlllber of wolves killed In the area used by wintering 
caribou his been high In recent years. Predation by wolves and bears 
may have en lmpect In the future, particularly ff the Hulchatna herd 
declines significantly. No major outbreaks of disease have been reported, 
but disease could become a factor Influencing the p0pulatfon and Its 
subsequent manageiaent . 

Hunting pressure on this herd has been low. Historically, the herd has 
been hunted by local residents, particularly from the villages of the 
Nushlgak River and Lake Clark-lake llfamna area. A University of Alaska 
"subsistence survey" placed the harvest at just over 400 animals fn 
lg74. The majority of the harvest occurs fn the winter when dog sleds, 
snowmechlnes, and aircraft are used for transportation. Occasional 
cerfbou are taken at other times of the ear when locally available or 
when village activities allow hunting opportunity. 

In the past access difficulties during the fall discouraged extensive 
sport harvest, and most sport hunting was by guided hunters . In recent 
yeers the number of guide operations within the are• has Increased and 
there has also been an Increase In nongulded sport hunters from other 
arees of the state. The estimated sport harvest during the fall months 
ls considered less than 200 caribou. In the past t1«1 years this herd 
has been subjected to a greatly expanded harvest level as a result of 
airborne hunting during the winter 110nths. The proximity of Its wintering 
grounds to the human population centers of the Cook Inlet area has made 
It readily accessible to ski-equipped aircraft. During periods of 
favor1ble weath1r and snow conditions, a large force of hunters his been 
transported Into the area and hunter success has been high. Estimated 
harvest during the lite winter period has been 1 ,250 to 1,500 caribou. 
The majority of this harvest has been by Alaskan residents living outside 
the range of the Mulchatna herd. 

At this t11111 the herd appears to be increasing In nUllt>ers , although the 
large hervest or the past two winters 1111y have curtailed growth. Large 
antlered bulls are available and the area has produced good trophies. 

* 

* 

* 

Development of hard mineral or of 1 resources within the range of 
the Hulchatna herd may prove detrimental to habitat or block traditional 
migration routes. The size of the populetion which would be compatible 
w1th remaining habftat could be lowered. The numbers of caribou 
then available for use by various segments of the public would be 
reduced. The Department should discourage development In all areas 
of critical habitat; large development elsewhere should be modified 
to minimize adverse effects on caribou. 

Harvest pressure can be expected to increase and may reech a level 
detrlmentel to the population. Restrictive big game seasons end 
bag ll•lts In other areas of the state will encourage Increased 
sport hunting of this herd. Continued human population growth, 
partlcul1rly if a large influx of persons enter the area as a 
result of cineral developlll!nt, will also place a larger demand on 
the resource. The Department will then recocnnend that seasons, bag 
11•1ts, and 111ethods of hunting be altered to 1111lntain the desired 
level and allotment of the harvest . The optllMllll population size 
for the Hulchatna herd should be identified and necessary adjustlllents 
In regulet1ons should be made to achieve the desired level . A 
relatively stable population should be maintained with the reproductive 
capacity to provide for a liberal harvest. 

Continued growth of this population may eventually exceed the 
carrying capacf ty of the range. Emigration to other areas or 
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actual loss of animals to disease or starvation may occur. The 
Department will recOt1111end that seasons, bag limits, and methods and 
means be regulated to produce a harvest level that will maintain 
the herd In balance with its habitat. 

A proposal to establish reindeer grazing in portions of this area 
might remove critical habitat from use by the Mulchatna caribou 
herd depending an where the reindeer were grazed. Free-ranging 
caribou may attract reindtl!r, causing losses to the reindeer herd. 
Such action would also cause dilution of the caribou gene pool. 
Past incompatibility of caribou with reindeer grazing has been 
docU111ented in other areas of the state. Depending upon the areas 
utilized by the reindeer industry, the carrying capacity of the 
Mulchltna herd may be reduced and lower population size result. In 
addition, hunting of caribou in areas of reindeer grazing may be 
prevented, resulting in lower harvest and/or congestion of hunters 
in re11111nlng areas. Efforts should be inade to prevent reindeer 
grazing from being established In areas critical to the well-being 
of the caribou herd. Reindeer would also have to be carefully 
herded to prevent mixing of domestic stock with caribou. In addition, 
herds should be maintained at a level that will not result in 
deter1orat1on of range. The Department should recannend that the 
reindeer bt marked in a manner as to differientiate them from 
caribou. To implement these conditions, goad liason and cooperation 
will hive to be Maintained with the reindtl!r industry. 

The transfer of lands to private ownership as a result of the 
Native Claims Settlement Act may seriously affect access or reduce 
the areas available for the public to hunt. As a result, hunting 
iaay be concentrated on renaining public lands. Concentration of 
hunters may result in local overharvest of same segments of the 
herd. The Department should solicit the cooperation of private 
landowners to facilitate progressive management of caribou. 
Eas11111nts across private lands to public lands will be sought as 
provided for in the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. Appropriate 
restrictions on harvests will be Implemented ta prevent overharvests. 

The recreational harvest may reach a level that is lnc0111patible 
with the needs of local residents to take caribou for domestic use. 
Tht Department will recommend that limits, or methods and means of 
hunting be altered ta give local residents the mast favorable 
opportunity to compete for the resource. Such regulations would be 
1111intained so long as the demand for local use retaains justified 
and the harvest level Is not detrimental to the resource. However, 
demands for exclusive local use of the resource will not be met. 

No deterioration of the range Is expected if herd size can be 
regulated. 

Both domestic and recreational use of the resource will continue • 

Uncontrolled reindeer grazing will be discouraged in areas that 
would prove incompatible with caribou. 

Operational costs of resource developa11nt 11ay be increased by 
stipulations imposed to protect caribou. 



BISOU IN WESTERH ALASKA 

The Farellfll bison (Bioon bison) herd is the only bison herd occurring 
in Western Alaska, ranging in the Alaska Range from the Rhon (Tatlna) 
River downstream on the South Fork of the Kuskokwlm River. The herd was 
established In 1965 by a transplant of 18 bison fl'OCll the Delta herd In 
Interior Alaska. A second transplant to the area in 1968 added 20 111Dre 
bison. Counts in 1971 Indicated 70 to 75 bison in the area Including 16 
calves . Since 1972 the population has been stabilized by hunting. 

Bison are grazing animals requiring grasses, sedges, forbs and some 
browse for forage. Such vegetation In Western Alaska Is largely limited 
to rlverbars, streamslde bluffs, shallow ponds In glacial moraines and 
to recently burned areas. Wet sedge meadows are utilized after the 
substrate freezes In the fall . During the winter the Farewell herd 
utilizes river bars, sedge ponds and occasionally a burn area near 
Farewell Lake. Availability of winter forage Is the most critical 
natural factor affecting the herd. Starvation during winters having 
deep crusted snow Is thought to be the prllllilry cause of natural 
mortality, with calves of the year especially vulnerable. calves are 
also susceptible to drowning during river crossings. Losses to 
predation have not been observed and are not thought to be significant 
because bison are especially rugged and aggressive In their own defense. 
Observed natural losses to other causes have been negligible. 

Controlled sport hunting has been used since 1972 to stabilize the 
Farewell herd. The harvests have been predetermined and the hunts have 
been control led by permit. Host Farewell bisu11 hunters are Alaska 
residents from McGrath, Anchorage, and Fairbanks. 

PROBLEMS 

• Suitable year-round bison range is e~trecnely limited fn Western 
Alaska. Bison nud>ers must be 11anaged to maintain the herd In 
balance with the long term productivity of winter habitat. 

6Z 



2. FAREWELL BISON llANAGEHENT PLAll 

~ 

In Game Hanagement Unit 19, drainages of the South Fork of the Kuskokwim 
River. 

MANAGEMENT~ 

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

~OF MANAGEHENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain a post-hunting season population of 80 bison. 

2. Control access, number and distribution of hunters and methods of 
hunter transport, if necessary, to maintain aesthetic hunting conditions. 

3. Encourage hunter harvest of lone bulls. 

TltE SPECIES 

Bison were established In the Farewell area on the South Fork of the 
Kuskokwlm river by transplants of animals from the Delta herd. In 1965, 
18 bison Including 8 adult females and 4 calves were released at the 
Farewell airstrip. In 1968, 20 bison including 9 adult females and 7 
calves were released. An aerial census of the area prior to the 1968 
transplant revealed 25 bison present including 7 newborn calves. Subsequent 
aerial counts indicate an average population Increase of between 10 and 
20 percent annually. In July, 1975, 84 adults and 22 calves were counted. 
Relatively few bison have been found dead In surveys over the past 5 
years. Predation by wolves and bears Is not considered significant. 
Most natural 110rtallty Is attributed to starvation Induced by deep snows 
or, In the case of young calves, to drowning when the herd crosses the 
South Fork. 

Range studies In 1971 suggested that no 1n0re than 100 bison should be 
allowed on the South Fork-Farewell range. Controlled permit hunts in 
1972, 1974 and 1975 were conducted to remove surplus animals. Twenty­
seven bison, including 6 cows and 21 bulls, have been taken by hunters. 
Ret110val of 10 bison annually Is possible with present herd growth. To 
date all hunters drawing permits have been Alaskan residents. Sixteen 
percent of these hunters were fro111 McGrath and Nikolai. Hunter success 
has been close to 100 percent. Few hunters have been guided. Hunters 
utilize aircraft and riverboats for transport to the hunting area. 
Hunters have harvested several trophy class bulls and several large 
animals still remain fn the herd. The area should continue to produce 
large bulls. Due to the area's Isolation and minimal supervision of 
hunters In the field, many hunters consider taking bison in the Farewell 
area a true wilderness experience. 

* Fire suppression activities by land managing agencies reduce the 
frequency and extent of wildfires which are beneficial to bison 
range. Wildfire regenerates grass and forb vegetation laiportant as 
bison forage. Fires In selected areas of the Farewell bison range 
should be allowed to burn. If necessary, controlled burns should 
be used to improve the range. 
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Development of extensive mining claims in the area may create a 
greater need for an access road from Anchorage to McGrath through 
Rainy Pass or Ptan1f gan Pass. Such an access road would cut 
through the South Fork bison range. The Department iaust 111Crk 
closely with other state agencies and with private developers to 
ensure minimum damage Is done to bison habitat. 

Herd productivity and survival rates should remain at high levels • 

The number of hunters and conditions of the hunt will continue to 
be controlled by permit. 

No deleterious effects on other species are expected through the 
controlled management of bison on this range. 



DALL SHEEP IN WESTERN ALASKA 

Dall sheep (Ovis dalli) occupy alpine portions of the Alaska Range north 
and east from Lake Clark, prfiaarfly on the western and northern slopes. 
An estimated 2,000 sheep occupy the Alaska Range west of Mt. McKinley 
National Park. About 1,000, reside In that portion of the Alaska Range 
Included In the Western Region. Surveys in this area have been limited 
and population estimates are only approximate. 

Like most northern ungulates, Dall sheep populations are subject to 
fluctuations In abundance. Numbers were reportedly high in the early 
part of this century. A 111ajor decline occurred In the 1930's and early 
1940's, pro~bly as a result of unusually severe winters, which left 
sheep herds throughout the state at low levels. Herds Increased again 
throughout the 195D's and 1960's. Although data are not available for 
all populations, ft is probable that sheep numbers In Western Alaska 
reached a peak by the late 1960's as they did elsewhere In the state, 
and have been stable or declining slowly since then. Sheep populations 
are probably near the carrying capacity of winter ranges and may be 
expected to remain relatively stable or to decline with the occurrence 
of abnonnally severe winters. 

Dall sheep are largely animals of alpine habitat . During the suirrner, 
they occupy relatively large areas of their annual range and remain 
almost entirely above brushl fne. Alpine meadows and slopes are used for 
feeding and resting, while nearby cliffs or large rocky outcrops are 
required for escape cover. By early November, sheep begin to congregate 
on their winter ranges. These are areas of li~lted size where forage is 
available throughout the winter on windblown ridges or slopes, and where 
cliffs and outcrops are available to enable escape from predators. A 
herd occupying many square miles of suAllll!r habitat may be restricted to, 
and limited In size by, a winter range of relatively few acres. Some 
herds occupy winter habitats several miles removed from their summer 
range and migrate between the two, sometimes following traditional 
routes leading across Umbered valleys. Breeding takes place from mld­
Hovember throughout early Decetllber. 

With the beginning of snow melt In spring, most sheep 1111ve down frOlll 
their windswept wintering grounds to the lower, south-facing slopes 
where green plants first emerge. At this time, they may be found down 
In alders and near the upper limits of tfmbert'ine, much lower than at 
any other season. 

Lambing occurs in May and early June. Parturfent ewes seek Isolation In 
the most rugged cliffs available, to give birth to their single lallbs . 
Escape terrain Is particularly vital at this time to protect the COlllParatfvely 
fllllObfle 1110thers and newborn young fr0111 disturbance and predator attack. 
Upon completion of lalllblng, the ewes and young follow the retreating 
snowline upward and move onto summer ranges. Rams may precede ewes by 
several weeks In moving to surrmer range. 

Subsequent to lambing, sheep use natural mineral licks extensively. 
Although such licks have not be charted In this region, some undoubtedly 
exist. Sheep, especially feaiales and young, will frequently travel 
several miles over well-worn trails to congregate In mineral licks where 
they spend hours eating the mineral-rich soil. Use of licks Is heavy In 
early sunmer and gradually lessens as sunmer advances . Natural mineral 
licks are apparently of extreme Importance to many sheep, although 
mineral requirements are not yet clearly understood. Some herds apparently 
do not have access to mineral licks and may substitute the use of certain 
plant species to obtain the required minerals . 

Oall sheep are primarily grazing animals; bunchgrasses, particularly 
alpine fescue , and sedges make up the majority of their annual diet. 



These are supplemented by smaller araounts of browse such as alpine 
willow. Various forbs are consUMed during SUllllll!r, while lichens becOlll! 
Important quantitatively in winter. 

Climate Is the most important factor regulating sheep numbers and 
distribution. Deep, dense snows prevent sheep from reaching winter 
forage and are Important In li~lting sheep distribution, particularly in 
the southern ll•its of Dill sheep range where heavy snow accumulations 
occur due to maritime Influences. Sheep require relatively light snowfall 
and wind to survive during winter. Low temperatures keep the snow 
powdery and soft, allowing winds to remove ft from ridgetops and slopes, 
exposing winter forage . Wann winters or thaws, result In dense, crusted 
snow through which the sheep cannot easily dtg nor the wind remove. By 
late winter, sheep are often restricted to small areas of exposed, wind· 
scoured, low.quality vegetation which provides less nouristw.ent than Is 
used in daily activities. Sheep then rely, in part, on metabolism of 
stored body fat and tissue. If spring arrives late, body reserves may 
be used up and mortality occurs. Exceptionally severe winter, such as 
those which occurred in the early 1940's, have been the only factor 
known so far to have caused .ajor "crashes" In Dall sheep populations. 

Overwinter survival of lambs is normally low In comparison to that of 
adult sheep and severe winters depress ft further. Newborn lambs are 
particularly susceptible to adverse spring weather such as cold wind, 
rain, or snow during the critical lambing period. Summer weather, while 
not as critical as that In winter, must provide an adequate growing 
season for forage to enable sheep to store sufficient body fat for 
~urvlv~l during winter. 

Predation does not appear to be important in population control except 
under exceptional clrcU111Stances, such as when deep winter snows force 
sheep to feed far frD11 protective cliffs. Parasites, and diseases also 
take their toll, but their i.portance In Alaska Is not well understood . 
Accidents are probably uncOlllllOn. 

Sheep were originally hunted for subsistence and the market during the 
early days of Alaska's settlement, but they now are taken primarily by 
recreational hunters. Traditionally, only mature rams with horns of J/4 
curl or greater configuration have been legal gatie during an August· 
SeptenCler season. Dall sheep are recognized worldwide as one of North 
America's outstanding trophy animals, and they are an important sport· 
hunted species in Western Alaska. 

Sheep harvests in the area have been characterized by increases In 
nuaibers of hunters (about 115 in 1975) and in number of raMS taken 
(1961.1g75 average of 66 rams with 69 taken in 1975) . Success is slowly 
decreasing with 60 percent of lg75 hunters successful. About 54 percent 
of the 1975 harvest was taken by nonresidents, who made up only 36 
percent of the hunters. Their greater hunting success ts probably 
attributable to the require111ent that nonresidents 11111st be accompanied by 
a guide while sheep hunting. Success of all hunters would undoubtedly 
be lower, were it not for the use of llll!Chanlzed off.road vehicles, 
including aircraft, that are used for transport to othenifse inaccessible 
hunting areas. 

The Increasing hunting pressure in Western Alaska will probably cause 
the nUllber of large ra~s to decline in some herds even though adequate 
breeding stocks re111tn . Increasing numbers of hunters are ca.peting for 
a relatively stable or declining number of legal rams. Under these 
circumstances decreasing size and nuntiers of trophies taken and reduced 
hunter success can be expected. However, the average age of rams taken 
In recent harvests remains above the average age required to reach full· 
curl in thfs region. This Indicates that sufficient older r .. s still 
remain to allow hunters to bi! selective for large ani111c1ls rather than 
merely taking the minfQl!ll legal size. 



While ra~-only hunting harvests do not c011trol sheep populations, 
carefully regulated , experlaental either-sex hunts have proven feasible 
In controlling herd numbers . These provide more animals for harvest 
while apparently Increas ing lalllb production and survival . Such Intens ive 
111nageaient -ay become necessary as hunting pressure Increases. 

Although noncons1111Pt1ve uses of Dall sheep are h1iportant In other areas 
of Alaska, little such use occurs In Western Alaska due to Its inaccesslblity 
to the general public. Adjacent Ht. HcKfnley National Park contains a 
large nucnber of sheep and provides considerable opportunities for 
noncons1111ptive use of sheep. 

• 

• 

• 

Expanding human land use may adversely affect sheep through the 
alteration of Important habitat or through disturbance of sheep use 
of critical areas. Mineral lfcks, 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 numbers of hunters, development of access, and improved 
transport methods have reduced availability of legal rains, even fn 
once-remote and lightly hunted areas . In lllOSt areas the average 
size of rantS available to hunters has decreased. In addition to 
reduced hunter success, Increased hunting pressure has lowered the 
quality of the hunting experience. Managl!tllent 111easures to regulate 
hunter density and distribution , and to Increase the nulllber of 
legal rams available to hunters should receive greater eiaphasfs. 

Li•ltatlon of use to ra~ of 3/4 curl or larger has had little 
significant effect on population size or trend , even In herds in 
other regions of Alaska where most legal rams -are removed by 
hunters. Thus, ram harvests are of little utility to management 
where population control or productive manipulation Is desirable. 
The effect of 3/4 curl management has been to create an imbalance 
in sheep sex ratios in many herds. Since sheep populations may be 
near the carrying capacity of the range and may be declining in 
some areas, the inilalance in sex ratios coupled with heavy hunting 
pressure results fn less rams being available to hunters . Additionally, 
since relative densities of sheep populatfons are probably high, 
the production and survival of lanils Is probably low as It ls 
elsewhere in Alaska under similar conditions. Low lamb survival 
results in relatively few legal rams being recruited into the 
population. Management of harvests providing the option for either 
sex hunting would benefit use sfgnfffcantly as well as benefit the 
resource. Harvests of either sex would allow more animals to be 
taken. Reduction in population density would i111Prove lamb production 
and survival, as well as possibly decreasing potent ial adverse 
Impacts of severe winter weather on the total population. Increased 
production and survival of lambs would offset larger harvests and 
would increase the recruitlllent of rillllS to the population. 
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12. FAREWELL SHEEP MANAGEMENT PLAN 

LOCATION 

That portion of Game Management Unit 9 draining Into Lake Clark east of 
and including the Tanalian River, and draining into Cook Inlet north of 
the Johnson River: that portion of Game Management Unit 17 drained by 
the Chilikadrotna and Hulchatna Rivers east of the outlet of Tuniuolse 
Lake; and that portion of Game 1'1anagetnent Unit 19 including the area 
lying east of a line drawn frOlll the norttr.lest corner of Ht. McKinley 
National Park west southwest to Farewell, west to Lone Mountain, and 
south southeast to the confluence of the Telequena River and Trail 
Creek, and the area drained by Trail Creek. 

MANAGEMENT GOAL 

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

EXAKPLES OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

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

2. Oevelop hunter access, if necessary, to distribute hunting pressure 
through the area. 

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

THE SPECIES 

Little Information Is available regarding past sheep populations fn this 
area. Local residents report sheep were not abundant during the 1940's, 
but became more numerous during the 1950's and 1960's. After 1968 the 
sheep population declined somewhat during a series of severe winters. 
The farewell sheep population shows signs of good recovery from this 
setback. Aerial surveys of sheep in this area during the sunaners of 
1972 and 1973 suggested the population may exceed 2,000 animals. Composition 
data from both years Indicated rams composed about 25 percent of the 
herd. Roughly 10 percent of the sheep observed were 3/4 curl rams or 
larger. S.-r lainb:ewe counts In 197Z·75 nnged from 20 lambs to 60 
lambs per 100 ewes, with low values In 1972 and 1973 following severe 
winters and delayed springs. Range conditions In the Farewell area are 
poorly understood, but a ground reconnaissance of the heavily used 
lambing and wintering area In the Sheep Creek drainage indicated there 
has been some range damage occurring from heavy use. Another fmportant 
lambing and wintering area occurs along the headwaters of the Tonzona 
River. Range conditions f n this sect1on are not presently known. 

Sheep hunting became popular in the Farewell area In the early lg6Q's, 
and hunting pressure has Increased to moderate or heavy levels In much 
of the area. Harvests have ranged from 24 sheep in l96Z to 119 fn 1974. 
Since 1973 110re than ZOO hunters have hunted in the area each year. The 
harvest Is fairly evenly distributed through the 42-day season. 

Hunter success has ranged froa1 70 to 49 percent, depending on weather 
conditions. Although resident hunters outnUlllber nonresident In most 
years, more than half the harvest is taken by nonresidents. Higher 
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success by nonresidents results from the requirement that they be accompanied 
by guides. About 15 guides operate in the area. 

The sheep harvest has not significantly reduced the availability of 
legal rams except in some heavily hunted drainages. Sheep in SOiie 
drainages rarely see hunters due to proble11s of access. Hunters have 
taken •any trophy sheep fraa the area, including several rams exceeding 
42 inches In horn length. Horn curl sizes have averaged about 34.0 
inches over the past 10 years . 

Access into the area has been primarily by aircraft, with 90 percent of 
the sheep being taken by airborne hunters. A ff!W hunters utilize horses, 
boats, and all-terrain vehicles. There are few differences between 
local, nonlocal , and nonresident ftleans of access. 

Domestic use of the Alaska Range sheep was l•portant to villagers of 
Nikolai and Tellda prior to 1955. Hunting usually took place after the 
first snowfalls In mid-October or early November. Travel was by dog 
team and the meat was hauled back to the villages by sled. 

• 

* 

• 

* 

* 

* 

Much of the Farewell area is highly •1neralized and will be subject 
to increased prospecting and mining activities in the near future. 
The Sheep Creek area, an important sheep lambing and wintering 
area, has been heavily staked with d1scov1ries of extensive ore 
bodies. In addition to disturbance of sheep In critical habitats, 
mining activity may increase access into the Farewell area, and 
will result in a deterioration of the wild character of the area. 
Important sheep habitat within the Farewell area should be Identified 
and mining activities should be regulated to mini~ize disturbance 
to sheep. Restrictions on develop!llental activities may be necessary 
to minimize environmental degradation. 

Hunting pressure has been concentrated near relatively few unimproved 
bush airstrips. Availability of rams in proximity to access 
points Is reduced and crowding of hunters detracts frOlll aesthetic 
enjoyaient of hunters. The Department 1111y develop additional 
access strips to reduce hunter cl'0'1dlng and to distribute the 
harvest through the area . 

Development of a proposed road from Anchorage to McGrath through 
Rainy Pass and down the South Fork of the Kuskokwlm River would 
open the area to increased hunting pressure and use of all-terrain 
vehicles. The number of hunters In heavily hunted portions of the 
area will be controlled by pel'!llit. Off-road vehicle restrictions 
would be necessary In areas accessible by road. 

Portions of the upper Tonzona River drainages have been recoamended 
for inclusion in the proposed Ht. McKinley National Park extension. 
The Tonzona drainage Is an Important lambing area in addition to 
supporting a significant population of sheep, and its inclusion 
Into a national park will substantially reduce hunting opportunity 
in the Farewell area. 

Permits will be used to control hunter density. 

Productivity and survival of lambs should improve as range conditions 
Improve. 



• 

• 

• 

Restrictions In SOiie drainages on mechanized transport while hunting 
will Improve aesthetic hunting conditions. 

Guides and outfitters may be affected by restrictions on numbers of 
hunters and controls on hunter transport. 

Development of more aircraft access strips should help relieve the 
present problem of hunter concentration around a few localtzed 
areas. 

Some seasonal or spatial limitations on mining activity In Important 
sheep habitat 111ay be recomnended. 
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MOOSE Ill WESTERN ALASKA 

Moose (Alcca alcea} were relatively unknown to most early residents of 
the Kuskokwim River drainage and were rarely seen along the Middle Yukon 
until the early lgOO's. Prospectors and Native residents of the region, 
especially along the upper Kuskokwlm, report few moose were present 
until after a series of wildfires burned vast areas of spruce forest 
between lg15 and 1920. During the l920's and 1930's moose populations 
gradually expanded throughout the upper Kuskokwlm and Middle Yukon. By 
the early 1940's lllOOSe were well established on the Yukon as far as 
Holly Cross and on the Kuskokwlm downstream to the Aniak area . Hoose 
populations reached their highest levels between 1950 and 1970. In the 
1960's moose began to appear in many of the treeless areas along the 
lower Kuskokwim and Yukon Rivers, but they have been unable to pennanently 
establish themselves In this habitat. 

Hoose habitat throughout the Western Region Is generally in good to 
excellent condition. This Is especially true of the willow stands along 
most of the river valleys. These stands are essential to spring survival, 
especially during years of heavy snowfall . Moose populations have not 
been dense enough over the past five years to have caused significant 
overuttlization of this browse . In soaie areas such as the foothills 
near McGrath, habitat used by lllOOse during late fall and early winter ts 
rapidly 111aturlng. Without the benefit of wildfire this browse will 
eventually be lost . 

