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To: A11 Refuge Managers . ,
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From: Assistant Regional Director, Refuges and Wildlife

Subject: Wolf Management Plan

As you know the Alaska Department of Fish and Game is facilitating a public
planning effort on wolf management for Alaska. Recently you provided
information to Biologist Ted Bailey and Daryle Lons on data and issues
relative to wolves on refuges. That material was used to develop a
presentation to the planning team in Fairbanks on March 8 by Paul Schmidt.
That presentation provided data, regulations and policies relative to this
issue. For your information, that presentation is attached along with a
selection of the materials the planning effort has produced to date.

The p]anning process will continue later this month in Anchorage and will
conclude in April or May. Thank you for the information you contributed to
this effort and a very special thanks to Ted Bailey and Daryle Lons for
pulling it together in short order.

Attachments Eg%béééé/é%ﬁg;i%?caféz,//

cc: Senior Resident Agent Al Crane
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Wolf Management
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Presentation March 8, 1991

I. Introduction
My name is Paul Schmidt and I am the Deputy Assistant
Regional Director for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in
Anchorage. Thank you for the opportunity to make a formal
presentation before the Alaska Wolf Management Planning
Team. I am representing the Regional Director Walt
Stieglitz as he is unable to be here because of the current
meetings of the Federal Subsistence Board. The Service
supports the planning approach of this team and welcomes the
opportunity to share with this team the Service regulations,
pelicies, and data. As you no doubt recognize, it is
important to the success of this team's work and
deliberations that the management framework of major land
owners and managers be considered. Recognizing these legal
and policy guidelines»will result in a more successful

implementation of a comprehensive plan.

My presentation will cover the legal framework under which
we are authorized to manage the 77 million acres of the
National Wildlife Refuge System in Alaska, some estimates
and trends of wolf populations, our general management
goals, current regulations and enforcement, and our thoughts

on some important issues before this team.
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National Wildlife Refuge System

The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to

provide, preserve, restore, and manage a national network of

lands and waters sufficient in size, diversity, and location

to meet society's needs for areas where the widest possible

spectrum of benefits associated with wildlife and wildlands

is enhanced and made available.

There are 16 national wildlife refuges in Alaska. Some were

established prior to 1980; however most of the refuges were

created or expanded by the Alaska National Interest Lands

Conservation Act (ANILCA) in 1980. Most of these refuges

were legally established with four major purposes:

1. to conserve fish and wildlife populations and
habitats in their natural diversity. Each refuge's
number 1 purpose goes on to include mention of species
or groups of species, Wolves are specifically
mentioned for Arctic, Kenai, and Yukon Flats.
Furbearers, which would include wolves, were mentioned

for Innoko, Kanuti, Koyukuk, Nowitna, and Tetlin.

2. to fulfill international treaty obligations of the
United States with respect to fish and wildlife and

their habitats;



3. to provide for the opportunity for continued
subsistence uses by local residents (this was included

for all refuges except Kenai);

4. to ensure water quality and necessary water

gquantity within the refuges:;

Kenai Refuge also has two other major purposes which
are to 1) provide for opportunities for fish and
wildlife oriented recreation and 2) to provide for
opportunities for scientific research, interpretation,
environmental education, and land management training.
Tetlin Refuge has a fifth major purpose of providing
for opportunities for interpretation and environmental

education.
The Refuge System encompasses approximately 20% of the land
area in Alaska and the refuges range in size from Izembek
Refuge at 320,000 acres to the Yukon Delta and Arctic Refuge

which are each about 20 million acres.

* General leaflet on the National Wildlife Refuges in Alaska.

B. Status of Wolf Populations

As you have already heard estimating wolf populations is not



an easy or particularly exacting science. With that in mind
I offer you the following summary of the estimated wolf

populations on the refuges.

* Status of Wolf Populations

As you can see we have various levels of quality of data:
some are based upon a number of years of survey and specific
radio telemetry studies and some are not much more than
educated guesses. Much of this is in coordination with the

Alaska Department of Fish and Game.

Most of the refuge areas for which we have information can
be classified as stable or increasing. You recognize this

is only a relative kind of measurement.

C. Current Studies

Currently, the Service is conducting studies on seven

national wildlife refuges.

* Status of Wolf Studies on Refuges

Some of the studies are intended to give specific wolf
population numbers, while others are trying to understand
the predator/prey relationships or habitat use among other

things.



D. Wolf Harvest

We have some information on the maximum percent of the
estimated wolf population that is annually harvested. Given
that this is based upon the guesstimates presented earlier,
please do not consider these numbers to be anything more
than professional judgements. Nonetheless it does give you
some idea of the existing situation. I will hand out these
estimates. Included in this handout is a criptic display of
what each refuge manager considers to be an important wolf
related issue on that refuge. Please consider this

information to be personal opinions of those managers.
* Estimated Wolf Harvest Intensity and Issues
E. Current Regulations
Here is a summary of the current wolf hunting and trapping
seasons, including whether same day land and shoot is
allowed in accordance with the State regulations.
* Wolf Hunting and Trapping Seasons and Harvest

F. Management Objectives

With the exception of the Kenai Refuge, no Alaska refuge has



specific population objectives established. As you know
this would be a very difficult thing to do, because of the
dynamic situation relative to predator/prey relationships.
Biological data, professional judgement and policy
guidelines will necessarily manage these wildlife
populations. The Kenali Refuge established a population
objective as a part of the development of the comprehensive
conservation planning process, because of the unique
situation that exists on the Kenai. Because of its
geographic characteristics, available bioclogical data, the
vulnerability of the population (being convenient to
Anchorage) and the political intensity and public scrutiny
of the issue, a population objective for the refuge was set
at 90 wolves. This population objective was inturn broken
down by subunit on the refuge. At present the objective

level is being met successfully.

The other refuges manage with some general goals related to
the purposes for which the refuge was established. At this
time it might be appropriate to quote from ANILCA. The

general purposes of Alaska refuges is:

"To provide for the maintenance of sound populations
of, and habitat for, wildlife species of inestimable
value to the citizens of Alaska and the Nation;

including those species dependent on vast relatively

undeveloped areas; to preserve in their natural state



extensive unaltered arctic tundra, boreal forest, and

coastal rainforest ecosystems;..."

In accordance with the naticnal policy as articulated in the

Refuge Manual:

"Fish and wildlife populations of a particular refuge
will be maintained at levels consistent with sound
wildlife management principles and in conformance with

that refuge's objectives."

The number 1 purpose for all of the Alaska refuges refers to
natural diversity. A working definition of natural

diversity is:

"The number and relative abundance of indigenous

species which would occur without the interference of

man., "

I will address wolf control later, but it is important to
note that based upon this definition very sound biological
information would be necessary to justify a wolf control

program on a national wildlife refuge.

I7. Regulations



A. Proposals to change regulations

At present the Fish and Wildlife Service is not actively
pursuing alteration of existing wolf harvest seasons or bag
limits. Under the Memorandum of Understanding with the
State of Alaska the Service has worked within the framework
of the Board of Game process to date. While we intend to
continue to work thru that process in the future, new
Federal responsibilities for subsistence issues on refuges

could result in some modifications.

B. Same day airborne harvest (land and shoot)

Currently, same day airborne harvest is permitted on some
portion of 9 of the 16 refuges in Alaska. The legal pursuit
of this activity has not been identified as incompatible
with the purposes for any refuge in Alaska. This does not
mean that the Fish and Wildlife Service is comfortable with
this method of harvest. 1In fact, Special Agent Al Crane
articulated some of the concerns we have with this activity
in your meeting in January. I know that a number of you
have questions as a result of that presentation and I will

try to answer those questions in this presentation.

As Agent Crane indicated, land and shoot hunting can be done
legally within the framework of the Federal Airborne Hunting

Act, however, it is very limited. Let me backup and




explain. Both the Federal and State law control the use of
aircraft involved in hunting wildlife. The Federal Airborne
Hunting Act prohibits a person from shooting or attempting
to shoot animals out of an aircraft or to use an aircraft to
harass any bird, fish or other animal. It also prohibits
anyone in the aircraft or on the ground from taking wildlife

with the aid or use of an aircraft.

In the regulation, the term harass means to "disturb, worry,

molest, rally, concentrate, harry, chase, herd, or torment."

State of Alaska regulations under UNLAWFUL METHODS OF TAKING

GAME also limit the use of an aircraft.

"The following methods of taking game are prohibited:

4) unless otherwise prohibited in this chapter, from a
mechanical vehicle...

5) with the use of an aircraft, snowmachine, motor-
driven boat, or other motorized vehicle for the purpcse
of driving, herding, or molesting game;

7) with the aid of a pit, fire, artificial light, radio

communication...®

Many people are unclear about what constitutes legal "same
day airborne or land and shoot wolf hunting, and in

particular there is confusion about state vs. federal



interpretations of which practices are legal. In the past,
many hunters have assumed that landing among a pack of
wolves and then quickly jumping out of the aircraft and
shooting is legal. Under federal law, this practice is
clearly illegal if it results in the wolves running from the
aircraft, even if that is not the intended result. Causing
wolves to change their direction of travel either while the
aircraft is in the air or on the ground, or using a radio to

direct airplanes involved in this activity is also illegal.

Federal enforcement agents have and will prosecute people
for shooting wolves using an illegal practice with posible
forfeiture of aircraft and other penalties. It is our
intent to provide this information to the public so that
they don't jeopardize an outing by violating state or

federal law.

The only clearly legal method of "same day airborne-land and
shoot" wolf hunting is to land the aircraft far enough away
from wolves so that they are not harassed by the airplane,
and then either stalk the wolves on the ground or wait until
the wolves approach the aircraft themselves. The hunter
must be out of the aircraft before shooting, and may not use
radio communications as an aid to finding, stalking, or
shooting the wolves. Here is recent news release we sent
out in hopes of informing people of the regulations so they

know how to conduct this activity legally.




*

News Release

Both federal and state cfficers are empowered to enforce the
law. I will not try to represent the state's enforcement
policy; but as I am sure you all recognize there may be
differences in how each agency approcaches this issue and
indeed differences in interpretation among officers.
Differences do exist. I can only tell you what guidance our

enforcement agents work under.

As you know, we have been involved in two Airborne Hunting
Act violations concerning wolves. Neither case has been

completely settled.

C. Enforcement officers

The Fish and Wildlife Service currently has only 10 full
time agents to enforce laws. On many of our national
wildlife refuges we have professional biclogists, managers,
and public use specialists who carry federal law enforcement
authority. We have over 40 of these individuals who conduct
law enforcement as a colateral duty. Law enforcement is not
a primary function of their jobs, but they do have the
authority and spend a number of days or weeks in that mode

each year.



III. Important Issues for this Team

There are several important issues before this team. Same
day airborne hunting and wolf control are perhaps the most

sensitive and controversial.

We have serious concerns for land and shoot as a method of
take in Alaska. We feel it does the wolf hunting public a
disservice in light of the Airborne Hunting Act
restrictions. This method provides little opportunity to
pursue wolf hunting legally and it temps fate. The activity
is clearly offensive to a significant portion of the general
public. We are continually questioned about this activity
on national wildlife refuges. Many feel it is not a good
example of the "fair chase" conservation ethic. For these
reasons, we recommend that this management planning team
seriously consider eliminating the practice of land and

shoot hunting of wolves in Alaska.

I would like to address wolf control now. We view wolf
control as a specific management action (other than
modification of the sport or subsistence harvest
regulations) taken by an agency in order to reduce the wolf

population forthe benefit another species - ungulates.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game was involved in wolf

control programs in the late 70s and early 80s. Aerial



gunning of wolves occurred on what is now the Innoko and
Nowitna refuge areas before they were designated national
wildlife refuges in 1980. Once they were established by
Congress, the Fish and Wildlife Service and State agreed to

discontinue the control activity.

If state-managed wolf control programs are necessary, the
Federal Airborne Hunting Act provides that permits may be
issued as an exception to the rule in order to manage
wildlife, or protect domesticated animals. These permits my

be issued through state managing agencies.

As you know this is a very serious and controversial issue
that touches at the hearts of many people. This activity
should not be entered into lightly. We must all ask
ourselves a number of questions before we embark on this
management technique. Some of the questions the Service
would have to ask before considering such a program on a

national wildlife refuge are:

Does it conform with the Service policy for predator
management? (The only current predator control

guidelines relate to benefiting breeding waterfowl.)

Is the proposed wolf control compatible with refuge

purposes?



Perhaps most importantly: Is the activity biologically
sound? The Service will consider the latest scientific

thinking about when wolf control may be appropriate.

Has the proposed wolf control program met the National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements?

As you might imagine the process for establishing a wolf
control program on a national wildlife refuge is not simple.
I will outline the process we would likely use to establish

such a program.

1) The refuge wildlife objectives are clearly defined
for both prey and predator in an approved comprehensive

conservation plan or equivalent.

2) Wildlife studies document ungulate numbers that are
well below the nutrition/climate or carrying capacity
level. The latter would require studies of habitat
gquantity, quality, availability and use in relation to
ungulate numbers and their impact on the habitat and a
thorough assessment of population "health and vigor"
using physiological indicies and parameters measuring

reproductive performance.

3) Wildlife studies document that mortality is the

major factor in changes in prey numbers.




4) Wildlife studies document that wolf predation is

the major cause of the ungulate mortality.

5) A thorough consideration is given in multi-predator
systems for the likehood that another predator,
particularly brown or black bears, may increase their
predation on the ungulate in question and cancel the

benefits desired by wolf control.

6) The wolf control program meets Service policies and

the National Environmental Policy Act requirements.

Existing Service policies or criteria for predator
control programs relate to benefiting breeding
waterfowl populations but may gquide a wolf control

program also:

a) Predator control must be site specific;

b) Habitat guantity and quality must be
sufficient to support the desired prey

populations.

c) When appropriate, improvement of prey habitat
is to be performed before the application of

predator management;



d) Operational programs to control predators will
be conducted only where prey objectives are a

clear priority;

e) Predator control must be based on a thorough

analysis of the actual potential problem.

f) Predator control must be capable of being

monitored for effectiveness;

g) Again, the approved comprehensive conservation

plan must identify prey objectives;

h) A prey management plan addressing both prey
and the targeted predator population must be
prepared and approved by the Regional Director
before predator reduction activities are

initiated;

1) Predator control must be coordinated with
Research and Development during management

planning.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance
would be required for this action. At the very least an

environmental assessment would have to be prepared; however



it is more likely the more indepth analysis and review
process of an environmental impact statement would be
needed. The determination of whether an EIS must be
prepared depends on a judgement of the significance and/or
controversy associated with the proposed action. This

process would include extensive public involvement.

* NEPA Process Flowchart



ALASKAN NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES
STATUS OF WOLF POPULATIONS
FEBRUARY 1991

Refuge Estimated Year of Method Estimated
Wolf Population Estimate of Population
Pack  Numbers Estimate Trend

Alaska Maritime 5-6 60 1991 Estimate Unknown

Arctic 33 267 1990 Estimate Unknown

Alaska Peninsula Unknown N/A N/A Stable

and Becharof

Innoko 20 260 1990 Estimate Increasing
[zembek 10 80 1990 Estimate Decreasing?

