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heﬁ'ﬂ’:e t:ansa\faska ‘0il pipeline was constructed.
in the mid=70’ 5,1t was heralded by the. petroleurn
mdustry as one of the greatest e,ngmgermg feats in the:
world. Many. of the:construction problems were unlike
those_ever expeﬂenced In fact: some construction
techniques ‘were developed and tried for the fiest time.
Among its “first’s,” “most’s” ad pther superlatives,
the pipeline was distinguished by the énvironmental
_pratection standards applied to:it.

““Protection of the fragile tundra, the animals on‘it;
and the streams -ti%at meandered through it was built
thto the right-of-way stipulations for_the project.
Because the pipeline would traverse the range of
several of Alaska’s caribou- herds»rfﬁhcern about the
effectg construction on this blg gameé animal -
‘bécame the focus of mv:ronmentahﬁs. hunters and -
b"fologlﬁts alike. Today, half a decade. after the major. .

- construction actmfy pastmal pmraplﬁ of carrbou‘

grazing n‘eanthe pipeline and.within the Prudhoe

. oilfield along with'a small increase in the number of
’“anirﬁats"?t -the-pipeline corridor séem to indicate tffere
were little or na adverse impacts from the,ﬂpapeime
But with petroleugn_ development e»pamﬂng and
gasline construction imminent: tﬁe&ﬁmﬁét on the
pipeline and the caribou isn't i yét, -

Caribou and reindéer uceur thioughout the arctic
regions of theé world and are considered one spécies:
The barfen ground subspecies fognd in Alaska
generally. inhabits open tundrafinds near or above
timberling, These animals, & distinctive pact of Alaskan
wildlife for thousands ef years, are an lfnportant
-source of food for many Alaskans: '

Like most w«ld herd animals; caribou Mgve from
bhne asea to ahother as food becomes available

Sprlng mavements of cafibou’aregene lIy to

L areas ‘of @arly snow melt-off ard: e

* -w@getation; Other key habitat §
gcaruty of';:fedators an(’i pr'
-as the-spring turns
tant to,the caLvesf

Ueheved to b!e 3
arly ia wih
:@wlat}gs A the s 2§§€m progresses
LNOve up to- wind:
he '

~with the designers of the pipeline held ayt fer the
- tionsin th&iag?ﬂ%f%y lease requifed builders af the

“8tiidy By Departanent biologists Ray Cameron: Kent

Yactors sich and atr traffic, doise and presence
:Qf‘ Humans ancﬁg dings were d‘fﬁoult 78] lsﬂi&wﬁnd
1. Compare, thes team narrowed its f the = .

i ,:mi&;wgﬁbe remw‘hem‘ c«aﬁe

‘had&

insects, they can survive-all but the mmgst unseasonably
hard winters.

in late winter the cows and calves gather together
and the spring migration to:the calving grounds begins’
agam strifging out over milés with the males ang
yearlings bringing U7¥ the rear. -

" hese seasonal migrations poaed ong ‘of: the- first

_questions for btolognstgjspnsndenug the impacts of -
the constructtoa' of the 800-mile oil line from' Prudhoe
Bay to yafdez “Would- the caribou cross it and iFs :
parallel Raul road?

Many believed:that the above-ground structee of.

the p;pefm would ifterfere with caribou migration§
atross the Nerth Slope, Although there was little R
evidence to confirpt thts.-;ﬁidhfe managers warking

mbs&cansgrva‘f’ Ve approach to construction Stipala-

{ine to fund fesearch on the c,a;;fbou question and to

désignimodifications t& accommodate b:g game

Crossings. :
A constriction began in 1924, so dld a long tehrmt

Whitten and Walter $mith, and graduate student Dan
Raby, Their first achieyement was cohfrrmahun that a
distinct herd of some 5:000 carlbny, now. knowh as the
Central Arctic hegd; ranges in thé pipeline corridor
along thé Sagavanﬂatck River, between c’aivmg -
grounds on the coast to wmteriﬁg tange in the
northern foothills of theBrooks Range. '
Surveying frorr the haut ¥ad and from the aﬁ' the
researchers compared thetisex age composition of
groups’ of catibol along the khul! rgad with that.
beYond the sbund and visual Sang of tansﬂ'ucnon
activity, Thése observations were augmenteﬂ by radijo
tracking eettain, jdividuals. Attholigh EFfécts of single

] %;*}‘9
ipeline. e, stu

eacﬁrjbou dn | mmparlsﬁn., 3 ¢ : ou P3N oW
0 maxium of 42 calves py dcarbbu .
Vdi@ ew. s thig ed. THe : hov .
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Caribou, cont. from p. 8

Today it is for the most part avoided by all but small
bands of bulls and juveniles.