Reported harvests of moose in Western Alaska are small, usually less 
than 300 animals. However, many moose taken for domestic utilization by 
local residents are not reported. Much of the region has poor access 
and receives light hunting pressure. Most domestic use occurs near 
villages or along rivers that are accessible by riverboat. Recreational 
hunters also use riverboats and, in addition, use aircraft to gain 
access to the Alaska Range foothills and other remote hunting areas. 

Resource exploration and developaient and growth of hu111o1n populations 
will continue to restrict moose habitat. Efforts must be made to 
protect critical habitat and assure free access by moose to these 
habitats. Further, the ecological value of wild fire must be more 
widely accepted, and fires In suitable areas which may result in 
new moose range should not be suppressed. 

Opposition to female 1110ose hunting has existed In Alaska for several 
years. Antlerless moose hunts by pennit or during a special season 
have been conducted with varying degrees of acceptance and critlcis~ . 
Unfortunately, recent declines in 11Dose populations strengthened 
opposition to antlerless hunts and culminated in passage of a bill 
preventing antlerless hunts unless otherwise authorized by the 
local advisory coamtttee. Antlerless hunting Is, however, a useful 
management tool, and efforts must be continued to explain the 
benefits of retaining this manage111ent option. 



11. YUKOH-KUSKOKW 111 MOOSE f1AllAGEl1Elff PLAH 

~ 

Gaml! Management Units 18, 19 and 21 axcept for the Farewell Hoose Management 
Plan area. 

MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide for an optimum harvest of moose. 

~OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain a moose hunting season and bag limit consistent with moose 
population levels. 

2. Adjust bull:cow ratios to provide for 1111xfiaum productivity of the 
moose population. 

3. Regulate hunting seasons, bag limits and methods and means of 
taking A10ose, ff necessary, to provide for local use. 

4. Control methods of hunter transport, ff nacessary, to prevent 
overutilfzatfon of local moose populations. 

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

6. Discourage fire suppression on potential moose habitat. 

7. Increase carrying capacity of selected areas for moose through 
habitat haprov1!1111!nt. 

THE SPECIES 

The 110ose population throughout the Yukon-Kuskokwl~ area apparently 
peaked between 1957 and 1970. This peak population was dram11tfcally 
reduced by a moderately severe winter In 1970-71 and a very severe 
winter In 1971-72 . Recovery froni this die-off has been slow In some 
areas, such as the middle kuskokwlm, upper Innoko and Nowf tna drainages. 
Hoose populations in the McGrath area now are moderately abundant . 
Flooding, predation and heavy harvest continue to depress populations f n 
the Middle Yukon, upper Kuskokwim and Holitna drainages . 

Spring flooding, which nonaally occurs In late Hay and early June, is a 
inaJor 1110rtality factor In the middle Yukon section of the area. floods 
are more apt to follow severe winters than mild ones, thus subjecting 
the moose population to "double jeopardy". Effects of flooding ara 
apparent in data from spring counts conducted following such catastrophles. 
In 1972, a spring survey froa Nulato to Holy Cross revealed that only 
4.6 percent of the population were calves . A spring survey of the sa111e 
area In 1976 following flooding again produced a low number of surviving 
calves (9.2 percent} In the population. These floods not only result In 
adult aiortalfty but also drown many ""'born calves. 

Predation by wolvas has been a 1111jor factor In delaying recovery of 
moose populations In the middle Yukon and middle and upper kuskokwtm 
River drainages. Wolf hunting by local residents fn the McGrath area 
seems to have been effective in reducing predation by wolf packs within 
several hundred square miles of prlma lllOOSe habitat. Except for the 
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spring of 1972 when calf survival was very low followtng the severe 
winter, overwinter calf survival in the vicinity of McGrath has been 
good, with the proportion of calves in the spring averaging about 24 
percent of the population. However, wolf hunting elsewhere Is sporadic 
and relatively Ineffective in reduci ng wolf populations . Some of the 
drainages that are heavily hunted for moose, such as the llo11tna River, 
have supported dense wolf populations (one per 43 square •Iles on the 
Holitna) over the past several years. Calf survival 1n these areas has 
consistently been poor. With very little trapping pressure, and virtually 
no wolf hunting, wolves in this area continue to slow herd recovery. 
Predation by bears on moose occurs, especially during the calving period, 
occurs, but the impact of such predation is unknown. 

Although large bull moose are corraon in the area , few dral114ges produce 
trophy size antlers. Exceptions to this are the Upper Jnnoko , ldltarod , 
and ltowltna Rivers and the Alaska Range foothills. Doa!estlc hunting 
pressure ls sufficient in many areas to reduce the proportion of large 
trophy bulls. 

Harvests of moose In the area are light to moderate in most instances 
but heavy 1n the Holy Cross-Anvlk-Shagaluk and Holitna River areas. The 
reported harvest of moose on the lower Yukon·Kuskokwlm drainages has 
declined steadily since 1963 when 75 bulls and 3 cows were reported 
taken, to a low of 8 bulls in 1974. Reported harvests of lllOOse from the 
middle Yukon and ~lddle and upper Kuskokwl• River drainages rarely 
exceeded ZOO animals until the past few years. In general, the actual 
harvest in any part of the area is at least three times the reported 
harvest. 

Because the Yukon-Kuskokwlm area Is largely rural and most of the harvest 
has been by local hunters, seasons and bag li~lts between 1963 and 1g73 
were liberal . Except for the lower Yukon-Kuskowi~ River drainages a bag 
ll•lt of two moose {one of which could be antlerless) and an open season 
from August 10 to February 28 were in effect over most of the area. 
Population declines after 197Z required more restrictive regulations to 
allow moose stocks to recover. The area showed a definite decrease in 
kill in the fall of 197Z following the severe winter mortality of 1971-
72. Presently the moose season extends from September 1 to November 30 
with a bag li•it of one bull ~oose for llOSt of the area . 

Most moose hunting activity occurs during the open water 1110nths of the 
fall moose season. Host residents travel the rivers by boat looking for 
a bull moose. Movement of bulls to the river bars during the rut offers 
an advantage to the waterborne hunters. In October and November relatively 
little hunting occurs out of villages e~cept for occassional moose taken 
by trappers. Another flurry of hunting activity occurs In February as 
the days grow warmer and longer. Host hunters usually try to secure cow 
moose at this thne, since cows are generally in better condition. In 
winters with deep snow, moose llOVe to river bars where they are highly 
vulnerable to snOW111achine and aircraft hunters. 

Float equipped aircraft are utilized to some extent by residents to take 
moose along the larger rivers and lakes, but in general much of the 
aircraft harvest ls by nonlocal recreational hunters, with the exception 
of air traffic out of Bethel Into the middle Yukon and lower lnnoko 
Rivers. Winter hunting ls primarily with the aid of snl*lllilchines, dogs 
and ski-equipped aircraft. 

Present moose population levels are sufficient to accomodate the needs 
of most local residents. Competition between local and non-area residents 
has resulted In serious social problems, particularly concerning hunters 
from Bethel, Fairbanks and Anchorage. Regulations designed to accomodate 
the needs of persons residing within the area should not be changed. 
However, because these regulations have been designed for local domestic 
needs, they likewise have bee~ attractive to residents of other areas 
with ll'IOre restrictive regulations. 
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Wildfire is the single most Important factor renewing moose habitat 
in the area. Continued fire suppression on moose range will result 
in a decrease of the available browse through the maturation and 
decadence of 1110ose browse species and the successional invasion of 
nonbrowse plants. All resource values should be considered In 
determining the desirability of control of wildfires. In areas 
where benefits of rehabilitated moose habitat compare favorably 
with other land management objectives, fires should not be suppressed. 
Additional use of fire in the form of controlled burns may become 
an important riangeaient tool for range rehabilitation. 

Hunter access within the Yukon•Kuskokwtm area will be affected by 
Native land claims selections, federal refuge proposals and National 
Forest proposals. Public hunting on native lands will be possible 
only with the permission of the landowners. Hanage111ent policies 
and practices of federal agencies administering lands within the 
area may limit the degree and character of use by the public. The 
DeparUnent should solicit the cooperation of private landowners 
to facilitate progressive management of moose. Easements across 
private lands to public lands will be sought as provided for in 
the Alaska Native Cla ims Settlement Act. 

Violations of current moose hunting regulations are comnon. Most 
noncompliance ts by local residents, but non-area residents are 
also responsible . Hunting moose the same day the hunter is airborne 
and killing moose for hunters not present in the field are probably 
the most colllllOn infractions . Increased enforcement effort is 
necessary to reduce Illegal activities. 

Conflicts between local hunters and non-area residents will increase 
as increased restrictions reduce hunting opportunity in other 
areas. Exclusion of public hunting on private lands may result and 
Increased restrictions on areas remaining open to public hunting 
may be necessary. If possible, regulation of hunting should proceed 
in a manner that will minimize exclusion of public access while 
providing for the needs of local residents. 

Hunters can expect more liberal seasons and bag limits consistent 
with the capability of local moose populations to sustain increased 
harvests. 

Permit hunts for antlerless moose on an area quota systetn will 
becon1e more comnon. 

Regulations will be designed to better fit local domestic needs. 
Hunters from adjacent areas may be disadvantaged by season length 
and timing, and methods of transport restrictions. 

Trophy animals may not be available at all times, since management 
of harvests to increase productivity will reduce the average age of 
moose In the population. 

Habitat conditions should be improved with use of controlled burns 
and other techniques. Rehabilitation of moose habitat may result 
in some loss of caribou habitat. 
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12. FAREWELL HOOSE MANAGEMEIH PLAN 

!:9flli.Q!! 
In Game Management Unft 19 that area wfthin a line drawn frOlll the outlet 
of Telequana Lake north to Lone Mountain, east to Farewell, east northeast 
to the north~st corner of Ht. McKfnley National Park, south to the Unit 
19 boundary, along the Unit 19 boundary to Telequana Pass, then down the 
Telequana River to the starting point. 

~ MAllAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opportunfty to take large-antlered moose. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opportunity to hunt moose under aesthetically pleasing 
condf tions. 

!M.!!lli Q!. MANAGEMENT GUID£LINES 

1. Maintain a post-hunting season population sex ratio of 35-40 bulls 
per 1 00 cows • 

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

3. Control access, number and distribution of hunters and methods of 
hunter transport, If necessary, to maintain desired harvest levels 
and to maintain aesthetic hunting conditions. 

4. Develop hunter access , If necessary, to distribute hunting pressure 
through the area . 

5. Discourage fire suppression on potential 111t1ose habitat. 

6. Increase carrying capacity of selected areas for moose through 
habitat Improvement. 

THE SPECIES 

Little Information on numbers of moose In the Farewell area ts available. 
Population trends have been similar to those of the middle and upper 
Kuskokwl• River drainages. Moose populations expanded during the 1920's 
and 1930's and reached high levels of abundance In the lg60's. SOllle 
reductions In nUllbers occurred In the early 1970's as a result of several 
severe winters, and currently the 11DDse population t~ at a DIOderate 
level In the area, Hoose habitat ts tn good to excellent condition. 

Moose harvests have Increased rapidly in the Far~ll area since 1970. 
Hunters (largely guided nonresidents) are now taking about 100 bulls 
annually from the Alaska Range foothills. The Farewell area ts favored 
by resident sport hunters and guides as a hunting area because the 
tilllberllne habitat provides high visibility of moose and trophy bull 
llOOSe are available. In addition , the presence of brown bears, dall 
sheep and caribou provides an opportunity for inultispectes hunts . Most 
lllOOSe hunting occurs in Septellber and October, with an occasional bul 1 
taken in Hovellber. Seasonal 1110vements of bulls by ~Id-September into 
the upland areas during and after the rut Increases accessibility of 
moose. Trophy hunters rarely pursue moose during the early winter 
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months because the bulls begin to shed their antlers in November and 
December. Hunter selectivity for large bulls has reduced the proportion 
of large bulls In the population. Aerial surveys In 1973 and 1974 for a 
segment of the population {about 500 llOOse) indicated 25 to 28 bulls per 
100 cows and an increase In small bulls. 

Access to 1111ose In the Alaska Range foothills is largely by aircraft or 
ATV. Wheel aircraft are used to some extent along the large river bars 
from the Stony River to the Tonsona River. Float equipped aircraft are 
popular In the lake areas southeast of Big River. Aircraft flying Into 
this area are largely from the Anchorage vicinity. A few local hunters 
from McGrath, Red Devil, Sleetmute, Aniak and Bethel hunt this area for 
other species. Use of ATV's Is expected to becOllle 1110re extensive with 
increased use of this area due to the terrain and access limitations on 
aircraft. 

* 

• 

* 

.. 

.. 

A proposed road connecting Anchorage to McGrath through Rainy Pass 
and down the South Fork of the Kuskokwl• would result In a large 
increase in hunting pressure for all species In the area . If the 
road ts constructed additional restrictions on lllOOSe hunters will 
become necessary Including access and inethods of transport li•ltations . 

Portions of the area may be included In the National Park System 
under proposals submitted to Congress by the Department of Interior. 
Under Park Service administration prohibition of hunting on and 
ll•ltatlons of access across National Park Lands may significantly 
affect hunter use of the Farewell area. The Departllent should seek 
managetaent agreements itith the National Park Service for park lands 
and adjacent lands which will •lni•ize loss of hunting opportunity. 

Manipulation of the .aose population sex and age structure will 
result in a greater proportion of large bulls in the population. 

Pennit hunts for bulls will be necessary in heavily hunted portions 
of the area. 

Guides and outfitters may realize an increased demand for services • 

Additional aircraft landing strips may be developed, improving 
distribution of hunters. 
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MUSKOXEll IN WESTERH ALASKA 

Populations of muskoxen (Ollibos moschati.s) in Western Alaska are presently 
found only on Nunivak Island and Nelson Island. This species, extirpated 
frOll its original range on Alaska's Arctic Slope in the mid-1800's, was 
re-Introduced into Alaska with a transplant of 31 Greenland 111Uskoxen to 
Nunfvak Island In 1935 and 1936. The purpose of the transplant was to 
provide a nucleus herd from which muskoxen could be taken to re-establish 
populations over their historic ranges fn Alaska, as well as to provide 
for recreational, scientific and agricultural utilization of the animals. 

Following slow Initial increases, the population began increasing 
rapidly after 1950, growing to about 500 In 1965. Oespfte the ret10val 
of 33 calves In 1964 and 1965 for domestication experiments and a transplant 
of 23 anf1111ls to Nelson Island fn 1967 and 1968, the population reached 
a level of about 750 animals in 1968. Concern was expressed by both 
State and Federal biologists that the population must be reduced to 
balance the herd with the available winter habitat . As a consequence, a 
management plan which Included both transplanting and hunting was 
approved by the Alaska Board of Fish and Game in 1968 . Although sport 
hunting of excess bull 11Uskoxen was delayed until 1975 by political 
opposition, the State, In cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, was successful in transplanting a total of 136 muskoxen to 
several Northwestern and Arctic Alaska sites In 1969 and 1970. In 1975, 
40 anl1111ls were transplanted to Siberia in a cooperative program between 
the Federal government and the Soviet government . On Nelson Island, the 
population has experienced very rapid growth with a total population of 
66 animals by fall, 1975. 

Both Nunlvak Island and Nelson Island are far south of the normal range 
of 11111skoxen, whose historic range In the state probably Included the 
Arctic Slope westward to the Colville River. The primary winter habitat 
requirements for muskoxen seem to be windblown tundra areas with very 
light snowfall which permits them to feed on the grasses and sedges 
throughout the winter. Both Nelson Island and Nunfvak Island have areas 
meeting these requirements for acceptable muskox habitat. Frequent high 
winds expose the vegetation on coastal sand dunes and hills, providing 
easy access to forage during the winter. 

Unlfke inainland habitats, Nunlvak and Nelson Islands lack large predators. 
On Nunfvak Island, the chief causes of mortality to muskoxen are insufficient 
food, accidents and old age. Animals also wander off the Island in 
winter and are unable to return when the ice shifts or melts. 

Public use of muskoxen has been very limited. Both Nunivak and Nelson 
Islands are retn0te, expensive areas for people to visit. A few sightseers 
and photographers have visited Nunivak and perhaps 110re will in the 
future. Just knowing 11111skoxen are present In the state ts satisfying to 
many people . In 1975, the hunting public was able to begin to obtain 
beneficial use of the muskox through carefully regulated sport hunting 
of mature bulls. These animals provide a unique and valuable trophy and 
It ls the first opportunity for hunters to be able to take this species 
In the United States. 

Muskox fn western Alaska are currently confined to Islands where 
natural predators are absent and winter habitat ts limited to 
coastal dune and bluff areas where winds keep the vegetation 
relatively snow-free. Under these conditions the populations must 
be Intensively inanaged to mafntafn the herds in balance with the 
available habitat . Since the l\Ulllber of animals that can be 
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transplanted to other areas ls limited by the amount of good muskox 
habitat elsewhere and by the extremely high cost of transplanting, 
other forms of removal must be considered including hunting for 
both sexes, capture for sc1ent1f1c and educational purposes, and 1f 
necessary, controlled slaughter. 

Hunting is an effecti~e tool for the -.inageiaent of 1111skox populations, 
providing for substantial beneficial public use and ecOflomlc benefits 
to local communities . However, hunting of muskoxen may be opposed 
by various anti-hunting groups on the basis of the relative scarcity 
of the species In Alaska and on the alleged lack of sporting quality 
to the hunt. It Is important that the values of hunting be demonstrated 
and that a recurrence of unnecessary losses and wastage of 11M1skoxen 
resulting fro111 political opposition to hunting of Nun1vak muskoxen 
during 1968-1974 be avoided. 



3. NELSON ISL.AND MUSKOX MAHAGEl1EHT PLAN 

LOCATION 

In Game Management Unit 18, Nelson Island. 

MANAGEMENT GOAL 

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

~ OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain a maximum population of 75 adult muskoxen until definitive 
range studies show that more can be supported by the range. 

2. Maintain the population sex ratio at 40 bulls per 100 cows. 

3. Harvest the annual lncre111ent by hunting. 

4. Control access, nUlllber and distribution of hunters and llll!thods of 
hunter transport to maintain aesthetic hunting conditions. 

THE SPECIES 

Transplants of muskoxen from Nunivak Island to Nelson Island were 
conducted In 1967 and 1968. In March of 1967 six yearling males, and 2 
yearling females were released on the north flats of Nelson Island. In 
March, 1968, 5 yearling males, g yearling females and one sub-adult male 
were released near Tununuk . A thorough search of Nelson Island in May , 
lg73 revealed 38 adults and 6 yearling 11111skoxen. A census count in 
Hay, lg75 revealed 65 animals including 53 adults, 9 yearlings, and 4 
newborn calves. These counts suggest the Nelson Island herd has 
Increased at an average rate of approximately 20 percent annually since 
1968, a high rate of Increase considering that 11111ny of the transplanted 
muskoxen would not have reached breeding age until 1970. 

Some mortality to Nelson Island muskoxen has been reported. Falls off 
cliffs seem to have been involved in most Instances. Habitat 
deterioration has not been detected on Nelson Island, nor has herd 
productivity declined. Habitat conditions on Nelson Island are similar 
to those on Nuntvak, but dune and cliff habitat Is not as extensive. 
Possibly a generally higher relief results In more available winter 
forage on south-facing slopes. However, estimates of carrying capacity 
on Nelson Island are IRUCh lower than on Nunlvak Island. Because 
opportunity for expansion off Nelson Island Is ll~lted the herd size 
should not exceed 75 ~nllllills until definitive range studies are 
COlllPleted. This population level see~s well within the carrying 
capacity of the island habitat. 

* Most of Nelson Island will be owned by Natives under provisions of 
the Alaska Native Claims Settll!llll!nt Act and the public may be 
dented access for hunting. In addition, land use activities by 
private landowners 111ay affect aesthetic considerations pr01110ted by 
this plan. Detnands for local exclusive dOOAestlc use of the muskox 
population will further c011plfcate allocation of use of this public 
resource. Close cooperation and develo~nt of 11111tually acceptable 
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management object1ves will be necessary to assure max1mum benef1ts 
to pub11c and private interests alike. 

High trophy fees for muskoxen would discourage participation by 
local residents . Removal of trophy fees for cow 1111skoxen would 
allow for greater participation by local residents in hunts 
involving either-sex animals. 

Population size will be 111intained by removal of annual increments 
through controlled pt!l'llit hunts. 

Productivfty of the population will re111in high. 

Winter range quality will remain high • 

Harvest of bulls will reduce the availability of trophy animals. 

Hunters will be restricted to use of boats or sn1>W1111chines for 
transport . 

Nonconsumptive users can expect few if any restrictions concerning 
viewing or photography except during calving. Heavy utilization of 
this herd by nonconsumptf ve users is not expected, but excessive 
use may require permitting. 

Local residents will receive econoa11c benefits associated with 
providing facilities and services for hunters . 



4, HUIHVAK MUSKOX MANAGEMENT PLAN 

~ 
In Game Management Unit 18, Nunivak Island. 

~ MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity to hunt muskoxen under aesthetically pleasing 
cond i tf ons. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity for scientific and educational study of 11111skoxen. 

~ OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain a 1111xi1111111 population of 400 adult muskoxen with a sex 
ratio of 40 bulls per 100 cows. 

Z. Harvest a portion of the annual Increment by hunting. 

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

4. Encourage scientific studies of muskoxen and make specimens 
available to qualified public educational Institutions . 

5. Utilize appropriate segments of the annual increment for transplanting 
to areas of muskox habitat In northern and western Alaska. 

THE SPECIES 

Muskoxen were established on Nunivak Island In 1935 and 1936 by an 
Introduction of 31 Greenland ll'IUSkoxen. The herd increased rapidly and 
ntlllbered 750 in 1968. However, this was a larger population than the 
winter range could support and over 150 animals died. By 1970, 236 
muskoxen had been removed by transplants, transplant mortality or 
shooting. In 1975-76 hunters took an additional 50 bull muskoxen. 
Presently there are about 500 muskoxen on Nunivak Island and the herd is 
Increasing slowly. 

Huch of the l~portant dune winter range on the Island is of poor 
quality, having deteriorated as a result of years of overuse. Recent 
range utilization studies suggest the Nunlvak habitat can support 500 or 
less muskoxen during a normal winter. However, forage availability and 
consequently range carrying capacity are strongly influenced by snowfall 
and ~Id-winter thaws and rains which cause Ice layers on the snow and 
ground. 

Pennlt hunts for Nunivak muskoxen began in September 1975. Ten 
pennittees, selected by drawing, were successful In taking muskoxen. 
Local residents acted as assistants and charged fees for their services. 
Hunting was conducted fro11 open boats piloted by Mekoryuk residents. A 
second hunt was held In February-March 1976. Forty hunters, Including 
19 nonresidents, killed muskoxen. Hunters were transported by 
snowmachlne. The Nunlvak Island muskox herd has produced some of the 
largest Greenland muskoxen on record and It should continue to produce 
large 1nl111ls. However, continued selective harvest of bulls w111 reduce 
the nu.iher of larger bulls available to the hunter. 
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Priniary access to Nunivak Island is by air to the Mekoryuk ai r field. 
However, refuge regulations prohibit the use of aircraft in hunting 
muskoxen. Transportation to the hunting areas from Mekoryuk requires 
boats or snowmachlnes. Access by foot Is impractical considering the 
difficult terrain, the distances of travel , and the size of the animal 
to be handled. Weather conditions In the fall and spring can halt both 
boat and sno1'1!111chlne operation for many days. 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Public and political opposition to muskox hunting prevented herd 
reductions In the late 1960's when an excessive muskox population 
was overutillzlng its range, and losses to lllillnutrltion were significant. 
Although recreational hunting was allowed In 1975 and 1976, there 
may be segments of the public that oppose muskox hunting on the 
basis of the relative rarity of the species In the state and the 
alleged lack of sporting qullty In the hunt, and the possibility 
exists that hunting may be prohibited in the futuM! . The Department 
should publicize the benefits of recreational hunting as part of a 
management approach that integrates a variety of uses of 11.1skoxen 
while maintaining the population in balance with its habitat . 

The muskox population will be reduced to range carrying capacity. 
Annual Increments will be harvested with stabilization of the herd. 

The proportion of old bulls In the population will be reduced. 

Hunts will continue to be on a pen11it basis with varying degrees of 
local, non-local, and nonresident participation. 

Guides and local outfitters will realize substantial econOC11ic 
benefit frCMI provisioning and guiding hunters . Direct and indirect 
revenue derived from muskox hunts will benefit local economies. 
Continued hunting should also encourage the Improvement of local 
facilities and services. 

Opportunity for the non-hunter to view, photograph and study the 
muskox should not be hampered. 
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FURBEARERS IN HESTERN ALASKA 

All species of furbearers• c01111on to Alaska occur In the Western Region. 
COyo~s. however , are unccmnon and arctic foxes occur only on the 
coastal fringe. Although the geographical distribution of various 
furbearer species overlaps, sOMe separation of species occurs between 
general habitat types. Beaver, otter, mink and muskrat are the prevalent 
species In the riparian and aquatic habitats. Hink and otter particularly, 
reach high densities on the Yukon-kuskokwim Delta. Wolverine, lynx, 
marten, weasels, squirrels and rnar1110ts are found In upland forest and 
alpine habitats. The ubiquitous red fox Is coamon In lowland and upland 
areas. 

Population levels and trends of carnivorous furbearers are often closely 
tied to relatively few prey species or even to a single prey species. 
The abundance of lynx can often be predicted from snowshoe hare population 
trends. Lynx In Western Alaska do not achieve densities as high nor 
exhibit fluctuations in population levels as extreme as those found in 
Interior Alaska, possibly because snowshoe hare densities are lower than 
those of Interior areas. Densities of iaarten, red foxes, weasels and 
coyotes appear to be dependent upori densities of s.all rodents, although 
red fox abundance also appears related to snowshoe hare population 
levels. Hink, marten, and beaver achieve population densities as high 
as anywhere In the state. 

The herbivorous furbearers do not appear capable of seriously damaging 
their food supply. Although beavers are capable of over-ut111z1ng their 
11111edlate food supply , this rarely results in 111ajor population fluctuations 
because the effect Is not s111111ltaneous over large areas. At any given 
t1111e a substantial percentage of the beaver population In any drainage 
Is emigrating Into new habitat as occupied habitat beca.es less productive. 
ltlskrat populatfon fluctuations, though not well understood In Alaska, 
are related to productiveness of their habitat. Beavers, muskrats, 
squirrels and mannots are subject to significant levels of predation by 
other furbearers . 

The llOSt important Influence on Western Alaska furbearer habitats has 
been wildfire, particularly in forested or brushy areas. Establlshlllent 
of early stages of vegetation following a ffre produces favorable 
habftat for many species or small rodents, snowshoe hares, and beavers. 
High populations of rodents and hares in turn benefit the carnivorous 
furbearers. 