Kanuti 7-9 40-50 1990 Telemetry Unknown

Kenai 13 82 1980-81 Estimate Unknown
(Northern Refuge) (4) (47-48) (1990) Telemetry Stable ?

Kodiak NO WOLVES PRESENT ON KODIAK NWR

Koyukuk 7-8 100-150 1980 Telemetry Increasing

Census
Nowitna 9-10 70-100 1990 Telemetry Increasing
Census

Selawik 7 55 1890 Telemetry Increasing

Tetlin 7 49 1990 Telemetry Increasing

Togiak 3-5 13-27 1990 Estimate GMU18 Increasing

GMU17 Decreasing
Yukon Delta 6-7 75-100 1990 Estimate Increasing
Yukon Flats 13-15 92-108 1990 Census Increasing

or stable



ALASKAN NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES
ESTIMATED WOLF HARVEST INTENSITY AND ISSUES

FEBRUARY 1991

Refuge Average Maximum Percent of Wolf
Annual Harvest Estimated Wolf Issues
(Recent) Population Harvested
Annually |

Alaska Maritime Unknown Unknown None

Arctic Unknown Unknown History of
illegal aerial
take

Alaska Peninsula 25 Unknown Census needed

and Becharof

Innoko 35 13%

Izembek 6 7% Guides say
wolves too
abundant

Kanuti 15 37% High 1989
harvest, hunt
violations

Kenai 27 33% Harvest levels
vs wolf
population
response

Kodiak NO WOLVES ON KODIAK NWR

Koyukuk 30 30% Harvest
violations
subsistence
use conflicts

Nowitna 20 28% Same as Koyukuk

Selawik 29 53% Harvest using

snowmobiles



ESTIMATED WOLF HARVEST INTENSITY AND ISSUES (continued)
FEBRUARY 1991

Refuge Average Maximum Percent of Wolf
Annual Harvest Estimated Wolf Issues
(Recent) Population Harvested
Annually
Tetlin 4 8% None
Togiak 0 0 Lack of prey
species
Yukon Delta 10 13 None

Yukon Flats 16 17 Moose predation



ALASKAN NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES
STATUS OF WOLF STUDIES ON REFUGES
FEBRUARY 1991

REFUGE : Kanuti NWR
TITLE: Status of the gray wolf and preliminary assessment of the moose-wolf
relationship in the Kanuti National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska
OBJECTIVES: 1) Determine numbers, densities, structure, distribution and range
of wolves.
2) Estimate survival, dispersal, harvest of winter population.
3) Estimate moose/wolf ratios in winter.
STUDY AREA SIZE: 6,480 KM WOLVES COLLARED: 9 PACKS COLLARED: 5
STATUS: Continuing; 1991 objective is to collar the remaining packs.
REFUGE : Selawik NWR
TITLE: Wolf and wolverine populations and habitat use in relation to the Western

Arctic Herd in northwestern Alaska.

OBJECTIVES: 1) Determine population size.

2) Determine predation rates.
3) Develop economical, repeatable census technique.

STUDY AREA SIZE: 15,000 KM WOLVES COLLARED: 29  PACKS COLLARED: 10

STATUS:

Predation objective completed, interagency effort required to accomplish
other objectives; recent rabies outbreak in area.

REFUGE:
TITLE:

Yukon Flats NWR

Wolf distribution and predation

OBJECTIVES: 1) Determine distribution, size, and seasonal use of pack territories.

2) Estimate kill rates and species composition of prey during winters.

STUDY AREA SIZE: 6,700 KW WOLVES COLLARED: 3 PACKS COLLARED: 2

STATUS:

On hold.




ALASKAN NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES
STATUS OF WOLF STUDIES ON REFUGES
FEBRUARY 1991

REFUGE: Arctic NWR

TITLE: Differential impacts of predators on caribou calving in the 1002 area and
potential displacement areas: an assessment of predation risk.

OBJECTIVES: 1) Predator distribution and movement patterns.
2) Relative abundance of predators.
3) Predator impact on caribou.

STUDY AREA SIZE: 6,300 KM WOLVES COLLARED: 20  PACKS COLLARED: 5
STATUS: Continuing

REFUGE: Tetlin NWR
TITLE: Winter and summer predation rates and movements of wolves in east central
Alaska.

OBJECTIVES: 1) Investigate wolf feeding habits in winter and summer.
2) Determine home ranges and activity patterns of collared packs
and individuals.

STUDY AREA SIZE: 3,700 KM WOLVES COLLARED: 4 PACKS COLLARED: 2
STATUS: Report being prepared.

REFUGE: Koyukuk and Nowitna NWR
TITLE: Seasonal movements and home range of wolf packs on the Koyukuk and
Nowitna National Wildlife Refuges.
OBJECTIVES: 1) Compare pack ranges, sizes, predation rates in areas of known prey
densities.

2) Determine seasonal habitats used and preferences.
3) Develop estimates of wolf-prey ratios.

STUDY AREA SIZE: 11,000 KM WOLVES COLLARED: 20  PACKS COLLARED: 8
STATUS: Continuing.




ALASKAN NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES
STATUS OF WOLF STUDIES ON REFUGES
FEBRUARY 1991

REFUGE : Kenai NWR

TITLE: Standard Wildlife Inventory for Northern Portion of the Kenai NWR:
Wolf numbers and distribution on the northern Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge.

OBJECTIVES: 1) Determine pre-season number of wolf packs and numbers of wolves
using the most accurate technique available.
2) Maintain 25-35 wolves post-season on northern refuge.
3) Document changes in pack territories in relation to ungulate
distribution and successional forest habitats.

STUDY AREA SIZE: 3,310 KM WOLVES COLLARED: 13  PACKS COLLARED: 4
STATUS: Continuing.

DARWO012.PRS



ALASKAN NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES
WOLF HUNTING AND TRAPPING SEASONS AND HARVEST
FEBRUARY 1991

Refuge Hunting Season Trapping Season Same
Opens Closes Opens Closes Day
Hunting

Alaska Maritime 10 Aug 30 Apr No
Arctic Unit 25 10 Aug 30 Apr 1 Nov 31 Mar

Unit 26 10 Aug 30 Apr 1 Nov 15 Apr Yes

(only 25%)

Alaska Peninsula 10 Aug 30 Apr 10 Nov 31 Mar Yes
and Becharof
Innoko 10 Aug 30 Apr 1 Nov 31 Mar Yes
Izembek 10 Aug 30 Apr 11 Nov 31 Mar Yes
Kanuti 10 Aug 30 Apr 10 Nov 28 Feb Yes
Kenai 10 Aug 30 Apr 10 Nov 28 Feb No
Kodiak NO WOLVES
Koyukuk 10 Aug 30 Apr 1 Nov 31 Mar Yes
Nowitna 10 Aug 30 Apr 1 Nov 31 Mar Yes
Selawik 10 Aug 30 Apr 1 Nov 15 Apr No
Tetlin 10 Aug 30 Apr 1 Oct 30 Apr Yes
Togiak 10 Aug 30 Apr 11 Nov 31 Mar Yes
Yukon Delta 10 Aug 30 Apr 10 Nov 31 Mar No

Yukon Flats 10 Aug 30 Apr 1 Nov 31 Mar Yes
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Bruce Batten 786-3487

1011 E. TUDOR RD. Dave Purinton 786-3311

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA
99503

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE ADVISORY ON
SAME-DAY-AIRBORNE WOLF HUNTING:
WHAT IS LEGAL, WHAT IS NOT

Both federal and state laws control the use of aircraft involved in
hunting wildlife, and both federal and state officers are empowered to
enforce these laws.

Under the existing state hunting regulations, hunters in Alaska may be
authorized by state-issued permits to hunt wolves on the same day that the
hunter has flown in an aircraft.

HOWEVER, the following restrictions on the use of aircraft involved in

hunting STILL APPLY:

1. The Federal Airborne Hunting Act (16 USC 742j-1) prohibits anyone
from shooting or attempting to shoot animals out of an aircraft or to use an
aircraft to harass any bird, fish, or other animal. The term "harass" means to
"disturb, worry, molest, rally, concentrate, harry, chase, herd, or torment."

2. The law also prohibits anyone in the aircraft or on the ground from
taking wildlife with the aid or use of an aircraft.

3. State of Alaska regulations, which are adopted as federal law on
National Wildlife Refuges and National Parks, also limit the use of an aircraft.
Under UNLAWFUL METHODS OF TAKING GAME (5 AAC 92.080),

"The following methods of taking game are prohibited:

(4) unless otherwise prohibited in this chapter, from a
mechanical vehicle . . .;

(5) with the use of an aircraft . . . for the purpose of driving,
herding, or molesting game;"

(7) with the aid of . . . radio communication.”

The only clearly legal method of same-day-airborne ("land-and-shoot")
wolf hunting is for the hunter to land the aircraft far enough away from the
wolves so that they are not harassed by the airplane, and then either to

(1) stalk the wolves on the ground, or

(2) wait until the wolves approach the hunter themselves.
Furthermore, the hunter must

(1) be out of the aircraft prior to shooting, and

(2) not use radio-communications as an aid to finding, stalking, or
shooting the wolves.

(more)



SAME-DAY-AIRBORNE -- 2

"In the past, some hunters have assumed that landing among a pack of
wolves and then jumping out of the aircraft and quickly shooting is legal
practice," said R. David Purinton, Assistant Regional Director for Law
Enforcement in Alaska. "Under federal law, this practice is clearly illegal if it
results in wolves running from the aircraft--even if that is not the intended
result.”

Causing wolves to change their direction of travel either while the
aircraft is in the air or on the ground, or using a radio to direct airplanes
involved in hunting is also illegal.

Federal law enforcement agents have prosecuted hunters for shooting
wolves using these practices. Possible penalties for these violations include
large fines, jail sentences, forfeiture of aircraft, and loss of hunting or guiding
privileges. Purinton warns that federal agents will continue to actively enforce
these regulations this season.

"Hunters need to be aware of these laws--that the land-and-shoot and
same-day-airborne wolf hunting does not mean that no other hunting rules
apply,” said Purinton. "Just because it's a wolf hunt doesn't mean that the
Airborne Hunting Act and state rules about molesting game and radio use are
thrown to the wind. It is our intent to make this information clear to hunters
so they will not jeopardize an outing by violating state or federal laws."

Purinton points out that under some circumstances exemptions to
federal law may be granted.

"If state-managed wolf control or wildlife managment programs are
necessary, the Federal Airborne Hunting Act provides that permits may be
issued as an exception to the rule in order to manage wildlife, or protect
domesticated animals or human life," he said. These permits may be issued
through state managing agencies (in Alaska, the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game).

Further information may be obtained by calling U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Law Enforcement Offices:

In Fairbanks, Special Agent Al Crane, 456-0255
In Anchorage, Special Agent Wally Soroka, 271-2828

-FWS-



30 AM 3

Exnibit 3
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
NEPA PROCESS FLOWCHART-PHASE 2
EIS Required EA Required
Issue Notice of Intent (40 CFR 1501.7) Prepare EA (Reiterate above
process in writing)
l (40 fFR 1508.9)

Commence Scoping Process (40 CFR 1501.7) Distribute EA for Review

and Comment {(if deemed
l appropriate) {Section
1506.6)
Prepare Preliminary DEIS (Reiterate I
above process in written detail
(40 CFR 1502))
l Finalize EA
Review of preliminary DEIS Determine if the Preferred
Alternative Constitutes a
l Major Federal Action
Significantly Affecting
Prepare DEIS the Quality of the Human
Environment (40 CFR
l 1508.18 & 1508.27)
File DEIS with EPA (40 CFR 1506.9)
and distribute DEIS {(concurrent
distribution to other agencies,
public, WO, and DOI). Minimum 90

days to decision EIS Not Required
: EIS Required Prepare FONSI
(Follow Procedures (40 CFR 1508.13)
in adjacent column) ‘1

Initiate Action

DEIS Review Period, minimum

60 day formal review period

(40 CFR 1506.10, 516 DM 4.24), and
public meeting, if deemed appropriate
(40 CFR 1506.6) (516 DM 4,25).

Release 30-4, 9/23/83



Respond to Comments on DEIS
(40 CFR 1503.4) and Prepare
Preliminary FEIS

l

Review of Preliminary FEIS

|

Prepare FEIS

!

File FEIS with EPA (40 CFR 1506.9)
and distribute FEIS (concurrent
distribution to other agencies,
public, WO, and DOI). Minimum

30 days to decision (40 CFR 1506.10)

l

Make Decision and Prepare Record
of Decision (40 CFR 1505.2)

/

Implement Action 30 Days After
Notifying Public

Release 30-4, 9/23/83
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Wildlife Conservation

A PROPOSAL TO DEVELOP A
WOLF MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR ALASKA

January 24, 1990

INTRODUCTION

Wildlife in Alaska is managed by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game’s
Division of Wildlife Conservation (Division). The goal of wolf management is
to ensure that Alaska always has healthy numbers of wolves and their _prey
and ag ropriate habitat for both. Also, the Division and the Board of Game
(Boar ?must provide for both consumptive and nonconsumptive uses of
wolves and their prey.

Wolf management has become more and more difficult because some social
values have changed over the years and the ;]:ublic has voiced different
demands for wolves. Conflicts between people with different interests
concerning wolves have become intense, and many discussions of how wolves
should be managed in Alaska have resulted in unproductive confrontations.

There are many growing pressures and threats to Alaska’s wildlife and their
habitats. It is imperative that we resolve this conflict so we can work together
successfully to conserve Alaska’s wildlife for all users.

Presently someone always loses in confrontations about wolf management.
We propose creating a situation in which all sides have something to win. To
do so, we propose a three stage effort, each of which would involve the public
in a meaningtul role.

The first stage involves developing a general agreement about just what the
fundamental "problem” of wolf management is.” The problem statement will
have to be broad enough to include the concerns of most people and interest
groups.

The second stage will involve developing a statewide management plan for
wolves. The plan will identil;y and recommend potential solutions to the
problem, Identifying acceptable solutions will require both the best technical
information from wildlife scientists and managers and sincere efforts by the
public to recognize and reconcile their conflicting values and desires.

The third stagte involves implementing the dplan. Regulations based on the
plan will have to be passed by the Board, and the Division will have to develop

appropriate management and research programs to fully implement the
statewide plan.
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STAGE I: PROBLEM ANALYSIS

The Division has developed the following Problem Statement, In this
statement we have tried to boil the problem down to the basic elements which
are common to all interested parties. We realize that we may not have
represented everyone’s concerns adequately, so we are asking you to give us
your comments.

