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Fire and Forest Management Policies on 
the Bore al Forest and Wildlife of 

Interior Alaska 1 

By Dale Haggstrom 

W ILDLIFE DIVERSITY AND ABUNDANCE ARE 

directly tied to the ever changing nature of the 
boreal forest (Kelleyhousc 1978). The diverse pattern 
of seral types and ages, and inter-associations provides 
habitat for a variety of wildlife. Historically, this 
diversity and productivity has been maintained prima­
rily by two natural forces, wildland fire and fluvial action 
(Viereck 1973). 

Settlement by non-Native peoples brought many 
changes to the boreal forest. Permanent villages were 
created where Native peoples had previously led more 
nomadic lifestyles. Non-natives built communities and 
roads, and imposed a new ethic upon the land. Unlike 
indigenous people who lived in relative harmony with 
the land, these newcomers felt a need to subdue the land 
to meet their needs. One of the values non-natives 
brought with them was the notion that fire was bad. 
Fire was perceived as a threat to people, their homes, and 
the forest itself. In contrast, many indigenous peoples of 
the boreal forest used to set fires to alter local habitats 
(Lutz 1959, Lewis 1982). This practice was discouraged 
by the early white settlers and eventually died out. 

In Interior Alaska, organized fire control efforts 
began in 1940 with the establishment of the Alaska Fire 
ControlService (Barney 1971). Early efforts focused on 
fires near population centers, but were eventually ex­
tended to remote areas as the capability to do so was 
developed. As fire detection and suppression technol-

1 Presented at a workshop entitled "Fire Effects in Alaska" 
sponsored by the Alaska Fire Service and the Alaska 
lnteragency Fire Management Council, and held at Fort 
Wainwright, Alaska, on October 4-5, 1994. 
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ogy improved and funding levels increased throughout 
the 1950s, 60s and 70s, the number of acres burned 
annually was greatly reduced (Kelley house 1979a, Foote 
1983). 

Concerned biologists and ecologists warned of the 
ecological consequences of attempted fire exclusion in 
the fire dependent boreal forest (Kellcyhouse 1978). 
Exclusion would result in increased predominance of 
fire-prone spruce forest, increased susceptibility to in­
sects and disease among older stands of spruce, decreased 
presence of early seral stages and decreased forest diver­
sity. These changes in the forest foretold eventual 
changes in wildlife abundance and diversity that would 
certainly not be natural (Kelleyhouse 1979a, Mutch 
1970) and probably not acceptable to most residents of 
the region. 

Fortunately, by the late 1970s it was becoming 
obvious to many people that fire could not be excluded 
from the boreal forest and aggressive fire suppression 
efforts were only delaying the inevitable co years with 
extreme burning conditions. Unfortunately, it was not 
the ecological consequences of attempted fire exclusion 
that forced policy makers to consider policy changes. 
Rather, it was increasing suppression costs that con­
vinced most land managers and suppression staff to seek 
relief from existing policy (Kelleyhouse 1979b). This 
unfortunate reversal of priorities continues to ha1,mt us 
to this very day. 

In the late 1970s, cooperative fire planning was seen 
as the vehicle for obtaining relief from policy that 
mandated suppression of aU fires. This effort, conducted 
under the auspices of the newly formed Alaska Land 
Managers' Cooperative Task Force, eventually resulted 
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in cooperative fire management plans 
that placed Alaska's lands, irrespec­
tive of ownership, into four man­
agement categories where suppres­
sion response varied from all out 
aggressive attack to mere surveil­
lance (Taylor, D., et al. 1983). These 
plans, implemented from 1982-86 
and now consolidated into one 
(Alaska lnteragency Fire Manage­
ment Council 1993), have reduced 
suppression costs and have helped 
return fire to its natural role in most 
of the sparsely populated regions of 
Alaska. 