Hullan consumptive use of furbearer populations throughout the Western 
Region ls highly v1rlable and generally depends on the abundance and 
current 11arket value of the various s~ies. In sonie locations trapping 
effort Is expended on beaver and wolverine regardless of 111arket conditions. 
Beaver are sought for food as well as fur, and beaver trapping ls a 
traditional spring activity In many areas. Wolverine are in high demand 
for local use as parka ruffs. Beaver are generally more heavily trapped 
than other furbearer species. Beaver distribution in the Yukon-
Kuskokwlm Delta area In particular may be currently restricted by excessive 
trapping. Lynx have been heavily trapped In past years because of their 
relatively htgh 111arket value. Wolverine also havt a high market value 
but are less vulnerable to trapping than lynx. Mink fro11 the Yukon­
Kuskokwlm Delta are known throughout the world for their large size and 
hfghly desirable fur characteristics. There Is very little consumptive 
use of red squirrels, ground squirrels or marmots in the region. 

Jn Western Alaska there has been little change from the traditional 
subsistence trappfng of furbearers. This situation niay not persist In 
the future If lwllan populations increase significantly. With urbanization 
of rural areas 11111ny trappers wll 1 becOllle 11Jre dependent on the cash 

• A list of furbearer species considered In these plans follows this 
regional account. 
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economy and less dependent on trapping. As in other areas of Alaska, 
there may be a shift In the value of trapping from an economic sustenance 
activity to a recreational experience. 

Little nonconsU111>tlve use of furbearers occurs in the region. Host 
species are nocturnal or secretive In nature and provide li~lted viewing 
opportunities. Red squirrels and beavers provide viewing opportunity 
for fishermen and hunters and fn alpine areas ground squirrels and 
marmots are comnonly observed incidental to other activities. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Pressure to ban leg-hold traps has COiie about as a result of public 
awareness of the inhumane potential of these devices when i1111roperly 
set and Infrequently checked. Prohibitive legislation may result 
In the loss of Important c011111erclal and recreational utilization 
of the furbearer resource. The Department should promote efficient 
and humane trapping methods to ensure the opportunity to participate 
In trapping. 

Beavers chronically cause problems by blocking road culverts with 
dams or by flood ing or cutting down trees on private property. 
Blockage of some streams by beaver dams also presents barriers to 
migrating fish which may affect their survival or reduce salmon 
escapements. The Department should encourage trapping of beavers in 
areas where damage to public and private property is chronic, and 
where streams important to spawning salmon or other species of fish 
are blocked. The Depart.-ent should also e11Cnurage appropriate design 
and construction considerations in public and private road building 
projects. 

Underharvested furbearer populations are a significant econ0111ic 
loss to the area. Efforts to properly utilize all furbearers 
populations could provide substantial economic benefits. 

The proliferation of reindeer grazing im.lY stl11111late the demand for 
fox control . The Influence of foxes on reindeer fawn survival 
should ~ evaluated to establish criteria for control efforts. 

Development activities may occur at a rapid rate in Western Alaska • 
lt Is impossible to predict long term trends in furbearer populations 
or their utilization by humans . Development activities should be 
monitored to prevent unnecessary destruction or loss of furbearer 
habitat. 

UST OF FURBEARERS IN WESTERN ALASKA 

COllllOn N- Scientific Name 

Clnlds Coyote Cani• Zatrana 
Vulpea VUZP411 Red Fox 

White (Arctic) 

Fe lids Lynx 

Mustelids Mink 
Land Otter 

Fox 
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L!f'IZ canadsnaio 

Nuet•la vieon 
Lutr<i canadsnaio 



Rodentia 

LIST OF FURBEARERS IN WESTERN ALASKA 

COlllOOn Name 

Harten 
Wolverine 
Weasel 

Beaver 
Muskrat 
Snowshoe Hare 
Arctic Kare 
Marmot 
Red Squirrel 
Ground Squirrel 
Flying Squirrel 

8S 

Scienti fie Name 

Harta• amaricana 
C1.1lo gi.ilo 
Ht.a ta la rizosa 
Mus te la flmrirta 

Castor clJ11Qdenau 
Ondatra sibethicu• 
L6p1.1• l2mflricanua 
Lep1111 arcticus 
Harmota caligata 
T=ia.ciUJ'IAll hw:laonicua 
Citellue parryii 
Clauconry• uol.ans 



1. GREATER ALASKA FURBEARER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

!:Qflli9!! 

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

PRIMARY HANAGEHENT GOAl 

To provide for an opttlllll'll harvest of furbearers. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

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

EXAMPLES Qf. MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

l. Pro1110te efficient and h11111ane trapping 111ethods. 

2. Maintain trapping seasons and bag ll•tts durtng periods of pelt 
primeness, consistent with population levels. 

3. 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 
INlximlze fur values. 

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

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

THE SPECIES 

The species of furbearers addressed in this plan include wolverine, 
marten, mink, beaver, 1111skrat, lynx, land otter, coyote, red and arctic 
foxes, short-tailed and least weasels, arctic ground squirrel, red 
squirrel, iaannot and raccoon. The wolf has been treated separately. 

Many of these species have wide distribution in the state; cons.ciuently 
most are represented to some extent any given area. The arctic slope, 
the Aleutian Islands, and many 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 
number of Islands furbearers are present as a result of past Introductions 
from fur farming or from efforts to establish harvestable populations. 
Each individual species may vary 1n abundance according to habitat 
preferences and av1ilabll1ty of food. There is little Information 
available on numbers, d1str1bution, or utilization of the various species. 
""h of whit is known is acqufred from fur export reports, socne field 
observations and reports from trappers. 

Furbearer populatfon levels and trends depend primarily on the abundance 
of food. Most species such as wolverine, otter and beaver rely on a 
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variety of prey species or on a relatively stable ve9etatlve food source 
are less subject to fluctuations than those furbearers such as lynx and 
arctic fox are dependent on a sfn9le or only a few prey species. At 
tliaes diseases cause significant reductions in furbearer populations. 
Rabies, .. nge, and distemper affect fox populations, beavers are subject 
to endemic hemorrha9lc disease, and In Southeastern Alaska , nutritional 
steatftls affects those mustellds that feed on rancid fish fat. Those 
species which occupy aquatic or riparian habitats, particularly beaver, 
1111skr1t, and ~Ink are subject to floodfn9 or "9laclerln9• conditions . 
A number of the smaller furbearers including weasels, muskrats, squirrels, 
and manaots are prey to larger furbearers or other manmalian and avian 
predators. 

Connercial and domestic utilization are the most Important uses of 
furbearers In much of Alaska. Some recreational trapping and nonconsumptlve 
use occurs near urban centers, but viewing and photography are limited 
to relatively few species whose habits provide opportunities for observation. 
Host furs are sold but some are retained for d0111estfc use In parkas, 
mukluks, or as trim for garments. Wolverine, muskrat, and beaver are 
the species most used In the domestic ~nufacture of garments , but 
alrost all species are ut11 I zed to socne extent, par t icularly when the 
furs are not fn prl111 marketable condition. Beaver, muskrat, ground 
squirrels, and to a limited extent lynx and red squirrels are also used 
as h1111an or dog food. 

Furbearer trapping seasons and bag limits have remained relat ively 
unchanged since statehood. Seasons have generally been timed to coincide 
with periods of pelt primeness. Liberal seasons and bag limits have had 
little effect on populations of most species of furbearers except for 
Sllall loc1lfzed areas of overharvest associated with ease of access. 
The vulnerebflity of beavers to intensive trapping and that of wolverines 
in tundra regions to tracking by snowmachine has resulted In depressed 
populations of these species fn SOiie areas . In lllOSt areas of the stat e 
and for most species harvests are regulated priR1i1rlly by abundance and 
avaflablltty of furbearers , and by market values. At low levels of 
abundance or fn Inaccessible areas, trapping effort usually ceases when 
ft becOllles unprofitable; then the hfgh reproductive potential of most 
species raptdly restores populations to carrying capacity. Trapping fs 
done prhnartly to supplement Income derived from other sources. Few 
full-ttme professional trappers operate In the state. 

SnOlolllchlnts are the most commonly used mode of transport for trapping 
or hunttn9 furbtarers, althou9h aircraft are also used extensively. 
Snowmachlnes are the standard means of transport at all bush communities 
and provide raptd and efficient coverage of large areas surrounding 
stttlmnents. Aircraft are useful for trapping in areas far fr1111 hU111an 
habitation and are also used as an aid fn locating and shooting foxes 
and wolvertnes from the ground. In Southeastern Alaska, boats are the 
prtm1ry transport means for trappers because most trapping activity 
occurs along the beach fringe. 

Wolvertne occur throughout mainland Alaska and on some Islands In Southeastern 
Alaska. Population densities are variable depending on suitable habitat 
and, fn sOlll western and northern areas, on the degree of harvest. 
Wolverines are most abundant In interior Alaska and least abundant In 
southco1stal areas . Sparse populations exist over most of Southeastern 
Alaska , wtth lllOderate nUllbers In the Stiklne, Taku, Chf lkat , Yakutat and 
gulf coast areas . Wolverines are generally abundant over the re1111inder 
of the state, particularly in forested and alpine habitats . Densities 
are relatively low on portions of the arctic slope, northwestern coastal 
tundra areas, and on the Yukon-Kuskokwf• Delta. 

In comparison to other furbearers, wolverine never attain high densities, 
due fn part to their large territorial requirements and apparently low 

87 



reproductive rate. Wolverine have catholic food habits; much of their 
food is scavenged and a dependable source of carrion may be Important in 
maintaining popul;itlons. 

More than 800 wolverine are harvested each year by hunters and trappers. 
Southcentral Alaska and the Yukon River drainage yield the largest 
harvests with about 250 and 200 wolverine, respectively, taken there. 
Although sealing (marking) of wolverine skins Is required, some skins 
art used domestically for parkas, ruffs and gannent trim and are not 
reported; consequently, reported harvests are mlnilllUl!I numbers. Trapping 
ls the most common 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 fl"Olll snowmachlnes 
or with the aid of aircraft predocnlnates. 

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 commercially. Host skins never leave the villages. Coastal 
villagers acquire pelts by bartering with Interior residents or purchasing 
frocn conmerclal furriers. In Interior and Southcentral Alaska most 
skins are sold comerchlly 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 mechanized vehicles, local extfrpatfon 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 
Brooks Range, on the Yukon·Kuskokwlm Delta, and the Alaska Peninsula. 
Harten were introduced to Prince of Wales and Baranof Islands In 1934 
and to Chlchagof and Afognak Islands In the early l950's; they are 
abundant on Admiralty Island, but are otherwise absent from most of the 
Islands in Southeastern Alaska, Prince Willia.a Sound , and the Kodiak 
Archipelago. Harten distribution coincides with that of climax spruce 
forests. Their dependence on mature 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 marten over large areas. Huch good habitat Is still 
present in Interior Alaska, however, and 111arten are abundant over the 
area as a whole. Harten populations are lower south and west of Interior 
Alaska; marten in Western and Southeastern Alaska are less abundant than 
in past yttars. 

In good marten habitat, population densities may be as high as four 
ani111als per square mile. Although 111ales 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 mountainous terrain where 
marten may undertake seasonal altitudlnal movements due to changing food 
availability. Klcrotine rodents constitute the main source of food for 
marten although a variety of prey is utilized, depending on ava11ablity. 
The red squirrel ts a minor lt111 in their diet. Berries may be an 
important food in late sumner and fall. 

Past marten harvests have fluctuated widely, but In the period from 1962 
to lg72 averaged about 8000 per year. In 1973 the harvest incrl!jsed to 
about 18,000. The price of marten fur, a primary determinant of trapping 
effort on the species, increased from $30 to $40 per pelt in lg73, 
Current prices of $40-50 are incentive for continuing Intensive trapping 
effort. Harvests In Interior Alaska have been relatively low (2000-3000 
per year) despi te high marten densities; here low trapping effort ts 
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probably a result of the availability of other employment in the area. 
Currently, Southeastern and Western Alaska have the largest harvests, 
with each area exporting 4000 or more pelts per year In recent years. 
Most 111arten trapped are sold COllDercfally. A few are kept fn Western 
Alaska for domestic use as ganaent tr!~ and on slippers . 

Hink are conmon throughout the state except for the Kodiak Archipelago, the 
~tian Islands, the off-shore islands of the Bering Sea, and most of the 
Arctic Slope. Hink are usually associated with riparian habitats • 
streams, ponds, marshes, and salt water beaches and their dfet reflects 
the variety of food species available there; small ma1m1als, birds, fish, 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 •ink populations, distributed primarily along the coastal fringe 
where their food supply including a variety of small ma11111als, marine 
Invertebrates and fish, Is diverse and abundant . Hink 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. Hfcrotlne rodent populations 
typically fluctuate drastically and are a primary factor affecting mink 
abundance. An abundance of mice or hares In upland areas will S0111etf11es 
prompt •Ink populations to expand Inland In search of prey. 

In lg76, mink population levels were variable over most of Alaska excluding 
Southeastern. Mink In northern Interior areas and In Northwestern 
Alaska were relatively abundant and Increasing. Over most of the remainder 
of the state, mink were moderately abundant, having declined somewhat 
frocn Mgh levels In the mfd-1960's. Populations were low In s11111e parts 
of the central Interior such as the Tanana River drainage. 

Factors controlling mink population levels are not well known . Food 
availability Is probably the major factor. In some areas spring flooding 
may reduce populations by drowning young mink In dens. In southcoastal 
areas nutritional steatftls may be Important; ft was a significant 
mortalfty factor to mink raised co1m1ercfally In past years. 

Traditionally ~Ink have been one of the most l~portant coanercfally trapped 
species of furbearers In the state. Reduced pelt prices, increased levels of 
e.ployment, and availability of welfare, have resulted In reduced trapping 
effort in many areas In the past decade, and mink are currently underharvested 
over much of the state. Western Alaska, particularly the Yukon-Kuskokwlm 
Delta, has always been an important mink producer. Delta mink are not only 
much larger than In other parts of Alaska but they are more uniform In 
color which, In combination, contribute to consistently higher prices. 
Large harvests also occur In Southeastern Alaska where climatic conditions 
are less of a deterrent to trapping than to the north . Elsewhere fn 
the state harvests are variable, depending as 11UCh on the abundance of 
•Ink as on current market values . In some locations such as near Fairbanks 
and along th• Copper River Highway near Cordova Interest in recreational 
trapping ls high despite price or abundance considerations. The majority 
of trapping effort, however, continues to be coarnercfal In nature. Most 
mink trapped are sold to outside buyers. A few are retained for use as 
gannent trim on slippers , gloves , hats and parkas. 

Beaver are presently distributed over most of mainland Alaska frOll the 
Brooks Range south to the middle of the Alaska Peninsula and into Southeastern 
Alaska. Beaver are rare In much of Prince William Sound, and fn Southeastern 
Alaska are now abundant only in the Yakutat forelands and some of the 
major mainland river drainages . They are present In low numbers on many 
Southeastern Alaska islands. In Southwestern Alaska there has been a 
general decline In the beaver population north of the Kvfchak watershed, 
particularly near settlements . Beaver are abundant ln reta0te areas and 
are Increasing there because of reduced wilderness trapping. Populations 
are also high and Increasing on the Alaska Peninsula and southwest of 



the Kvlchak 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 Western Alaska are lllOderate to high and generally Increasing 
except In the lower Yukon·Kuskokwl• area where overtrapplng has occurred. 
Very few beavers were present In llorthwestern 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 Is a reflection of habitat availability 
except In areas where overtrepptng has occurred. The most productive 
beaver habitat ts characterized by a dependable water supply with little 
fluctuation In stretM flow and by willow, aspen, cottonwood, or birch 
vegetation. Beavers are found from sea level to elevations of 4000 
feet ; they ere 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 
some 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 inodlfles 
riparian hlbttats. Beaver dams stab1l tze watersheds, reducing flooding 
and silting. Raising of weter tables and iqJoundment 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, dams often create serious barriers to spawning 
anadromous fish. 

Beginning with the 18th century Russian fur trade, beavers have been one 
of Alask1's most 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 inoderate 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 come frOll 
the lower Yukon-Kuskokwill1 River drainages where about 3500 beavers are 
taken annually. Tripping is also heavy In the Bristol Bay drainages 
where 111re than 1600 beavers are taken each year. A declining s1l1111n 
Industry in that area has resulted in Increased trapping effort. Harvests 
In Interior and Southcentral Alaska are relatively small; poor prices, 
low limits on take and relatively high employment rates contribute to 
low trapping effort. Trappers on Kodiak Island annually take about 200 
beavers, but the tr1d1tlonal low prices offered for coastal beaver pelts 
discourages effort there. Southeastern Alaska trappers also take about 
ZOO beavers per year, 110stly f~ the 1111tnland; harvests tend to fluctuate 
widely between years. 

Host beaver trapping occurs near h1111an settlements by local Inhabitants. 
Because beaver ere easily overtrapped, concentrated trapping near villages 
and afong road systems results in overharvests and depletion of local 
populations. This ts especially evident In Southiestern Alaska where 
beaver ire five times as abundilnt tn renote 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 SOiie 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 conmerclal use, but In some areas such as 
Western and northern Interior Alaska they are also used for hunan and 
dog food. Pelts, particularly those from kits, may be used d0111estlc1lly 
for ganlt!flt trill! on htts, 111tttens and slippers. Beaver castors are used 
as a perf1111e base and are v1luable to trappers as a c°""'°nent of scent 
lures. 
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Beavers are one of the few furbearer species that provide for nonconsumptlve 
use. Huch viewing and photography take place not only near the larger 
hu1n1n 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 Ugashlk 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 
Selawik-Kobuk-Noatak area. Four fifths of the annual muskrat harvest 
COlll!s 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 nllllbers only near Haines, Juneau, and the Stikine River. Muskrats 
were once very abundant on the Copper River Delta but are now relatively 
scarce throughout the northern Gulf of Alaska coast. Populations over 
most of the remainder of the state are generally at 1110derate 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 becoees too thick and animals are forced Into ll•ited forage areas 
or e111lgrate. In years of heavy snow, 1111skrats are flooded out In the 
spring. Losses to predation and starvation Increase under such situations. 
Reduced muskrat populations In many areas of Alaska can be attributed to 
adverse winter and spring conditions of recent years. 

Hunting and trapping havt relatively little effect on 11111skrat populations . 
The species fs highly productfve {about 15 young produced annually per 
adult femila) and capable of repopulating depleted habitats rapidly. 
Heavy harvests can be sustained if habftat condftlons reiaciin good. A 
relatively Slllll proportion of the total good 11111skrat habitat fs hunted 
or trapped, usually only areas of high densf ty populations wf thin three 
or four miles of major streams 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 sfx weeks of the season. Eighty 
percent or 1110re of the 11111skrat harvest Is taken by shooting with small 
caliber rifles; trapping Is usually considered too time consuming. 

Jn the 1950's, muskrats ranked first In numbers of furbearers harvested 
In Alaska, and was a110ng the first four in total value. Low prices 
cOllblned with increased employment and availability of welfare are 
responsible for current greatly reduced harvest efforts, although recent 
pelt price increases may fncrease harvests. Host muskrats are taken for 
conmercial sale of fur, but some are utflized domestically for food and 
for parkas and trim on boots and slippers . In Western and Northwestern 
Alaska domestic use exceeds c011111ercial use. In northern Interior Alaska 
muskrats are an important food in the spring. Muskrats also provide 
SOllle nonconsumptfve use, partf cularly near human population centers to 
which they readily adapt, but observation of muskrats is 11Uch less than 
that of the more conspicuous beavers. 

~occur throughout Alaska except on the Aleutian Islands, the Islands 
IYTiX are relatively uncOlllllOn 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 It feeds largely on snowshoe hares . It occassfonally 
occurs on the tundra beyond treellne, and In starvation years It ventures 



far out onto the tundra In search of arctic hares, letm1lngs, and ptarmigan. 
Lynx are relatively unconmon along the northern Gulf Coast and In Southeastern 
Alaska, being present on the larger river systems where they have emigrated 
from Interior populations. 

Population estillites are not available but lynx were very abundant over 
1111.1ch of their range in Alaska from about 1971 to lg74. Currently lynx 
are present In low numbers and are still declining. Like snowshoe 
hares, lynx populations fluctuate greatly with a 10-year periodicity In 
abundance. The amplitude of lynx population fluctuations is very great 
as indicated by records of exported pelts. Population highs are not 
synchronous throughout Alaska and broad two to four year peaks of catch 
probably reflect consecutive population peaks in different areas. Jn 
increasing lynx populations the females breed In the first year of life 
and alinost 100 percent of the females conceive. Large litters and high 
survival of kits 1s cOftlllOn. After snowshoe hare populations decline, 
female lynx may not breed during their first year, the number of kits 
produced Is reduced, and those kf ts that are born have low survival 
rates. 

Lynx fur has again becocne popular for parkas, coat trim, jackets, hats 
and muffs after a long period of llflllOpularf ty. High prices fn 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 came from Interior Alaska. Trapping effort Is centered around 
villages and along road systems and the majority of the harvest is by 
local residents. Host pelts are •old but some are kept for domestic 
use. The meat is edible and Is occasionally used far human and dog 
food. 

Land otters are most abundant 1n the Southeastern Alaska and Prince 
William Sound coastal regions, and In the Yukon-Kuskokwf~ 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 fn coastal 
areas where marine food is always abundant. Shellfish, crustaceans, 
Insects, fish, frogs, birds, small manna ls and vegetable matter are all 
eaten. Parasites and disease are not normally Important ~rtality 
factors. Flooding fn the spring sometilllll!s drowns young otters 1n dens. 

Land otters are probably utilized inore In the Southeastern and Sauthcentral 
coastal areas than In Interior Alaska. Overtrapplng 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, ~st near villages or c011111Unf ties In Southeastern 
Alaska, Prince William Sound and the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta. Land otters 
are an important furbearer on the Kodiak Archipelago where 200-250 are 
taken and sold locally. Pelt prices affect trapping effort because 
otters are difficult to catch and to skin. Most otter hides are sold 
comnerefal!y, but In the Northwestern area they are often used domestically 
for trim on garments and slippers. Otter hides that are used domestically 
are usually those which are taken late In the season and are less than 
prl~e. Land otters often provide excellent viewing opportunities, 
especially around coastal towns where they are often seen In the harbors. 

Coyotel apparently first arrived in Alaska about 1915. A rapid population 
exp ns on occurred, with the center of abundance first In the Tanana 
Valley around 1930 and later In Southcentral Alaska. At the present 
time 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 abundant, coyotes are comnon in 1111ny areas, particularly in 
the drainages of the Tanana, Copper, Matanuska and Susftna Rivers, and 
on the Kenai Peninsula. Populations 1111y become locally abundant periodically. 
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Although snowshoe hares may be Important prey In some areas and at 
cert1in times, coyotes are catholic in their food habits. The dfversfty 
of their foods and their adaptability to a variety of habitats including 
those affected by man are probably factors which have allowed them to 
compete successfully against indigenous wolf populations. 

Relatively few coyotes are trapped and those which are taken are usually 
caught fncfdental to trapping for fox, lynx, and wolf. A few coyotes 
are taken by sport hunters. Host coyotes are sold comnercially. Some 
are used for parka ruffs and •fttens. Prior to 1969 there was a statewide 
bounty of $30 for coyotes. Ho bounties have been paid since 1969. 

Red foxes occur over the entire state except for SDllle of the Islands of 
Southelstern Alaska and Prince Wfllfam Sound. The species fs native to 
Kodiak Island but on many of the other Islands where ft occurs ft was 
Introduced by fox fa!'llfng operations In the early 1900's . Red foxes are 
llOSt abundant south of the arctic tundra although they are present fn 
Arctic and Northwestern coastal tundra regions where their distribution 
overl1ps that of arctic foxes. The best red fox habitat appears to be 
in Interior Alaska and on the coastal areas south of Horton Sound, 
Including the Alaska Peninsula. Red fox populations along the northern 
Gulf of Alaska coost and fn Southeastern Alaska are sparse, with most 
foxes occurring In the inajor 111ainland drainages which connect to interior 
artas. 

Red fox populations fluctuate In response to availability of food . 
nuctuatlons of snowshoe nare and rodent populations wtl 1 cause the fox 
populations to fluctuate also. Fox populations In Interior areas of the 
state are currently declining due to low hare numbers. (n coastal areas 
such as Kodiak Island and the Alaska Peninsula, red foxes feed on carrion 
on the beaches arid are not so dependent on small manmal populations; 
populttfons In these areas are therefore more stable. Fox populations 
are affected by diseases such as rabies , mange and distemper. 

Reel foxes are one of the more i~portant furbearers in the state. In the 
last two to three years the value of their pelts has Increased greatly, 
which may result in increased trapping pressure; however, foxes are 
probably not overtrapped anywhere in the state. The esthnated red fox 
harvest In 1973-74 was 14,580, 

Silver and cross foxes, color variations of the red fox, are in high 
de.and for wall 1110unts. Host reel foxes taken are sold connercially, but 
some are used domestically for garments Including parkas, ruffs, hats, 
and trim. In some areas such as McKinley Hational Park, the North Slope 
Haul Rotd and other roads and trails, red foxes provide substantial 
enjoyment to v1ewers 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 Peninsula) 
and St. Lawrence and Nunlvak Island the white color phase predominates 
while on the Prfbilofs and most of the Aleutians west of Unalaska, the 
blue phase predOlllnates. Blue foxes were transplanted to the Prfbilofs, 
Aleutians and lainy other Islands . 

Arctic foxes are noted for their extreme fluctuations in population 
levels. Periodic peaks in arctic fox populations occur approximately 
evtrY four years In Alaska, Canada and Greenland and are tied to cyclic 
fluctuations in small rodent abundance. Arctic foxes have a high reproductive 
potentl&l, breeding at one year of age and averaging four to eight pups 
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per litter. Apptrently there Is a reduced production of pups during 
periods of food scarcity. Studies In Canada show that 111ean litter size 
varied directly with lt!llllling nUlllbers. Although microtine rodents are 
the primary prey, arctic foxes are highly efficient predators on the 
eggs and young of waterfowl, and are an important factor governing the 
nest locations of seabirds. 