Continued expansion of this field is the greatest
immediate concern to biologists. The density of
development there and the associated human activity
are likely to interfere significantly with calving and
summer distribution of caribou. The other critical
factor in the location of the complex is that it lies in
the path of the regular movements caribou make along
the coast to avoid insect harassment. The relief they
seek and find from the cool, shore breezes is necessary
for uninterrupted feeding and nursing that provides the
growth and fat they need to survive through the winter.

Other concerns are the imminent construction of
the gas pipeline and increased public use of the haul

road. Biologists see these events in a cumulative lightu,

not as ioslated occurrences. The key to the caribou
question seems to be whether or not the caribou
respond to these additional developments singly or in
combination.

Data indicate that caribou may tolerate traffic,
structures and human proximity up to a point. For
example, during the early days of construction, the
herd wandered through the Prudhoe Bay complex, and
photographs display bulls standing in the shade of the
overhead pipe. But other animals have exhibited a
reluctance to come near the corridor, even where the
pipeline is buried. This, in combination with the data
showing change in caribou response over the period of
construction, leads biologists to believe that there is
an upper threshold of accumulated stimuli such as
airplanes, truck traffic, buildings, construction noises
and human presence below which caribou show little
or no adverse response. But a combination of
successive events, additional structural development
and continued human presence may eventually be
perceived by the caribou as a cumulative stimulus,
causing them to avoid areas they formerly occupied.

The key effects of development— sensory
disturbances, physical obstructions and habitat
alterations —are individual pieces of an overall picture
that may be accumulating to reach the critical
threshold. But the tolerance of caribou to such
changes is not defined yet, beyond the observation
that maternal cows have a lower tolerance for such
disturbances than other caribou.

Though these factors have not, to date, resulted in
any negative changes (in fact, the herd has increased
slightly) it is not sufficient to look at the short-term
absence of biological impacts from these disturbances.
In the Canadian Field Naturalist in 1979, Cameron and
his associates wrote: “Disturbance-related
abandonment of range is thought to be a gradual
process occurring with increasing avoidance of adverse
stimuli, and the recent history of caribou occupation
near Prudhoe Bay appears to reflect this pattern.”
(Volume 93, pp. 155-162)

Caribou distribution may continue to stabilize at
the summer trend of corridor avoidance if the levels of
haul road traffic and oil field activity remain as they
are today. Caribou may even habituate this level of
disturbance and reverse their tendency to avoid the
corridor.
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National energy policy, present oil and gas leasing
policy, the beginning of gasline construction and the
recent court decision opening the haul road to the
public make the likelihood of “present level” activity
pretty slim. Additionally, the potential of exploration
and development in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge is not as remote a possibility as it once was.

In the face of all this, Alaskans might resign
themselves to a simple displacement of the Central
Arctic herd, and hope their numbers don’t suffer. But
even displacement is significant from the standpoint of
user groups, both subsistence and recreational. Should
the Central Arctic herd be squeezed out of its range to
such an extent that the habitat is not capable of
supporting the herd, or if the animals are absorbed
into another herd, they will no longer be
distinguishable as a distinct group, and the losses
might well be irreversible.

The future is not all bleak, however. Several
petroleum companies with interests at Prudhoe Bay
have responded to the potential conflicts with their
support of research, cooperation in scheduling activity
around critical seasons, keeping disturbance at a
minimum in areas where movements occur, and
approaching the design of roads and pipelines in a
corridor pattern rather than spread over large areas.

Only continued research will uncover the short
and long-term risks and consequences of petroleum
development. Only a conservative approach to that
development in the living space of Alaska’s caribou
will assure that the environmental and wildlife trade-
offs are known before they are made O

This article was compiled and edited by Suzanne ludicello from
research by Dr. Ray Cameron, Kenneth Whitten, Dr. Walter
Smith, Dan Roby and others. Cameron and Whitten are game
biologists specializing in ungulate research. Cameron received a
Ph.D. in zoophysiology from the University of Alaska in 1972,
and continues to serve as an affiliate faculty member. Whitten
received an M.S. in biology from the University of Alaska in
1975. Smith received a Doctor of Arts degree from Idaho State
University. Roby received a Master’s Degree from the University
of Alaska in 1978 and is presently working on a Ph.D. in avian
ecology.

“When it’s springtime in Alaska, it’s 40 below!”

Or so goes the popular song.

But springtime in Alaska also means the

lengthening of the days, providing hours of recreational
opportunities in the Great Land. The next

issue of Alaska Fish Tales & Game Trails will show

you some of those opportunities in an action-packed,
colorful look at outdoor activity from whitewater
rafting to wildlife photography. What do people do
outdoors? What are today’s attitudes about hunting
and fishing? What are Alaska’s best

recreational adventures and how can

you enjoy them? Look for these stories

and much more in the spring issue
of Alaska Fish Tales and Game Trails.
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