However, challenges remain: 

1. Fire policy behind the fire plans 
remains based on the outdated 
notions that wildland fires arc 
"unwanted" and constitute 
" emergency" actions; 

2. Fire management decisions con­
tinue to be based on economic 
and political considerations, 
and not the biology of the 
boreal forest ecosystem or the 
management needs of the land 
and resource agencies; 

3. Most of the funding for fire 
management remains obligated 
to short-term suppression ac­
tions and cannot be used for 
management actions that ex­
tend the benefits of individual 
burns or reduce the long-term 
threat to communities; 

4. Not enough is being done to 
change public attitudes towards 
fire that were entrenched by 
decades of well-meaning, but 
inaccurate, Smokey Bear pub­
lic education efforts; 

5. While we arc making an effort 
to get homeowners to reduce 
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the susceptibility of their homes 
to wildland fire, we still allow, 
and in fact promote through 
state land disposals, home con­
struction in highly flammable 
black spruce stands and we do 
little to discourage urban 
sprawl; and 

6. Sizeable portions of Alaska are 
"off limits" for continued, 
natural disturbance by wild­
land fire because of the pres­
ence of people, homes, pri­
vately owned land, scenic 
viewsheds, airports, and com­
mercial interest in trees, and 
little is being done to mitigate 
this loss through management 
ctforts such as pre~cribed burn­
ing and logging. 

With this introduction, I'd like 
to go on to a discussion of some of 
these issues in greater depth from my 
perspective as a wildlife biologist. 

W. . ILDLIFE BIOLOGISTS HAVE 

long been frustrated by wild­
land fire policies that originated in 
the southern states and are inappro­
priate for Interior Alaska 
(Kelleyhouse 1978, 1979b). While 
attitudes within federal and state fire 
suppression and land management 
agencies have changed noticeably 
over the 20 years I have been in­
volved in fire management issues for 
the Department of Fish and Game 
and these changes arc often reflected 
in agency interpretations of policy, 
changes in the policy itself have been 
frustratingly few and slow in com­
ing. 

Federal policy still refers to wild­
land fires as "wildfires" and defines 
themas "free-burningand unwanted 
fires requiring suppression action." 

lt then requires that "all wildfires be 
suppressed" (Department of the In­
terior 1990). By calling these fires 
"wildfires" and "unwanted," federal 
policy perpetuates the myth that 
wildland fires are always emergen­
cies and undesirable, and thus "bad." 
In reality, the only unwanted or 
harmful aspect of naturally occur­
ring wildland fires is the threat to 
human life, private property and 
forest resources that we wish to re­
tain for their commodity value. 
Federal policy ignores the fact that, 
aside from these unwanted aspects, 
wildland fires are crucial to contin­
ued well-being of the boreal forest 
ecosystem and quality of life for 
Alaskans. In a way, existing policy is 
a self- fulfilling prophecy. If you 
keep fire out of a fire- dependent 
ecosystem long enough, you truly 
do end up with fires that arc emer­
gencies and undesirable, as we have 
seen this summer in the western 
states (Taylor, R. 1994a,b). 

Federal policy also says that 
"wildfire may not be used to accom­
plish land use and resource manage­
ment objectives. Only prescribed 
fires may be used for this purpose" 
(Department of the Interior 1990). 
This makes no sense at all. Why not 
take advantage of natural events to 
help attain land use or resource man­
agement objectives? Wildland fire is 
often the cheapest and most effec­
tive way to maintain or restore the 
natural ability of the forest to sustain 
an abundance of wildlife and meet 
people's needs. This policy is an 
arbitrary obstacle to good manage­
ment which is long overdue for 
change. 

In 1991, the Department offish 
and Game (Somerville 1991) sought 
rclieffrom these unreasonable policy 
constraints by requesting that the 
Department of Interior either ex-
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empt Alaska or revise its policy to 
accommodate the unique situation 
in Alaska. In response, Department 
oflnterior (Spang ct al. 1991) direc­
tors asserted that they did "not feel 
that it is appropriate to seek changes 
at this time." Let's hope that such 
changes will now be deemed "ap­
propriate" in the new atmosphere of 
the current administration, as they 
struggle to meet the challenges 
wrought by years of mismanage­
ment of our western forests (Tho­
mas 1994). 