Considerable variation exists In the yearly harvest of Alaskan arctic 
foxes. Since pelt prices have ren1alned relatively stable the size of 
the annual harvest has been most affected by cyclical abundance of 
foxes. The average annual harvest between 1912 and lg63, (derived from 
the number of furs exported) was 4,072 white fox pelts. Between 1968 
and lg74 the annual harvest averaged 2,369 pelts. Arctic foxes are the 
most i11110rtant furbe1rer north of the Brooks Range because they are the 
only furbearer that occurs in large n1111bers. Approximately 40 percent 
of the arctic fox harvest comes from the arctic slope. The highest 
catch per unit of area, however, comes from the Bering Sea islands where 
about 30 percent of the harvest is taken. Host Alaskan white fox furs 
are sold and utilized outside of Alaska. 

Short-tailed weasels, also known as el"llline, are present throughout 
Alaska except for the Aleutian Islands west of Unlmak Island and the 
offshore Islands of the Bering Sea. Least weasels, have a similar range 
except that they are not found in Southeastern Alaska south of Glacier 
Bay, the 110untatns in the southeastern corner of Southcentral Alaska, 
nor on Kodiak lsllnd. The ennlne favors wooded or brushy terrain with 
sOllle topographic relief whereas least weasels prefer damp, marshy habitat 
with its high microtine populations . Ennlne are seldom numerous anywhtrt 
within their range. The smaller least weasel is sparsely distributed 
throughout its range except In some years of peak rodent populations. 

Weasels are voracious predators that take a variety of rodents, young 
snowshoe hares, young birds, eggs, fish and earthwonns. When live prey 
Is scarce weasels utilize carrion and berries or other vegetable matter. 
Weasels are not selective among prey species but take them ln direct 
proportion to their abundance and availability. Weasels in turn fall 
prey to raptors and other carnivorous furbearers. 

Host weasels are now taken Incidental to trapping for other species. 
Weasel pelts are sold although their value Is low. Some skins are used 
for trim on parkas and slippers and In the manufacture of tourist Items. 

Arctic 1round squirrels are found In well drained tundra areas throughout 
Alaska ront s11 level to the uplands . They are most abundant in 1110Untalnous 
terra1n. Ground squirrels live In colonies where there are loose soils 
on well-drained slopes, vantage points from which the surrounding terrain 
can be observed, and bare soils surrounded by vegetation in early stages 
of succession. Colonies in high areas or well drained slopes are least 
affected In the spring by water from melting snow. Hibernation protects 
ground squirrels frOlll the low temperatures 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 ind bird eggs. Quantities of seeds and vegetation are 
stored In 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 them for food and 
parkas. Ground squirrels are an important food supplement for these 
people In the spring soon after the squirrels emerge from hibernation. 
Local residents extract fat and oil from squirrels by boiling 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. Nonconsumpt1ve use of ground squirrels occurs In 
alpine areas but except for park areas and upland campgrounds, observation 
of ground squirrels ls usually Incidental to other outdoor activities. 

Red squirrels are found over lllOSt 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 tn 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 tn traps set for other species . The hides are worth 
about sot to $1 .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 COIQllOnly observed small maimials In Alaska . Viewing 
and photography are significant uses In campgrounds, waysides and other 
recreation sites. 

Northern f~I~ squirrels are a relatively ltttle·k~n species which 
inhabits t C>reai forest In lnterfor, 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 ineat results in flying 
squirrels often being caught fn traps set for other species. The fur ts 
of no cocrmerclal v1lue. 

Hoar~ na11110ts are present throughout llOSt of the mountainous regions of 
Alas a, but are generally absent from the lower regions such as the 
Seward Peninsula, the Vukan-Kuskokwtm Delta, the North Slope, and the 
lower Alaska Peninsula. None are present on the Kodiak Island group or 
the outer islands tn the Southeastern Alaska group. Hoary mannots 
prefer the precipitous sides of canyons and valleys where boulders are 
large and hive accumulated to a depth sufftcfent to give subsurface 
protection. 

Marmots are sometimes trapped and the fur used for parkas. lf the pelts 
are taken In the fall while they are prime and softly furred they make a 
ffne garment. There ts not much coamerclal use of marmot fur, however, 
and little infor.atton ts available on the harvest. Marmots may be seen 
tn some of the national parks, notably Ht. McKinley National Park, and 
provide opportunities for interesting vfewtng and photography. 

A closely related species, the woodchuck ts 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 fn Alaska. 

Raccoons have been released by private individuals in Southeastern 
JIJi'S'lCi""Tn the past , and a snall population has become establfshed. Only 
occasslonal sightings are reported. 
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Pressure to ban leg-hold traps has come about as a result of public 
awareness of the inhuman potential of these devices when i111properly 
set and Infrequently checked. Prohibitive legislation may result 
in the loss of l~rtant conmercial and recreational utilization of 
the furbearer resource . The Oepartment should prOlllOte efficient 
and humane trapping methods to ensure the opportunity to participate 
in trapping. 

Loss of habitat is potentially a serious probleta for furbearers. 
Presently the All>St significant loss is that occurring through 
successional changes In vegetation resulting from fire suppression 
activities . Nol'lllllly wild fires benefit furbea.rers by creating 
favorable habitat for prey species such a.s snowshoe hare and ~icrotlne 
rodents . Establishment of hardwood species along waterways after 
coniferous vegetation Is 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 dainage are the major consideration . 
Close liaison should be maintained with the various fire control 
agencies to assure that public energies are not expended unnecessarily 
In the control of wildfire. 

Oil pollution has not affected 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 extract ion and transport will almost certainly result in 
SOllle detriment~l pollution of coa~tline habitats, and accidental 
onshore spills wil l 1-.iact riparian habitats. Stringent precautions 
must be observed In oil development act ivities to minlgize adverse 
Impacts. Oil spill contalrwnent and cleanup capabilities must be 
Improved. 

Other resource and human development activities also result In loss 
or furbearer habitat . Large scale water Impoundments and clearcut 
logging 1ffect large areas and important habitats for SOllle species. 
Placer mining and dredging, gravel ret10val, urbanization and construction 
of transportation and utility corridors all have localized Impacts 
which when taken together add up to significant long-term habitat 
alteration. Important furbearer habitats should be Identified in 
conjunction with proposed developmental activities so that possible 
may be considered which minimize detrimental effects to furbearers . 

The generally underharvested fur populations in 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. Sonie species of furbearers are not harvested 
because there is no traditional use of a particular species. The 
fonnation of marketing 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 econ0111ic loss. Oevelopment 
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 
Oepartllent probably would not initiate fur .iarketing associations 
or furbearer extension progra111s , but would cooperate with educational 
and other agenc ies 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 likely to 
occur. Beaver are easily overharvested because they establish 
fixed colonies which are accessible and susceptible to repeated 
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tripping. Overtrapping of beaver is a recurring problem in some 
areas, particularly the lower Yukon-Kuskokwim 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 sn~chines. High 
pelt prices and a strong domestic demand provide incentive for 
heavy trapping and hunting pressure on wolverine. Restrictive 
regulltlou where required to protect the resource should be implemented. 
Season closures in some areas may be the only viable solution to 
the overhervest of wolverine. Successful Implementation of harvest 
restrictions will depend on the cooperation of resource users and 
on increased enforce.ent of regulations. 

Significant loss of public trapping opportunity may occur from the 
exclusion or prohibition of public trapping on extensive land areas 
conveyed to private ownership or federal limited 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 
manage11ent of furbearers. Easetnents across private lands to public 
lands will be sought as provided for In the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act. 

As land available for public trapping diminishes, COlllPetition for 
available areas will Increase, resulting In increased conflicts 
between trappers as well as heavy pressure on furbearer resources. 
Some restrictions on harvest .ay be necessary to protect the resource. 
Some trapper conflicts may be alleviated through better conaunication 
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 1111rket values for several species of furbearers will stimulate 
increased trapping effort. Existing infonnatlon on distribution, 
population trends and habitat requlretnents for many furbearers is 
Inadequate for management at higher intensities of trapping pressure 
or for assessment of the consequences of habitat alteration . The 
Department should seek adequate funding and attempt 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 problet11 by trappers should 
be encouraged a5 well as increased cOlllllUnlty controls on free­
roa1111ng dogs. 

Some furbearers , particularly foxes, are known to carry diseases 
which are ha ... ful or lethal to other wildlife and humans. Rabies 
Is the most common disease which reaches epidemic proportions. 
Echinoaoa~ multiloculell'ia Is carried by the foxes on St. Lawrence 
Jsland and Trichinosis is also carried by several species of furbearers. 
Trapping and hunting of both red and white fox should be encoura99d 
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 
fro. furbearers to hlllllilns, particularly In areas where these pr1lble11s 
are known to exist. To prevent Trichinosis proper handling and 
cooking of all furbearer meat to be consumed by humans and domestic 
animals should be encouraged. 

Beaver chronically cause problems by blocking road culverts with 
d1111s and by flooding or cutting down trees on private property . 
Blockage of streams by beaver dams also prevents movements of 
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spawning anadr01110us fish. The Department should encourage public 
trapping of beaver In areas where damage to public and private 
property Is chronic, and where Important salmon spawning streams 
are blocked. Public ut111zat1on of beaver in problem areas Is 
preferable to Departmental 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 human property than any other 
furbearer by destroying Insulation, damaging human food caches and 
general destruction of iaany different ltet11s such as mattresses, 
sleeping bags, etc. lnfonaatlon on controll Ing squirrel daiuge 
should be consolidated 1nto a publication which would be made 
available to anyone needing assistance. 

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

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

Increased harvests of available furbearer populations, Improved 
handling, and Improved marketing in the Interior and northern areas 
of the state could Increase the economic value of the fur harvest 
50 percent above the present economic value, nr ~bout $500,000. 

It may be necessary to close the beaver trapping season entirely In 
areas of overharvest or effectively enforce a very restricted 
season. This would eliminate or reduce the present harvest level 
by 50 percent depending upon the degree of restriction Imposed. 
Within three to five years the harvest could be Increased, CD111Pensating 
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 fmpleaiented. 

Loss of trapping opportunity In areas established exclusively for 
nonconsumpt1ve use will be insignificant. 

Dissemination of lnfonnatlon 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 developllleflt activity with various conservation 
agencies would mlni~lze the adverse impacts of develosi-ent on 
furbearer habitat. 

No loss of nonconsumptlve use opportunity wlll occur, nor will 
proposed management adversely affect existing habitat, other species 
in the area or other recreational uses of the land. 
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SMALL GAf1E ltl HESTERll ALASKA 

GROUSE ANO PTARlllGAN 

Spruce grouse (Canachitcs canadeP1Sis ), ruffed grouse {eoriasa umbellus) and 
sharp-t.illed grouse (Pediccet aa phoaianclluo ) and rock ptarmigan (Lagopus 
mi.tus) , willow ptar111igan (L. la11opua ) and whfte• tail ptamlgan (L. 
l eucurus) , all 11e111bers of the family Tetraonidae, are the galllnaceous 
species occurring In the Western Region. Willow pta,,.lgan occur through­
out the entire region, Including Nunlvak Island, where suitable habitat 
exists. Rock ptarmigan and spruce grouse occur throughout with the 
exception of the western portion of the Yukon-Kuskokwlm delta . Ruffed 
and sharp-tailed grouse occur throughout the Yukon and Kuskokwlm drainages 
above Holy Cross and Aniak, respectively. White-tailed ptarmigan are 
restricted to the upper slopes of the Alaska Range in the southeastern 
portion of this region. 

Although there Is considerable overlap In geographical distribution of 
the sevaral tetraonid species, each displays a marked preference for 
certain habitat types. Spruce grouse are found most c011111only In white 
spruce-birch C01111111nltles and black spruce associations. Ruffed grouse 
Inhabit upland aspen and birch comnunltles and streamslde willow stands. 
Sharp-tailed grouse occupy a variety of habitat types Including sub­
alplne brushlands, sparsely timbered black spruce bogs , mature bi rch 
woodlands, regenerating hardwood forests and open fields . 

In 110untalnous sections of Western Alaska, breeding h4bltats of t he 
three species of ptanalgan are separated altl tudlnally although SDml! 
overlapping occurs . Willow ptannigan breed close to timberline, often 
partially within the fringe of coniferous woodland, and al so along 
strea11 courses In strea~slde shrub cocrmunltles. generally between elevations 
of 2,000 and 3,800 feet. Rock ptannlgan breed from timberline to approximately 
3,500 feet In h4bltat ranging from brushy stands of dwarf birch less 
than four feet till ta areas above the l l~lt of upright, woody vegetation . 
White-tailed pt11111lgan breed at elevations of 3,500 to 5,000 feet. They 
occupy rough terrain where vegetation forms a low, sparse cover Interrupted 
by boulder fields, talus slopes, ledges and glaciers . In the lower, 
coastal portions of tht region the differences between rock and willow 
ptarmigan habitats art poorly understood. 

Unlike forest grouse, ptarmigan In mountainous portions of Western 
Alaska are known to move downward In October 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 females move up to 100 miles to brushy subalplne or t imbered 
winter range. The birds funnel through river valleys and low mountain 
passes during this fall movement and again when returning to their 
breeding grounds in March. 

The tetraonlds ~ve evolved so that each iaajor vegetative type In Alaska 
provides habitat for one or 1110re species at SOllW! period of the year . 
Disturbances such as burning, tllllber removal and agriculture produce 
vegetative changes that decrease the habitat quality for certain species 
while favoring others. Spruce grouse and ptarmigan tend to occupy 
111ture or climax hablt1ts whereas ruffed and sharp-tailed grouse select 
dis turbed plant c011111Unltles . In the Western region fire has been the 
most prevalent factor producing and maintaining ruffed ~nd sharp-tailed 
habitat . Favorable habitat resulting from burning lasts up to 60 years 
but, because of this relatively short time span, the maintenance of 
grouse habitat for these species Involves a regime of repeated burning. 
Recent trends In fire control, part icularly In the eastern portion of 
th is region, may be resulting In a decline In the amount of habitat for 
these species. Elsewhere In the Western region habitat alterations as a 
result of h11111an development have not been widespread and changes that 
have occurred have not influenced tetraonid populations significantly. 



Inland populations of the various Alaskan tetraonfds dl!llllnstrate marked, 
9enerally synchronous, fluctuations with seven to nine years elapsing 
between peaks. These patterns are evident over large geographical 
regions but the abundance of a given species on a local area may vary 
from the general pattern at any given time. During the last 15 years 
grouse populations In the interior were high during the period 1960·6Z 
and 1968-70. Low grouse densities occurred in 1963-65 and again fn the 
early to mid 1970's. Similarly, ptannlgan were abundant fn 1961-63 and 
1969-71 and scarce In 1964·66 and the early to mid 1970's. These data 
are probably applicable to grouse and ptan11fgan population trends in the 
eastern portions of the Western Region. Populations fn the coastal 
portions of this region fluctuate erratically and not necessarily in 
phase with those of the interior. 

Due to lack of knowledge regarding the factors governing population 
fluctuations. management programs aimed at stabilizing tetraonld densities 
from year to year are not feasible at present. Habitat management has 
not been attempted In Alaska, but ruffed and sharp-tailed grouse populations 
would probably respond to habitat manipulation. Higher densities of 
these species could probably be attained in some years through intensive 
habitat manipulation although It fs doubtful If "cyclic" lows could be 
prevented. If fncre1sed densities of self-sustaining populations of 
ruffed or sharp-tailed grouse are desired , the Intensive habitat .anagement 
approach fs definitely preferred over the usually unsuccessful techniques 
Involving captive breeding, stocking and transplanting. 

Galllnaceous birds are Important prey for avian and ma1111111lfan predators. 
The number of groust 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 fn years 
when grouse and ptermlgan susta in relatively he.avy losses t o p~dators, 
their long-term population trends are not significantly altered. 
Therefore, the use of these species as prey ts compatible wi th the 
various human uses. 

Grouse and pta1111lgan have received only light to roderate harvest by 
sport and "subsistence" hunters fn Western Alaska. Although populations 
can probably withstand repeated harvest a1110U11ting to 40 percent of the 
fall population, hunting pressure and harvests wf 11 probably continue to 
fluctuate with tetraonld abundance. Host hunters are Alaskan residents, 
and the distribution of hunting pressure Is primarily restricted to 
access routes such as rivers, roads and trails fn areas close to human 
population centers. Although some Individuals may hunt specifically for 
grouse and ptarmigan, a significant amount of the harvest occurs Incidental 
to big game hunting. Past harvests have had little ff any influence on 
overall abundance. Like hunting, nonconsumptlve uses such as observation 
and photography have been light In the past . For the most part, consumptive 
and nonconsumptfve uses are presently compatible , and this situation fs 
expected to continue Into the foreseeable future . 

HARES 

Both the snowshoe hare (Lepus americanue) and the tundra hare (L. 
arcti ""41) occur fn Western Alaska. Tundra hares are found In the coastal 
tundra areas In low to moderate numbers, while snowshoe hares occur 
further Inland along the major stream drainages. Snowshoe ha~s are 
fairly abundant along the Kuskokwlm River and In the mountain valleys to 
the south. 

Densities of snowshoe hares are Influenced by cyclic fluctuations in 
population levels averaging 10 years between peaks. In the Western 
region, snowshOe hare populations were high around lg71-73. These 
cyclic fluctuations s1e111 to be 1110st extreae fn the central portions of 
the snowshoe's range. Hare densities have averaged 1500 or more per 
square mile during population peaks. The abundance of hares fn local 
areas may vary greatly, and even In periods of low population levels 

10~ 



r . 

local areas of abundance will occur in optimum habi tat. As populations 
Increase hares spread out Into less desirable habitat, and when populations 
decline, they disappear from these areas . Sometimes the decline may be 
abrupt, or it 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 preferred, or wfll support a higher density of hares . Hares can 
be found in subalpine areas, brush lands, white spruce-birch COll'l1llnities 
and scrubby black spruce stands. The 11111re open aspen and bfrch conmunltles 
with brushy understories of willow, alder, hfghbush cranberry and wild 
rose, and strea~slde areas with willows see111 to be optillUll habitat for 
snowshoe hares . The preferred habitat for the tundra hare Is brushy 
tundra and windswept rocky slopes, with alder thickets and willows along 
the low wide river valleys near the coast . 

Habitat disturbances such as wildfire and clearing of timber usually 
benefit snowshoe hares, sfnce 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 understories for snowshoe hares. 

Jn years of high snowshoe populations, girdling of willow and other browse 
plants, and to a lesser extent spruce saplings, occurs over large areas . Such 
girdl ing can seriously reduce the a110unt of available browse for a number of 
years and may affect moose populations as well as the hares themselves. 

The snowshoe hare Is an extreinely Important prey species for several predators. 
Lynx depend almost entirely on snowshoe hares for food, and populations of 
lynx fluctuate with hare populations, with high and low points In lynx 
populations following those of hares by about one year. In years of low hare 
rn.nbers, few ff any lynx kittens are rai sed. Both red foxes and wolves al so 
depend to a great extent on hares. Raptors such as the great horned 
owl and the goshawk utilize hares as a niajor part of their diet, and 
their nUllbers are Influenced by the snowshoe hare populations. 

The cyclic nature of snowshoe hare populations makes management programs 
designed to stabilize hare populations difficult . Too many factors are 
involved In these population cycles for man to have much effect other 
than by modifying the habitat. Hunting pressure on hares Increases as 
populations increase and hares become more available. But , as hare 
populations decline and they become harder to find, there fs correspondingly 
less Interest In hunting thet11, and hunting then has little effect on the 
natural population cycle . Also, hunting pressure ts concentrated along 
roads and trails and around human population centers ; over vast areas 
the animals are not hunted by man. 

Tundra hares are hunted by the natives of coastal tundra areas who often herd 
and kill them with cl ubs. Some are shot or snared. Host are taken for food 
fn the fall, winter Or spring. There Is no est imate of harvest , but the 
meat and occasionally the hides are used domestically . In the past, 
tundra hare pelts were sold conmercial ly, and exported from Alaska by the 
hundreds, but there is little detnand for tundra hare ~elts at present. 

Very little fs known regarding hunting effort and harvests of small 
game In the Western Region . Tundra hare populations are 11111ch more 
ll•tted than snowshoe hare populations and may be subject to overharvest s . 
Jnfonnatlon on tundra hares and other Stral l game species ts needed 
to evaluate t he efrects of hunting pre,sure on these animals and t o 
regulate such pressure If necessary. 
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1. ALASKA SllALL GArlE MAHAGBIENT PLAN 

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

~MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide the greatest opportunity to participate In hunting small 
game. 

SECOtlDARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide for an optimum harvest of small game. 

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

~OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

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

Z. Encour•ye public viewing ~nd photography of small 9ame. 

3. Regulate or eliminate hunting seasons to minl•fze disturbance in 
areas especially suited for viewing or photographing small game. 

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 whfte-tailed ptarmigan; 
and snowshoe, arctic and European hares. Slllal1 ga111e populatfons fluctuate 
considerably In successive years, and little is known of annual population 
status except in relatively 5111111, localized areas. A feature cOIMIOn to 
most Alaskan small game populations is a recurrent cycle of abUfldance 
and scarcity. In lllOSt Instances, a coinplete cycle lasts B to 12 years. 
Populations of the various species appear to fluctuate fn phase over 
most of Alaska, although local pockets of animals may r""'in at high 
numbers while populations are declining elsewhere . Coastal populations 
seet11 to exhibit less drastfc oscfllations than populations fn the interfor. 
Blue grouse, found only in Southeastern Alaska spruce-hemlock forests, 
occur in relatively stable nlllllbers. The three species of ptarmigan fn 
coastal parts of their range exhibit erratic, rather than cyclic, population 
fluctuations. Grouse and ptarmigan populations in Interior and parts of 
Southcentral Alaska were hfgh during lg60 to 1962-63 and again In 1968 
to 1970. Hare populations followed a si~llar pattern , includfng less 
drastic, more erratfc fluctuations In numbers In coastal areas. 

Factors causing the oscl llations in small game nulllbers are not well 
understood, although weather, food, predation and diseases probably all 
play a role, with different factors varying in significance durfng 
different stages of the cycle. The general synchrony of small game 
population fluctuations suggests that some major extrinsic factor, 
perhaps weather, is the cause for population cycles. Natural 1110rtalfty 
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rates for all snall gaine species are very high, perhaps reaching 80 
percent in some years. Severe winters and wet, cold springs which 
adversely impact nesting success and chick survival may be the llllin 
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 some habitat has been lost or altered by urbanization 
and agriculture near Anchorage and In the Hatanuska-Susltna Valley and 
by extensive logging In Southeastern Alaska. Logging activities and 
fires 111ay enhance habitat for hares and ruffed and sharp-tailed grouse, 
while reducing suitable h.lbltat for spruce and blue grouse and willow 
ptarmigan. Rock and especially white-tailed ptan11lgan breed at higher 
elevations than willow ptannlgan, and their habitat has probably been 
little altered by hunlan 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 
human population centers, although some hunters employ snowmachines In 
winter and boats tn sunmer and fall to reach more distant areas. A few 
hunting parties travel by plane to reta0te regions specifically to hunt 
Slllall game. Host small game hunting In remote areas, however, Is 
Incidental to quests for big game and serves inainly to supplement camp 
rations. Nonresident hunters contribute little to the Sllilll game harvest. 
Hunter effort and harvest levels of small game depend mainly on small 
game abundance and accessibility. The high natural mortality 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 was a shortening of seasons 
and surrmer closures to small game hunting In Chugach State Park near 
Anchorage. 

Noncons1111ptive uses of small game vary significantly between areas. 
Host viewing and photography occurs adjacent to major hUllan 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 Twelvemlle and Eagle Suaaits on 
the Steese Highway. Besides being an i111Portant hobby of iaany urban-area 
residents, viewing and photography of s111all game occur Incidental to 
other outdoor pursuits, such as berrypicking, skiing , snowshoeing, 
hiking, and mountain climbing. Although most nonconsumptlve users are 
Alaska residents, nonresidents also enjoy small game, particularly tn 
Interior Alaska along roads leading to and near Ht. McKinley National 
Park. 

Ptarmigan are the most COlmlOn and popular gamebirds In Alaska. Willow 
and rock ptanatgan are distributed throughout the state. White-tailed 
ptanaigan are restricted to the Alaska Range and 1110untalnous areas to 
the south including the Cook Inlet area, the Kenai Peninsula, the coast 
of Prince Willia. Sound and the Gulf of Alaska, and Southeastern Alaska. 
Rock and willow ptan11igan make extensive altltudinal migrations In 
spring and fall, while white-tailed ptarmigan generally remain at 
higher elevations throughout the year. Willow ptarmigan occur in willow­
grown flats and foothills near timberline during sunmer 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. Comparatively little ptarmigan habitat has been altered or 
destroyed In Alaska, although greater efficiency In fire suppression may 
be having an i111pact on willow and rock ptarmigan wintering areas. 

Willow ptan1igan are the most frequently encountered ganieblrd because 
they are 110st abundant and they winter at lower elevations. The 11agnitude 
of harvest is unknown, but hunting effort varies considerably frOlll year 
to year depending on bird abundance. Soa1e of the most popular recreational 
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ptarmigan hunting areas include the Copper River Delta , lands adjacent 
to the headwaters of the Little Susitna River, the Isabel Pass area, 
Eagle and Twelvemile Sumnlts on the Steese Highway, Ht. Fairplay and, on 
Kodiak Island, the Upper Station Lakes and Tugldak Island. ln Southeastern 
Alaska, the inost used ptannlgan hunting areas are near Haines, Juneau, 
Ketchikan, and along beach and river systems frOM Yakutat to the Alsek 
River. Ptarmigan hunting Is llOSt Intensive In late winter after snow 
depths at high elevations have forced birds to move down. Ptannlgan are 
an Important year-round source of food for rural residents In much of 
northern, western and Interior Alaska and are taken whenever available. 
The extent of domestic utilization by local residents Is dependent on 
cyclical ptannigan 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. Many people also view ptannlgan incidentally to 
other outdoor activities. 

Grouse are less abundant and less conspicuous than ptannlgan, although 
spruce grouse are widespread and at times locally abundant . Blue grouse 
are common 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. 
Spruce grouse are the most widespread and numerous of Alaskan grouse, 
present In spruce-birch and spruce-hemlock forests over IM>St of the 
state. Little lnfonnation ls 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 ls by Alaska residents for recreation and domestic 
use. The magnitude of harvest ls unknown. Hunting effort declines 
substantially when grouse populations decline. Grouse are typically 
hunted along road systems In fall and early spring when the birds are 
gathering grit . Spruce grouse have been relatively conrnon along the 
Steese Highway between Hile 120 and 148, near Hanley 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 Alasla spruce and ruffed grouse occur In such low numbers 
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 
males. Host grouse hunting occurs adjacent to major road systems. 