PROBLEM STATEMEN

People are not %fiting what they want when it comes to wolf management.
Different people have different desires for wolves which cover a broad range of
options. Currently, the way wolves are managed in Alaska does not satisfy the
range of those desires. Consequently, opposing groups each try to force the
state to meet their wishes, which produces a continual series of conflicts
regarding wolf management policies, techniques, and the decision-making
process.

Although the different interests can compromise to change some of the
agpectsdof this conflict, we recognize that other aspects most likely cannot be
changed.

Unchangeable Aspects.

uman uses of wolves and their prey cover a broad spectrum of values from

_mgm'nﬁ animals are there (existence value) to nutritional dependence, These
- uses reflect values which are often based on deeply held personal beliefs which
are not subject to change or negotiation.

T vide for a broad varie f human uses of wildlif ifferen
mgnagg{m)gng strategies are rggelgire , For example, existence values may be
satisfied by simply protecting habitat and wildlife from human development.
However, providing for consumptive use involves allowing and maintainin
harvests of moose or caribou by humans, which may require manipulation o
habitats or predator-prey relationships. This is particularly true in less

productive northern areas where predation by wolves and bears may limit the
potential surplus of prey available to humans.

Human attitudes regarding what is proper in_the way wolves _and_other
animals are treated also cover a wide range, These values are based upon
people’s experience and ethical judgments about treatment of wildlife
populations or individual animals.
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Changeable Aspects.

In_the past, the Division assumed that maintaining moderate to_high
%g_nf; ties of wildlife (particularly moose and caribou) would satisfy evervone,
y following this approach, the Division did not adequate )y acknowledge the
fact that some Individuals are opposed to manipulation of wildlife
gepul?t}o.ns. In addition, this approach helped create the perceptions that
he Division’s wolf management was intended to mainl{ benefit hunters, and
that the Division placed a higher value on prey species than on wolves. These
perceptions have alienated many people. Ironically, efforts the Division has
made to date to demonstrate our long-standing commitment to balanced
management of wolves and prey have caused some rural residents and
sportsmen’s groups to believe the Division is ignoring their traditional
hunting concerns. This feeling has contributed to opposition to license fee
increases, jeopardizing the Division’s ability to obtain additional funding
needed for a wide range of wildlife management and conservation programs.

m hni which have been used in wolf management are no longer
M%?fﬁbfmn_ﬁ_%ﬁmﬁ: or example, Eoison which was once widely use
to wolves and other predators, is now banned in Alaska. Aerial shootm,g,
as part of a state administered wolf control program, is increasingly
unacceptable to some segments of the Alaskan and national public. The tools

wildlife managers use and the conditions under which they are applied can be
reevaluated or changed.

_Eg%r mmunication is often a problem among vari ic inter rou

and government agencies. As a result, interest groups have become more
olarized, so resorfvin conflicts has become more and more difficult.
6p&msing groups often believe that their antagonists have little
understanding of their values and have no desire to learn more. These same

feelings extend to the Division when it proposes management programs which
are unacceptable to various groups.

Decisions are currently made in a "win-lose" confrontational setting., This can
be changed to a more constructive "win-win" problem solving atmosphere by
- involving all groups interested in wolf management in a r[;ﬂannmg process that

will allow each to develop a better understanding of the others” values and
contribute to the final product in a meaningful way. People who share a
common interest in the future of Alaska’s wildlife and have reached a
common ground in their understanding of predator-prey ecology and
management can work together to ensure the welfare of these species. We
believe if people recognize their common interests and work together with the
Division and the Board, we can satisfy a broad range of wildlife users, though
not necessarily at the same time in every area.
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PROBL EQUENCE

Enough people are dissatisfied with wolf management policies and practices

that groups which share common interests in wildlife have become divided

:{llStel?d of working together. This has been costly to both the resources and to
askans.

Because conflicts have not been effectively resolved, different interests have
become more polarized. The atmosphere of recent Board meetings has
become highly confrontational as various groups have attempted to impose
their values on others. Costly law suits, inaccurate information campaigns,
long and controversial meetings of the ]ioard, and inefficient use of Division
staff time and funds hurt Alaska’s wildlife more than they help it.

COST OF NOT FINDING A SOLUTION TO THE PROBLEM

If we do not develop a different approach to resolving the existing conflicts
and choosing management strategies, then everyone interested in the long-
term welfare of Alaska’s wildlife will suffer.

Our decision-making forum has been highly charged and confrontational. If
this continues, the public will become more frustrated over not getting what
they want. This problem affects all public interest groups and individuals as
well as the Division.

People who favor the more extreme g'pes of management (either full
protection of wolves, virtually unlimited harvest, or government control
pro ram?]z may find their influence dramatically affected by changes in
elected officials or people appointed to the Board, Guarding their viewpoints
and enforcing their desires may require constant lobbying efforts.

People who want more wolves may find their efforts blocked by their
opponents even in areas where ?rey'spemes are abundant. Illegal "vigilante"
actions may be taken against wolves in some areas.

People who want more prey or fewer wolves may find their efforts blocked by
legal maneuvering or political pressure. Opportunities to hunt or trap wolves
and their prey in some areas may decrease or be greatly restricted.

Unless this issue is resolved, the Division and the Board will spend more time
and money dealing with the controversy of wolf and prey management at the
expense o¥ other important activities. The Division’s working relationship
with all users will suffer and public support for a variety of programs will be
reduced. Conflicts between tEe Division and other agencies will increase in
number and cooperative research and management programs on federal
areas may be reduced or damaged.

The most unfavorable consequence is that all g:oncerne(j grties will be L_mab'le
,tAol wlc{)rk together in an eftective partnership for wildlife conservation in
aska.



ALASKA WOLF MANAGEMENT PLANNING TEAM

GOALS

To help increase public awareness, understanding, and agreement on wolf conservation
and management 1n Alaska

To help promote communication among the public, interest groups, and the Department
of Fish and Game

To advise the Department and the Board of Game on the management and conservation
of wolves in Alaska

OBJECTIVES
To review the status and ecology of wolves in Alaska

To review existing policies and procedures for the management and conservation of
wolves in Alaska

To recommend goals and objectives for the management and conservation of wolves in
Alaska over the next 5 to 10 years

To identify public uses of wolves and their prey which are compatible with these goals
and objectives

To identify which uses of wolves are in conflict with each other and recommend ways to
reduce or eliminate these conflicts

To expedite the flow of information between the Department and the broad spectrum of
public interest groups

To recommend specific management options for ensuring the long-term conservation of
wolves in Alaska and for satisfying the greatest variety of public desires for woif
management in the state

The role of the Planning Team is to make recommendations to the Department and the
Board on how wolves should be managed in Alaska. Recommendations from this team
and all interested parties will be used to heip develop a statewide strategic management
lan. The Department wil] then submit a proposed plan to the public and the Board for
ormal review and eventual adoption. It must be recognized that the Department
considers these recommendations to be very important and will follow them as closely as

ossible, but that laws, regulations, and cooperative agreements with other agencies do
Fimit how wolves can be managed. Also, any changes in hunting or trapping regulations
must be adopted by the Board of Game.

MEMBERSHIP

Members will be appointed by the Director of the Division of Wildlife Conservation.
The group will consist of up to 12 members representing a broad spectrum of interests.



One seat each will be allocated to a representative of the Board of Game and the
Division. Team members should represent the following interests: recreational hunting,
subsistence hunting, nonconsumptive use, environmental, animal welfare, big game
guiding, tragapmtg, tourism, and education. At least one member of the team should be a
member of a fish and game advisory committee. The team should have a broad
geographic representation within the state and include a national interest (e.g., a state
resident who is a member of a national organization).

MEETINGS

During the first year, from four to six meetings will be held in Anchorage. The first
meeting will be two to four days in duration and will include a public forum. We plan to
contract the services of a professional facilitator to initiate this effort and to conduct a
workshop on problem resolution and mediation. Following the initial session, meetings
will be one to two days in duration. Teleconferences may be held between meetings.
Guidelines for meetings will be developed during the initial meeting. Group consensus

will be the preferred approach for resolving conflicts and formulating recommendations.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

To attain the broadest representation on the Planning Team, we are contacting all
individuals and organizations who may have an interest in the ?Ianning process and
asking for their recommendations on candidates. Below is a list ot organizations we are
contacting.

If you know of others (or individuals) we should contact, please inform us. Interested
members of the public will be encouraged to share their ideas and concerns with team

members and the Department throughout the planning process.

All local Fish and Game Advisory Committees and Regional Councils

Alaska Big Game Handgunners Association
Alaska Big Game Trophy Club

Alaska Bowhunters Association

Alaska Center for the Environment
Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society
Alaska Conscrvation Foundation

Alaska Environmental Lobby

Alaska Federation of Natives

Alaska Frontier Trappers Association
Alaska Outdoor Council

Alaska Professional Hunters Association
Alaska Professional Sportsmen's Association
Alaska Public Lands Information Center
Alaska Sports and Wildlife Club

Alaska State Archers Association
Alaska State Rifle & Pistol Association
Alaska Trappers Association

Alaska Wildlife Alliance

Anchorage Audubon

Anchorage Sportsmen’s Association
Arctic Audubon

Clear Sky Sportsmen's Club

Delta Sportsmen’s Association

Ducks Unlimited (Alaska Chapter)
Foundation for North American Wild Sheep (Alaska Chapter)
Ft. Wainwright Sportsmen's Association
Glacier Bear Archers

Golden North Archery Association
Greenpeace (Alaska Regional Office)
Interior Wildlife Association of Alaska
International Moose Federation

Izaak Walton League

Juneau Audubon

Kenai Audubon

Kenai Trappers Association

Kodiak Audubon

Kodiak Island Sportsmen's Association
Matanuska Valley Sportsmen

Midnight Sun Hybrid Wolf Association

Lynn Canal Conscrvation

Narrows Conservation Coalition

National Audubon Society (Alaska Regiona! Office)
National Wildlife Federation (Alaska Regional Office)
Nature Conservancy (Alaska Regional Office)
North American Wolf Society

Northern Alaska Environmental Center
Peninsula Sportsmen

Petersburg Red and Gun Club

RunlCap

Safari Club International (Alaska Chapler)
Sierra Club (Alaska Regional Office)

Sitka Conservation Society

Sitka Sportsmen’s Association

Southeast Alaska Conservation Council
Southeast Alaska Trappers Association

Taku Conservation Society

Tanana Valley Sportsmen’s Association
Territorial Sportsmen

The Wilderness Society (Alaska Regional Office)
Tak Shooters Associntion

Trustees for Alaska

United States Wolf Hybrid Association (Fairbanks Chapter)
University of Alaska (Wildlife Department)
Vaidez Sportsmen’s Association

Wolf Song of Alaska

Wrangell Resource Council

Yakutat Resource Conservation Council



Alaska Wolf Management Planning Team

Meeting Summary
‘November 14-15, 1990

INTRODUCTION

The first meeting of the Alaska Wolf Management Planning Team was
held on November 14-~15 at the Barratt Inn in Anchorage. Connie
Lewis, a professional facilitator associated with the Xeystone
Center, chaired the meeting. She opened the session by describing
her background and role as facilitator of the team. Team members
introduced themselves, provided background on their involvement
with wolves, and stated their expectation of the team. A list of
team member:s, department staff, agency representatives, and members
of the public who attended the meeting is contained in Appendix A.

Team orientation began with John Hechtel, wildlife biologist with
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Wwildlife
Conservation (DWC), presenting a historical overview of wolf
management in Alaska. John Schoen, conservation biologist, DWC,
explained why the planning team was established, how team members
were selected, and documents the team is expected to provide. The
planning team will make recommendations that the DWC will use to
develop a statewide wolf management plan and will make proposals to
the Board of Game to change hunting and trapping regulations
related to wolves.

CONSENS8US PROCESS

Ms. Lewis described the consensus process. She emphasized that
certain rules are necessary to promote an open exchange of ideas.
The group agreed to four basic rules:

1. articulate your interests and cunceius

2. try to understand other interests, keep an open mind,
and listen )

3. try to fashion sclutions that meet all interests (not
just our own)

4. understand that not every recommendatlon will be your
first choice

Ms. Lewis emphasized that members must always be in a frame of mind
to strive for consensus, yet maintain their basic values. No one
will be expected to compromise those values. The team established
ground rules to promote dlscu551on and maintain a professional

atmosphere.



Those rules are:

1. all values will be respected and considered to be valid
2. all comments will be depersonalized

3. all disagreements will be discussed on a professional
level

4. everyone has equal access to the floor

5. team members will serve not as a formal representative of
their respective organizations/agencies, but rather as
individuals.

The team realized that reaching consensus may not be possible on
some issues. The team has three options in such cases: they can
(1) adopt a team position by majority vote, (2) provide minority
and majority opinions in the report, or (3) lay out the range of
options without reference to the amount of support for each. The
team agreed to strive to reach consensus on all issues. If
consensus cannot be reached, options will be presented in the
report. Votes will not be taken. No decision was reached on
listing options as minority or majority viewpoints. Most team
members believed that all points of view should be treated equally.
A decision on this issue will be made on a case-by-case basis if it
becomes obvious that a consensus, through compromise, cannot be
reached.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The team recognized the value of public participation in its
deliberations, but was concerned that certain types of public
participation could be disruptive to the consensus process. The
public may attend all meetings but will not be able to participate
in the discussion. The team agreed to receive public testimony at
two forums - one in Fairbanks and one in Anchorage. Because some
interested people will be unable to attend the forums, the team
also will accept written comments throughout the process. The team
also invite speakers with specific expertise to address topics
agreed to by team members.

Information about planning team activities will be made available
to the public through:

1. media announcements of the dates, times, and locations

of meetings
2. distribution of meeting summaries to interested

individuals, organizations, and agencies
34 news releases following each meeting.

The team recognized that contacts with the media must be handled
carefully to avoid unnecessary polarization and disruption of the
process.



The team, therefore, agreed to the following:

1. the facilitator would act as the point person for media
contact

2. calls to team members will be answered with a description
of the process, referral to Ms. Lewis and meeting
summaries for specific information

Some team members are affiliated or associated with organizations.
These members should strive to review meeting summaries with these
organizations to obtain feedback and share information. Several
members are not associated with any organization or constituency.
These members will share information and meeting summaries with
interested people as best they can.

Dale Kohlmoos, wildlife biologist, DWC, will compile meeting
summaries. The summaries will cover the topics discussed and list
all actions and decisions made by the team. The summaries will not
attribute statements or positions to individuals. Meetings will
not be tape recorded. Technical presentations by invited speakers
may be tape recorded.

The product of the process will be a report with recommendations
for wolf management. Ms. Lewis described the report as an evolving
process, beginning with an outline and using technical information
. as preamble and appendices. Any points of consensus achieved
during discussion will be clearly noted. A staff person will
record the consensus as stated by the group.

IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES

In a brainstorming session, the team developed a list of issues to
be addressed by the team. The issues were then grouped into four
sections that will provide a framework for the process. The
sections include:

1. technical

2. goals/general policy
3. management strategies
4. implementation

Appendix B summarizes issues by section.

To operate within this framework, the team established the
following schedule.