S OME FEDERAL MANAGERS 
consistently interpret the por-

tion of federal policy that states 
''wildfire may not be used to accom­
plish land use and resource manage­
ment objectives" to mean they can­
not base fire management decisions 
on the benefits that may accrue to 
wildlife or the forest. They feel 
compelled to decide whether fires 
should be put out or not in terms of 
suppression costs and the monetary 
value of the commercial timber that 
may be consumed, without consid­
eration for longer-term benefits to 
the forest or wildlife and the people 
who enjoy them. 

This attitude was clearly indi­
cated in a 1991 staff memo from 
BLM State Director Edward Spang: 
"It is incumbent upon suppression 
personnel to make initial attack rec­
ommendations when they feel a Lim­
ited Suppression fire will not meet 
the objective of saving suppression 
dollars" (Spang 1991}. Further, he 
wrote, "while it appears that the 
Department Manual allows surveil­
lance as an appropriate action, it 
must be done because that is the 
most cost effective procedure." Es­
sentially, this means fires are only 
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allowed to bum when it is cheaper 
than putting them out, even in the 
Limited Action areas where fires can 
most clearly be allowed to function 
unimpeded as a natural component 
of the ecosystem. 

Later in the same year, Spang 
and other state level agency heads in 
the Department of the Interior wrote 
the Department of Fish and Game, 
"as long as suppression decisions arc 
based on sound suppression cost sav­
ing criteria, potential resource ben­
efits can be recognized and attained" 
(Spang ct al. 1991). Thus, for all 
practical purposes, ecological ben­
efits, if derived at all, occur only 

Suppression organiza­
tions were created and 

funded to put out fires, 
not manipulate them for 
management purposes. 

incidental to the objective of fight­
ing fire in a cost- effective way. 

Nowhere do our conflicting 
ideologies clash more than on this 
issue of management of fires in Lim­
ited Action management areas. It is 
long overdue for the federal govern­
ment to "call a spade a spade" and 
change policy to fit ecological reali­
ties. Federal managers should be 
able to state up-front, like the State 
has in the Consolidated lntcragency 
Fire Management Plan, that they 
"recognize the beneficial role of fire 
in the Alaska ecosystem and manage 
fire with this consideration in mind" 
(Alaska Interagency Fire Manage­
ment Council 1993}. It is a sham to 
hide behind the guise of saving 
money in these vast areas where 
clearly there is very little risk from 

allowing fire to resume its natural 
role in the environment and the pre­
eminent objective ought to be to do 
just that, even ifit costs more money 
than putting the fire out. 

F IRE MANAGEMENT FUNDING, 

like policy, stems from the days 
when wildland fires were consid­
ered emergency actions. Suppres­
sion organizations were created and 
funded .to put out fires, not manipu­
late them for management purposes. 
Now society better understands the 
role of fire in forest ecosystem~ and 
knows wildland fires arc not always 
emergencies (Gardner et al. 1985}. 
The mission of the suppression agen­
cies has changed from strictly put­
ting out fires, to providing services 
to the land managers and owners 
who sec fire as integral to their land 
use and resource management pro­
grams. The management lines have 
blurred overtime, but unfortunately 
the funding lines have not. There is 
a dire need today to build some 
flexibility into the system so that 
suppression and management needs 
can be more efficiently intermeshed. 

I see three areas where this need 
is greatest. The first is the manage­
ment of escaped fires in Modified 
Action areas. One of the original 
premises behind the Modified Ac­
tion management option in the fire 
plans was that indirect attack tactics 
could be used to safely allow addi­
tional acreage to burn during the 
course of suppressing the fire. 
Wildlife managers saw this as an 
opportunity to extend the benefits 
of the fire for those species that 
thrive in early to mid-successional 
stages following burning, such as 
moose. Our management dilemma 
is that, paradoxically, the same hu­
man settlement that created the de-
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starts near a cabin, than to protect 
the cabin. This is because successful 
initial attack can be very cost-effec­
tive in the short-term (Hanson and 
Rowdabaugh 1989, Alaska Depart­
ment of Natural Resources 1991). 
However, this view ignores the 
longer- term cost saving advantages 
of maintaining a mosaic offucl types 
through periodic buming, and cer­
tainly ignores the ecological costs of 
precluding fire from a fire-prone 
and fire-dependent system in favor 
of short-tcnn savings of fire suppres­
sion dollars (Obermiller 1992). 