Grouse viewing and photography are primarily by Alaska local residents, 
although an increasing number of nonresidents , usually sllftmer tourists , 
are Important nonconsumptlve users in state and national parks and along 
major road systems. Comparatively few people seek grouse specifically 
for viewing and photography, but they are clearly important adjuncts to 
some outdoor activities such as hiking, camping, fishing etc. 

Hares are probably the most 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 numbers may vary by 
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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 seein less cyclic and exhibit erratic population oscillations. 
Hare population fluctuations have been doc.-nted since the late lSOO's 
ln Alaska. Hares were abundant In Interior Alaska in 1885, probably 
during the mld-1890's, In 1905, fr1J11 1913 to 1915, in 1924, In 1935, 
frOM 1946 to 1947, in 1954, in 1963, and finally around 1970. Hare 
numbers were again at low levels by the mid·l970'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 domestic hares on a 
number of Islands Including t.tnnak and Hog In the Aleutians, and Middleton 
Island in Prince WllllCllll Sound. The Middleton Island transplant of 
three fem.iles and one male In lg54 increased to at least 6000 by 1960 
and the population is currently at about that level, although drastic 
fluctuations In nua1bers have occurred over the last 15 years. The 
Alaska Game Comnlssion authorized a transplant of snowshoe hares to 
l<Ddlak 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 Shumagln group. Host hare habitat has probably 
been little altered by human activity, although improved efficiency in 
fire suppression and prevention by state and federal agencies inay have 
reduced some hare habitat. Habitat requlreinents of hares appear flexible 
but ..ast often consist of streamslde 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 most popular small game 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 game. Areas adjacent to roads and waterways are most 
heavily hunted. Access to hunting areas Is often by walking, but 1111re 
hunters are e111ploylng boats, all-terrain vehicles and snownachlnes 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 limited when 
they are scarce. Snowshoe hares are less COlllllOll In Southeastern Alaska 
and provide a limited illlOunt of recreational hunting near Juneau, Haines, 
and Skagway. Villagers in remote areas make extensive d0111estic use of 
hares. Most hare hunting occurs In fall and winter. Hares are also 
popular with noncons1J11ptive 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 
mortality 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 may be 
prohibited. The Department should solicit the cooperation of 
private landowners to facilitate progressive 111c1nage111tnt of Sllla11 
g-. Easements across private lands to publfc lands will be 
sought as provided for In the Alaska llative Claims Settlement Act. 
The Department should also 111c1intaln close liaison with native 
corporations and make recorrrnendatlons on land use practices which 
benefit wildlife. 

The proposed Inclusion of land, about 80 million acres, into Federally· 
adlllinlstered parks, wildlife refuges, wild and scenic rivers, and 
national forests under the tenns of the Alaska Native ClallllS Settle111ent 
Act will affect public use and state rianagement of small 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 iaanagement agencies to 
allow publ ic use of the lands for huottng. Seasons and bag limits 
and inethods and means of hunting inay require adjustiaent to confon1 
wi th federal regulations. 

Alteration or loss of small game habitat due to logging, expansion 
of residential areas, Industrial and mineral development and fire 
suppression will affect numbers of small game In some accessible 
areas that receive heavy hunter use. The Department should Identi ty 
Important small game habitat and make recomnendations on land use 
practices. The Department will also propose and encourage habitat 
improvement by the various land management 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 recormiend providing additional routes of access . 

Oue t o r anpower and funding ret trlctfons, data on population status 
• nd harvest levels of small game are not gathered . In some cases, 
no methodology exists for the routine censusing of small game . The 
Department should seek adequate funding to develop needed inventory 
techniques. 

Hunting adjacent to roads and near urban centers iaay pose public 
safety hazards, and loca l opposition to hunting may develop and 
resul t In restrictions such as closed areas . The Department should 
anticipate such conflicts and, where appropriate, ll~lt hunt ing by 
tillMI and space zoning . The Department will generally oppose efforts 
to effect closures except where a clear need exists . 

As sma ll game hunt ing near urban centers increases , conflicts with 
nonconsumptlve users will occur In a few accessible locations where 
small game are traditionally observed. Intensive loc~l h&rvests of 
ptarmigan in the spring can reduce the sumner population of birds 
available for observation. Three areas of potential conflicts are 
the Eagle and Twelvemile summits on the Steese Highway north of 
Fairbanks, the Ht. Fairplay area on the Taylor Highway, and the 
Donelly Dome - Paxson area along the Richardson Highway. Restrictions 
on hunting in these areas may be necessary, especially in the 
spring, if hunting significantly reduces the birds available for 
nonconsumptlve use during the sumner. 

Although small game populations generally increase or decrease 
independently of hunting, many people believe that population lows 
are caused by overharvest. The Department should inaugurate an 
active educational progra11 on small ga111e population cycles and 
dyna~ics. 

Many small ga.e hunters regularly dress and clean the anl.als they 
have bagged along highways and leave the offal and skin or feathers 
on the road right-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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Slllall game populations will continue to fluctuate with or without 
hunting. 

Some hunter congestion and competition may occur in easily accessible 
areas. 

Restrictions on hunters may be t~posed in areas of high nonconsumptlve 
use of small game. 

Distribution of hunting pressure and harvest 11ay be improved • 

No loss of nonconsu111ptive use will occur, nor will proposed iaanageiaent 
adversely affect existing habitat, other species in the area, or 
other recreational uses of the land. 



WATERFOWL IH WESTERH ALASKA 

Western Alaska annually supports more nesting ducks and geese than any 
other region in Alaska.* Millions of other waterfowl also pass through 
the region, particularly coastal areas on the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta, on 
their way to and from northern areas In Alaska, Canada and Russia. 
Waterfowl habitat in Western Alaska is in relatively pristine condition, 
since industrial activities have not yet reached this region. 

The lllOSt concentrated goose nesting occurs on the outer coast of the 
(Y·K) Yukon-Kuskokwia Delta frOlll Kipnuk north to Scaarnon Bay. This 
area probably has more geese per square mile than any other production 
area In the world. Other Important goose production areas include the 
remainder of the Y·K Delta, the Koyukuk Valley and the lnnoko River 
Valley. In addition, hundreds of tributaries of the Kuskokwim, Stony, 
lnnoko, Tanana and Yukon Rivers support thousands of Canada and whit•­
fronted geese annually. 

Major duck nesting areas in the region are on the Y-K Delta and valleys 
of the Yukon, lnnoko, Stony, Tanana, Kuskokwim and Koyukuk Rivers. 
For the 26,000 square miles of Y·K Delta nesting habitat, a portion of 
which lies outside of the Western Region, the average annual breeding 
duck population is 1,472,600 birds, or about 55 ducks per square mile. 
Dabblers c0111Prfs• 413,500, and divers 35g,eoo birds. An addltfon.1 
700,000 are nongame ducks. The total fall duck flight from the Delta 
fs calculated to be 2,446,300 birds. Breeding duck densities for the 
lnnoko Valley, lower Koyukuk Valley and Tanana-Kuskokwim Valleys are 
about 43, 32 and 67 birds per square mile, respectively. 

The average fall flight from Western Alaska is about 4 million ducks 
and 616,000 geese each year. The goose estimates by species are: 
brant - 90,000, emperor - 148,000, white-front - 178,000 and Canada • 
290,500. White-fronted geese on the Y-K Delta co-prise nearly the 
entire Pacific Flyway population. 

Whfstlfng swans are found throughout the Delta but are concentrated on 
the outer coast north of Ktpnuk. The population on the Y·K Delta ts 
estimated to contain 40,000 birds which migrate primarily to West Coast 
wintering areas fn Nevada and central California. Trumpeter swans 
inhabit forested areas fn all major river valleys but occur in low 
densities. Perhaps 200-300 trumpeters occur fn the region. 

The outer coast of the Delta and areas near Cape Newenham are h1avfly 
used during migration periods by ducks and geese. Large pre-migration 
concentrations of lesser Canadas, cacklers and brant are also found on 
Nunivak Island. Besides ducks and geese frOll the Delta, about 200,000 
snow geese fl'Olll Wrangell Island fn Russia and the rl!lllinder of the 
black brant population fl'Olll the North Slope and Canada use these areas 
during spring and fall, although fall use is greater. Off-shore areas 
fn the region are major migration routes for millions of elders and 
other birds. 

waterfowl production success on the Delta and to some extent f n Inland 
river valleys is Influenced primarily by spring temperatures and snow 
cover. "Early" springs promote good production whfle "late" springs 
cause poorer breeding conditions. High, wind-blown stonn tides have 
destroyed substantial numbers of duck and goose nests fn SOiie years. 
Such tfdes destroy nests several miles Inland. Flooding fs probably 
the major factor affecting production, especially in the lower lnnoko, 
Yukon and Koyukuk Valleys. However, periodic flooding, although detrimental 
for one season, undoubtedly increases overall productivity of river 
valley ponds by "flushing" and depositing new fertile silt on the pond 
bottoms. 

* A list of the waterfowl species considered In these plans follows this 
regional account. 
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Waterfowl In Western Alaska are used pri111arily for local dOlll!stlc purposes. 
The vol11111e of such use in the region far exceeds that in any other 
region In Alaska. In 1964, an estimated 83,000 geese, 35,000 ducks, 
S,600 swans and 1,000 cranes were taken and about 40,000 eggs collected 
by local residents on the Y-k Delta. Harvests for Western Alaska villages 
not included in the 1964 survey were estlrnated In 1974 to total another 
5,000 geese and 8,000 ducks. Because most hunting for domestic use 
occurs during the closed season in the spring, those species arriving 
earliest (geese, mallards and pintails) receive the most use. Spring 
harvest occurs mainly on the most productive segment of the region ' s 
goose populations - 111ted pairs of birds which are the first geese to 
arrive In the spring. 

Relatively little sport harvest of waterfowl occurs In Western Alaska, 
although hunting Is excellent In many areas. Remoteness and lack of 
accommodations In the best hunting areas discourage recreational use. 
Some sport hunting occurs near Bethel, Galena and McGrath . Access Is 
primarily by boat for local hunters and by aircraft for others. During 
the past four years the sport hunter harvest of ducks and geese In 
Western Alaska has averaged 2,000 ducks and 650 geese each year. 

Nonconsumptive use of waterfowl Is limited to local residents, tourists 
and other visitors to towns and villages. Neither do-esttc utilization, 
sport hunting, nor nonconsumptive use of waterfowl are expected to 
change markedly before 1980. 

~ 
• Pollution of coastal and upland areas by oil or oil Industry-

rel ated contaminants poses a serious threat to waterfowl and waterfowl 
habitat. Outer Continental Shelf (OCS), near shore and onshore 
drilling and offshore tanker traffic could result In oil spills 
which would devastate habitat and bird populations. Baseline 
quantitative and qualitative data on coastal bird habitats, bird 
numbers and relationships between birds and habitat are needed 
before oil impacts occur to provide rational recommendations for 
future OCS lease areas, recomnendations for future oil spill cleanup 
facilities and to doc1111ent the effect of conta~inatlon for •itigatton 
purposes. Ongoing federally funded state and federal OCS bird 
studies are desfgned to identify and quantify the effects of these 
problems. 

* Illegal natfve domestic utilization of waterfowl on the Y-k Delta 
appears to be adversely affecting the black brant and Pacfflc 
Flyway white-fronted goose populations. Domestic utilization 
elsewhere fn Alaska (and probably Canada) is also contributing to 
the brant population decline. Although sprfng use of waterfowl is 
prohibited under provf stons of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 
federal and state enforcement agencies have been lenient, because 
of tradttfonal Native dependency on this resource. Enforce11ent of 
federal and state laws should be concentrated on species requiring 
protection, and cooperation of local residents should be sought to 
direct domestic utllfzatlon away fro~ specfes whose stocks are 
declining. Annual detel'llination of dOlll!stlc harvest levels is 
desirable for all waterfowl species and necessary for selected 
species. Renegotiation of the Treaty with Canada and Mexico to 
provide for recognition of traditional d0111esttc use of waterfowl, 
where biologically Justified, ts a possible solution to the dllenma. 
However, undesirable aspects of renegotiation and reluctance of 
Canada to open reneg0tlattons make such action l111probable. 
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LIST OF WATERFOWL SPECIES IH ALASKA 

Corrmon Name 

Dabbl Ing Ducks Aleutian COlllnOn Teal 
Allerlcan Widgeon 
Baikal Teal 
Black Duck 
Blue-Winged Teal 
Chinese Spot Bill 
Cinnamon Teal 
European Widgeon 
European COlllllOI\ Teal 
Falcated Teal 
Gadwall 
Garganey 
GreenWlnged Teal 
Mallard 
Pinta fl 
llood Duck 

Diving Ducks Alllerfcan Goldeneye 
Barrow's Goldeneye 
Bufflehead 
Canvasback 

Sea Ducks 

Connon Pochard 
Greater Sc a up 
Lesser Scaup 
Redhe11d 
Ringneck 
Ruddy Duck 
Tufted Duck 

and Mergansers AMerfcan Comaon Merganser 
American CD111nOn Scoter 
Harlequin 
Hooded Merganser 
King Eider 
Old Squaw 
Pacf ffc Comnon Elder 
Red-Breasted Merganser 
Smew 
Spectacled Elder 
Steller's Elder 
Surf Scoter 
Western White-Winged Scoter 

Geese Aleutian Canada 
Cacklfng Canada 
Dusky Canada 
Lesser Canada 
Vancouver Canada 
Bean 
Amert can Brant 
Black Brant 
Elaperor 
Ross 's 
Lesser Snow 
White-Fronted 

Swans Trunipeter 
Whfstl ing 
Whooper 

llD 

Sc lent fffc Name 

Anae crscca ninria 
HaNca <ll!Mlricana 
A'*la formoaa 
Anaa rubripae 
Anae diacora 
Anas poscilorhyncha aonorhyncha 
Anas cyanaptarci 
Hlraca p11n11lopa 
Anas cJ'scca cNcca 
Anao falcata 
Anas strepe:ra 
Anas q1111rquedula 
Anas cracca CaJ'Olinensia 
Anas p 1.atyrhynchos 
Anas aeuta 
A~ aponsa 

Bucaphala clangula arwricana 
Bucaphala ialandica 
Bucophala aZboola 
Aythya uaZi.ainaria 
Aythya ferina 
Aythya marila 
Aythya affinie 
Aythya anwriaana 
Aythya coZlarie 
O:cy1U'O Jamo.icenaie 
Aythya fuZigula 

JMrgua ""1rganHr 
Oidanria 11igrci 
Hiatrionicua hiatrionicua 
I,ophodytsa CMCuZlatua 
Sontateria epllctabiZie 
Clarsgula hyBlfl<2lie 
5ooaa toria mo ZiHi.ma 
Hargus 8'1l'1'0tor 
Nel'f1U8 aZbo Hue 
I.anrpronetta fiach•ri 
PoZyeticta etalleri 
Nirlallitta parepicitlata 
116Zanitta daglandi 

Branta canadanei11 ZeucopaNia 
Branta canadauie nri11iMa 
Bloanta c.viaa.11aia occidsntali• 
Branta atmadsriais parvipsa 
Bl'anta cana~ll8ia fulva 
AllB•r fabalie 
Branta barnicla 
Bloanta nigricana 
Philacta canagica 
Chen rDHi 

Chen hyperboNa 
AllSBJ' albif,..,,,. 

OLor buocinator 
Olor colllllbianua 
Olor C!/gllUB 



1. NORTHERll ALASKA \olATERFOHL 111Af1AGH1Et/T PLAN 

~ 

Game Han1gement Units 18 and 21-26 except the Palmut Waterfowl Management 
Plan area. 

~MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide the greatest opportunity to participate in hunting waterfowl. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide for an optl11111111 narvest of waterfowl. 

~ OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain waterfowl hunting seasons and bag limits that reflect 
climatic conditions . 

2. Regulate, within the constraints of federal regulations, iaethods 
and 111eans of taking, season timing and bag limits, If necessary, to 
provide for local use of waterfowl. 

3. Obtain, maintain and improve hunter access to waterfowl hunting 
areas. 

4. Encourage viewing and photography of waterfowl. 

5. Discourage hualan octivltles 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. 

TliE SPECIES 

Northern Alaska provides extremely Important habitat for millions of 
North American waterfowl. Hore than 3,000,000 ducks and 400,000 geese 
nest In the area annuolly. Fall ~igratlons to the south number 1110re 
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 90 percent of the geese. Important 
breeding areas in the Northern Alaska area include the Yukon-Kuskokwlm 
Delta, l1111ruk Basin and lower Kobuk-Selawlk-Hoatak 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 ts lands. 

Domestic consumption by local residents Is the dominant use of waterfowl 
throughout the Northern Alaska area. Although residents of all towns 
and vill1ges In proxi~lty to waterfowl habitat utillie waterfowl, the 
greatest use occurs along the coast. The majority of use Is Illegal and 
occurs in the spring when newly arrived birds are a source of fresh 
meat. Intensive use of eggs In some areas also occurs. Although recent 
accurate estimates of dOlll!stic use are not available, rough estl11ates 
place annual domestic utllliation 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 •achlnes 
ere the prl111ary means of access for local residents . 

Very little recreational waterfowl hunting takes place over most of 
Northern Alaska be(ause the 11ajority of waterfowl 1reas are long distances 
fro. inajor population centers and because early freeze-up limits the 
tlllll! available for sport hunting to a few weeks . Sport hunting near 
large c01111Unltles or by relatively few hunters who utilize aircraft to 
reach distant hunting locations is very ll~lted. Nonconsumptlve uses, 
such as viewing and photography, are almost nonexistent except In areas 
close to co111111.1nities or as an Incidental use to other outdoor activities. 
Few changes tn waterfowl use patterns ere expected In the next five 
years. 

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

Management Guideline No . 

Area 

Yukon River Flats X 
Kanut I Flats X 
Lower Koyukuk Ya 11 ey X 
Howe Island X 
Egg Island X 
Spy Island X 
Thetis Island X 
Bug Island X 
Pt. Barrow Spit X 
Coastal lagoons - Barrow to X 

Camden Bay 
Shishmaref Lagoon X 
Lopp Lagoon X 
Safety Lagoon X 
Coastal waters off Clarence X 

Rhode NWR (and State Refuge) 
Coastal waters off Arctic NWR X 

(and State Refuge) 
Coas ta 1 waters off Cape X 

Newenham NWR (and State Refuge) 
Coastal waters - Pt. Lay to X 

Wainwright 
Coestal waters in Kotzebue Sound X 

PROBLEMS 

2 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

3 

x 
x 
x 

x 

4 

x 
x 
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x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
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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 contaminants 
poses a serious threat to waterfowl and waterfowl habitat In northern 
Alaska. Both Outer Continental Shelf and near-shore drilling could 
result In sp111s which would devastate waterfowl habitat and bird 
populations. Baseline quantitative and qualitative data on coastal 
bfrd habitats and bird n~bers, and relationships between thtt11 are 
needed to provide rational rec0111Aendat1ons for O.c.s. lease areas 
and oil spill cleanup facilities and to docUlllent the effect of 
habitat contamination for mlt1gat1on 11easures. Ongoing federally 
funded state and federal o.c.s. bird studies will Identify and 
quantify the effects of these problems. 



* The removal of gravel from Arctic Coast barrier Islands for roads 
or drillfng pads could cause a loss of nesting habitat and a loss 
of prottctlon for the Inshore lagoons ff the islands are destroyed. 
Equipment noise and Increased aircraft use In construction or 
drflling activities may adversely affect nesting and staging of 
waterfowl. The use of rolllgons and si~ilar A.T.V.'s during periods 
of thaw will alter water run-off patterns and could result in 
pollution of rivers and lakes. Better quantitative and qualitative 
data on bird concentration areas, effects of gravel removal from 
Islands, and other effects of human disturbance are needed to 
provide rational recomaendatlons and stipulations on land use to 
protect waterfowl resources . 

* Native domestic utflfzatfon of waterfowl on the Y-IC Delta and In 
Northwestern Alaska appears to be adversely affecting black brant 
and Pacific Flyway white-fronted goose (Y·k Delta only) populations. 
Domestic uttlfzation elsewhere In Alaska and probably Canada Is 

* 

• 

also contributing to the brant population decline . Although spring 
use of waterfowl ts prohibited under provisions of the Migratory 
Bird Tr1aty Act, federal and state enforcetnent 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 ~stlc utilization away froa 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 biologically Justified, Is a possible solution to 
the dilellllli created by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. However, 
undesirable aspects of renegotiation and reluctance of Canada to 
open renegotiations make such action l~robable. 

On all areas waterfowl bag and possession limits conrnensurate with 
local cll~tfc conditions will be pursued, and methods to achieve 
addltlon11 harvest of selected species during the spring and sUlmler 
months will be investigated. 

All areas listed are recognized as iinportant waterfowl use and/or 
hUlllln use areas and any future developiaent 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 . 

113 



2. SOUTHERll ALASKA ~ATERFOWL MANAGEMEtff PLAN 

~ 
Ga111e Hanagegent Units l-17, 19 and ZO except the areas included In the 
lzetlbek, Port Holler, Port Heiden, Cinder River, Pilot Point, Egl!glk, 
Naknek River, Hlnchumlna, Fairbanks, Potter Point, Jl•-Swan Lakes, Chlckaloon 
Flats, Kenai and Kasllof Flats, Fox River Flats, Controller Bay, Copper River 
Delta, and Mendenhall Wetlands Waterfowl Management Plan areas. 

MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide the greatest opportunity to participate In hunting waterfowl. 

~ OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain waterfowl hunting seasons and bag limits that reflect 
climatic conditions. 

2. Control waterfowl hunting seasons and bag limits, methods and means of 
taking, and methods of hunter transport, If necessary, to distribute 
hunting pressure. 

3. Control hunter access and methods of transport, If necessary, to 
mlnf•lze disturbance or harass111ent of waterfowl. 

4. Obtain, 111alntaln and l111prove hunter access to waterfowl hunting areas . 

5. Encourage viewing and photography of waterfowl. 

6. Discourage human activities that disturb or harass waterfowl during 
critical nesting or migration periods. 

7. 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 

Southern Alaska annually provides resting and feeding habitat for millions 
of waterfowl enroute to or from Northern Alaskan, Canadian or Russian 
breeding grounds. Spectacular concentrations of migrating ducks, geese 
and swans occur In areas such as southern Bristol Bay, Cook Inlet, and 
Prince William Sound. Although breeding populations In the Southern 
Alaska area are not nearly as large as those to the north, over one­
fourth of the fall duck flight and over 10 percent of the fall goose 
flight fra. Alaska originates fn1111 the area. AboUt 900,000 ducks, 
90,000 geese, 11,000 whistling swans, end 2000 trU111Peter swans nest In 
such areas as lower Bristol Bay, Yukon Flats, Minto Flats, the Tanana 
and Kuskokwlm Rivers. the Susltna and Nelchfna basins, and the Copper 
River Delta. Southeastern Alaska has no large areas sufteble for nesttng 
waterfowl: however, approxfinately 60,000 Vancouver Canada geese are 
year-round residents and about 110,000 ducks nest there In the .any 
tldeflat and strea• delta areas. Essentially all of Alaska's wtnterlng 
waterfowl occur In Southern Alaska. Coastal areas froM the south side 
of the Alaska Peninsula south to Southeastern Alaska are used by wintering 
birds with Kachemak Bay, Prince William Sound and the many bays and 
Inlets of Southeastern Alaska being particularly lmpartant as wintering 
areas. Southeastern Alaska alone supports an estimated Z,000,000 wintering 
waterfowl. 



Recreational llMterfowl hunting is the dominant use over most of the 
area. Although freeze-up li•lts the tl111e waterfowl are available in 
interior areas, hunters 1n SOiie coastal areas are able to hunt for a 
1111jor portion of the season. Hunters 1n southeastern Alaska, Kodiak and 
Al1ut1an Islands lllilke use of the full 107 day hunting season. Over 93 
percent of Alaska's recreational duck harvest, 88 percent of the goose 
harvest, and about 95 percent of the total sport hunter days occur in 
the Southern Alaska area. 

The following list of areas are specific locations within the Southern 
Alaska area wh1re use by waterfowl and/or use of w.tterfowl 1s important. 
These areas are not discussed 1n other management plans, INt are places 
where control of human use or habitat protection 1s desirable. For each 
area the app11cablllty of management guidelines 1s indicated. 

AREA Management Gu1de11n! No. 
' ~ J i ~ 6 7 

South!aitern Alaska 

Bellll canal x x x x 
Bemer's Bay x x x x 
Brcnm's Cove x x x x 
Ch1ck1111ln R. Flats x x x x 
Chil kat RI v1r x x x x x 
Marten R. Flats x x x x 
Slleaton Bay x x x x 
Sandborn Cana 1 x x x x 
Tra ltor' s Cova x x x x 
Unuk R. Flats x x x x 
Walker Cove x x x x 
Wilson R. Flats x x x x 
Farragut Bay x x x x 
Big Salt Lake x x x x 
Calder Bay x x x x 
Exchange Cove x x x x 
Fish Egg Island Area x x x 
McFarland Island Area x x x 
It.Id Bay x x x x 
Portage Bay x x x x 
Port111o Channel x x x x 
Port Real Marina x x x x 
Port Refugio x x x x 
Red Bay x x x x 
Salmon Bay x x x x 
Sarkar Lakes x x x x x 
Sea Otter Sound x x x x 
Shinaku Inlet x x x x 
Stamiy Creek x x x x 
Suemez Jslalld Area x x x x 
Sweet Briar Lake x x x x x 
Troctdero Bay x x x x 
Bay of Pillars x x x x 
Bl ind Slough x x x x 
Colorado Creek x x x x 
l:aclake Bay x x x x 
Pltersburg Crffk x x x x 
Port Clllden x x 
Rowan Bay x x x x 
Saginaw Bay x x x x 
Tebenkof Bay x x x x 
Security Bay x x x x 
Three Hile Ann x x x x 
Totem Bay x x x x 
Wrange 11 Narrows x x x x x 
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AREA 

Zhnovia Strait 
Chalk Bay 
Gambier Bay 
Hood Bay 
Favorite Bay 
Fish Bay 
Hoohah Sound 
Kadashan Bay 
M1 tchell Bay 
Neh Sound 
Pybus Bay 
Youngs Bay 
Eagle R. Flats 
Stikine River Delta 
Rocky Pass 
Duncan Canal 
Gustavus Flats 
St. James Bay 
Arrons Creek 
Bradfield River Flats 

Northern Gulf Coast 

Yakutat SE thru Dry Bay 
Prince William Sound 
Portage Flats 
Pt. Campbell-Woronzof Flats 
Palmer-Hay Flats Refuge 
Ha tanuska Valley 
Goose Bay Refuge 
Susftna Flats 
Trading Bay 
Redoubt Bay 
Kodlak-Afognak Islands 

~ 
Nelchlna Bas 1n 
Copper River Valley 
Delta Management Area 
Tetl in-Northway 
11into Flats 

Managl!ment Guideline No. 
1 2 j 4 5 6 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
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x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
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x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
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x 
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x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
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x 
x 
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x 
x 
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7 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

Some of the areas listed have exceptionally large concentrations of 
waterfowl during some or all periods of the year and are considered 
especially sensitive and i111POrtant from the standpoint of iaaintaining 
undisturbed hlbltat. These areas include the Stikine River Delta, Rocky 
Pass, Duncan Canel, Yakutat southeast through Dry Bay, Prince Willi1111 
sound, Palmer Hay Flats Refuge, Susitna Flats, Trading Bay, Redoubt Bay, 
Kodiak-Afognak Island, and Minto Flats. 