-~

1. January 11-12, 1991, Anchorage, Barratt Inn
Technical Information and Outline of Goals and Policy

2. February 8-9, 1990, Anchorage, Barratt Inn
Goals and Parameters/Strategy



3. March 8-10, 1991, Fairbanks, North Star Borough Library
Sspecific Management Strategy/Public Forum

4. March 21-23, 1991, Anchorage, Barratt Inn:;
Forum at Loussac Library
Specific Management Strategy/Public Forum

5. April 26-27, 1991, Anchorage, Barratt Inn
Implementation and Report

After reviewing the issues identified from the brainstorming
session, team members generated a list of information needs and
resource contacts. The next meeting will focus on biological
information. Experienced biologists will be invited to provide
information to the team.

Topics to be covered include:

1. basic biology of wolves

2. enforcement of regulations, especially land-and-shoot
3. economic value of wolves

4. predator-prey relationships

Several individuals were suggested as speakers. John Schoen and
Dale Kohlmoos were asked to contact these individuals and ask them
to speak to the group. A tentative agenda has been developed, but
not all speakers have been confirmed. The format is outlined
below:

I. Basic biology of wolves, Bob Stephenson, wildlife
biologist, DWC

II. Enforcement of requlations
A. Al Crane, law enforcement officer, United States
Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)
B. Joe D'Amico, Fish and Wildlife Protection officer,
Alaska Department of Public Safety

III. Economic value of wolves, John Hechtel, wildlife
biologist, DWC

Iv. ?redator—Prey relationships

Five recognized wolf experts have each agreed to submit 3-4 page
summaries of predator-prey relationships.
These biologists are:

- Layne Adams, National Park Service

- Warren Ballard, DWC, retired

- Rod Boertje, DWC

- Gordon Haber, private consultant

- Vic VanBallenberghe, US Forest Service

4



The team recognized that wolf-predator relationships are a
controversial subject and expert biologists disagree on many "fine
points,” but probably agree on 90 percent of the major concepts.
To assist the team, these five papers will be summarized by an
independent biologist, Terry Bowyer, associate professor of
wildlife management, University of Alaska, Fairbanks. Dr. Bowyer
will list points of agreement and points of disagreement for the
team. Dr. Bowyer's synthesis will be reviewed by Dr. Todd Fuller,
assistant professor of wildlife Dbiology, University of
Massachusetts.

Each of the five biologists who will prepare a paper was asked to
make an oral presentation and be available for questions. Warren
Ballard and Layne Adams will not be able to attend the meeting.
The three other speakers will each have 30 minutes to summarize
their papers for team members. Ample time will be available for
questions.

AVAILABILITY OF S8CIENTIFIC LITERATURE

The DWC will prepare a list of scientific publications and reports
that the team may wish to read. Team members can check if they
want to receive the entire paper or the abstract. Any material
sent to individual team members by the public should be sent to Ms.
Lewis for distribution to the entire tean.

Written comments may be sent to Ms. Lewis at: 4764 Mills Dr.,
Anchorage, AK 99508.



Appendix A. Attendance, November 14-15, 1990 Wolf Planning Team
Meeting

Team Members present
Bob Ahgook (subsistence hunter and trapper, Anaktuvuk Pass)

Scott Bothwell (sportsman, Fairbanks)
Valerie Brown (environmental activist, Anchorage)

Ray Collins (member of the McGrath Fish & Game Advisory
Committee and the Interior Regional Council,
McGrath)

Peggy Cowan (education specialist, Juneau)

John Doore (wolf enthusiast, Anchorage)

Robert Heyano (hunter and trapper, Dillingham)

Larry Holmes (member of the Anchorage Fish & Game Advisory
Committee, Girdwood)

Chuck McMahan (hunter, trapper and pilot, Glennallen)

Wayne Regelin (Deputy Director of Wildlife Conservation,

Fairbanks)
Ann Ruggles (environmentalist, Fairbanks)
Dean Wilson (fur buyer, Copper Center)

Jack Lentfer, Board of Game
Connie Lewis, Facilitator

Members unable to attend
Dave Cline (National Audubon Society, Anchorage)

Division of Wildlife Conservation Staff
John Hechtel

Dale Kohlmoos
John Schoen

Agency Representative
Paul Schmidt, United States Fish & Wildlife Service

Public
Susan Ruddy
Vic VanBallenberghe



Appendix B. Issues by section

Technical

pDefinition of terms

Wolf population monitoring/technique/data, uses and needs

Pack dynamics
Predator/prey relationships
Predator control programs
Enforcement capabilities

Goals/General policy

Long term population goals
Management goals/area

Ethics of study/technique
Assess user groups/needs
Attitude of the general public

Management strategies

-

LI B

Method and means/area

Needs of user groups/area
Need for predator contreol/area
Interagency coordination
State economic development

Implementation

Education/responsibilities of all parties
Public/agency/interagency relations
Role of politics - bioclogy

Recognition of decision making body/timing cf ac

Enforcement

tion



ALASKA WOLF MANAGEMENT PLANNING TEAM

JANUARY 11 -~ 12, 1991 MEETING
BARRATT INN, ANCHORAGE

Friday Januarvy 11, 1991

9:00

10:00

12:00

1:00

Preliminaries (introductions, review of agenda, approval
of last meeting's summary, logistics, etc.)

Basic wolf biology =~ presentation (Bob Stephenson) and
discussion

Lunch

Enforcement - presentation (Al Crane & Joe D'Amico) and
discussion

Predator/prey/human relationships =~ presentations (Rod
Boertje, Gordon Haber, and Vic VanBallenberghe) and
discussion

Adjourn

Saturday January 12, 1991

11:00
12:00
1:00

5:00

Economics - presentation (Fish & Game Dept. staff) and
discussion

Review of available information and identification of
what still needs to be obtained - group discussion

Terminology ~ group discussion
Lunch
Goals and general policy -~ group discussion

Adjourn

Connie Lewis
Facilitator

333-9215



Alaska Wolf Management Planning Team

Meeting Summary
January 11-12, 1991

INTRODUCTION

The second meeting of the Alaska Wolf Management Planning Team was
held on January 11-12 at the Barratt Inn in Anchorage. The focus
was on developing a base of information for the team members.
There were presentations by Alaska Department of Fish & Game
(ADF&G) Dbiologists and guest speakers on wolf biology,
predator/prey relationships, enforcement, and economics. A list of
speakers, team menmbers, department staff, and agency
representatives who attended the meeting is contained in Appendix
A.

BASIC WOLF BIOLOGY

Bob Stephenson, wildlife biologist with ADF&G, Division of Wildlife
Conservation (DWC), opened the series of presentations with a
discussion on wolf biology. His topics included the history of
wolves in Alaska, natural history and biology of wolves, food
habits, and the status of wolf populations in Alaska.

History
Wolves entered North America 500,000 years ago. Approximately

20,000 years ago, much of the continent was covered by the
Wisconsin ice sheet. During that period, wolves were abundant, but
geographically isolated in ice~free areas. Genetic isolation
accounts, in part, for the larger wolf inhabiting most of Alaska
and northern Canada today. A smaller white wolf, which inhabits
the high arctic, also developed during that period, as well as the
smaller subspecies that currently inhabits southeast Alaska and the
U.S.-Canadian border.

Prior to 10,000 years ago, the fauna and habitat of Alaska was very
different. There appears to have been a much greater biomass of
prey animals and greater diversity of species, of which most are
extinct. The wolf has been very successful in surviving these
changes and still has one of the largest ranges of land mammals in
the world.

Wolves have adapted to all habitat types found in Alaska. However,
their present distribution does not include Admiralty, Baranof,
Chichagof, or Kodiak, nor the majority of the Aleutian islands.
Wolves never colonized these areas after the ice age. The scarcity
of wolves in certain areas of the state (e.g. many coastal areas)
is attributed to a combination of factors which include their
vulnerability to man in open country, 1low to non-existent
populations of large ungulates, and disease.



Most of Alaska's forests, mountains, and tundra are frequented by
wolves. It is common to see wolves at four to six thousand feet
elevation. Wolves are long-distance travellers whose welfare
ultimately depends on good habitat and prey abundance.

Life Histor
Wolves breed in late February-March. Most packs have one litter

each year, but as many as three have been recorded. Female wolves
mature when 22 months old and approximately 85 percent of those go
through an estrus cycle each year. On average, 70 percent will
become pregnant and give birth to four to seven pups. Generally,
survival of the pups is high, though dependent on the experience of
adult pack members and food availability.

Most 1litters are born in mid-May. Immediate needs are food,
shelter and protection from predators. The growth of pups is
dependent on diet, especially during the first six months. Pups
weigh approximately 30 pounds by September, and continue to grow
rapidly until mid to late winter.

Adult wolves center their activity around the den through the first
half of the summer. Most den sites have a southerly exposure with
warm, well drained soil that is easily excavated. Den sites are
often used for many years. Availability of den sites does not
appear to be a limiting factor in Alaska.

In late July, wolves move to what is called a rendezvous site.
This site may be changed periodically. These sites continue to be
the center of activity for adults while the pups continue to
develop. When pups are big enough, the pack will begin to travel
extensively, visiting the edges of their home range. In winter,
wolves are known to temporarily abandon their home range and travel
up to 100 miles or more in search of prey.

Most wolves in the population are less than five years old. The
age curve composition falls rapidly between five and six years, and
there are few wolves older than six. Records indicate however,
that wolves have lived as many as 15 years.

The size of wolves in Alaska varies. Adult males average 100
pounds and females 10-15 pounds lighter. Also, there is
considerable variation in the color of wolves in the state.
Seventy percent are gray color, with the majority of those having
brown undertones. In general, wolves in Alaska have a high pelt
guality.

Most packs in Alaska include six to twelve wolves, but packs of 20
Oor more are not uncommon. Lower density populations average a
smaller pack size. Bigger packs are generally found were moose are
a major prey source. Current high density areas are in central
Alaska (unit 20A), Kenai Peninsula, and southeast Alaska. High



densities are generally associated with high prey populations and
low wolf mortality.

There is an elaborate social structure with separate rank orders
among males and females. This is a dynamic feature and not all
packs are identical. Studies indicate that wolves are better at
problem solving compared to dogs which are better at being trained.

Food habits

Large mammals including moose, caribou, sheep, goat and deer,
account for about 90 percent, by weight, of the wolf diet in
Alaska. Generally, wolves catch a small proportion of the animals
they chase. Most packs rely on two or more prey species and will
switch prey depending on availability. Wolves usually kill one
prey animal at a time, although it is not uncommon to find more
than one animal killed in some cases.

Wolves and bears kill many newborn (0-6 weeks) moose, but calf
vulnerability is greatly reduced by mid-summer. Bears and wolves
associate at kills and bears commonly drive wolves from their kill.

In addition to large mammals, wolves are known to catch small
mammals to supplement their diet. Ground squirrels, hares, and
beaver can be caught daily, when they are abundant.

Status in Alaska

Techniques used for wolf population estimates incorporate a number
of characteristics of wolves. Pack structure, color composition
and distinctive trails in the snow make aerial censusing feasible
in most areas. Experienced personnel can accurately estimate
numbers of wolves where snow conditions allow aerial tracking.

The range of a pack can be determined after tracking throughout a
winter. Using known pack distributions, it is possible to
extrapolate a general distribution of the total population in a
given area. Radio telemetry facilitates the location of packs.
More than 180 packs have been monitored using radio telemetry for
periods of two to eight years. Most packs have two or three
collared animals. When estimating the number of wolves in large
areas, bioclogists compile data using telemetry, aerial surveys, and
pilot/trapper reports. Alaska DWC estimates between 700-900 packs
in the state which include from 5900-7900 wolves,

Dispersing wolves (i.e. wolves not affiliated with packs) are
numerous, but difficult to count. Yearlings can disperse more than
500 miles. Mortality is higher among dispersing animals than for
pack members. Collared wolves have traveled from southcentral
Alaska to the eastern Brooks Range, from central Brooks Range into
the Yukon and Northwest Territories, from the northeast corner of
the state to the Selawik flats, and from the Kenai Peninsula to the
Denali and Fairbanks areas. Travel between these areas has taken



from a few days to six months. Occasionally, there are long
distance movements of entire packs.

Extensive long-range movements by wolves probably account for
general character similarities among wolves in Alaska and northwest
Canada. At one time, more than 20 subspecies of wolf were thought
to inhabit North America. However, taxonomists now believe that no
more than five subspecies are warranted.

There are several sources of natural mortality of wolves. Rabies
sometimes has drastic effects on wolves in northern and western
regions of the state, while other canine diseases have only minor
effects. The social nature of wolves facilitates the spread of
disease. Diseases which appear to have minor affects on wolf
nunbers are canine hepatitis, distemper, and parvo virus.
Susceptibility to these diseases is associated, in part, with poor
nutritional condition. Approximately 10 percent of the wolves in
the state are exposed to distemper. Rates of exposure to hepatitis
and parvo are higher. However, mortality from these diseases is
apparently quite low.

Uncommon causes of death include food poisoning, incapacitation by
porcupine quills, and bone disease. There may be starvation where
prey is very scarce. In most situations, wolves are resilient to
food scarcity and can fast for several days without long term
effects. Physical injury is very common in adult wolves.
Broken/healed ribs are found in approximately 26 percent of the
adult wolves in Alaska and healed skull injuries are documented in
approximately 36 percent of the population. Both injuries are
especially common among wolves hunting moose.

A significant mortality factor is other wolves. An example is a
dramatically decreasing prey population and a large wolf
population. Adult mortality as great as 65 percent has been
documented in cases where trespassing between packs is common.
This type of mortality is a regular feature in wolf populations and
can account for 10-20 percent mortality each year. Mortality from
strife within packs most commonly would occur during breeding
season and especially among females.

Human influenced mortality accounts for 11-14 percent of the Alaska
wolf population. The state's total reported harvest in the last 10
years has averaged 842 wolves.

In conclusion, Mr. Stephenson noted that the statewide wolf
population estimate is of limited use in evaluating our success in
wolf conservation. Wolf populations should be evaluated area by
area, based on the number of wolves relative to available prey
resources and previously mentioned limiting factors. Population
decreases in one area can be balanced by increases in another, with
very little change in the state's total wolf population.



PREDATOR/PREY RELATIONSHIPS

Speakers on the panel were Rod Boertje, wildlife biologist with
ADF&G, DWC; Gordon Haber, wildlife scientist, private consultant;
and Vic VanBallenberghe, wildlife biologist, U.S. Forest Service
(USFS). Brief summaries by each speaker, and two other scientists
who were unable to attend the meeting are contained in Appendix B.

ENFORCEMENT

Guest speakers were Al Crane, enforcement officer with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); and Phil Gilson, from Alaska
Fish and Wildlife Protection (FWP). They focused on the
interpretation and enforceability of the Airborne Hunting Act (AHA)
16 U.S.C. 7423j=-1 and applicable state regulations (50 CFR 19).
Both are contained in Appendix C.