T HE GREATEST IMPEDIMENT 
to fire management is public 

opinion (Kelley house 1991 ). Past 
prevention efforts successfully con­
vinced the public that all fires are bad 
(Hall 1972). However, by the 1980s 
public attitudes were changing; there 
was a growing awareness of the fact 
that fires have a beneficial role in 
forest ecosystems (Gardner ct al. 
1985). By refusing to recognize 
objectives other than reducing sup­
pression costs, federal managers arc 
failing to meet the expectations of a 
growing segment of the public who 
understands the role of fire in the 
forest and strongly rejects tradi­
tional suppression approaches. They 
arc creating an ever-widening cred­
ibility gap with constituents at a time 
when public support for manage­
ment is direly needed on many fronts 
(Thomas 1994). An informed, 
knowledgeable public is necessary 
to remove many obstacles to pro­
gressive fire management, such as 
inflexible air quality restrictions, in­
adequate funding, inflexible restric­
tions on funding, and outdated 
policy. Surely managers will make 
far greater headway if they pursue 
changes with the public as an ally 
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than if they wait (or a disgruntled 
public to force these changes on the 
professionals. 

Given the credibility problems 
today that agencies have with their 
constituents, it is crucial that we 
acknowledge up-front our under· 
standing of ecosystem relationships 
and begin to base our decisions on 
them. The management actions 
that are needed to undo the conse­
quences of years of mismanagement 
in the western forests can only be 
done with public support and trust. 
We simply cannot afford to con-

~ simply cannot ojford 
to continue to let proper 

stewardship of fire­
dependent ecosystems 

be incidental to decisions 
based on cost-effective . 

suppression. 

tinue to let proper stewardship of 
firc· dependent ecosystems be inci­
dental to decisions based on cost­
effective suppression. W c must 
seize every opportunity to inform 
the public on fire ecology and bring 
them along with us as partners in the 
management of public resources. 

L AND SETTLEMENT POLICIES 

have greatly influenced the pat­
tern of wildland fire in Alaska. Settle­
ment brings a lasting presence of 
people, homes, and personal prop­
erty to areas where people had be­
fore only been passing visitors. This 
presence usually brings with it de­
mands for protection from naturally 

occurring fire, a demand which gives 
rise to a whole host of management 
problems for the fire -dependent 
boreal forest. 

As a whole, we Alaskans have 
not done a very good job of dealing 
with this issue. In our defense, 
perhaps we can rationalize that it 
was only fairly recently that anyone 
perceived a need to worry about 
haphazard settlement from a fire 
management perspective. After all, 
it was not too long ago that we 
accepted with little question the need 
to protect from fire and had 
unshakeable faith in our ability to do 
so. 

. Settlement in recent times has 
taken many forms. There has been 
a proliferation of remote cabin sites. 
both legal and in trespass. We have 
seen government land disposals, such 
as the one legislatively mandated for 
the Department of Natural Re­
sources in 1979. Meanwhile, exist­
ing communities have spread out­
ward in a manner best characterized 
as "urban sprawl." All have the same 
effect to varying degrees: they un­
necessarily complicate and increase 
the cost for fire protection efforts, 
and they make it difficult for manag­
ers to allow fire to fulfill its natural 
and necessary role in maintaining 
the boreal forest ecosystem. 