The majority of areas listed receive relatively tight use by hunters at 
present, primarily because of their inaccessibility to population centers. 
Heaviest hunter use occurs in areas near population centers where a 
short flight or boat trip or access via the road system puts hunting 
locations within the physical and financial reach of many urban hunters. 
The Stiklne River Delta, Portage Flats, Pala1er Hay Flats, Susltna Flats, 
H1nto, and the Delta Hanagement area all receive high hunter use which 
11;1y In SOiie cases require 110re intensive 11111nage111nt to better distribute 
and regulate hunter use. 
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ltlst of the nonconsucnptive use of waterfowl in Alaska occurs in Southern 
Alaska at relatlvl!ly few locations which lend themselvl!s to publ le 
vil!wing due to their proximity to human populations or their good access. 
These are the Chilkat River, Wrangell Narrows, Gastinl!au Channel, Eagle 
River Flats [Juneau), Portage Flats, Palmer-Hay Flats Refuge, and the 
Matanuska Valley. 

Limited domestic utilization by local residents occurs primarily around 
villages in the lower Bristol Bay area and in some Interior areas such 
as Tetlin and Hinto. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Pollut10fl of coastal tidelands and estuaries and other pelagic 
areas by oil or ofl industry-related contaminants poses a serious 
threat to waterfowl and waterfowl habitat In all coastal areas of 
Southern Alaska. Spills from massive Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) 
oil development, onshore support facilities, and tanker traffic 
along the coast could devastate coastal waterfowl habitats and 
result in the loss of hundreds of thousands of waterfowl ff all 
possfble precations are not taken. Baseline quantitative and 
qualitative data on coastal bird habitats are needed before oil 
fiapacts occur to provide rational recOlllllelldatfons for future OCS 
lease areas, recOllllendations for future oil spill cleanup facilities 
and to document the effect of estuary contamination for mitigation 
111easures. Ongoing federally funded OCS bird projects by the DepartKll!nt 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are designed to Identify and 
quantify the effects of these potential problems. 

Construction of dams could eliminate important waterfowl habitat in 
interior Alaska. For example, a dam at Rampart would eliminate 
habitat for over 2 million ducks and geese. Dams on other streams 
would be less devastating but could result in sfgnfffcant losses, 
depending on the area. The Department must work closely with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and other resource •anagement agencies 
to insure that waterfowl resources are adequately considered in 
review of dAll proposals and that all feasible mitigation 111easures 
are assured ff daias are constructed. In SOllll! cases, such as Rall'll)art 
Dam, the Departlllent should oppose construction on the basis of 
wfldlf fe d1mage. 

Timber cutting adjacent to sedge-tideland habitats and log storage 
near these areas !Illy adversely affect waterfowl and waterfowl 
habitat. An apparent decrease fn waterfowl food production results 
from bark decomposition in log storage areas. Waterfowl losses 
have also occurred from pulp mill effluents. Baseline quantitative 
and qualitative data on coastal bird habitats and bird numbers, and 
relationships between theia are needed to provide rational reconnendatlons 
to the U.S. Forest Service and logging COlllPlnies to insure m1ni111U111 
habitat duw1ge. 

Local encroachment on waterfowl habitat is probable through highway 
and airport construction, Industrial and urban developnent, upland 
oil and gas e~ploration and subsequent development. Key waterfowl 
and human use areas must be given adequate protection through land 
use regul1tions, safeguards In development, or mitigation measures. 

The black brant population has been declining for about 15 years • 
A substantial increase in the harvest of brant is not desirable in 
the forseeabll! future. As hunting pressure increases in Southwestern 
Alaska, restrictions on brant harvests 1111y be necessary. 

New native landowners and other private landowners will probably 
Impose varying degrees of trespass restrictions on hunters. The 
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* 

* 

Klnto Flats, Delta area, Yukon Flats, and Tetlln area will be the 
most affected. The Department should so11cit the cooperation of 
private landowners to fac111tate progressive management of waterfowl. 
Ease111ents across private lands to public lands will be sought as 
provided for In the Alaska Native Clalr1s Settlet1ent Act . The State 
should secure ownership of as 111UCh of the best waterfowl land and 
access to it to Insure good waterfowl hunting opportunities in the 
future. 

Use of waterfowl by hunters and noncons11111>tive users will continue 
to increase, especially near urban centers. To prevent corresponding 
increases in user conflicts, crowding and reduced success, measures 
111Ust be initiated to enhance habitat, increase access and control 
user numbers. 

Except for hunting areas in Southeastern Alaska and some lightly 
hunted coastal areas in Prince William Sound and Kachemak Bay, 
freezeup limits hunters to 50 days or less of hunting out of a 
possible 107 day season. Liberalized duck bag limits should be 
allowed to partially offset reductions in hunting opportunity 
Imposed by climate. 

Ingestion of lead shot by waterfowl in a few areas may be causing 
substantial loss of birds fron1 lead poisoning. Efforts 11111st continue 
to Identify these areas, measure the iqiact, and take corrective 
action If necessary. 

~ 

• Appropriate waterfowl seasons and bag li~lts will be maintained on 
all areas. 

* All listed areas are recognized as Important waterfowl use and/or 
hUlllan use areas; future developlM!llt resulting In habitat alteration 
may be curtailed in recognition of the waterfowl values. 

* 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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4. PAHlUT SLOUGH 'r!ATERFOHL PLAll 

~ 

In Ga11e Hanagement Unit 21 : T21N, R55W, Sections 5-8, 17-20, 29-32; 
T21N, R56W, Sections 1·36; T21N, R57W, Sections 1·36; T21N, R58W, 
Sections 1-36; T20N, R57W, Sections 1-36; T20N, R58W, Sections 1·36; 
T20H, R59W, Sections 1-36. 

HANAG[MEKT ~ 

To provide 1n opportunity to hunt waterfowl under aesthetically pleasing 
conditions. 

~ .Q[ MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain waterfowl hunting seasons and bag limits that reflect 
climatic conditions. 

2. Control access, number and distribution of hunters, and methods of 
hunter transport, ff necessary, to maintain aesthetic waterfowl 
hunting conditions. 

J. Obtain, maintain and Improve hunter access to waterfowl hunting 
areas. 

4. Discourage human activities that disturb or harass waterfowl during 
critical nesting or algratfon periods. 

5. Ofscourage land use practices that are detrimental to waterfowl 
habitat. 

THE SPECIES 

The estimated average annual breeding duck population on the area fs 
12,100 birds, or 53 ducks per square ~Ile over 228 square ~Iles of 
habttat. Spectes coinposftfon fs about 73 percent dabbler, 23 percent 
dtver and 4 percent nongame ducks. The average fall flight Is estimated 
to be 22,400 ducks. Lesser Canada geese, white-fronted geese and cranes 
also breed in the area In large numbers. Both whistling and tr11111~ter 
swans may also breed fn the area . Larger lakes are major fall staging 
areas for ducks, Canada geese and white-fronts . Total bird use during 
both spring and fall migration probably exceeds 250,000 ducks and 100,000 
geese. 

Sport hunting pressure Is light primarily because of the distance from 
population centers and the lack of public-use cabins. An estimated 10 
sport hunters annually use the area. Access fs primarily by aircraft 
froa1 Anfak although a few local residents of Holy Cross boat to the 
1rea. Illegal sprfng d0111estfc utfllzatfon by local residents of Holy 
Cross fs substantial . Except for local hunters and occasslonal visitors, 
nonconsumptlve use of waterfowl on the land Is nonexistant. 

• Under D·l Federal classification the Paimut Slough area is managed 
by the Bureau of land Management for all resource values without 
l!lllphas1s on the outstanding waterfowl use values of the area. The 
State should select lands fn the Pafmut Slough area as part of its 
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entitlement under the Statehood Act because of the area's value to 
waterfowl and to the potential recreational use of waterfowl by 
Alaskans. 

Public use Is limited by the lack of designated safe floatplane 
landing areas, campsite and other use facilities and good fresh 
water supplies. If the state acquires ownership of the area a 
limited number of public accOlalldations could be developed to 
Increase public use. 

~ 
• Public hunting and waterfowl habitat protection would be assured in 

the future on 228 square miles of excellent waterfowl habitat. 

1~ 



) 

f1ARINE MAMMALS UI WESTERN ALASKA 

The Bering Sea Is one of the richest areas 1n the northern he~lsphere 1n 
ten1s of biological produc:t1vlty, even surpassing many places In the 
tropics. Nutr1ent-r1ch water from the Yukon and Kuskokwlm Rivers are 
distributed throughout the Bering Sea by prevailing northerly currents 
provldl119 the nutrient basis for supporting a •yrlad of .arlne organisms 
In 1 complex food web. At the upper trophic levels ts a variety of 
111arlne manmal species• whose total numbers are conservatively estimated 
to exceed three •1111on anl1111ls. Principal species found In the area at 
some tll!ll! In their annual cycles are sea otter, sea lion, walrus, polar 
bear, fur seal, four s~c1es of lee-associated phocld seals {ringed, 
bearded, spotted and ribbon) bowhead, grey, minke, and belukha whales, 
as well as other less numerous species of whales and porpoises. 

To some extent all species are seasonally migratory, usually moving 
north 1n spring and retracing their path in fall to suitable winter 
hablt1t In wiraer southern W1ters. Distribution and n11111bers of marine 
mamnals are continually shifting. The southern Bering Sea supports more 
1n1mals in the winter, and northern areas receive more 1ntens1ve use 
during the s111111er. 

The diversity and laMJe numbers of 1111rlne maanals off Alaska ' s coast 
were a contributing stimulus which accounted for the exploration and 
settlement of the territory beginning In the early 1700's . The history 
of early ut111zat1on 1s one of unchecked exploitation rather than conservation , 
and It extended 1nto the Bering Sea. Initially exploitation was directed 
at the sea otter, but through the next two centuries many species were 
heavily exploited, SOllll being reduced to near extinction. Within the 
last fifty years, tn0st species have again become abundant following 
reduced harvests and better protection. SolDI! seal species (ringed, 
spotted and be1rded seals), whose populations were never heavily exploited 
have re.a1ned relatively stable through t~e years. 

Residents living along the coast traditionally have depended on marine 
mltmllls for sustenance, and today throughout Western Alaska these species 
still play en l~rtent role In the local econOlll,Y . Passage of the 
Marine Ha1111111l Protection Act In 1972 limited all huntfng to Alaska 
natives and Imposed a moratorium on users of other ethnic backgrounds. 

The Act remains In effect today, but restrictions are being lifted on a 
species by species basis as each population is fully enumerated and 
Justified biologically. The 1110ratori111 was first wahed on walruses In 
April, 1976. 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 
connerclal basis by wh1lers starting around 1868. At one point in the 
early 20th century, there may have been less than 50,000 walrus remaining 
In the population. Following cessation of conmerc1al hunting at the 
turn of the century and Increased protection In the 196D's, the walrus 
population Increased significantly. Today it Is estimated at 200 ,000 
animals. Despite an apparent decline In productivity and an annual 
Soviet-American kill In excess of 5,000, the population seems to be 
Increasing slowly. 

Wintering largely In the central and southeastern Bering Sea, generally 
many miles frocn the Alaska ino1nland, the majority of the population 
begins a northward •lgratlon In late Harth and April. Females with 
young are usually the vanguard, followed later by bulls and barren cows. 
Most walrus leave Western Alaska by •Id-June, although SOllle small groups 

• A list of marine marnnal species considered In these plans follows 
this regional account . 
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of bulls re111af n untf 1 July. Jn contrast to Bristol Bay further south, 
few walrus spend the entire s..mier 1n the area. Host move fnto the 
Chukchi Sea, some even traveling into the Beaufort Sea as far east as 
the Canadian border. In September or early October the 1111>st northern 
migrants begin moving south. They usually arrive on their wintering 
grounds off Western Alaska sometime In November. 

In the past the annual harvest of walrus by Alaskans has averaged about 
1,600 animals actually retrteved, but has shown a marked tncrease since 
passage of the Marine Ha111111l Protection Act which el1~1nated protective 
measures on females. Residents of Western Alaska annually take only 100 
walrus or less. The harvest is S111all because most of the migration 
occurs several miles front the mainland and often at a t11111 when fee 
conditions preclude access. For the same reason coastal residents of 
the area have never dependtd on walrus to any great extent. When one ts 
killed, It Is often considered an exceptional event. Generally hunters 
from Nunfvak Island or those living In the vicinity of Etolln Strait are 
the most successful. 

walrus are used prlmartly for human consumption, dog food, and Ivory 
carvings. Because the Ivory supply within the area ts Sllall use for 
carving plays a relatively minor role compared to villages near Bering 
Strait. 

In April 1976, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service waived the moratorium 
on walruses established by the Marine Maalal Protection Act and returned 
management to the State of Alaska. Under State regulations, nonnatives 
will be eligible to take walrus on a permit basfs. ln the future, 
walrus tn western Alaska will be hunted for sporting purposes, but such 
use will probably be 11m1ted. 

PACIFIC BEARDED SEAL 

E~act detel'lllfnatton of the size of the bearded seal population ts difficult 
because like other Ice-associated phocfd seals they are widely distributed 
and d1ff1cult to en111111rate. The population currently appears to be 
stable and near carrying capacity. The total Bering and Chukchi Seas 
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 frc.i fee, but juveniles often 
remain fn fee-free areas during the sunmer. Jn late winter and early 
spring, bearded seals occur from the southern edge of the tee pack 
tn the Bering Sea north to the solid cover of the polar pack fee. Most, 
however, are south of Bering Strait . Seldom do they use shore-fast fee. 
They prefer the moving pack fee and undertake a general movement away 
from land with the onset of winter. Bearded seals c011111Dnly haul out on 
ice but do not normally come ashore. As the ice disintegrates and moves 
northward, bearded seals follow 1ts retreat and by late sunner are 
distributed along the edge of thi! polar pack tee. Most of the population 
sunners along the southern edge of the Polar fee pack. They move south 
in the fall, and usually enter the Bering Sea, starting 1n November. 
Because they prefer bottOlll dwelling organisms such as crabs, shriinps, 
clams, and amphlpods, bearded seals do not clllllpete with man for COlllllerctally 
valuable fishes, crustaceans, or mollusks. 

The crude bfrth rate for bearded seals is 22 percent. Annual recruitment 
to age one Is at least one half of this figure. Conservatively, the 
population probably can withstand a harvest of 6 to 7 percent per year, 
or lB,000 seals. Present take by Soviet and Alaskan hunters ts about 
4,000 bearded seals, but hunting loss ts high and probably the true kill 
is more than double the number actually retrieved. The population 
appears to be stable, 1nd1cat1ng that the total annual mortality, including 
harvesting, is about equal to recruftnient . 
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Because of their large size, high quality meal and blubber, and strong 
durable skin, the bearded seal has always been Important 1n the econoiny 
of coastal residents. In the last few years many changes have occurred 
1n the Eskimo's way of life as they move closer to a cash oriented 
econlll\Y. The necessity for taking marine ma1m1als has decreased, but 
hunting bearded seals Is a tradition st111 pursued with enthusiasm in 
many cOC1111U11ities . After spring whaling, hunters in Western Alaska look 
fon1ard to the "oogruk" season, hoping to ac1111ire enough 111eat to last 
theal through the entire year. The annual harvest from this area Is 
1,000 seals or less. Shorebased hunting Is not likely to seriously 
affect population status. The greatest threat to the security of the 
bearded seal stems from environmental palluta~ts resulting from off­
shore mineral and energy resource development. 

RINGED SEAL 

The ringed seal Is the most widely distributed Ice-Inhabiting seal of 
arctic and sub-arctic Alaska. Although population status Is difficult 
to detennlne exactly, Its habit of utl11z1ng land-fast Ice and 1ts 
behavior of hauling out on Ice during long spring days helps determine 
relative abundance. The population appears to be high and stable. It 
Is estimated to contain a ~lnl1111111 of 250,000 anl~ls in areas of land· 
fast Ice alone. The total ringed seal population of the Chukchi and 
Beaufort Seas exceeds one •Illian. 

In Western Alaska adult ringed seals prefer land-fast lee In winter, 
although 1t Is not uncommon to find them anywhere In ice covered areas. 
Ringed seals migrate 1n th1 spring, following the retreat of the pack 
lee. Seals wintering In the Chukchi Sea travel longer distances; 
1110vements of seals 1n the Beaufort Sea are probably of short distance. 

The diet of ringed seals Is variable depending on season, location, and 
depth of water, but the predonlfnant Items consumed are zooplonkton in 
the form of lll)'Sfds, amphlpods euphausfds and shrimp. They seldom 
compete with man far food but comnonly take small fish such as saffron 
cod, polar cod and sculpfn. 

Recently, harvests by Alaskan hunters have been around S,000 seals 
annually, and the total harvest 1nclud1ng the Soviet kill Is estiinated 
to be between 8,000 and 10,000. AMual gross recruitment to the 
population Is about 25 percent. seven to efgh.t percent would constitute 
a safe level for a sustained yield harvest. 

Because the ringed seal is seasonally the most numerous species of seal, 
ft is the mainstay In the diet of coastal Eskft"Cs. While archaeological 
evidence points to the reliance of many Eski.a settlements on a 
d1vers1ty of marine mall'lll4ls, the ringed seal was probably the key 
element In supporting people during winter. Ringed seals provided not 
only •at, but oil for heat and light, and skf~s for warmth. Since 
coastal residents have adopted a cash oriented economy and are now able 
to obtain nonnative food through the winter, the Importance of ringed 
seals has decreased. The current annual harvest Is only 1/2 to 1/4 of 
the harvest in the early 1960's . Only In a few comnuntties is there a 
concerted effort ta hunt seals In the winter . Most seals are taken In 
the spring when there are better weather condit ions. 

To date , man has not altered ringed seal habitat greatly. While some 
contamination of food webs by pesticides and heavy •tals has been 
documented, the effects have apparently been mfnlmal and probably have 
not altered carrying capacity of habitat in recent years. However, off­
shore development of mineral and energy resources Is f11111lnent. Unless 
the proper environmental restraints are exercised, serious problems 
could develop whfth would have a marked i~pact upon ringed seal 
populations. 
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SPOTIED SEAL 

There are two subspecies of spotted seal occurring In the Bering Sea: 
one that gives birth to fts pups on land •t colonial locations, and the 
other on the pack Ice, usually disassociated froai others of its own 
kind. Only In the southern portion of Western Alaska do the ranges of 
the two overlap. The Ice-breeding spotted seal Is seasonally found frorn 
the Aleutian Islands north to the Arctic Ocean. There Is no currently 
reliable means of accurately censusing the P<>Pulatlon, but through 
Indirect methods It is estimated there are a minimum of 200,000 to 
250,000 seals. Soviet biologists feel the actual number Is closer to 
450,000, 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, llOSt seals follow 
the northward retreat of the pack fee, and gradually 1110ve toward land 
(Including islands} where Intermittent rest and feeding may occur. 
During the Ice-free summer and early fall, they are found along the 
entire coast of Northern Alaska. A substantial portion of the 
population spends all or part of the slllftlll!r in llorthern waters. With 
the approach of winter they begin moving south, usually preceding the 
formation of heavy pack Ice. Most of the population winters in Western 
Alaska waters or the area irmiediately to the south. 

Diet of the spotted seal varies depending on season and location; 
primary food species are pelagic, demersal and anadromous fishes. 
Because spotted seals often feed on fish sought for comaerclal purposes, 
notably sal111111, probletns have occurred with ftshen11en who compete for 
the same resource. Due to their migratory nature, the Impact of spotted 
seal predation Is • inimlzed somewhat when the seal moves north 1n the 
late spring. Natural mortality among adults Is probably low. They are 
Infected by a variety of Internal and external parasites, but the 
effects of this form of pathology are unknown. Some spotted seals are 
undoubtedly taken by killer whales and polar bear, but hunting by humans 
Is probably the greatest single mortality factor. 

The annual harvest of spotted seals by both American and Soviet hunters 
fs 7,000 or less, more 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 yfeld 
harvest of up to 17,500 spotted seals annually. Coastal residents use 
spotted seal for dog food, clothing, rope, human consumption, and 
various household articles. Since a large portion of the population 
winters In Western Alaska, spotted seal are used to a greater extent 
than fn 1110re northern areas. A bounty was fnstf tuted fn the early 
1960's which coupled with high fur prices , resulted tn an annual harvest 
of two to three times Its present level. A reduction tn the price of 
seal skins and passage of the Marine Mammal Protection Act greatly 
redu<:ed the harvest. Currently spotted seals represent about 20 percent 
of the annual local harvest of seals . 

RIBBON SEAL 

Ribbon seals are distributed in two groups : one fn the Bertng~ Chukchf 
Sea and the other to the west near Russia in the Sea of Okhotsk. 
Because of the lack of physical barriers there Is probably SDllll! degree 
of Inter-change between the two populations but to what extent has not 
yet been determined. No satisfactory method of accurately censusing 
ribbon seal has been developed to date. Based on relative Indices of 
abundance, the Bering-Chukchi population of ribbon seals Is currently 
less than maxlm1111; this results frOlll a brief period of Intense 
comnercial exploitation by Soviets during the 1960's. Recovery has 
taken place due to the Implementation of restrictive quotas, and recent 

124 

J 



estlNtes indicate the population Is now between 80,000 and 100,000 
seals. The total Alaskan harvest Is usually 100 seals or less. 

Ribbon seals are seasonally pelagic, but depend on the sea fee for birth 
and muture of their pups. In tht late winter and early spring, the 
entire population Is concentrated along the southern edge of the pack 
ice fn the Bering Sea. Following spring break-up of sea ice there Is a 
lllOderate 11111vement north associated with dispersal of the pack Ice. 
However, few seah pass north of Bering Strait; most remain In the 
Bering Sea during the sunwner. The prlnlcpal foods are pelagic and 
deinersal fishes, but also Include sinall .. rlne organisms, such as 
shrl111p. 

Although ribbon seals were hunted extensively by the soviets for their 
skins, they have played a ~lnor role in the Alaskan econQll\Y. Due to 
their pelagic nature and limited distribution, the harvest of ribbon 
seals seldom exceeds 20 animals In Western 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 
Tow and their distribution does not favor an extensive shore-
based harvest, It Is unlikely these seals will be taken fn large numbers 
by Alaskan hunters fn the near future. However, Increased comnercial 
sealing by foreign governaients could again depress the population. The 
main threat In the lmnediate future seems to be envlornmental pollution 
from the development of off·shore mineral and energy resources. 

SEA LIONS 

Although Western Alaska seta1lngly contains suitable habitat for sea 
lions, only a few occur In the area. In winter an extensive Ice pack 
and cold temperatures limit their distribution to areas further south . 
During Ice free lllOflths, a small 1111mber migrate north and establish 
te11porary colonies at scattered sites along the coast. On occasion sea 
lions have been reported at St. Matthew and Nunfvak Islands, portions of 
Kuskokwfm Bay, and even as far north as Hooper Bay. Utilization by 
coastal residents Is low. It Is estliaated the total annual kill, 
Including hunting loss, Is less than 30. 

SEA OTTER 

sea otters occur In Western Alaska only rarely and usually as stragglers 
which have wandered north of their range. Although they appear to be 
expanding northward, ft fs doubtful that there are any populations that 
reside in the area on a year-round basts. Because they are easily 
mistaken for hair seals, a few sea otter are occasionally taken by 
native hunters, but the annual harvest can be considered negligible. 

WHAlES AND PORPOISES 

The belukha Is the most abundant whale species occurring In the Bering 
Sea, although its population status is not well known . The total 
Alaskan population Is estf~ted to be at least 16,000 animals, and 
probably more than S,000 whales migrate migrate seasonally through 
Western Alaska to points further north. Belukhas are gregarious animals 
both when traveling and feeding. Herds of 100 are coanon 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 conmon group size. All belukhas residing In Western Alaska are 
migratory to saae extent. Timing of migration f s dependent on lee 
conditions, but the onset fs usually In late March or early April. Some 
1ndlv1duals may travel only a few hundred miles while others inay cover a 
distance of 1,000 miles to their sunmerfng areas. Host belukhas (north 
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of Bristol Bay) spend the SU!llller In tee-free portions of the northern 
Bering Sea or Arctic Ocean concentrating in shallow areas and estuaries. 
Young are born from Hay through July, often during migration. Some 
belukhas may return to the SilMI! calving area each year, and this h0111tng 
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 ts ice free. Most belukhas probably winter in 
waters off Western Alaska's coast or areas further south. 

Belukhas concentrate In estuaries when food species such as smelt or 
salmon smolt are abundant. Studies have shown that large numbers of 
salllOll smolt are eaten by belukhas as they ~!grate to sea, and a lesser 
n~r of adult sallllOfl are cons111111d when they ascend the rivers to 
spawn. As belukhas have been seen many miles up the Kuskokwlm River, It 
ts thought they may significantly impact fish populations In some of the 
inajor river drainages In Western Alaska. Belukhas also eat crabs, 
squid, clam, shrimp, and small cod. 

Belukhas were historically taken by coastal Eskimos for meat, oil, 
muktuk and other domestic needs. HOW!!ver, due to the relatively small 
population (compared to other marine lllilllll41 species) and because these 
whales were only available on a seasonal basts, the annual harvest was 
never high. Today the harvest In Western Alaska ts estimated to be 75 
animals or less, most being taken In Hooper Bay and southern Norton 
Sound. Dependency on belukhas ts decreasing due to the transition to a 
cash econ01J1Y. Huktuk, dried ineat and oil of Belukhas are used priAlllrtly 
as dietary supplements. 