Definitions <clarified for the group were: ‘“aircraft"-any
contrivance used for flight in the air, and "harassment"-to
disturb, worry, rally, concentrate, harry, chase, drive, herd or
torment. State regulated land and shoot hunting is legal when it
is conducted under legislative exception to federal law.

Legislative history shows that Congress did not intend to restrict
the use of aircraft as a means of transportation for hunting. Mr.
Crane pointed out that the state law does not conflict with this
interpretation and that Congress meant the act to cover only
intentional harassment of animals. He emphasized the word
"knowingly" in the federal law.

In Alaska, there are 87 active enforcement officers. Nine special
assignment officers focus on violations involving the use of
aircraft. The team guestioned whether the current number of field
officers could effectively enforce the regulations. The panel
suggested that the current level of enforcement has provided a
significant level of deterrence.

In conclusion, panel members emphasized that public education,
about the laws would be more effective than increasing the number
of field officers.

ECONOMICS

John Hechtel, wildlife biologist with ADF&G, DWC, presented an
overview of wolf-related economics in Alaska. He pointed out that
very few data are available.

Data for determining total economic value of wolf pelts for the
state do not exist. Industries associated with trapping are fur
dealing, tanneries, taxidermists, furriers, handicraft
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manufacturing, cottage industries, and retailers. A study in
interior Alaska reported 61 percent of the trappers said the income
was important, 25 percent said it was solely recreational, and 12
percent said it was both.

Other non-market values of trapping are essential to communities
that are geographically isolated. The value in trade and barter,
as a food source, clothing, lifestyle, and culture/tradition are
examples.

It is difficult to determine exactly how many people are engaged in
trapping. Trapping licenses are sold in combination with hunting
and fishing licenses. Three groups don't need trapping licenses:
people under 16 years old, over 60 and low-income people who
qualify for a $5 1license which covers hunting, fishing and
trapping. A 1978-79 study conducted in southeast Alaska suggested
that 5.1 percent of the total male population and 1.1 percent of
the total female population engaged in trapping. The study also
indicated a higher percentage of native women engaged in trapping
than women from other ethnic groups. A 1978 study done in interior
Alaska suggested there were 19,500 people licensed to trap and
approximately 28,000 people engaged in trapping. The sale of
trapping licenses in Alaska peaked in the mid 1980's and is
declining. Revenues to the state from the sale of trapping
licenses is about $50,000 annually.

Hunting of wolves, in addition to trapping, provides direct
economic benefit through hunting license sales and guide services.
The market value of all raw furs from Alaska between 1980 and 1990
is estimated at $2-6 million. The value during that period for raw
wolf pelts is estimated at $150,000-$200,000. There are 18 fur
dealers in Alaska.

Appendix D contains figures showing numbers of wolves sealed in
Alaska, percentages of wolves taken from different game units,
estimated raw fur and wolf pelt values, trapping license income and
numbers of trapping licenses sold.

Tourism can be another economic benefit from wolves, primarily in
services rendered. The abundance of wildlife in Alaska, including
wolves, 1is one of the many reasons why people visit the state.
However, it is difficult to quantify the exact economic benefit
that is derived from a particular species. Mr. Hechtel noted that
tourism is the third-largest industry in Alaska, with about 500,000
visitors per year.

Tourism provides 11 percent of the employment in the state, and 7
percent of the wages and salaries. It represents 1 percent of the
state's gross economic output. Some economists predict that by the
year 2000, tourism will be the largest contributor in the world to
the global economy. There is a ‘willingness to pay' to see or hear
wolves. In Algonquin Park, Canada, tourists willingly pay to
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participate in wolf-howling sessions. Up to 1,500 people can
participate per session. The international wolf program in
Minnesota charges up to $400 per weekend to take people out on
snowshoes oY cross country skis to track wolves. Mr. Hechtel noted
studies which indicate site-specific wildlife viewing limits the
carrying capacity of the area.

The Wolf Action Group in Missoula, Montana, is encouraging a
tourism boycott of Alaska because they claim that Alaska has "wiped
out" a "large percentage of its wolf population®.

INFORMATION REVIEW AND SYNTHESIS

Following the technical presentations, team members identified
peints that members agreed with and questions that were raised by
the presentations. Points of agreement and questions are contained
in Appendix E.

KENAI LOUSE INFESTATION

The Kenai 1louse infestation was not discussed in Stephenson's
presentation. Appendix F contains a brief review and update.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDS

The team identified additional information that would be helpful in
future deliberations:

History of the federal Airborne Hunting Act.
Predator control provisions from other states and provinces.

Total wolf tags for non-resident hunters and numbers of wolves
taken by non-residents.

Total acreage for different land use management areas and a review
of the relevant policies for management.

Copies of the Mr. Stephenson's wolf density/packs naps.

Additional background from enforcement agencies about land-and-
shoot hunting and the number of violations, ideas about enforcement
alternatives, and National Park Service data on land-and-shoot
hunting viclations in Denali Park.

Habitat areas that are critical for subsistence or that are ‘hot
spots! of controversy. (The group agreed that the best way to
approach this might be through discussion within the group - i.e.,
drawing upon the combined wisdom of all the team members).

7



Written comments/testimony from hearings on wolf management in the
state. (Notebooks containing copies of the comments and testimony
will be made available during future team meetings).

Background on the International Union for the Conservation of
Nature (IUCN) wolf group. (It was recommended that Dr. Mech, an
IUCN representative, be invited to speak to the team).

Rules of fair chase (e.g. from the Boone and Crocket Club).
Summary of the attitude surveys by Stephen R. Kellert.
Alternative management strategies, e.g., habitat enhancement,
predator birth control, and diversionary feeding. (It was
suggested that John Schoen prepare a presentation for a future team
meeting).

Economics of prey species (e.g., value of meat).

Non-resident moose and caribou tags.

1978 Wildlife Society Monograph on Sustainable Use of Wild Living
Resources (the section on basic broad principles).

TERMINOLOGY

To facilitate a common understanding of terminology, the following
ideas were clarified:

Wolf control-a program to dramatically reduce the wolf population
in an area (reference state regulations for the criteria).

Harvest-wolves taken by either hunting or trapping methods.

Same-day-airborne (SDA) hunting-can shoot an animal the same day
you travelled in an airplane (other than a commercial flight).

Land-and~shoot~-A way to harvest wolves. A subset of SDA hunting.
A common vernaculars which is not used in the regulations.

Wolf management/conservation-System management (includes habitat
protection, ungulate management, bear management etc.).
Distinguished from wolf control and wolf harvest.

WOLF HYBRID ISSUE

The team considered incorporation of the hybrid issue into their
schedule, but decided the complexity of the issue would require
more time for study than the team could allow. The issue will be

stated as needing to be addressed.
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Appendix A. Attendance, January 11-12, 1991 Alaska Wolf Management
Planning Team Meeting

Team Members present
Bob Ahgook (subsistence hunter and trapper, Anaktuvuk Pass)

Scott Bothwell (sportsman, Fairbanks) ‘
Valerie Brown (environmental activist, Anchorage)

Dave Cline (National Audubon Society, Anchorage)

Ray Collins (member of the McGrath Fish & Game Advisory
Committee and the Interior Regional Council,
McGrath)

Peggy Cowan (education specialist, Juneau)

John Doore (wolf enthusiast, Anchorage)

Robert Heyano (hunter and trapper, Dillingham)

Larry Holmes (member of the Anchorage Fish & Game Advisory
Committee, Girdwood)

Chuck McMahan (hunter, trapper and pilot, Glennallen)

Wayne Regelin (Deputy Director of Wildlife Conservation,

Fairbanks)
Ann Ruggles (environmentalist, Fairbanks)
Dean Wilson (fur buyer, Copper Center)

R. T. "Skip" Wallen , Board of Game
Connie Lewis, Facilitator

Guest Speakers

Rod Boertje, Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game, Div. Wildlife
Conservation

Al Crane, United States Fish & Wildlife Protection

Phil Gilson, Alaska Fish & Wildlife Protection

Gordon Haber, private consultant

Vic vanBallenberghe, United States Forest Service

Division of Wildlife Conservation Staff
John Hechtel

Dale Kohlmoos
John Schoen
Chris Smith
Ken Taylor

Agency Representative
Paul Schmidt, United States Fish & Wildlife Service

Public

Bill Barrickman
Dan Dennis

Ralph Feriani

John Frost

George Constantine
Victoria Harman
Sherie Hind



Karen Koenemann
Dave Kretsinger
Michael Lewis

Al Lovaas

Cindy Lowry

Brad Precosky
Katharine Richarson
Fred Samson
Steve Shackelton
Bill Sherwonit
Kristian Sieling
Karen Stevens
Gene Terland

Jon Waterman
Steve Wells
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ALASKA WOLF MANAGEMENT PLANNING TEAM
FEBRUARY 8 - 9 1991 DRAFT MEETING AGENDA

(Barratt Inn, Anchorage)

Friday February 8, 1991

10:30

Preliminaries (ground rules, agenda review, approval of
last meeting's summary, logistics etc.)

Speaker Tina Cunning from Alaska Dept. of Fish & Gane,
discussion on land use management policies including all
agencies in Alaska

Technical information - distribution of materials
obtained since last meeting and discussion of potential
future speakers

Goals discussion

Lunch

Goals discussion continued

Adjourn

Saturday February 9, 1991

Goals discussion

Lunch

Public forums - discussion of format and preparation
Beginning of management options discussion

Meeting debriefing

Adjourn



Alaska Wolf Management Planning Team

Meeting Summary
February 8-9, 1991

INTRODUCTION

The third meeting of the Alaska Wolf Management Planning Team was
held on February 8-9 at the Barratt Inn in Anchorage. A list of
attendees is contained in Appendix A.

COMMENTS ON PREVIOUS MEETING SUMARY

The team indicated that they did not think the summary enforcement
section adequately covered the presentation by Mr. Crane and Mr.
Gilson. In particular, the summary did not reflect comments that
had been made about the degree to which land and shoot hunting
might be problematic or illegal. Transcripts of the presentation
will be reviewed and the section rewritten.

DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN WOLVES TAKEN AND WOLVES SEALED

Bob Ahgook agreed to respond to a question about the percentage of
wolves harvested, but not sealed in North Slope village areas.
Based on his experience, Bob estimated 25 percent of the wolves
harvested in these areas are not sealed. Many villages do not have
access to a license officer, therefore, many residents do not
purchase state licenses. Sealing agents work essentially as
volunteers and may not always complete the appropriate paperwork.
Since Anaktuvuk Pass is the headquarters for a research project in
which wolf carcasses are being purchased, it may be possible to do
a comparison of wolves taken versus wolves sealed in that area.
Some of the hides are sold to fur buyers, but most hides are used
in North Slope cottage industries.

In interior Alaska, a higher percentage of furs are commercially
sold and therefore, probably sealed. Biologists approximate less
than 10 percent of the furs taken statewide are not sealed.

AVAILABILITY OF TAPES AND VIDEOS FROM THE JANUARY MEETING

Audio cassette recordings of the presentations given during the
January meeting will be made availabkle for use at the Anchorage and
Fairbanks state Fish & Game offices. Those team members who
specifically request them will be sent copies. Peggy Cowan,
Valerie Brown, and Chuck McMahan indicated they wanted copies.

The video recording of Bob Stephenson's presentation has not been
reviewed or copied and is not yet available for distribution.



INFORMATION NEEDS

Several pieces of information were distributed to the team and
previously requested information was reviewed:

History of the Airborne Hunting Act (already sent to the
teanm).

Predator control provisions from other states and provinces
(Dale has written for information from 15 states and Wayne has
contacted the Canadian provinces).

Number of wolf tags purchased by non-resident hunters and
numbers of wolves taken by non-residents. (Information
distributec o> the team. Wayne noted that in 1989-90 non-
resident hu. 2rs took 54 of 860 wolves taken statewide. He
will look upr the 1987-88 information for the next meeting.)

Acreage of land managed for different purposes (e.q.
closed/open to hunting) and a review of relevant land use
management policies. (Acreage statistics were distributed to
the team and the respective agencies have been asked to give
presentations on management policy at the March 8-10 meeting.
Also, a map will be prepared showing areas in Alaska where
taking wolves by any means is totally prohibited.)

Copies of Mr. Stephenson's wolf pack distribution map (Dale
expects to have copies by the March 8-10 meeting).

Additional background from enforcement departments about
enforcement of land and shoot hunting and the AHA--e.g. number
of violations with airborne hunting and wolves; ideas about
enforcement - alternatives:; and Park Service data on
infringements of prohibitions on land and shoot wolf hunting
in Denali Park., Some specific questions that team members
will ask to be addressed: 1) Do the agencies perceive a
problem with the methods and means of SDA hunting? 2) Is SDA
hunting compatible and desirable on the agency lands where it
is practiced? 3) Is there data suggesting problems with
enforceability of current laws? 4) What is the agencies'
perspective on the public attitude concerning SDA hunting?
(Agency presentations at the March 8-10 meeting are expected
to cover management policy, SDA hunting, and enforcement. Al
Crane will be contacted about the possibility of doing a
written follow-up to his January presentation.)

Written comments/testimony from hearings on wolf management in
the state. (A notebook containing comments and testimony will
be available at meetings.)

Background on the International Union for the Conservation of
Nature (IUCN) wolf group. (Bob Stephensen has contacted IUCN
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representative David Mech, about making a presentation to the
team on March 21. Details are pending.)

Rules of 'fair chase' (Boone & Crocket Club rules already sent
to the team. The team suggested contacting Safari Club
International, Isaac Walton League, and firearm/ammunition
manufacturers also.)

Summary of the attitude survey by Stephen R. Kellert (already
sent to the team).

Alternative management strategies, e.g. habitat enhancement,
birth control for predators, diversionary feeding (Wayne has
coordinated a short ADF&G presentation for whenever the teanm
wants it).

Economics of prey species, e.g. value of meat (distributed to
the team).

Number of non-resident moose and caribou tags (distributed to
the team).

1978 Wildlife Society monograph on Sustainable Use of Wild
Living Resources, especially the section on basic broad
principles (Wayne will obtain and excerpt copies for the next
meeting).

DISCUSSION FRAMEWORK

The team developed the following working report framework to help
guide their discussions:

Working Report Framework
Introduction

Findings-points of fact that everyone on the team agrees with
and thinks are important to include.

Goals-the ends or final purposes towards which management
strategies should be directed. These are very broad
statements.

Principles/Policies-more specific statements that should serve
as guides for developing the management strategies.