The economics and leg2lities of 
providing fire protection for remote 
cabins has been an issue of concern 
and much debate since the earliest 
days of our interagency planning 
efforts. I don't pretend to know the 
details of each agency's policies to­
ward cabin protection, but I can say 
that based on our discussio~ at the 
last Fire Council meeting, they arc 
less than clear and despite all the 
rhetoric probably provide the agen­
cies with little actual relieffrom this 
protection burden. One represcn-
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t:ative· said the Solicitor Genera.I :ad ~ 
vised his agency to notify a cabin 
owner when a decision is made to 
not protect the cabin. Thus, in 
practice, they end up protecting all 
cabins. Another representative said 
field staff often do not know the 
sutus of cabins encountered near a 
fire, so again they end up protecting 
them all. If this is the case, we have 
failed to address the issue at hand and 
more needs to be done. 

Past land disposals by the state 
have been particularly troublesome 
from a fire management point of 
view (Wclboum 1983). They cre­
ated new pockets of development 
far removed from existing settle­
ment centers. It is inevitable that 
those building homes in these new 
areas will seek protection from wild­
land fire. In fact, the State antici­
pated this demand and changed the 
fire plans to reflect higher degrees of 
protection in areas containing these 
land disposals or slated for them. As 
if this were not bad enough, con­
sider that many of these sites arc in 
spruce-dominated areas of the bo­
rcal forest. Many are in black spruce 
stands, the most fire-prone and flam­
mable of the forest types in Interior 
Alaska. It is imperative that we not 
keep repeating this mistake with 
future land offerings. Letting people 
build in black-spruce stands in akin 
to letting southern California resi­
dents build homes on Chaparral cov­
ered hillsides. 

E FFOJ.l TS TO DEVELOP AN EX­

panded timber industry in the 
Interior of Alaska present yet an­
other challenge. Basic to this effort 
is the dedication of sufficient re­
serves of timber for commercial use 
such that business activities can be 
economically viable. Obviously. 
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those wanting this activity do not 
want mature stands of trees recycled 
by fire; they want to log them in­
stead. The decision to protect vast 
acreages from wildland fire poses 
suppression problems, which I leave 
to others to address, and it poses 
ecological ones. 

Because our northern tree spe­
cies have little resistance to fire, the 
natur.ll pattern of burning tends to 
create a mosaic of even- aged stands. 
Clearcut logging is often used in the 
boreal forest to produce blocks of 
even-age regrowth similar to those 
occurringnaturally. However, aside 
from this structural similarity. clearcut 
logging is not the functional equiva-

. . . for most everyone 
except wildlife biologists, 
the impetus for fire man­
agement planning was to 
reduce suppression costs. 

lent of naturally occurring fire 
(Hammond 1992, Mallik 1992). 
Natural fires produce diverse results 
because of the randomness of igni­
tion, fud types and varying weather 
conditions during any given bum 
(Kclsallet al. 1977). Logging tends 
to be systematic and predictable; 
occurring on a predetermined sched­
ule to optimize the desired product 
for people and conducted in ways 
that enhance efficient and cost-ef­
fective extraction of wood 
(Hanunond 1992). 

One of the main differences 
between loggingand burning is that 
a considerable amount of biomass is 
physically removed from the site 
during logging instead of being re­
cycled by burning. To help offset 

this loss and lessen the ecological 
impact oflogging on managed for­
ests, broadcast burning should be 
conducted following clearcut log­
ging (Haggstrom and Kellcyhousc 
1994) to provide the flush of nutri­
ents and other beneficial effects nor­
mally provided by wildland fire 
(Kelsall 1977, Viereck and 
Schandelmeier 1980). 

The other action that can be 
undertaken to address the ecological 
needs of managed forests is to peri­
odically bum those forest types with 
limited commercial value. These 
include shrub dominated areas and, 
probably. areas of black-spruce for­
est. In .these areas, there should be 
active programs of prescribed burn­
ing to nuintain structural and age 
diversity and, in the case of the black 
spruce, reduce the threat of un­
wanted fire in the adjacent commer­
cial quality forest types. 

Some changes are likely needed 
to do this on the scale that will be 
necessary. First, forest managers 
will have to accept a broader mission 
that extends beyond the harvest of 
commercial forest types (Dawe ct al. 
1994). Ifmanagementforcommer­
cial uses impacts non-commercial 
portions of the forest, the ecological 
integrity and function of the whole 
forest suffers. It should be incum­
bent on those responsible for this 
impact to initiate and fund actions, 
such as prescribed burning, to miti­
gate forest impacts resulting from 
their management decisions. 