Several other species of whales and porpoises are found In Western 
Alaska, but most occur only on a seasonal basts. During the last half 
of the 19th century a consnerclal whaling Industry thrived on the larger 
whales, primarily the bowhead, although minke, gray and set whales were 
also taken. 

from 1867 to 1929 Alaska exported over $14 million dollars of whale oil 
and whalebone (baleen), most 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, camierctal whaling by foreign countries continues on a 
reduced scale today. Increased protection has resulted In population 
increases of most species, although they have not attained their fonner 
nUllbers . 

Coastal Eskimos killed whales prior to the advent of the Americ.an 
whaling Industry, and they Intensified their efforts when whale products 
brought hfgh prices In the 1800's. After the decline of the commercial 
Industry, whaling by Eskimos continued, and some whales have been taken 
every year since the t urn of t he century. 

Residents of Western Alaska, are not noted as whale hunters. It would 
be a rare event If they killed a large whale. Alaskan natives further 
north generally take less than 20 whales annually and most of these are 
bowheads. Oil, muktuk, and meat are still lmportand products, but more 
recently the Increasing demand for articles of native handicraft hH 
Increased the value of baleen and whale bone. further, whales are sold 
on a limited conwnerctal basis when muktuk and nieat ts obtained In excess 
of co11111.m i ty needs. 

Since llDSt species of tht larger whales feed on plankton or ocean fishes 
not currently of Interest to man, few hUINln conflicts have occurred. 
Porpoises feed on several species of commercially valuable fish such as 
cod, herring and flounder in Alaska. Competition between porpoises and 
iaan has been greatest on the high seas fisheries, and Alllny are killed 
accidentally when they become tangled In ftshennen's nets. 



Because of their pelagic habits and seasonal distribution small whales 
(other than belukha} have been of little importance in supplying food 
for coastal residents. A few are taken annually, usually on an incidental 
basts. 

Whales and porpoises in Alaska are protected by one or 110re federal laws 
and by international treaty or law. These laws and conventions Include 
the Marine Manlal Protection Act of 1972, the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, the lnte~tional Whaling Convention signed In 1946, and the 
International Convention of Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna 
and Flore. 

• 

• 

• 

The problem of environmental contaminants and their Impacts on the 
marine ecosystem ts a major concern for all species of marine 
marmials 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 f s of primary concern. 
Marin• l!lanrnll 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 toxfc substances and by loss of insulatfve quality of 
fur. Other contaminants have entered the northern marfne ecosystem 
pr1...arfly from sources outside of Alaska. Significant 
acc1J11Ulations of several pesticide residues and of mercury have 
been detected in several species of 11arine ma...als. The effects of 
these contatnlnants on 111arlne 111a11111als are unknown. Based on the 
observed effects on h1111ans, the hnpact could be very serious. All 
resource development and utilization with the potential for 
cont1111fnation of the marine ecosyste11 1111st be carefully r19ulated 
to •fnfmlze Introduction of pollutants and consequent effects on 
Marine food systl!lllS. Use of pestfcfdes and industrial waste 
processing In Alaska must also be closely controlled. 

The 111rlne 1111111111 Protection Act of 1972 established a moratori1111 
on all conSUlllptive use of marine manmals except for traditional 
uses by Alaskan Natives. It also removed management authority for 
1111rtne 111anmals from the State of Alaska. The Act In effect 
eltmfnated SOllle rational, beneficial human uses of marine manrnals. 
111rlne 111a1111111ls 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 ma11mals to State management. The State 
should continue to press for return of management authority for 
those species whfch It has the capability to manage. 

Several species of marine mammals compete with man for fisheries 
resources. To date, such competition has taken the form of 
depredations on netted fish and also has resulted In the 
destruction of socne fishing gear. Conflicts between fishermen and 
1111rlne mamnals are likely to Increase as human utilization of 
fisheries intensifies. Reduction of fish stocks fs certain to 
lmpict populations of iaarlne 111anmals which are approaching or have 
achieved carrying capacity levels. Development of new or expanded 
fisheries will affect Somt! species not now Impacted. The reverse 
Is also true: levels of human utilization of fisheries ..ay be 
ll~lted by Intensive use of ffsh stocks by marfne mannals. Sfnce 
affected species of marfne malmlills are ll~ited to shallow waters in 
their foraging activities, niuch potential conflict may be 
eliminated by zoning certain connercial fishing activities to 
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deeper waters. In some situations, conflicts may require reduction 
of some 111arine niaamal populations In specified areas. 

• Hwaln activity including mvement of people, operation of equipment 
or harassinent by low-flying aircraft can result in desertion of 
traditional haul-out areas. Of particular l111110rtance is 
disturbance during critical pupping periods which can result f n 
abandonment of pups. Areas of iinportance to 1a1rfne 1111..als for 
hauling out or pupping need to be protected by regulations which 
will ~lnl•l1e disturbance. 

• Coastal residents do not depend on 111arlne mammals to the extent 
they once did; nevertheless, ft ts necessary to recognize that a 
partial subsistence economy still exists of which marine mammals 
are an Integral part. Hanagement programs must be designed that 
Insure marine mammals are allocated In sufficient numbers to 
satisfactorily meet subsistence requirements. 

• Marine mal!flllls occurring ln the Bering-Chukchi Sea are harvested by 
several foreign countries, whose management policies may differ 
from those of the United States. If marine mammals species are to 
be managld on a truly comprehensive, coordinated basts, 
intern1tlonal cooperative agreements will have to be formulated 
between all parties concerned. 

Seals 

Whales 

Porpoises 

Other Marine 
Mammals 

LIST or HARIHE MAMMAL srECIES IN WESTERN All\SY.A 

COlmlOn Narie 

Bearded Sea 1 
Spotted Seal 
Northern Fur Sea 1 
Ribbon Seal 
Ringed Seal 

Belukha Whale 
Bowhead Whale 
Finback Whale 
Gray Whale 
Humpback Whale 
Killer Whale 
Minke Whale 
Narwhal 
Pacific Blackffsh (Pacific 

Pflot Whale) 
Sel Whale 

Oa 11 Porpo I se 
Harbor Porpoise 
Pacific Whlteslded Dolphin 

Pacific Walrus 
Steller Sea Lion 

Scfentfffc Name 

Erignathu11 barbatus 
Phoca vitutina 
CaZZorhir.ue ursinuo 
Phoca faseiata 
Phoca hiapich 

Dolphinapterus Zoucaa 
8aZaana 111!JSticetu11 
Balaenoptara physatua 
Eachrichtius gibbosua 
Megaptc?'a novaaat19Ziae 
Orcinua OJ'Ca 
8alacnoptal'tl acutoroatNta 
Monodcn monocarus 

Clobicaphala nrelasna 
Balaenoptara bcNJatia 

Phocoenoidss dazti 
Phocoana phocosna 
Lageno1'hynchus obliquidsna 

Odobcnua rosl!laJ'Ua 
Elllflstopiaa jubata 



lA. BERING-CHUKCHI-BEAUFORT SEAS SEAL f"IAHAGEMENT PLAN 

LOCATION 

In Game ,..nagement Units 17, 18, 22. 23 and 26, all waters of the Bering, 
Chukchi end S..ufort Seas and the adjacent land areas with the exception 
of the following: Bering Sea State Game Refuge, Huen Bay State Game 
Refuge, Cha~lsso Island State Galle Refuge, Sledge Island, and Besboro 
Island. 

PRIMARY HANAGEHEHT GOAL 

To provide for an optimum harvest of seals. 

SECONDARY KANAGEHEHT GOAL 

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

EXAMPLES OF HANAGEHENT GUIDELINES 

1. Harvest seals In numbers which will meet the requirements of 
coastal residents. 

2. Regulate hunting seasons, bag ll~lts, and methods and 111eans of 
taking seals to provide for local use. 

3. AccOllOdate the desire for recreational hunting for seals. 

4. Encourage viewing and photography of seals. 

5. Protect seals from adverse h11pacts of resource development. 

6. Hlnlmize disturbance on seal hauling grounds. 

7. Encourage consideration of the requirements of seals In the management 
of seal food species. 

THE SPECIES 

Four species of fce•lnhabltfng hair seals occur 1n the Bertng, Chukchi 
and Beaufort Seas. The total population fs estimated at a minimum of 
850,000 seals, and probably exceeds one million. Estimated minimum 
population by species fs as follows: ringed seal 250,000; bearded seal 
300,000; spotted seal {fee breeding only) 200,000; and ribbon se~l 
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 population Is relatively low following rather extensive commercial 
exploitation, principally by Russians during the 1960's. In recent 
years, Soviet regulations have accorded increased protection to this 
species. 

Rates of natural 110rtolity are unknown, although pup mortality appears 
to be relatively high, particularly for ringed seals where birth lairs 
are subject to destruction from moving ice 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 age structure 



of the population reveals that Individuals of most species are capable 
of attaining the age of 20 years or 110re. After one year of age natural 
mortality appears to be relatively constant at a low level tn each age 
class. Although dtstrtbut ton ts dependent on habitat requirements 
(often Ice conditions), most seals undertake an annual migration or 
redistribution following the advance and retreat of the pack tee . 
Usually, the tendency to migrate ts less pronounced tn young seals. 

Each of the four species exploits a slightly different ecological niche. 
Their distribution coaaonly overlaps , but each species usually Is found 
tn distinct geographical areas or habitat types. Ribbon seals tend to 
be pelagic In the summer and fol low the "inner" ice edge In the winter. 
Spotted seal s lnhabl t the "outer~ ice edge fn winter an4 remain near 
coastal areas or Islands during the SUlllll!r . Adul t ringed seals are 
found predominately near areas of land-fast tee tn the winter and tn the 
broken polar Ice of the Chukchi Sea In sunner. Bearded seals prefer 
moving Ice In the winter, usually south of Bering Strait , and the broken 
floes of the polar ice (over shallow water) in sumner. 

Ribbon seals are sleek speedy swimmers depending largely on fish ; spotted 
seals are also fish eaters but favor t he near shore varieties; ringed 
seals forage on zooplankton, shrimp, copepods , and other 511111 marine 
organtS11s and bearded seals are bottOlll feeders relying mostly on crabs, 
smal l bottom fish, and mollusks. 

Traditionally, seals were used by Alaska residents for food, oil, dog 
food , boat coverings, clothing and other practical items . A bounty, 
primarily to Increase the local eeonOll)', was paid on seals taken north 
of 58 degrees North latitude fl'Oll the early 60' s until June of 1972. 
Natives presently depend on seals for some products, but the prevalence 
of cash has reduced t his dependence. Pr ior to 1972 a few seals were 
taken by sport and recreational hunters, but these factions never accounted 
for more than 10 percent of the harvest In northern Alaska. 

Until passage of the Marine Ma..al Protection Act (lt4PA), seals were 
hunted throughout the year with no ltglt. The Act permitted Eskimos, 
Indians and Aleuts to continue harvesting but nonnatives could not hunt 
seals or possess raw seal products. At no time tn the last 15 years has 
the harvest of the northern seal species by Alaskans been responsible 
for a population decline. 

The annual harvest of the four species of seals in Alaskan waters by 
American hunters since 1972 has been 7,000 to 9,000 . This represents a 
substantial reduction from the early lg6o's when the harvest averaged 
about 18,000 per year. A moderate decline in utilization related to 
cultural changes occurred In the latter part of the 1960's. However, the 
most pronounced Impact on seals occurred wi t h the passage of the Pfll'A. 
Since nonnatives could not possess raw products , this 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 for seal meat. 

Recent studies Indicate that the c011"4>0sltton of the annual harvest Is 62 
percent ringed, 25 percent bearded, 12 percent spotted , and 1 percent 
ribbon seals. The seasonal distribution of the harvest ts partially 
dependent on tee and other weather conditions. However, ringed seals 
are taken predominately from late winter through spring, bearded seals 
fr0111 April through July, spotted seals from June through October, and 
ribbon seals sporadically throughout the year. The coaiposttfon of seal 
harvests ts usually weighted In favor of inales, which 1111y 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 inay pursue seals in open water or locate 



seals resting on tee or land. Although winter hunting has been popular, 
the 11&jorlty of seals are presently killed In spring during breakup or 
In fall before freeze-up. 
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" 
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" 
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Activities associated with oil and gas exploration, extraction, 
transportation, and refining and other Industrial activities may 
alter setl habitat or result In direct mortality of seals. Excessive 
disturbance can cause abando1111811t of hauling areas . Several scheduled 
Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas lease areas are situated within 
illpOrtant setl habitats . The Oepartllent should identify areas of 
critical seal habitat and encourage studies of habitat requirements 
and food chain relationships of seals. The Department should 
encourage regulation of industrial activities to •lnl~ize Impacts 
on seals. 

Foreign fishing fleets may compete with seals for certain fish 
stocks. Excessive fishing may lower seal carrying capacity. The 
Deparbnent should encourage population studies of major seal food 
species and request that those stocks be •anaged in a •anner that 
will -aintain the seal population. 

The wide distribution of seals and the envlronaient In which they 
live ~ke population censuses difficult. The Departnent should 
continue to prOMote research progra11S which will provide this 
lnfonnatlon. 

Regulations of the U. S. Department of COftlllerce, under the Marine 
Hallllllll Protection Act of 1972, prohibit the taking of seals by 
nonnatives ind restrict conwnercial uses. This has resulted In the 
unnecessary loss of Income to coastal residents . The Department 
should continue to press for return of seal 111<1nagement 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. 

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 nllllber of users may be li•lted in sensitive areas such 
as hauling grounds. 

Guiding services inay Increase in coastal villages. 

The sale of seel products may Increase. 



lB. BERIHG-CHUKCHl-BEAUFORT SEAS WALRUS MAUAGEMEHT PLAN 

~ 

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 Gaine Refuge, Hazen Bay State Gallll! 
Refuge, Chilllllsso Island State Game Refuge, Sledge Island and Besboro 
Island. 

~ MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide for an optlllllllll harvest of walrus. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opportunity to take large walrus. 

~ OF IWIAGEHENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain a maximum annual retrelved harvest of 3,000 walrus or 
less, of which the majority will be allocated to local residents 
dependent on walrus for food. 

2. Regulate hunting seasons, bag l i~lts and method and ineans of 
taking walrus to provide for local use. 

3. Achieve less wasteful use of walrus and walrus products. 

4. Accomodate the desire for recreational hunting for walrus . 

5. Encourage viewing and photography of walrus . 

6. Discourage off-shore development that might adversely impact 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 
111ajor food species in wintering areas . The walrus population was estimated 
to contain about 200,0DO anl..als 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 4D,OOO. Conmercial hunting continued into the 
20th century on a reduced scale. During the late 1920's and 30's walrus 
probably reached their lowest level . With the cessation of conmercfal 
exploitation, hunting was primarily by local Natives, and the population 
began to slowly recover. By the early 1950's the population had Increased 
to more than 50,0DO walrus. At that thne there was a slight revival In 
comnercfal utilization as the demand for ivory Increased. Annual native 
harvests increased, but the population continued Its rapid growth. 
After 1g61 herd productivity Improved as a result of a regulation llmftfng 
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 magnitude of annual harvests . Recent trends of harvest and use 
of walrus by Alaska Natives may pose a serious conservation problem. 



Walrus may migrate 2,000 miles from their wintering areas in the Bering 
Sea to their summer 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 parturlent females and those supporting young calves 
migrating first, followed later by bulls and barren cows. During the 
fall migration the order is reversed although the sexes may 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 
animals disturbed after hauling out in large concentrations. 

To date walrus habitat has remained relatively unaffected by man's 
activities. Proposed offshore development may pose a threat In the 
future. Studies Indicate the walrus may 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 in providing some of these 
items on a reduced scale. However, ivory has become an important element 
in 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 in walrus 
being taken in excess of the numbers required for food by Eskimo co111nunfties, 
leading to considerable waste. 

Although at least 42 villages have taken walrus in the past, most of the 
annual kill is 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 animals, of which an 
average of 20 percent have been females. The actual kill including 
hunting loss Is usually from 1 to 2 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 May and July, about 4 percent in winter, 
and about 6 percent in fall. 

Prior to the Marine Mammal Protection Act in 1972 which prevented nonnatives 
from taking marine mammals, 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 Gambell and Savoonga it may have contributed up to 20 percent of 
the Income during May and June. In April 1976 walrus management authority 
was returned to the State of Alaska and hunting by nonnatives again 
became legal. 

Host walrus are killed with the aid of a boat, usually while the animals 
are hauled out on fee. A few walrus may occasionally be shot from the 
ice edge while the hunter is on foot. In the ice free months walrus may 
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 maintain strict control on the purchase and 
sale of raw ivory, discourage wasteful hunting practices and encourage 
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alternate income-producing uses of walrus such as guiding sport 
hunters and photographers. 

The high wounding and sinking loss Is a waste of a valuable resource • 
The Depart.ent will encourage l~provl!IM!llt of hunting nethods to 
reduce loss. 

Offshore oil development may adversely l~pact the marine ecosystem. 
The Deparbnent should Identify areas of critical walrus habitat and 
encourage studies of habitat requirements of walrus and elements In 
their food chain . The Oepartlllent should encourage regulation of 
offshore activities to minimize Impacts on walrus . 

l!!Mll 
* The walrus population will probably continue to grow slowly until 

it reaches or exr.eeds the carrying capacity of its habitat . 

Regulations will be established providing preference of use for 
coastal residents depending on walrus for food. 

* More restrictions may be placed on hunting methods and means, 
seasons and bag limits as required for the conservation of walruses. 



le. BERIHG-CHUKCHl-BEAUFORT SEAS BELUKHA MANAGEMENT PLAN 

.!:Ql;,lliQ!! 

In Ga111e Manageintnt Units 9, 10, 18-19, 21-23 and 26, all waters of the 
Bering, Chukchi and Beaufort seas and all waters draining Into the.. 

MANAGEMENT GOAl 

To provide for an optl1111111 harvest of belukha whales. 

EXAMPLES OF llANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Maintain belukha hunting seasons and bag limits to accomodate local 
need,s. 

2. Minimize conflicts with fisheries by use of nonlethal techniques of 
belukha control. 

3. Where appropriate limit human activity that might cause abandonment 
by belukhas of critical habitat. 

4. Encourage consideration of the food requirements of belukhas fn 
fisheries managesnent. 

THE SPECIES 

8elukha whales are connon along the Alaska coast as far south as Bristol 
Bay. They aN! gregarious and may travel in groups of hundreds of whales . 
Belukhas often ascend rivers. In shallow rivers such as the Kvichak 
they often travel as inuch as 30 to 40 miles upstrea• on very high tides. 
In deep rivers such as the Yukon, they 111ay travel upstrea11 beyond the 
tfdal fnfluance. Belukhas are occasionally sighted at Nulato, 450 miles 
upstrea• on the Yukon Rfver. 

Belukhas in the Bering, Chukchi and Beaufort Seas are considered to be 
one population. The Bristol Bay component Is estimated to total 1,500 
animals, whfle observations and aerial and vessel sightings Indicate 
that the Bering, Chukchi and Beaufort Seas component must be comprised 
of at least 8,000 Individuals. The total population may be substantially 
larger than 9500, however. The population has never been subjected to 
heavy rates of exploitation and Is believed to be near the carrying 
capacity of Its habl tat. 

Studies In Kvichak Bay have demonstrated that belukhas can be significant 
predators on salmon and may compete with man for this resource. The 
Department has developed a technique of transmitting killer whale sounds 
underwater to repel belukhas from key areas to minimize their impact on 
salMOO populations. 

Belukhas in Alaska have never been subjected to heavy rates of exploitation. 
Belukhas have traditionally been used as a source of aieat. 11111ktuk and 
oil for both huinans and dogs in certain villages on the Bering Sea and 
Arctic Ocean coasts and along rivers that belukhas periodically ascend. 
The decrease In nlllllbers of sled dogs (a result of the Introduction of 
the snow machine), the availability of alternate cocrrnerclal food sources 
through the development of a cash ecollllllly, and welfare measures such as 
food stamps have greatly reduced the demand for belukha products. This 
is particularly true in the southern portions of the belukha's range. 
From Norton Sound north, belukhas are still taken regularly In some 



c011111Unities. The recent average annual harvest of belukhas has been 
150-300 animals . Some additional loss of animals killed but not recovered 
occurs. The number of belukhas killed by hunting is small In relation 
to the population size. 

• 

* 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

Activities associated with resource development , industry and 
concentrated hlllnan settlement 111ay result In direct mortality of 
belukhas, or they .ay alter beluga habitat . The Deparbllent should 
Identify areas of critical belukha habitat and encourage studies of 
habitat require111ents of belukhas and elecnents in their food chain. 
The Department should encourage regulation of human activities to 
minimize Impacts on belukhas. 

Conflfcts between belukhas and conmerclal fisheries may 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 MalllAlll Protection Act of 1972 prohibited the taking of 
belukhas by all Individuals except Eski1110s, Indians and Aleuts . 
The Oepartllent should contlnlll! to press for return of bel ukha 
manageaient authority to the State of Alaska and pr0110te regulations 
that ~uld penwtt all Individuals to harvest belukhas. 

Opportunities to harvest belukhas will probably continue to exceed 
the demand. 

Belukha populations will re1111in at or near carrying capacity • 

Opportunities to view and photograph belukhas will remain high • 

Conflicts with fisheries should be Minimized with little Impact on 
the belukha population. 
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UllCLASSIFIED GAME IN WESTERH ALASKA 

LAHO Alto SHORE BIRDS 

Alaska, despite its large size, has a coaiparatlvely limited variety of 
birds as a result of the rather uniform character of the habitats occurring 
In the state. Only 325 species have been recognized as occurring in 
Alaska . About half of the total are waterbirds, a relatively high 
proportion in coaiparison to 110st 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 In Alaska are permanent residents of the state . 
The majority of species are new-world forms which migrate to Alaska to 
breed. In addition a few old-world species breed In Alaska and about a 
dozen species mi~rate to or through, but do not breed In, the state. 

Western Alaska can be divided into two general physlographlc regions: 
the spruce-birch forest of the interior and the sedge dominated wetlands 
of the Yukon-Kuskokwlm Delta. Between 55 and 60 species of nongame birds 
breed In the region, of which about 12 are year-round residents. Hore 
than ZS species of shorebirds, dippers, swallows, loons and grebes breed 
along the coastline and In the lakes, streams and marshes of the Yukon• 
Kuskokwim Delta. Passerlnes associated with deciduous , streamside 
thickets (primarily willow and alder) include the tree sparrow, Wilson's 
and yellow warblers and yellow wagtail. The interior spruce-birch 
forests and forest edges support a variety of sparrows and warblers. 
Typical species are the fox sparrow, slate-colored Junco and black-
pol led and myrtle warblers. Coaaon bird species of the Western Alaska 
tundra are the snow bunting, savannah sparrow, lapland longspur, cocmon 
snipe and upland and golden plovers. The most conspicuous year-round 
residents are ravens, gray jays, redpolls, pine grosbeaks and three 
species of woodpeckers, most of these are associated with the spruce• 
birch forest or Its lllilrglns. 

In addition to tht resident non9a111e bird species, thousands of migrating 
birds annually visit Western Alaska. Great flocks of waterfowl originating 
from the Central , Mississippi and Atlantic Coast Flyways course the 
Yukon Valley enroute to or returning from coastal breeding grounds . 
Many Pacific Flyway species that nest In the Alaskan and Canadian Arctic 
enter the lower Yukon system enroute to the North Slope. 

The variety of species of nongame birds found In this region occupy a 
complex mosaic of feeding and habitat niches, ranging from seed-eating 
forest-dwellers to mud-probing shorebirds of the Delta. These species 
provide a variable prey base for numerous falcons, owls and other raptors 
that occur in this region. 

Humans make little use of nongame birds in Western Alaska. However, 
species that breed in this region winter In other areas of Alaska as 
well as In other states and countries. While little direct recreational 
enjo}'llent by h1111ans occurs In Western Alaska, extensive observation and 
photography of these species occurs In other areas In other seasons. In 
addition to direct use, many outdoor activities are esthetically enriched 
by the sight and sound of birds. 

The Islands and coastal areas of Western Alaska host large breeding 
populations of seabirds. Adjacent fertile waters of the eastern Bering 
Sea support an estimated winter seabird density of 117 seabirds per 
square mile, with higher numbers in the su1T111er. Many of the birds found 
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offshore are non-breeding shearwaters and l111111ture birds of other pelagic 
species. 

High quality seabird nesting habitat Is available In the region. Bering 
Sea Islands generally provide the steep cliffs and vegetated seaside 
slopes required by cormorants, fulmars, kittiwakes, .,rres, and alclds . 
The alluvial plains of the Yukon-Kuskokwi• delta contain excellent 
breeding habitat for gulls and terns, and support soine breeding puffins. 
Three nesting areas Cape Newenham, Yukon-Kuskokwim delta, and Nunivak 
Island, each support over l million seabirds. Three others, St. Mathew, 
Hall and Pinnacle fslands, support an estimated 100,000 to 1 million 
seabirds. Principal nesting seabirds Include connorants, fulmars, 
gulls, kittiwakes, 11111rres, guilleraots, auklets, and puffins. The largest 
northern ful..ar colony In Alaska extends ll'IDre ttlan 5 •f les along the 
cl lffs of St. Matthew Island . 

Accurate population data is lacking, but some trends have been noted. 
Scavengers such as gulls and fulmars appear to be Increasing, probably 
as a result of supplemental food provided by large scale fishing operations. 
Local abundance of seabirds apparently depends on proximity of nesting 
grounds and location of preferred food sources. 

Nunlvak Island, Saint Matthew Island, and the associated Hall and Pinnacle 
Islands are federal wildlife refuges, as is 2,900 square mfles of the 
Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta area. Hafntenance of these Important breeding 
areas as refuges wfll ensure protection of seabirds from excessive human 
disturbance during the nesting season. 

Host seabirds rely on the ocean for sustenance. Food Items range from 
euphaslds, fish larvae and other 11lankto11 to squids, smelt, capelfn, 
cod, blennles, and lnnature salmonfds. Gulls and Jaegers are scavengers 
and also prey on eggs and nestllngs of other seabirds and on small 
manmals . Jn many Instances seabirds compete directly with man for the 
fisheries resource. Some, such as scavenging gulls and fulmars, benefit 
frcm fisheries waste products. Seabirds are a dynamic part of marine 
food systems. Hundreds of thousands of tons of bfologfcal material are 
cycled through seabirds each year. Some of the smaller seabird species 
such as auklets or 11111rrelets are 11111>ortant prey for the peregrine falcon 
which Is often associated wfth seabird colonies. Many species fall prey 
to land based predators such as foxes and lllUStellds. 