Management Strategies
Objectives-measurable targets

Recommended actions



FINDINGS

Drawing upon the "points of agreement" that emerged from the
information review and synthesis discussion during the January
meeting, the team came to consensus on a set of findings which are
contained in Appendix B Working report draft.
It was clarified, that team members have the right at any stage of
the discussion up until the end, to change their minds on points of
consensus.
GOALS
The facilitator explained to the group that she had typed and
categorized the draft goals hand-written by the participants at the
close of the previous meeting. The team recognized that many of
the points on the typed list were not really %“goals", but rather
principles or management strategies. The group reviewed and
revised the categories:
Draft Goals Categories

Broad conservation goals

Broad use goals

Managing-general concepts

Non consumptive uses

Hunting-ungulates

Hunting and trapping-wolves

Control-wolves

Alternative means (include habitat)

Zoning (include habitat)

Monitoring and research

Education

Funding

Enforcement

Public involvement

Research



Drawing from that typed and recategorized draft goals 1list, the
team then embarked on a discussion of goals for wolf management in
Alaska. The consensus goals developed by the team are included in
Appendix B Working report draft

PRINCIPLES

The team then discussed and agreed to a set of principles, also
included in Appendix B.

MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

As the team began its discussion of management strategies, it
became apparent that they needed to re-clarify what was meant by
the term "wolf control®". They realized that in using this term,
they were talking about two distinct things:

1. "Wolf predation control"-a program carried out under Alaska
statute 5 AAC 92.110, to dramatically reduce the population of
wolves [in a given area] for the benefit of ungulates. For
example, in a "predator pit" situation.

2. "Wolf population requlation'-a program to maintain wolf
populations at a pre-determined level [in a given area] for
the benefit of ungulates. Increasing bag limits on wolves has
been one means used by ADF&G to accomplish wolf population
regulation.

The team concluded by recognizing that a significant focus of their
future deliberations will be on possible acceptable criteria and
methods and means for wolf hunting and trapping for both sport and
subsistence purposes, wolf predation control, and for wolf
population regulation.

PUBLIC FORUMS

It was clarified that the objective in holding public forums is to
provide an additional avenue, other than written comment, for the
public to offer input to the team. The first public forum will be
in Fairbanks at the Wedgewood Manor on Friday, March 8 from 1:30
p.-m.-5:00 p.m. and Saturday, March 9 from 8:30 a.m.~12:00 noon.

The second forum will be in Anchorage during the afternoon and
evening of Thursday, March 21 at the Barratt Inn, specific times
will be determined later. Connie Lewis will moderate the sessions.

Based on the numbers of speakers anticipated (50-150), the team
decided to allocate a maximum of three minutes per individual
speaker and five minutes for organization representatives. There
will be a speaker sign-up sheet at the docor. The time limit rule
and information about the team's purpose will be posted. Copies of



meeting summaries will also be posted. There will be a sign up
sheet for people who would like to obtain copies of the summaries.

PRESENTATIONS AT UPCOMING MEETINGS

The U. S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management,
National Park Service and Fish & Wildlife Service; and U. S.
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, have been asked to send
a representative to speak to the team on the morning of March 8.
Wayne is coordinating those presentations. Dr. Mech (IUCN) and Al
Manville (Defenders of Wildlife) have been asked to provide brief
presentations Thursday morning, March 21.



Appendix A. Attendance February 8-9, 1991 Alaska Wolf Management
Planning Team Meeting

Team Members present

Bob Ahgook

(subsistence hunter and trapper, Anaktuvuk Pass)

Scott Bothwell (sportsman, Fairbanks)

Valerie Brown
Dave Cline
Ray Collins

Peggy Cowan
John Doore
Robert Heyano
Larry Holmes

Chuck McMahan
Wayne Regelin

Ann Ruggles
Dean Wilson

Jack Lentfer,
Connie Lewis,

(environmental activist, Anchorage)

(National Audubon Society, Anchorage)

(member of the McGrath Fish & Game Advisory
Committee and the 1Interior Regional Council,
McGrath)

(education specialist, Juneau)

(wolf enthusiast, Anchorage)

(hunter and trapper, Dillingham)

(member of the Anchorage Fish & Game Advisory
Committee, Girdwood)

(hunter, trapper and pilot, Glennallen)

(Deputy Director of Wildlife Conservation,
Fairbanks)

(environmentalist, Fairbanks)

(fur buyer, Copper Center)

Board of Game
Facilitator

Division of Wildlife Conservation Staff

Dave Anderson
John Hechtel
Dale Kohlmoos
John Schoen
Chris Smith

Agency Representative

Paul Schmidt, United States Fish & Wildlife Service

Public

Katharine Richardson

Mike Lewis



Appendix B. Working report draft, February 10, 1991.

(Note: Use of the term "working" Report Draft means that it is a
work in progress and will continue to evolve over time. This draft
is not the final consensus of the team. Note: the comments in
brackets and the "bin" at the end are intended as reminders of
points that still need to be addressed.)
CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION
To include:

Problem/need for the team.

Statement of intent of the process =~ i.e., to draft
recommendations for wolf management policy.

Description of the team process.

Statement about how conflicts between various uses waste time
that could be better spent on common interests such as
habitat.

Team terminology.

CHAPTER II. FINDINGS

1. Wolves are valuable because of their intrinsic value and for
their multiple values to society:

Consumptive and non-consumptive use.

They are a symbol of wilderness to many people and of
worldwide significance.

The role of the wolf in nature as a key member of natural
food chains.

Their contribution to rural economies.

The special social/cultural relationship of people in
rural Alaska to wolves.

2. Wolves exist as part of a complex ecological system and
successful wolf conservation requires integrated protection
and preservation of habitat and prey species. [Systems don't
stop at political boundaries].

3. The wolf population in Alaska is not endangered. The density
varies greatly throughout the State. The statewide population



of wolves is currently about 6000, but the population will
vary over time due to factors beyond human control.

Wolf population can sustain harvest, but there is a variation
in sustainable harvest.

[work on] Alaska is fortunate to have one of the largest wolf
populations in the world and currently has extensive habitats
and prey. Therefore, we have a special responsibility to
ensure that wolves and their habitat are conserved. or/
Alaska is one of the few areas in the world that still has
extensive habitat for wolves. We have an obligation to
maintain this habitat and the wolf and prey populations it
supports.

Wolves can affect prey populations and in some situations, can
keep prey populations at low levels. Human intervention can
speed recovery of the prey population in some cases.

Wolves are potentially vulnerable to a growing human
population, habitat fragmentation, disease, development,
reduction in prey species, and over harvest.

Wolves and their prey are of vital importance to the economy
and nutritional needs of pecple in many areas of rural Alaska.
Healthy ungulate populations are necessary for rural Alaska.

CHAPTER III. GOALS AND PRINCIPLES

AO
1)

2)

3)

B.

1)

2)

GOALS

Ensure the long-term conservation of wolves throughout Alaska.

Provide for consumptive and non-consumptive uses and values of
wolves and their prey, consistent with the principles of
wildlife conservation and with due consideration to public
review and comment.

Help increase public awareness, understanding and agreement on
wolf conservation and management in Alaska.

PRINCIPLES

Minimize conflict between uses and user groups. Attempt to
select management tools that are most effective but least
controversial.

Adopt a statewide wolf management plan that recognizes
differences in management goals across/within various land
jurisdictions and management areas.



3)

4)

3)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

In those areas where populations of wolves and prey are
manipulated, pursue management strategies to prevent prey
species populations from declining into the "predator pit".

Wolf management should consider wolves, and manage wolves, as
part of the total ecosystem, including, but not limited to,
prey and predator game species. Because of the
interconnectedness of prey and predator species, it is in the
best interest of all concerned to do a good job of managing
all systems.

The immediate and cumulative effects of habitat loss and
fragmentation should be addressed in the management of wolves
and their prey.

Provide protection for the genetic diversity of wolf
populations. We should be more concerned with the genetic
diversity of isolated wolf populations (e.g. southeast Alaska)
than with populations that disperse widely and freely.

Develop a program that will allow the managers flexibility to
take necessary emergency action consistent with approved
management policies, procedures and objectives.

The requlations to implement wolf harvesting methods should be
understandable, enforceable and consistent.

A wolf management program should include both public
information and education programs.

Wolf management should provide meaningful opportunities for
non-consumptive user groups to participate and share in the
resource.

An adequate level of funding for wildlife management in the
State should be ensured.

There is a need for ongoing research and monitoring.

Assure that law enforcement is adequate to prevent damage to
the resource.

CHAPTER IV. MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

APPENDICES

GLOSSARY

-predator pit

10



BIN (points to come back to)

Provide maximum opportunity for different consumptive user groups
to participate and share in the harvestable portion of the resource
as determined by ADF&G.
A. Hunters
1. Subsistence hunters
2. Land based hunters
3. Land & shoot hunters
B. Trappers
1. Subsistence trappers
2. Recreational trappers

In areas where wolf populations are at unnaturally low levels,
management should encourage the recovery of wolf numbers [dealt
with in discussion of specific scenarios under management
recommendations].

Species management policies - may have some useful language.

Add concept that our estimating ability (i.e. our ability to
estimate wolf populations) changes over time.

Add concept of coordination with Canada.

Idea of interagency plan into recommendations
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LIST OF POSSIBLE METHODS AND MEANS

(Note: there is no discrimination between legal and illegal)

Trappi
snares
leg-hold traps
shooting
SDA

Hunting/Sport
calling/howling
land and shoot
SDA
aerial
ground shooting

Hunting/Subsistence
calling/howling
land and shoot
SDa
ground shooting

Control
poisoning
denning
bait
aerial shooting
land and shoot
SDA
trapping
hunting
relocation
birth control
diversionary feeding
radio collar
injection



ALASKA WOLF MANAGEMENT PLANNING TEAM

March 8-9, 1991 Meeting Agenda
Wedgewcod Manor, Fairbanks

Friday March 8, 1991
8:30 Preliminaries (agenda and ground rules review, approval
of last meeting summary)

9:00 Agency presentations and follow-upr discussion
11:00 Discussion of forum details

11:30 Lunch and forum preparations

1:30 Forum

5:00 Adjourn

Saturday March 9, 1991

8:30 Forum

12:00 Lunch

1:00 Forum debriefing

1:30 Management strategies discussion
5:00 Adjourn

Sundavy March 10, 1991

9:00 Management strategies discussion continued
12:00 Lunch

1:00 Management strategies discussion continued
4:30 Meeting debriefing

5:00 Adjourn



Technical Information on Wolf Ecology
and Reladonships among Wolves, their
Prey, and Humans: an Qverview

Presented To:

Alaska Wolf Management Planning Team

By

R. Terry Bowyer
Assoctate Professor of Wildlife Ecology
Institute of Arctic Biology, and
Department of Biology and Wildlife
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Fairbanks, Alaska 99775-0180

8 January 1991



The purpose of this synopsis is to identify areas of agreement among reports from
five individuals that compose the Wolf Technical Group on the management of wolves
and their aﬁey in an ecosystem in which hunting, predation, food supply and winter
weather all may effect populations. Additionally, I have noted those areas where
disagreerment occurred and attempted to sort these varying nodons, and provide
professional guidance for the management team. Specifically, I have delineated areas
where I believe ideas are not established in the peer-reviewed literature, or where
information from local areas or condidons has been extrapolated too broadly.

A brief digression w0 explain the importance of peer-reviewed literature is
essential. Peer review is an imperfect system, but it helps scientists discriminate berween
unfounded speculation and ideas that should become part of the knowledge of science.
This does not mean that every article published in a refereed journal is correct, but that
established scientsts in that field believed it contributed significantly to our knowledge.
Consequently, notions that are not supported by data or do not add substandally to
scientific thought are less likely to find their way in to the refereed literature; such
publications represent a measure of confidence that is placed in ideas. Most reviews by
the Technical Group de not cite the scientific literature; instead they summarize literamre
from scientific sources. Wherever I do not believe there is published support for an idea,
I have indicated this. Further, I have asked that Tod Fuller also review and cridque my
overview for its scientific merit I take full responsibility, however, for this synopsis.

Before I ;cfgm synthesizing the views of the Wolf Technical Group, I believe
some additional information is necessary to place their perspectives in a proper
framework.

To understand the ecology and management of wolves, it is first necessary to
grasp the dynamics of their prey. Moose, caribou, and deer are the primary prey of
wolves in Alaska. Although wolves occasionally kill Dall's sheep, mountain goats, and
even beaver, these prey are comparatively unimportant because the habitats they live in
make them less accessible to wolves. Likewise, consumption of rodents, hares, birds and
plant parts normally play a small role in the population dynamics of wolves.

In the absence of hundng, predation, and severe weather, ungulates (hooved
mammals) are regulated by their food supply. This has been demonstrated repeatedly for
many different species, including those ungulates preyed upon by wolves. Not all plants,
however, are suitable food for ungulates--these herbivores select different plant species
and plant parts throughout the year in rying to meet their nueritional needs. The
availability of these foods, in combination with other features of suitable habimt, set the
carrying capacity (K) for a particular area. Competition among animals of the same
species for food is what regulates their populations in the absence of, or in combinaton
with, other factors (Le., hunting, predation, and severe weather).

When ungulate populations are at or near K, forage availability is reduced and
animals obtain a relatively poor diet (because of increased compettion); they are in poor
physical condition, and consequently have low rates of reproduction. Conversely,
populatons backed well away from K have ample food, a high-quality diet, are in
excellent physical condition, and exhibit high rates of reproduction. Note that this
relatonship between ungulates and their food supply is not based solely on numnber of
animals or their density (animals/unit area), but on the ability of habitat to support them
(K), which may vary from area to area and through dme.

Because individuals at K still attempt to reproduce, more young are born than can
be added successfully (recruited) to the population. In simple terms, this means that if



one young dies, it "makes room" for another young to be recruited. Thus, mortality of
young near K is compensatory (one source of mortality can substirute for another). A
different way to view compensatory mortality is, for instance, that a young killed by a
E:edam: would have died later anyway as a result of starvation. Mortality in populations
cked well away from K, however, is additive. One source of mortality does not
. substitute for another, because most attempts at reproduction would be successful in the
absence of the source of mortality. These young would have been recruited if not for
their death (e.g., predation). In this instance, deaths due to one cause are added to those
from another.

Given this basic understanding of ungulate population dynarnics, I now will
proceed with the overview. Because all members of the Technical Group did not address
thle same topics and space is limited, I have selected those areas [ believe to be most
relevant.

evere W. in in i

Adams, Ballard, Boertje, and Van Ballenberghe concur that winter weather has
reduced ungulate populations in Alaska; Haber believes that the importance of winter
weather is overstated. Ballard noted that the duration and depth of snow were critical
factors (snow covers winter foods and make locomotion difficult and energetically
expensive). His notion that low temperatures also are important, however, is
questionable. Moose and caribou probably do not exit their thermal neutral zones (the
temperature at which they must expend additional energy to stay warm) during most
winters.