Secondly, managers need to 
continue to work with air quality 
regulators to gain flexibility within 
law and regulation to use fire to 
maintain these fire dependent eco­
systems. Logging alone will not be 
an adequate tool for meeting the 
ecological needs of those portions of 
the borcal forest where naturally 

WU.DRRE•DECEMBER1994 



occurring fire is precluded. Pre• 
scribed burns will have to be an 
integral part of plans for managed 
forests or their character will, over 
time, be changed. 

I N CONCLUSION, I OFFER MY 

observation that we are nuking 
progress on these issues, albeit slowly. 
In the 20 years I have been involved 
with fire management in Alaska for 
the Department of Fish and Game, I 
have seen drastic changes in the 
attitudes towards fire among the pro­
fessionals who fight fire and manage 
the bnd and resources. Now, with 
new leadership at the national level, 
we are seeing a call for changes on a 
much broader level (Thomas 1994). 
In both cases, however, the impetus 
for change belies the real reason for 
change. In Alaska, for most every· 
one except wildlife biologists, the 
impetus for fire management plan· 
ning was to red ucc suppression costs. 
In the western states today, the im­
petus for change has been lost lives, 
burned homes and burned over com­
mercial timber. The next step is to 
realize that we need these changes 
for the forest itsel£ 

References 

Alaska Department of Natural Re­
sources. 1991. State of Alaska Wildland 
Fire Protection Program - Basics. Division 
of Forc:stty. 17 pp. 

Alaska lntcragcncy Fire Manigcmcnt 
Council. 1993. Alaska Consolidated 
lntcngcncy Fire Management Plan (draft). 

91 PP· 
Barney, R. J. 1971. Wildfires in 

Alaska - some historical and projected 
effects and aspects. Pages 1-36 in: Proceed­
ings - Fire in the Northern Environment -
A symposium. Fairbanks, Alaska. April 
13-14, 1971. 

Department of the Interior. 1990. 
Emergency Programs: Wildland Fire Sup­
pression and Management. 910 Dcpart­
mcnl<ll Manual, Part 1. 

WILDRRE •DECEMBER 1994 

Dawe, J ., A. N. Whitworth, R . J. 
McCalTrcy and D. A. Yates (editon). 
1994. Voices of the forest~ public testi­
mony on the future of the Tanana Valley 
State Forest. From the series: luues and 
opportunities related to land use manage­
ment in Interior Alaska. .Al::aslca Borcal 
Forest Council, Fairbanks. 107 pp. 

Foote, M. J. 1983. Classification, 
description, and dyn::amics of pl::ant com­
munities after fire in the tai~ of Interior 
Alaska. U.S. Forest Service, Pa.cific North­
west Forest and Range Experimental St:a• 
rion, Research Paper PNW-307. 108 pp. 

G::ardncr, P. D., H. J . Cortner, K. F. 
Wid::aman and K.J. Stenberg. 198S. Forcst­
uscr attitudes toward alternative fire 
management policies. Environmenl<ll Man­
agement, Vol. 9, No. 4, pp. 303-312. 

Haggstrom, O. A., and D. K. 
Kclleyhouse. 1994. Silviculture and wild­
life relationships in the borcal forest of 
Interior Al::aska. Paper presented at: Society 
of American Foresters and Canadian lnsti• 
tute ofForcstty N:arion:al Convention, An­
chorage, A.Jasica. September 18-22, 1994. 

Hall, D. A. 1972. Public attitudes 
towards fire. Pages 57-63 in: Proceedings 
of the symposium on fire in the environ­
ment. USDA Forest Service, Report 276, 
Denver CO. 

Hammond, H. 1992. Seeing the 
forest ::among the trees - the c:asc for wholistic 
forest use. Polestar Press Ltd., Vancouver, 
B.C. Canada. 309 pp. 