Human use of seabirds In Western Alaska consists of local domestic 
consumption of eggs, and some adult auklets. Gathering seabird eggs fn 
spring Is practiced primarily on Nunfvak Island and the Yukon-Kuskokwfm 
Delta . Some birds fall prey to Indiscriminate shooting. Use of seabirds 
for viewing and photography Is Increasing. 

RAP TORS 

Raptors* which occur fn Western Alaska Include the bald and· golden 
eagles, osprey, rough-legged hawk, marsh hawk, goshawk, sharp-shinned 
hawk, gyrfalcon, peregrine falcon, merlin, kestrel, and the great horned, 
great grey, snowy, hawk, boreal and short-eared owls. Red-tailed and 
Swalnson's hawks may nest, to a limited extent, In the eastern portion 
of this region. With the exception of the goshawk, gyrfalcon, and a 
s11all nlllllber of eagles, the remaining diurnal birds of prey are only 
~uaner residents of the Western region . With two exceptions, owls are 
residents throughout the year. The snowy owl winters In portions of the 
Western area while the short-eared owl Is a suamer resident of this 
region . Migration times vary among species and with seasonal weather 
patterns, but sumner residents generally arrive In Western Alaska In 
April and leave during September. 

* A list of raptor species considered in these plans follows this 
regional account. 
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::s:dtnt raptor populations appear to be at lllOderate densities, although 
t~ td fluctuations in abundance occur over time. These variations are 
c 9ht to occur tn response to changes in prey abundance. A !though 
s Cllip•rutve data front earl fer periods are not avatlable, general observations 
s "99eH tmt, except for the endangered peregrine falcon, Migratory 
a~!es occurring in Western Alaska are currently at moderate levels of 
0 
""'""nce. Breeding populations of bald eagles and ospreys, endangered 
r threattned in eastern and southern North Alaerica, nest In moderately 

hf!lh densities along the kuskokwt11 and Its tributaries In Western Alaska. 

~ers of two subspecies of Peregrine falcons have declined throughout 
d S~te during the last 20 years. This decline has coincided with 
c~lllle!ited declines of this species throughout the world as a result of 
'"""Ital conta11tnatton. Peregrines are known to nest In limited nuabers 

P
&long the Kuskokwlm and Hoholltna Rivers of Western Alaska, and they 

rObabJy breed In other drainages of this region. Because of marked 
decltnes in other portions of the continent, peregrine populations that 
exfst I• Western Alaska are of key Importance. 

:11 habitat types in Western Alaska are utilized by raptors during the 
reedi119 season. Raptors range widely In hunting activities using a 

C0111btn1tion of v~tation types as foraging habitat during the nesting 
season. However, the various species display marked preferences for 
P
1
artlcular types of nesting sites. Ospreys and bald eagles select 
OWland forests along river or lake systen1s as nestl119 habitat. Colden 

eagles, gyrfalcons and rough-legged hawks prefer to nest on cliffs. The 
Other buteos, the acctpiters, iaerltns, kestrels and owls (with the 
e~ception of the short-eared owl), are primarily tree-nesters, and are 
found throughout forested regions. Of these species, goshawks display a 
lllarlted preference for hardwood forests, while kestrels utilize cavities 
1n trees as nest sites. The peregrine falcon nests on cliffs along 
lllajor river systl!lllS. The marsh hawk and short-eared owl are the only 
consistent ground·nesters in the Western region. Both of these species 
Select open areas for nesting, but unlike 111arsh hawks, short-eared owls 
nest in tundra and forested habitats . Except for gyrfalcons which 
re111tn In alpine areas throughout the year, resident raptors range 
Widely over all 111ajor habitat types during the winter in search of food. 
The habitat changes that have occurred to date In the Western region 
hive not significantly Influenced raptor abundance. 

Rlptors do not have high reproductive potentials and, like other predators, 
exist at relatively low densities. Given adequate nesting conditions, 
r•ptor abundance depends primarily on the abundance and conditions of 
prey populations. Tile diet of raptors as a group in Interior Alaska 
v•rles seasonally and enc011P4sses a wide array of species Including 
Insects, fish, birds and inawimals. Not only are the abundance and 
distribution of these prey species ll!lf>Ortant, but diseases or harmful 
residues carried by these species are a prime concern. Many of the 
COl!WllOn diseases carried by domestic fowl and wild gallinaceous birds are 
known to be transmitted to raptors. Residues frOlll pesticides 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 ts not certain whether toxic residues have seriously 
depressed populations of these species. Findings presently available 
Indicate that residues are not significantly affecting resident populations. 

Observation, photography and enrichment of wilderness experiences are 
recognized by the Department as the primary uses of raptors. However, 
the tak Ing of a 111111 ted number of goshawks, gyrfalcons and kes tre Is 
under a tightly regulated falconry permit system is c0111patible with 
noncons11111>tive uses. The number of persons Interested in raptors for 
falconry purposes has been low In the past and has included residents, 
nonresidents and aliens. There has been a slight Increase in Interest 
during the last five years. The nUIRber of permits issued in 1974 was 
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less than 30, but the detnand for birds to be used for falconry 1s expected 
to Increase In the future. 

SMALL ~LS 

About 15 species of Sllklll mamnals*** are found in Western Alaska. The house 
1110use and rat are both 1ntroduced species associated with hulllan hab1tat1ons. 
Of the Indigenous species, the tundra vole, the northern red-backed vole, 
the conmon, tundra and dusk.)' shrews and the brown letmitng are distributed 
throughout the mainland portion of the region. Of these only the c~ 
shrew and the bro.n Jenning are found on llunivak Island. Three addftlonal 
species of voles also occur in the Western Region. The meadow vole is 
widely distributed while the St. Matthew Island vole ts restricted to 
Hall and St. Matthew Islands. The yellow-cheeked vole fs found only in 
the upper drainages of the ICuskokwi~ River. 

Three species of lenmlngs inhabit the region. These are the brown, 
northern bog and collared lenntngs. Brown lea111ings are found in all areas 
except St. Matthew Island. The northern bog le111ning Is found priNrily 
south of the Yukon River but upstrea111 frOlll the Delta, while the collared 
lenining occupies areas to the west, principally the Yukon-KuskokwtM Delta. 

Other s!llAl 1 ma«1111ls include the 111eadow JU111Ping 111011se, the pygiey shrew 
and the region's only spec1es of bat, the little brown bat. The latter 
ranges on the Yukon-Kuskokwlm Delta south of the Yukon River. The PY91'U' 
shrew ts found from the northern slope of the Alaska Range to the 1111per 
Kuskokwtm drainages. 

Habitat requirements are as varied as the number of species found fn 
thfs group. Species such as the brown ~nd collared lematngs require 
treeless tundra, while other species such as the coa1110n shrew or red· 
backed vole are adapted to a variety of habitats such as marshy grassy 
or forested areas. 

Due to the high reproductive capacity of many of these species, the 1111ln 
factor limiting nuaibers ts the avaflabllity of food. The voles and 
let1111ings tn particular are noted for the rhythllltc fluctuations 1n nuiabers, 
generally with 3 to 4 years between peaks. The slow-growing vegetation 
in alpine or tundra habftats Is rapidly exhausted by dense microttne 
populattons, resulting tn population "crashes" or 1110vetnents. 

Siiia\! ma1m1als are an extremely Important source of food for many terrestrial 
and avian predators. Host carnivorous furbearers uttlize rodents as 
food and when populations of these S111all 111111111als are high they fo~ a 
significant part of the suntner diet of wolves and bears. Avian predators 
such as the Jaegers and many raptors also utilize rOdents. 

* 

... 

Many migratory bird spectes are exposed to contamination by cheftllcal 
pollutants, espectally Insecticides and herbicides. Such cmnpounds 
may seriously affect populattons, either by causing direct mortality 
or by lowering reproductive success. Decreased populations of 
peregrine falcons resulting from chealfcal residues found outside 
Alaska are well docuniented. Wh11e other Alaskan raptors, seabirds 
and other nongame bird species do not currently appear to be seriously 
affected by chemical restdues, migrant species may experience 
similar declines tn the future. Use of pesticides and other potentially 
harmful COl!IPOUnds ts limited tn Alaska at this time. Strict 111easures 
should be taken to control the future use of such chemicals within 
the State. 

A list of small aiat11111al species considered In these plans follows 
this regional account. 
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A potential exists for pollution of seabird feeding grounds and 
adjacent nesting fro111 otl-related act ivities. Chronic pollution 
fl'Olll offshon! drilling and production platforms 111y impact the food 
web. Baseline data on colonies should be gathered and surveys of 
dead or affected birds on beaches conducted to provide comparative 
data for assess.ent of ol 1 Impacts . 

Connercial fishing has an unknown impact on marine ecology with 
potentially adverse consequences for seabirds. Some seabirds prey 
on cDlllM!rcially-valuable stocks, and c~tition between seabirds 
and conmercial fishennen may increase. Excessive exploitation by 
foreign fishing fleets may have reduced the range of at least one 
seabird species (ancient 1111rrelet). Japanese glllnet fisheries 
have directly caused subs tantial seabird losses through entanglement 
in nets. Local seabird populations may be unable to sustain such 
losses indefinitely. The ZOO-mile foreign fishery limit recently 
passed by Congress will substantially reduce seabi rd loss, especially 
during the breeding season. 

Seabirds are susceptible to disturbances that cause nest abandonment 
or egg loss. NonconsU111Ptlve use of seabirds will conttnue to 
tncrease with a corresponding lncn!ase in disturbance. Reduced 
reproductive success and a chronic decline In colony sizes, especially 
near population centers, 1111y result unless measures are taken to 
protect habitat and to control numbers and activities of h111111ns 
near seabird colonies. 

Critical nesting habttat lllUSt be preserved ff raptor populations 
are to be matntatned in the future. Disturbances at nest sites 
during critical stages of the nesting season such as egg laying, 
incubation and early broodtng phases, have probably been the 11111jor 
cause of direct, human-induced reproductive failure. Therefore, 
protection of raptor nesting habitat must include the following : 
1) physical preservation of the nest sites; Z) preservation of the 
general nesting areas Including feeding habitat; and 3) protection 
of the nesting areas from excessive human disturbance. 

The extrlllll!ly high value placed on the endangered peregrine falcon 
and on gyrfalcons by falconers and collectors around the world 
creates an incentive for illegal traffic fn these birds. Laws and 
regulations must be stringently enforced to minimize Illegal use of 
raptors . Falconry Is a legltiniat e and sport ing method of hunting, 
and fts 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 . 

LI ST OF RAPTOR SPECIES IN WESTERN ALASKA 

Common Name Sclentf fie Name 

£Igles Bald Eagle Haliaeotus lowcocephaluo 
Aquila chryoaetos 
Pbrzdion haliaetus 

Golden Eagle 
Osprey 

Goshawk 
Sharp-shinned Hawk 
Rough- legged Hawk 
Marsh Hawk 
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Accipiter gentilis 
Acci.piter striatua 
Suteo lagopwi 
Circus cyaneuo 



Sbrewi 

Bats 

Plkas 

Rodents 

Gyrfalcon 
Peregrine Falcon 
Merlin (Pigeon Hawk) 

Great Horned Owl 
Snowy Owl 
Hawk OWl 
Great Gray Owl 
Long-eared Owl 
Short-eared Owl 
Boreal Owl 

Falco ruaticolua 
Falco psragrinua 
Falco colllllbariua 

Bubo virginianua 
Nyctaa acandiaca 
Swonia ulula 
Stri.:t: nabutoaa 
Aoio otua 
A• io flanrnaua 
Asgoliua funaraua 

LIST OF SMALL HAl't1ALS IN WESTERN ALASKA 

Co111110n Name 

C~n Shrew 
Tundra Shrew 
Dusky Shrew 
Pygmy Shrew 

Little Brown Btt 

Pfka 

Collared Le11111ing 
Bog Lemn1ng 
Brown Lenmf ng 
Red-backed Vole 
Meadow Vole 
Tundra Vole 
Alaska Vole 
House Mouse 
Rat 
Porcupine 

Scienttftc Name 

Scraz ainsraua 
Soraz tla1dronaia 
Sorsz obacurua 
Hioroaor a:i: hayi 

Nyotia lucifugua 

Oahatona collaria 

Di.crostony;e grosnlandieus 
Synaptorrry• borsalia 
Lf!llmle trimucronatua 
C1.athricnonye rutili• 
Nicrotua pertnay lvaniau• 
Hkrotua OSCcmctltMS 

Hicrotua nriW'UB 
Mkll l!IUBCUlMB 

Rattua norvsgicu• 
EJ-sthiaort dcrsatum 
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lA. ALASKA RAPTOR MAHAGEf'IEHT PL.AH 

~ 

The entire state of Alaska. 

~ MANAGEMENT GOO. 

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

SECOHDAAY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opportunity for scientific and educational study of raptors . 

~ .Q[ MANAGEMENT GUIDELIH£S 

1. Protect raptor populations from unnatural disturbance and harasS111ent . 

Z. Discourage resource utilization that may adversely Impact raptor 
nesting, roosting and feeding areas. 

3. Develop public appreciation of raptor Importance fn the ecosystem. 

4. Encourage viewing and photography of raptors . 

5 . Pr01110te scientific studies of raptors. 

6. Provide for limited utilization of selected raptor species for 
falconry. 

THE SPECIES 

About 22 species of hclwks, falcons, eagles and owls occur regularly 
within the state. Detailed population data for raptors are lacklrg. 
Accurate censuses of raptors are difficult because of the secretive 
behavior of 1111ny species , and the wide distribution but low density of 
inost species. 

International concern has resulted from the worldwide dee! lne of the 
endangered peregrine falcon . Alaska and northern Canada provide the 
last extensive nesting populations or peregrines In North Allerica. 
Population estimates for Alaska range from 115 to more than 300 nesting 
pairs . However, inuch of the potential nesting habitat has not been 
surveyed and the population 111ay be even larger. 

Kestrels, 111arsh hawks and short-eared owls are seasonally a1110ng the most 
abundant raptors . Conspicuous specie• such as rough-legged and Swalnson's 
hawks, and great-horned owls are probably lllOSt cOlllllOnly observed. Southcentral 
Alaska supports the greatest variety of species due to the diversi ty of 
habitats present In the region. 

While raptor habitat throughout Alaska has re.alned relatively stable , 
populations have fluctuated annually, largely in response to other 
envfr~nt.1 factors . Local habitat changes have occurred In areas of 
urban development, agriculture, or tran:portatlon corridors and have, in 
addition to disturbance associated with hUtaan activity in such 1reas, 
reduced local raptcr populations , particularly nesting populations . 

Viewing, photography and enrichment of wl ldemesJ experience are s ignificant, 
but unmeasurable uses of the raptor resource. With Increased hUllan 



population growth fn Alaska these 11Ses wf 11 Increase. Use of raptors for 
falconry has not been a conmon practice fn Alaska, although a fe<o1 fndfvidu1ls 
do practice the sport. Alaskan peregrine falcons and gyrfalcons have 
been taken for use by falconers fn other parts of the world; however, 
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 
tenlS of a permit. At least one species of raptor, the snowy owl, Is 
utilized for domestic consumption by residents of Northwestern and 
Arctic Alaska . 

* 

.. 

• 

* 

• 

* 

Disturbances at nest sites during crltica_l stages of the nesting 
season such as egg laying, Incubation and early brooding stages, 
have probably been the NJor cause of direct, human Induced reproductfvt 
failure . In view of Increased hulllan activity throughout the state, 
critical habitat, particularly that associated with nesting raptors, 
11ust be preserved ff raptor populations are to be 11&fntalned in the 
future. Identification of Important raptor habitats and quantitative 
population lnfon111tion are required for llll!anlngful 1111n1gement 
decisions. Hultf-agency collaboration would be the llOSt effective 
approach. 

Of special concern Is the accU11111latfon of pesticide residues In 
raptors and their prey. Although pesticides are used to a very 
ll•fted extent In Alaska, raptors are subjected to conta.fnation 
froia cont1111lnated prey that •fgrates Into Alaska and from conta•inated 
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 
fn eggshell thickness, a symptom of such conta11inatfon, has been 
documented for peregrine falcons nesting In Arctic Alaska. National 
and International efforts to reduce environmental burdens of l111>licated 
cheallca 1 conte.mfnants must be encouraged. 

lndlscrl•lnate shooting of raptors occurs near ht'llan population 
centers. Public attitudes toward raptors 11111st be I.proved by 
Increasing public awareness of the value of raptors. 

Increased interest In raptors by nonconsumptlve 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 fs Involved. 

Falconry will continue to be allowed on selected species under 
provisions of a closely controlled pe~lt program. The delineation 
or management of critical habitat for raptors may alter rnanag111e11t 
of other wildlife species and restrict or Inhibit resource development 
fn selected areas. 

Critical nesting habitat will be protected through specific land 
classification procedures. 
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la. ALASKA BALD EAGLE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

!:!!!:lli9!!. 
Entire state of Alaska . 

f!!.!.!!!!! MAHAGD!ENT GOAL 

To provide an opportunity to view, photograph and enjoy bald eagles. 

SECOHOARY MAHAGDIENT ~ 

To provide an opportunity for scientific and educational study of bald 
eagles. 

~ OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Encourage public awareness of bald eagle ecology. 

2. Discourage resource utilization that may adversely !~pact bald 
eagle nesting, roosting and feeding areas. 

J. Protect bald eagles fro. unnatural disturbance and harasS11ent . 

4. Identify areas best suited for viewing, photography and scientific 
study of eagles and encourage their wise use. 

S. Discourage viewing and photography during critical nesting periods. 

THE 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 Alnerica. Eagles 
are also found along 1111jor Inland drainages of Western and Southcentral 
Alaska, although not In the densities present in coastal areas. Numbers 
of eagles within the state vary seasonally. SLllllll!r populations exceed 
50,000 birds, but •igratfons reduce the total substantially by winter . 
Spawning cycles of several fish , pri.arfly salADn and herring, cause 
spectacular concentrations of eagles in some coastal streams and spawning 
graunds. 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 1,7og eagle nests with less 
than SD percent of the habitat surveyed. Additional nesting concentrations 
occur fn Prince William Sound, the Kodiak Archipelago and along some 
Aleutian Island sea cliff habitat. 

In the past, persecution of eagles by c011111ercf1l fisheniien was predicated 
on the belief that eagles had significant adverse impacts on the sal110n 
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. 
NonconsURtptive uses include viewing and photography, especially at 
feeding concentration sites. In addition, scientific studies of eagles 
In Alaska provide ecological bases of comparison for evaluating s tatus 
and trends of endangered bald eagle populations In other parts of the 
country. 
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With Increasing recreational viewing and photography of eagles, 
greater disturbance and harassment can be expected. Nonconsumptive 
use that is not detrimental to bald eagles should be encouraged, 
but at the same time measures should be taken to limit numbers and 
activities of users during critical nesting periods. 

Pollution of coastal tidelands and estuaries by oil or oil industry­
related conta~inants poses a critical threat to bald eagles and 
their habitat . Massive Outer Continental Shelf oil develoJMll!nt and 
tanker traffic in Prince Willl1111 Sound, Bristol Bay and the Aleutian 
Islands could devastate coastal habitat in the state if 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 recOlmll!ndations for future oil 
spill cleanup procedures and to document the effects of estuary 
contamination 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 problems. 

Although bald eagles are protected by law, many are killed by 
Ignorant or •lsinformed people. The Ol!partlnent should encourage 
greater public understanding and appreciation of the values of 
eagles. Strict enforcement of existing protective laws by federal 
and state agencies should be llllllntalned. 

logging of forests on private lands, not subject to Forest Service 
requirements protecting eagle nest trees In national forests, may 
result In the loss of nesting habitat In SOllle areas. Private 
logging Interests should be encouraged to safeguard eagle nest 
trees on private lands. The Department should cooperate with 
federal agencies in Identifying existing eagle nest sites. 

Alaskan bald eagles, like other raptors , are susceptible to chemical 
conta~inatlon of the environaent. Those eagles which ~lgrate south 
for the winter are subject to greater conta.lnation than birds 
resident within Alaska. Although present levels of contaminants 
are probably low In Alaskan birds, Increased use of pesticldts or 
herbicides in the state could have serious detrimental effects on 
eagles. Future use of such chemicals in Alaska should be closely 
controlled. 

Delineation and management of critical eagle habitat areas may 
restrict resource development activities within such areas. 

Controls on numbers and activities of nonconsumptive users will 
become necessary to protect eagles in SOllle areas as user nUlllbers 
Increase. 
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9. HOUTllA RIVER OSPREY ftANAGEMENT PLAH 

LOCATION 

In Ga1111 Manag-nt Unit 19, the drainages of the Ho11tna and Hoho11tna 
Rivers and Tltnuk Creek. 

PRIMARY KllNAGEMENT GOAL 

To provtde an opportuntty for sctenttftc and educattonal study of ospreys. 

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT GOAL 

To provide an opportuntty to view, photograph and enjoy ospreys. 

~OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Mafntain undisturbed character of osprey nesting, roosting and 
feeding habitat , 

2. Encourage vtewtng and photography of ospreys. 

3. lt•ft access and nUIMlers of users, if necessary, to reduce disturbance 
and harassment to ospreys. 

THE SPECIES 

The lower drat111ges of the Holftna and Hoholftna Rivers and Titnuk Creek 
support one of the largest concentrations of nesting ospreys found in Alaska. 
Surveys have indicated a mfnf11111111 of sixteen nesting pairs fn this area. 

Of pri.ary f111portance to nesting osprey and bald eagles fn the Holttna 
River area ts the presence of large 1111ture white spruce and cottonwood nest 
trees, a product of periodic flooding and deposition of fine soils on the 
floodplains of these drainages. In addftlon, clear uncontaminated waters 
with abundant fish populations provide a ready source of food for ospreys. 

Human use of ospreys tn the area has not been documented. The area does 
receive use by sport hunters and fishermen. 

* 

* 

* 

Little knowledge exists about the history and ecology of ospreys in 
the Holltna River area . Studies should be encouraged to obtafn 
fnfonnatton on natural changes in nesting habitat, competltfon wf th 
eagles for nest sites and other facets of osprey ecology to provfde 
baseline data for evaluating fmpacts of human activities on ospreys. 

An increase In hucnan nonconsumptive use of ospreys In the area Is expected 
as a result of interest generated through an active management progra•. 

Sa.a controls of other uses In the area such as sport fishing 
during nesting periods, or habitat alteration activities, may be 
necessary If adverse effects of such use are probable. 

\U 



16 • ALASKA SEABIRDS MAl~AGEMENT PLAN 

~ 
Entire state of Alaska. 

~ HANAGEHENT GOAL 

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

SECONDARY MANAGEMENT ~ 

To provide an opportunity for scientific and educational study of seabirds. 

~OF MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

1. Encourage public viewing and photography of seabirds. 

2. Encourage scientific and educational studies of seabird ecology. 

3. Discourage 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 from unnatural disturbance and harassment, particularly 
at colonies during critical nesting periods. 

6. Allow utilization of seabirds for traditional domestic use. 

THE SPECIES 

Over 40 species 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 tape Lisburne to Southeastern Alaska. The most 
abundant nesting species are murres, murrelets, gulls, kittiwakes, 
fulmars, and petrels. Several species of auklets, puffins, and connorants, 
though not as numerous as some other species . are widely distributed . 
Seabird populations in Southwestern and Southcentral Alaska exhibit 
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, many millions more utilize 
pelagic waters off Alaska as summer feeding grounds. Of these, slender­
billed and sooty shearwaters are the most numerous. 

Seabirds migrate south as winter approaches and populations in Alaskan 
waters become much reduced from those of summer. Many birds, however, 
overwinter in lee-free waters, and substantial numbers 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 seabfrd eggs and adult birds, 
principally auklets, puffins and murres, has been greatest along the 
Northwestern and Western Alaska coast. Limited domestic use of seabirds 



occurred In Southeastern and Southcentral Alaska. Cons11111ptlve utilization 
has decreased In the past 10 to 20 years as coastal residents have 
adopted a cash economy. 

ltonconsU111Ptlve use ts now becoctng the donltnant use of seabirds. As the 
potential h1pact of energy resource development on these species has 
become apparent, scientific surveys of Alaskan seabirds are being conducted 
throughout the state. Studies of seabird dtstrtbutton, population 
sizes, and habitat requirements should increase knowledge about these 
species. Seabirds may eventually serve as btologtcal indicators of the 
health of marine envtronmet1ts. 

Vtewtng and photography are becoming iaajor acttvtttes 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 tn the National Wildlife Refuge System. 
These areas receive additional protection under the state's refuge and 
sanctuary system. 

* 

* 

• 

* 

Pollution by petrole1111 related conta•tnants poses a serious threat 
to seabirds using Alaska's coastline and marine waters for nesting, 
feeding or resting. Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) otl development 
and tanker traffic could result tn large oil spills or chronic 
pollution wllich would devastate seabird habitat and kill millions 
of seabirds. Baseline quantitative and qualitative data on coastal 
seabird habitats and colony location, size and composition are 
needed to properly Interpret population fluctuations and Impacts of 
otl developnient. These data are necessary to provide rational 
recQlllllelldattons for future OCS lease areas, recOllllltlldatlons for 
future oil spill cleanup facilities and to document the effect of 
estuary contamination. Stringent controls on oil development and 
associated human activities will be necessary to minimize environmental 
hazards. 

C0tnnerclal fishing Is an unknown factor with potentially adverse 
consequences for seabirds. Some seabirds prey on CO!lllll!rclally­
valuable fishery stocks, and conflict and competition between 
seabirds and commercial fishermen may become intense. Excessive 
exploitation by foreign fishing fleets mar 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 betng entangled in nets. local seabird 
populations may 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. ttonconsumptlve 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, may result unless measures are taken to protect 
habitat and to control nlllllbers and activities of hUlllan 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. 



* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Jn sa11e areas, ocean floor •ining, coastal dredging, or gravel 
removal may alter coastline habitat or alter productivity of near 
shore waters througb siltation, adversely affecting seabirds and 
other marine life. Mining and dredging or gravel removal activities 
should be regulated to minimize adverse impacts on the marine 
ecosystem. 

SOlll! ll~itations on access, periods of use, and actfvftfes of 
visitors to seabird colonies will be required to reduce disturbance 
to colonies subject to frequent hUllln visitation. 

Traditional consumptive domestic use w111 continue but fs expected 
to decrease as lifestyles change. 

Expansion of biological knowledge of seabird species will provide 
an additional monitoring tool for Interpreting man's impact upon 
the marine environment. Such capabilities 11111y dictate changes in 
the patterns of use of other resources . 

Increased de.ands for nonconsU11Ptive use 1111y foster developiM!flt of 
Interpretive and user transport services. 