Although exceptionally severe winters are capable of killing ungulates
irrespective of their physical condirion, popuiations nearer K are more likely to be
affected by severe weather than those farther from K because the physical condition of
the animals entering winter affects their likelihood of surviving to the following spring.
Van Ballenberghe points out that more moose starved in the winter of 1989-90 where
their populations were higher, or food supply lower due to plant succession. Adams,
Ballard, Boertje, and Van Ballenberghe agreed that deep snow also makes ungulates
more vulnerable to predation. Declines in ungulate populations coincided with severe
winters in the mid 1960's and early 1970's (Boertje, Adams, Van Ballenberghe), but
sorting the effects of weather, food supply, hunting, and predation to find a "primary
cause” is speculadve at best. The important point is the concensus that weather, food,
predation, and hunting all had some affect

Wolf Regulagion of Upgulates,

All members of the Technical Group agree that under sorne circumstances wolves
can regulate populations of their prey for at least short periods of dme. Wolf predation
tends to be focused on old, young, and infirm individuals; nonetheless, prime individuals
sometimes are killed (Adams, Ballard, Van Ballenberghe). Surplus killing may occur
under conditions in which prey are especially vulnerable, but this is not thought to be
common or overly important in regulating prey populations (Van Balleaberghe).

On Isle Royale, a simple moose-wolf system with no hunting, moose have
“escaped” predation by wolves and populations of both predator and prey have flucruated
(Boertje, Van Ballenberghe). Haber notes that Isle Royale follows 2 different "limit
cycle” than the Alaskan "multiple equilibria” system. Although this may be the case, Isle
Royale stll provides important insights into the dynamics of wolves and their prey, but
these outcomes should be interpreted cautiously for a muldple-predatory, mulaple-prey
ecosystem. In any event, changes in prey density are likely to affect predadon (Haber).



All members of the technical group agree that a combination of wolf and bear
predation (especially brown bear) have the ability to hold moose populadons at low
levels—~this is known as a "predator pit." How moose are driven into the pit, however, is
less cerain, Wolf and bear predadon coupled with severe wearher appears sufficient to
produce a predator pit; low moose densities are known to occur in areas with little
harvest by humans (Boertje, Van Ballenberghe). Haber believes that harvest by humans,
in addidon to other factors, is necessary to produce a predator pit. This opinion
apparently is based on modeling outcomes rather than empirical evidence. Van
Ballenberghe believes that the rano of prey biomass per wolf may be useful in
determining when wolves may regulate their prey— does not. In any event, once an
ungulate population is in a decline, wolves may exert an even swonger affect because
there is a time-lag before the wolf population also declines (Adams, Ballard, Van
Ballenberghe); indeed, wolf numbers may remain higher than expected if they respond
by “switching” to alternate prey (Ballard). Bears are thought to be less affected than
wolves by changes in ungulate numbers because of their broad, omnivorsus food habits
(Adams, Ballard, Boertje). How moose "escape” from predator pits also is open to
quesdon. Boertje cites archaeclogical evidence that moose were at low levels prior
European setlement, and by inference, that the predator pit may be the "normal”
condidon. Evidence on moose density even over the past one-half Century, let alone into
prehistoric times, however, is not convincing. Most indepth studies of predator-prey
dynamics in Alaska come from a dme in which harsh winters were common. Hence, our
understanding of these systems has been conditioned by the occurrence of severe
weather, and this may be too limited in scope. Perha%s changes in alternate prey may
allow moose to escape the predator pit (Boertje, Van Ballenberghe).

Caribou also may be held at low levels by predation, but recent increases indicate
that comnbined wolf and bear predation, relative harsh weather, and current levels of
harvest failed to prevent this increase, perhaps because of their migratory behavior
(Adams, Boertje, Van Ballenberghe, Haber)., Caribou apparently are not regulated by
predation to the extent that moose have been. Wolves have held black-tailed deer on
islands in Southeast Alaska to low Jevels (Boertje), but the relevance of this to mainland
populations is less clear.

Regulation of Wolf Numbers

In the absence of harvest, wolves are controlled by the availability and
vulnerability of grey (Adams, Van Ballenberghe) and to a lesser extent by their social
system (Haber, Van Ballenberghe). Published tests showing that wolf social systems
regulate their populations are scant, but more research is needed. Per capita biomass of
available ungulate prey is thought to affect survivorship of pups, an important factor in
the growth of wolf populatdons. Indeed, wolves have high rates of reproduction, and in
some areas can withstand comparatively heavy harvests by humans (Adams, Boertje,
Ballard, Van Ballenberghe). Nonetheless, legal and illegal killing of wolves by people
has kept wolf po&ﬂaﬁons low along the northern and northwestern coasts of Alaska (Van
Ballenberghe). Exmemely heavy harvests by humans are capable of regulating wolf
populations in most areas. Haber is convinced that any harvesting of wolves may lead to
a "social breakdown” that may prevent their rapid recovery — evidence for this is nil.

Management QOptions

All members of the technical group agree that multple factors must be considered
in managing wolves, and that simple systems are much easier to manage than multiple-
prey, multple-predator systems that oceur in Alaska. Haber noted the need for managing
large ecological units based on wolf social organization, and Adams pointed out the
desirability for long-term studies and scientific experiments to improve our knowledge of
predator-prey systems.



All members also noted that management is most controversial in sitzations
where hummng also use ungulates preyed upon by wolves, and Ballard makes the point
that many Sugyent management problerns resulted from past mistakes. Haber suggested
that only whtle-sale reductions in both wolves and bears can bring abour marked
increases in moose numbers, but Boertje and Van Ballenberghe give examples where a
reduction in wolves was thought to increase moose populadons. Adams, Boertje and
Ballard caution that reducing bear numbers may be hazardous because bears have a much
lower reproductive rate than wolves, and consequently bear populatons may take longer
to recover from such reductions.

Ballard notes that habitat manipulations also may enhance moose numbers. This
would be most effective where populations were near X, but might bring about less of 2
response where moose are in predator pits (under such circumstances moose already
exhibi; hi ; reproductive rates that would not be increased substantially by providing
more food).

All members agree that reducing predator numbers can lead to more ungulates for
human use. Further, they concur that even without predator control, some harvest of
moose is possible. Controlling wolves, however, will not always lead to large increases
in predator numbers, cither because the ungulate population was near K or because bears
were helping to regulate prey abundance. Also, for populations near K, it is possible that
ungulates may be harvested without controlling wolves and sl be stable. The quesdon,
then, is how much control (none 1o heavy), what of control (rapping, hunting, etc)
and where to apply the control. Boertje and B note that initial predator ¢ontrol may
allow subsequent increases in moose populations (escape from the predator pit) that will
%rovidc both an increased moose harvest and equivalent numbers of wolves. Van

allenberghe offers an example of such an increase. Animportant point is that wolf
management need not be identical for all of Alaska. Van Ballenberghe noted that the
effects of humans upon wolves, ungulates, and their habitats often controls the "balance
of nature”. This "balance of nature,"” however, may include population fluctuations and
multiple points of equilibria. Simply "preserving” a system may not restore the balance
of nanure, because past human acavities may be responsible for current levels of
predators and prey. Information on populanon densides of both predators and prey, their
food supplies, affects of winter weather, and harvest by humans, and other factors are
necessary to manage wolves in Alaska. Deciding what aumbers of wolves, bears, and
ungulates should be present on a particular area is not solely a biological problem --
society also must make decisions about what is wanted; a variety of options are available
that include wolves and their

Finally, if wolves are to be harvested, the means of doing so are important Land
and shoot, and hunting from snowmobiles are thought to help control wolves in some
areas (Haber, Van Ballenberghe). Adverse public reacton (both in Alaska and the [ower
United States) to such control measures, however, may have more of an effect on how
wolves are managed in the future than sound biological information. Thus, an
understanding of wolf and ungulate ecology must be integrated with the broader needs
and desires of the society in which we live.



SUMMARY OF WOLF-PREY-HUMAN REIATIONSHIPS IN ALASKA

IAYNE G. ADAMS; National Park Service - Alaska Region; 2525 Gambell Street,
Roam 107 Qn:tmage. AK 99503=-2892

Populations of wolves, bears, mcose and caribou in Alaska have been on a
"rollercoaster ride" over the last 50 years. Wolves were heavily exploited
during much of the 1940s - 60s. In addition to types of harvest occurring
today, aerial hunting of wolves was allowed and wolves were killed for bounty.
Federal predator control agents killed wolves by year-round trapping and
poisoning, and winter aerial hunting. Federal wolf control also inadvertently
reduced bear populations. Decreases in the abundance of these large predators
resulted in increased abundance of moose and caribou, which were able to
support a high hunter kill.

By the late 1960s, Federal predator control had ended and wolf baunties were
abolished nearly statewide. Undoubtedly, predator populations increased to
take advantage of the abundant large prey. Increasing predator populations,
high human harvests, a couple of bad winters, and possibly declining
availability of food on moose and caribou ranges, all coincided in the early
1970s to bring moose and caribou populations crashing down in many areas.
This series of events set the stage for the wolf management cortroversies that
continue today and are the impetus for the present wolf management planning
effort.

During the same time that wolf management controversies were developing in
Alaska, wildlife management was "growing up". Wildlife management is a
relatively young discipline that got its start in the 1930s. Up until the last
decade or so, wildlife management was truly an art. Wildlife biologists had
limited field "data" on animal abundance, species interrelationships, and human
harvest. They applied what they could of general ecological principles,
theories, amd hypotheses (many were untested and a few were dead wrong) to pick
a course they hoped would maintain reasonable wild populations and provide for
sustained human harvest. The chances of being "right" were not very great,
particularly in the vast and camplex envirorment of Alaska. It is amazing to
lock back and realize that research into wolf/prey relationships did not really
get started until the late 1950s. It wasn't until the late 1960s that wildlife
professianals and the public alike were beginning to realize the camplexity of
predator/prey systems and the important role of predators. The importance of
bears as predators of ungulates did not come to light until the late 1970s -
early 1980s!

Since the mid-1970s, wildlife management has become more of a science and a
little less of an art. The advent of radio-collars, the increasing use of
aircraft in wildlife research, the results of a few long-term studies, amd
rigorous scientific analyses and comparisons of increasing numbers of studies
have greatly improved understanding of population dynamics and
interrelationships of wolves, bears, and their large prey, as well as the
influences of human harvest. Still, the species' interactions are highly
variable and factors that affect them can be subtle. Even today, many of the
tools regularly used in wildlife biology are "blunt" and can only provide
general answers to our research/management questions. In many cases, the
opinions of knowledgeable, local wildlife managers, hunters, and trappers are
still relied on to assess wildlife population status and trends, just like 20
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years ago. Alaska is big and diverse and we will never have the marpower or
money to gather, analyze and digest all the information that could be used to
help with wildlife management decisions.

‘..'_...

Areas of i state where wolf management is the most controversial have two or
three largh predators (wolves, brown/grizzly bears, and black bears) and either
primarily moose as prey or several prey species (moose, caribou, and Dall
sheep). These multi-predator and multi-predator/milti-prey systems are
cbviously more camplex than systems with one predator and cne large prey
species. For example, a second prey species can either increase predation on
the initial prey species (e.g. British Columbia, where moose have expanded into
caribou range, supporting a higher density of wolves to the detriment of
caribou populations) or reduce predation (e.g. Ontario, Minnesota, and
elsewhere where white-tailed deer are primary prey for wolves and moose are
buffered from wolf predation). Also, bears and wolves vary in their
importance as predators on ungulates with age of the prey, season of the year,
density of prey, ard density of the predators. The effects of these predators
on their prey can be additive to each cother, replacements for each other or
anything in between.

Where does hunting fit into all this? Hunting is the major driving force in
most wolf management controversies in Alaska. Management is not much of an
issue in areas where human harvest is nil or close to it. Hunting can add
additional camplexity since harvest of prey adds man as another predator to the
system, affecting prey populations and potentially competing with the wild
predators. Harvest of predators can directly affect their abundance and adjust
the interrelationships they have with large prey species.

So wildlife professionals are faced with managing complex, interacting wildlife
populations to ensure their long-term health while attempting to satisfy the
diverse and often opposing needs/demands of the public. They are expected to
camplete this imposing task with limited area-specific information, little
money or help, and only a handful of studies conducted in a wide array of
places for guidance. To say the least, it is an overwhelming job!

I believe there are a few consistent "threads" that run through many of the
predator/prey studies that wildlife biologists can use as a basis for their
management

1) Wi

= : QL b nee related To the a ance o
available yngulate prey. When prey are abundant, wolves will be abundant, and
not many wolves will be found when ungulate populations are low. "Available
ungulate prey" is made up of two camponents: 1) gross density of prey or
pounds of msat an the hoof per acre, and 2) the relative availability or
vulnerability of that prey to the wolves. The first is easy to measure, but
vulnerability is not. Conceptually, vulnerability is a cambination of factors
that influence the likelihood of a given animal being preyed upon. Same of the
factors that can be involved are:
A) Age: Young and old animals are more vulnerable to predation than prime
age animals,
B) Health: Animals that are sick or injured are more likely to be preyed
upon than animals in good health,
C) NMutritional condition: Animals that have plenty to eat or good fat
reserves are less vulnerable to predation,



D) Animal density: When a prey population reaches or exceeds "carrying
capacity", individuals will be in poorer rutritional condition, on
average, than a population at a lower density,

E) Snow-@onditions: Deep snows increase the vulnerability of prey species

- " becetse individuals are in poorer nutritional condition and snow
~ impedes their ability to escape fram wolves.

ra . "

mm_mmmg‘ Wolvesarﬂttmrpmyaremtperfectly

i . As a prey population begins to decline, the preponderance of
ammalsinpoorwrhﬂmac&mllymthem&ofwlwmblepmy
available to wolves. Therefore, wolf numbers can stay high, resulting in a
high rate of predation on the remaining prey population. In wolf/single prey
systems, wolf mmbers usually crash within a few years of when the prey bottam
aut. The response of wolves is not as clear in multiple prey systems.

m Several exatrplas of predator—lmlted moose pop.xlatlms are avallable
from studies canducted acyoss North America. These low population levels may
be the 'matural" or umanaged norm for these areas. It is not clear whether
moose populations can "escape" fram this limitation by predators on their own,
but in same of Interior Alaska nearly two decades of low moose abundance have
gone by, with no indications of change in the near future. On the other hard,
several caribou herds in the state are increasing even though they are faced
with both bear and wolf predation. Where moose and caribou overlap, increasing
caribou herds may divert predation pressure from these low-density moose
populations and give them the opportunity to increase.

i i wolv . In areas with reasmable prey
abundance, an estimated 25 - 40% of the wolves can be harvested anmually
without decreasing the population. Where wolves have been reduced
dramatically, as in wolf control programs, they returned to their original
population size within two or three years once the harvest was reduced.

: j]lemmas Severalsuxilesmthelastmyearshave
shcwnthemportarneofbothgnzzlyarﬂbladcbearsaspredatorsmmoseam
caribou, particularly on young calves. Bears also prey on adults of both
specim. Since bears can make use of a wide range of foods, their abundance is
praobably not strongly tied to the abundance of the ungulates they prey on,
unlike wolves. Therefore, when prey populations are low, bears can have a big
effect on them. Manipulating bear populations is touchy because bears are
long-lived arnd have low reproductive rates. A little error in applying bear
management plans can result in long-term effects different than desired.