Hanson, R. E. and K. Rowdabaugh. 
1989. An Analysis of Fire Planning in 
Alaska. Fire Management Notes, 50( 4):42-
46. 

Kellcyhousc, D. G. 1978. A case of 
dependency: Alask:an wildlife and wildfire. 
Pages 6-7 in: Alaslca Conservation Review, 
Fall/Winter, 1978. 

Kcllcyhousc, D. G. 1979a. Firc­
wildlife relationships in Alaska. Pages 1-
36 in: Proceedings of Workshop "Wddlifc 
and Wild Fire." M. Hoc& and D. Russell, 
editors. Yukon Wildlife Branch, 
Whitehorse, Yukon, 27-28 November 
1979. 205 pp. 

Kdleyhousc, D. G. 1979b. Some 
progrcsswithAlaska'swild6rc policy. Pages 
164-173 in: Proceedings of Workshop 
"Wildlife and Wild Fire." M. Hoc& and D. 
Ruuell, editors. Yukon Wildlife Branch, 
Whitehorse, Yukon, 27-28 November 
1979. 205 pp. 

Kclleyhouse, D. G. 1991. Wildfire 
management in Alaska. In: Al:aslc:a's Wild­
life. Department of Fish and Game, Ju-

neau, Alaska. January- February 1991. pp. 
17-18. 

Kclsall,John P., E. S. Telfer and Tho­
mas D. Wright. 1977. The effects offirc 
on the ecology of the bore:al forest, with 
particular reference co the Canadian nonh: 
a review and selected bibliography. 
Canadian Wildlife Service. Occassional 
Paper No. 32. 58 pp. 

Lewis. H. T . 1982. A time for 
burning. Borc:al Institute for Northern 
Studies, The University of Alberta, Occa­
sional Publication No. 17. 62 pp. 

Lutz, H. J. 1959. Aboriginal man 
and white man as historical causes of fires 
in the·borc:al forest, with particular refer• 
cncc to Alaska. Yale University, School of 
Forestry Bulletin 65, 49 pp. 

Mallik, A. 1992. The role of fire in 
the borc:al forest. In: Borcal Bio-Facts: /l.n 
Introduction to the Borcal Forest Ecosys­
te,m. Earthroots, Toronto, Ontario, Canada. 
4•pp. 

Mutch, R. W. 1970. Wildland fires 
and ecosystems - a hypothesis. Ecology 
51 (6):1046- 1051. 

Obermiller, F. W. 1992. Ec:onomic 
ramifications of natural .and pccscribcd 6rc. 
Paper presented at: Symposium on Fire in 
Pacific Northwest Ecosystems: Exploring 
Emerging Issues. Portland, Oregon, Janu­
ary 21 -23. 

Somerville, R. 1991. Concern over 
federal fire policy implementation in Alaska. 
Letter to Niles Ccs::ar (Arca Director, Bl/I.), 
Boyd Evison (Regional Director, NPS), 
Edward Spang (Sute Director, OLM) and 
W :alter Stieglitz (Regional Director, FWS). 
Alaslca Department of Fish and Game, Ju­
ncau, April 2. 

Spang, E. 1991. Proposed Depart­
ment oflntcrior limited supp (CSSion option 
procedures. Memo to district managen and 
other stafl: U.S. Department of the Inte­
rior, Bureau of Land Management, An­
chorage, April 24. 

Spang. E .. N. Ces::ar, D. Evison and W. 
Stieglitz. 1991. Alaska lnterigcncy Fire 
Management Plans and federal fire policy 
concerns. Letter to Ron Somaville, Deputy 
Commissioner, ADF&:G. U.S. Depart­
ment of the Interior, Bureau ofLand Man­
agement, Anchorage, J unc 20. 

Taylor, D. L., Frenchie Malotte and 
D. Erskine. 1983. Cooperative fire 
planning foe large areas: a federal, private 
and state of Alaska example. Paper pre­
sented at: Wilderness Fare Symposium, 
Missoula, Montana. November 15-18, 
1983. 

37 



Taylor, R. 1994a. West's 6rescould 
speed changes in forest man:agcmenr. Se­
attle Post-Intelligencer. In: Anchongc Daily 
Newt, AJa.slc:a. August 6, 1994. p. BS. 

adapted forests of the Western United 
States. Statement presented before: TI1c 
Subcommittee on Agricultural Resc:arch, 
Conservation, Forestry and General Lcgis­
l:uion, Committee on Agriculture, U .S. 
Senate, Boise, Idaho. August 29, 1994. 

enccs. Washington, D.C . 
Viereck, L . A.. and L. A. 

Schandclmcicr. 1980. EITects or fire in 
Alaslc:a and adjacent Canada • a literature 
review. U.S. Dcpartmentof the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management, Technical 
Report 6. 124 pp. 

Taylor, R. 1994b. Fires spur huder 
look :at logging - biggct' timber h:uvest 
mulled; environmentalists :ace wuy. Sc­
:attlc Post-Intelligencer. In: Anchorage 
D:aily News, Ancho1"2gc, Al:ash. August 
30, 1994. p. A3. 

Viereck, L. A. 1973. Ecological 
effects or river flooding and forest fires on 
pennafrost in the T :aig:i of Ab.sh. P:agcs 60-
67 in: Perma&ost: The North Americ;m 
contribution to the Second lntc:rn:ational 
Conference:. National Academy of Sci-

Wclbourn, M. L. 1983. Ecologically 
based forest policy an11ysis: fire managment 

and land disponls in the Tanan:a River 
Basin, Alaska. Ph.D. Dissertation, Cornell 
Univ., Ithaca. 230 pp. 

Thomas, J. W. 1994. Concerning 
the health and productiviry of the ftre-

38 

Dalt Haggstrom has lived in Alaska sinu 19S1 and has bttn a wildl!fo biologist with 
the Alaska Dtparlmmt of Fish and Camt sinct 1974. Ht reai11td a Baditlor of 
Scitru:t dtgm in Wildl!fo Biology from Colorado Stalt Univtrsity, Fort Collins, in 
1968 and a Masur of Scimct degrtt in Wild lift Managtment from tht Univmity 
of Alaska, Fairbanks, in 1979. During his carter with ADF&C, Dalt's 
managtmtnt rtsporuibilitits havt involved moose, lllOIJ, wild/and Jirt and forestry 
issuts. Ht has lllOtletd on firt managtment issuts sirict 197 8 and helped prepare the 
Tanana· Minchumina and the Upptr Yukon-Tanana firt managtmtnt plans. In 
1980 and 1992, ht partilipaltd in firt management dassu at tht National 
Advanced Raourct Tuhnology Cmttr at Marana, Arizona. Currently, Dale is 
the Commissiontr of Fish and Game's rqmsmt.ativt on the Alaska lntaagmcy 
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First Announcement and Call for Papers: 

The International Association of Wildland Fire is soliciting manuscripts for the conference: 

Fire and Rare and Endangered Species and Habitats 

Coeur d'Alene, Idaho, USA - November 13-15, 1995 

Fire is a natural disturbance which plays a major role in ecosystems, as became dramatically apparent 
·during the famous Yellowstone fires of 1988. However, our understanding of fire's role in the maintenance 
or destruction of habitats is limited. IAWF's goal for this conference is to bring together policy makers, 
managers of public lands, and conservation groups to promote dialogue and information sharing about the 
possible interactions between fire (both wild and prescribed) and rare and endangered species and habitats. 

Abstracts should be submitted by February 1, 1995 to: Dr. Jason Greenlee, IAWF, PO Box 328, Fairfield, WA, 
USA 99012. 

Early registration fee is $120.00 (until February 1, 1995). late registration fee will be $145.00. Fee includes conference 
ma teria Is, refreshmentbreaks, lunches, banquet and proceedings. Extra banquet tickets may be purchased for$ 26.00 each. 
Accommodations are available atthe Coeurd' Alene Hotel at a special conference rate of $59.00per night (standard room). 
To register or for more information, call 1 ·800-697-3443. 
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