6) Wi i a bi i T ationships. Deep
snows directly increase vulnerability of ungulates to wolf predation in two
ways: 1) by impeding their ability to move and therefore avoid or escape from
wolves, ard 2) increasing the energy they have to expend while reducing the
availability of their food, resulting in poorer mutritional condition. Calves
are particularly affected since they are shorter and have less fat to draw on



over the winter. A severe winter also can have a lingering effect on the
ungulates. Immediately following a severe winter, fewer calves may be born
andtlmwbesnallerarﬁl%sllkelytomwe Cows that make it
through thaf winter, particularly with calves at heel, may have a hard time

hﬁmmmmnmtobreedmmefall,mtmm
reduced calf production a year after the bad winter. It is easy to see that
two or more bad winters in a row can create big problems for an ungulate
population., Wolves, on the cther hand, can thrive in bad winters because of
the additional vulnerable prey.

These factors, although not a camplete list, touch on many of the important
factors that must be used to guide management of Alaska's large mammals. A
good understanding of wildlife species and their interrelationships is
necessary when planning for, or the public demands, intensive management;
otherwise management must be conservative.

Improving management of Alaska's wildlife will require additional understanding
of these species and their interactions. Much of what is known about wolves,
bears, their prey, and how they all interact cames fram two types of studies:

l) A Vel i YA =
mlmomoflag-temsuﬂl%wmbemmtim I.nrg—tarm
studies provide insights into the effects of factors that man has little
cantrol of, such as severe winters and changes in prey density, on
predator/prey relationships. Short studies can provide useful "snapshots" to
consider, but long-term studies give views of the "big picture®.

by coniuctln; normal management of wlldlzfe wlthm an expermerttal framework.
Much of what is known about wolf/prey relationships in Alaska resulted from
such an approach to a few wolf control efforts. In order to get the most cut
of "experimental management", management actions, or "treatments", must be
clearly defined and applied so that evaluation is possible. Affected species
must be monitored before, during and after the treatment, and "control! areas

with similar populations that are not affected by the management action of
interest must also be studied. Unfortunately, treatments are often applied
haphazardly. For example, several management actions are implemented at ance
confourding evaluation of cbserved changes. Treatments are not applied long
enoagh or intensive enough to be evaluated. Also, insufficient monitoring,
before, during, and/or after the treatment, results in little chance to leamn
sarething. Future management efforts must avoid these pitfalls.

Wolf management, like all management of wildlife in Alaska, will always be
controversial. wWhatever routes are taken, decisions must be based on the best
available information, and management must be designed to add to understanding
the wildlife systems we are responsible for.




WOLVES AND MAN IN ALASKA: SOME THOUGHTS AND COMMENTS

by: Warren B. Ballard, Wildlife Biologist

Wolves and their prey have coexisted for thousands of years. The
relationships between wolves, bears and ungulates have been
characterized by long periods of stability and then long periods
of prey scarcity. These natural systems have never resulted in
extinction of predators or their prey. Single predator-prey
systems in¥olving only wolves and one or two species of ungulate
prey are siipler and easier to monitor and understand than
systems also \involving two or three species of predators such as
grizzly bears and black bears. //

Wolves depend primarily on ungulate prey for ;éproductlcn and
survival even though other prey such as birds, rodents, hares,
etc. may at times supplement their diet. Wo)ves which rely on
prey other than ungulates usually have low rates of reproduction
and/or survival and exist at low densities. This dependence on
ungulate prey has brougkt wolves into competition with humans for
the same ungulate prey upen which they depend.

/

When prey populations such moose and/caribou are at relatively
high densities, they are capakle of supporting large populations
of predators and regulated uses by humans. Often there is no
competition, particularly if botk mogse and caribou are present
at relatively high densities. A d example of this is in GMU
13 in recent years. Serious conflists between humans and wolves
and other predators occur when pr pulations decline to low
levels.

ations ara usually the result of
evere winte are the major one.
ions are subje to the forces of
d extreme low temperatures can take

Major declines in ungulate pop
several factors but in Alaska
Both moose and caribou popul
winter weather. Deep snow

slowly declining state/during winter. Moose feed on br
(woody plants) which gither maintains their condition or
the rate of decline in condition. Caribou on the other ha
depending on sex and age, may gain weight during average winters.
Severe winters accglerate the rate of decline in physical
condition and many ungulates may die. The number that might
starve varies with winter severity in terms of snow depth, snow
hardness, tempeypature, and length of winter. Obviously during
years when wint¥ers extend into late April and May, the proportion
of the ungulate population which may starve increases. Besides
direct starvation, predation may accelerate the effects of severe
winters.



SUMMARY OF WOLF-PREY-HUMAN RETATIONSHIPS IN AIASKA

IAYNE G. ADAMS; National Park Service - Alaska Region; 2525 Gambell Street,
Rocm 107; Anchorage, AK  99503-2892

Populations of wolves, bears, moose and caribou in Alaska have been on a
"rollercoaster ride" over the last 50 years. Wolves were heavily exploited
during much of the 1940s - 60s. In addition to types of harvest occurring
today, aerial hunting of wolves was allowed and wolves were killed for bounty.
Federal predator control agents killed welves by year-round trapping and
poisoning, and winter aerial hunting. Federal wolf control also inadvertently
reduced bear populations. Decreases in the abundance of these large predators
resulted in increased aburdance of moose and caribou, which were able to
support a high hunter kill.

By the late 1960s, Federal predator control had ended and wolf bounties were
abolished nearly statewide. Undoubtedly, predator populations increased to
take advantage of the abundant large prey. Increasing predator populations,
high human harvests, a couple of bad winters, and possibly declining
availability of food on moose and caribou ranges, all coincided in the early
1970s to bring moose and caribou populations crashing down in many areas.

This series of events set the stage for the wolf management controversies that
continue today and are the impetus for the present wolf management planning
effort.

During the same time that wolf management controversies were developing in
Alaska, wildlife management was "growing up". Wildlife management is a
relatively young discipline that got its start in the 1930s. Up until the last
decade or so, wildlife management was truly an art. Wildlife biologists had
limited field "data" on animal abundance, species interrelationships, and human
harvest. They applied what they could of general ecological principles,
theories, and hypotheses (many were untested and a few were dead wrong) to pick
a course they hoped woild maintain reasonable wild populations and provide for
sustained human harvest. The chances of being "right" were not very great,
particularly in the vast and complex envirormment of Alaska. It is amazing to
loock back arnd realize that research into wolf/prey relationships did not really
get started until the late 1950s. It wasn't until the late 1960s that wildlife
professionals and the public alike were beginning to realize the camplexity of
predator/prey systems and the important role of predators. The importance of
bears as predators of ungulates did not came to light until the late 1970s =~
early 1980s!

Since the mid-1970s, wildlife management has become more of a science arnd a
little less of an art. The advent of radio-collars, the increasing use of
aircraft in wildlife research, the results of a few long-term studies, and
rigorous scientific analyses and comparisons of increasing numbers of studies
have greatly improved understanding of population dynamics and
interrelationships of wolves, bears, and their large prey, as well as the
influences of human harvest. Still, the species' interactions are highly
variable and factors that affect them can be subtle. Even today, many of the
tools reqularly used in wildlife biology are "blunt'" and can only provide
general answers to our research/management questions. In many cases, the
opinions of knowledgeable, local wildlife managers, hunters, and trappers are
still relied on to assess wildlife population status and trerds, just like 20



years ago. Alaska is big and diverse and we will never have the manpower or
money to gather, analyze and digest all the information that could be used to
help with wildlife management decisions.

Areas of the state where wolf management is the most controversial have two or
three large predators (wolves, brown/grizzly bears, and black bears) and either
primarily moose as prey or several prey species (moose, caribou, and Dall
sheep). These multi-predator and multi-predator/multi-prey systems are
cbviously more camplex than systems with one predator and one large prey
species. For example, a second prey species can either increase predation on
the initial prey species (e.g. British Columbia, where moose have expanded into
caribou range, supporting a higher density of wolves to the detriment of
caribou populations) or reduce predation (e.g. Ontario, Minnesota, and
elsewhere where white-tailed deer are primary prey for wolves and moose are
buffered from wolf predation). Also, bears and wolves vary in their
importance as predators on ungulates with age of the prey, season of the year,
density of prey, and density of the predators. The effects of these predators
on their prey can be additive to each other, replacements for each other or
anything in between.

Where does hunting fit into all this? Hunting is the major driving force in
most wolf management controversies in Alaska. Management is not much of an
issue in areas where human harvest is nil or close to it. Hunting can add
additional camplexity since harvest of prey adds man as another predator to the
system, affecting prey populations and potentially campeting with the wild
predators. Harvest of predators can directly affect their abundance and adjust
the interrelationships they have with large prey species.

So wildlife professionals are faced with managing camplex, interacting wildlife
populations to ensure their long-term health while attempting to satisfy the
diverse ard often opposing needs/demands of the public. They are expected to
camplete this imposing task with limited area-specific information, little
money or help, and only a handful of studies conducted in a wide array of
places for guidance. To say the least, it is an overwhelming job!

I believe there are a few consistent "threads" that run through many of the
predator/prey studies that wildlife biologists can use as a basis for their
management:

1) Without heavy harvests, wolf abundance is related to the abundance of
availaple unqulate prey. When prey are abundant, wolves will be abundant, and
not many wolves will be found when ungulate populations are low. "Available
ungulate prey" is made up of two components: 1) gross density of prey or
pounds of meat on the hoof per acre, and 2) the relative availability or
vulnerability of that prey to the wolves. The first is easy to measure, but
vulnerability is not. Conceptually, vulnerability is a cambination of factors
that influence the likelihood of a given animal being preyed upon. Same of the
factors that can be involved are:
A) Age: Young and old animals are more vulnerable to predation than prime
age animals,
B) Health: Animals that are sick or injured are more likely to be preyed
upon than animals in good health,
C) Nutritional condition: Animals that have plenty to eat or good fat
reserves are less vulnerable to predation,




D) Animal density: Wwhen a prey population reaches or exceeds "carrying
capacity", individuals will be in poorer nutritional condition, on
average, than a population at a lower density,

E) Snow corditions: Deep snows increase the vulnerability of prey species
because individuals are in poorer nutritional cordition and snow
impedes their ability to escape from wolves.

2) When prey populations are declining because of severe winters or
overgrazing, wolves can increase the rate of decline and lower the levels at
which the populations bottom out. Wolves and their prey are not perfectly
synchronized. As a prey population begins to decline, the preponderance of
animals in poor condition actually increases the amount of vulnerable prey
available to wolves. Therefore, wolf mumbers can stay high, resulting in a
high rate of predation on the remaining prey population. In wolf/single prey
systems, wolf numbers usually crash within a few years of when the prey bottam
out. The response of wolves is not as clear in multiple prey systems.

3) In places where wolves and bears occur together, predation can maintain

moose populations at low levels, but apparently this does not apply to
caribou. Several examples of predator-limited mocse populations are available

fram studies conducted across North America. These low population levels may
be the "natural" or urmanaged norm for these areas. It is not clear whether
moose populations can "escape" from this limitation by predators on their own,
but in some of Interior Alaska nearly two decades of low moose abundance have
gone by, with no indications of change in the near future. On the other hard,
several caribou herds in the state are increasing even though they are faced
with both bear and wolf predation. Where moose and caribou overlap, increasing
caribou herds may divert predation pressure fram these low-density moose
populations ard give them the opportunity to increase.

4) Wolves are normally highly productive and can sustain high harvest and will
rebound quickly if fewer wolves are harvested. In areas with reasonable prey

abundance, an estimated 25 - 40% of the wolves can be harvested annually
without decreasing the population. Where wolves have been reduced
dramatically, as in wolf control programs, they returned to their original
population size within two or three years once the harvest was reduced.

5) Bears can be important predators on moose and caribou, and they present a
couple of management dilemmas. Several studies in the last 10 years have
shown the importance of both grizzly and black bears as predators on mocse and
caribou, particularly on:young calves. Bears also prey on adults of both
species, Since bears can make use of a wide range of foods, their abundance is
probably not strongly tied to the abundance of the ungulates they prey on,
unlike wolves. Therefore, when prey populations are low, bears can have a big
effect on them. Manipulating bear populations is touchy because bears are
long-lived and have low reproductive rates. A little error in applying bear
management plans can result in long-term effects different than desired.

6) Winter severity can play a big role in predator/prey relationships. Deep
snows directly increase vulnerability of ungulates to wolf predation in two
ways: 1) by impeding their ability to move and therefore avoid or escape from
wolves, ard 2) increasing the energy they have to experd while reducing the
availability of their food, resulting in poorer mutritional condition. Calves
are particularly affected since they are shorter and have less fat to draw on




over the winter. A severe winter also can have a lingering effect on the
unqulates. Immediately following a severe winter, fewer calves may be born
and those may be smaller and less likely to survive. Cows that make it
through the winter, particularly with calves at heel, may have a hard time
getting back into good enough condition to breed in the fall, resulting in
reduced calf production a year after the bad winter. It is easy to see that
two or more bad winters in a row can create big problems for an ungulate
population. Wolves, on the other hand, can thrive in bad winters because of
the additional vulnerable prey.

These factors, although not a camplete list, touch on many of the important
factors that must be used to guide management of Alaska's large mammals. A
good understanding of wildlife species and their interrelationships is
necessary when planning for, or the public demands, intensive management;
otherwise management must be conservative.

Improving management of Alaska's wildlife will require additional understanding
of these species and their interactions. Much of what is known about wolves,
bears, their prey, and how they all interact comes from two types of studies:

1) Iong-term (5 — 30+ vears) observations of these species freely interacting.
The importance of long~term studies cannot be overestimated. Long=-term
studies provide insights into the effects of factors that man has little
cantrol of, such as severe winters and changes in prey density, on
predator/prey relationships. Short studies can provide useful "snapshots" to
consider, but long-term studies give views of the "big picture®.

2) Close monitoring o imental treatments (wolf contro i
translocations, sex/age specific harvest requlations, supplemental feeding,
etc.) and the subsequent responses py the affected species. Much can be gained
by conducting normal management of wildlife within an experimental framework.
Much of what is known about wolf/prey relationships in Alaska resulted from
such an approach to a few wolf control efforts. In order to get the most ocut
of "experimental management", management actions, or "treatments", must be
clearly defined and applied so that evaluation is possible. Affected species
must be monitored before, during arnd after the treatment, and "control® areas
with similar populations that are not affected by the management action of
interest must also be studied. Unfortunately, treatments are often applied
haphazardly. For example, several management actions are implemented at once
confounding evaluation of cbserved changes. Treatments are not applied long
enough or intensive encugh to be evaluated. Also, insufficient monitoring,
before, during, and/or after the treatment, results in little chance to learn
samething. Future management efforts must avoid these pitfalls.

Wolf management, like all management of wildlife in Alaska, will always be
controversial. Whatever routes are taken, decisions must be based on the best
available information, and management must be designed to add to understanding
the wildlife systems we are responsible for.



WOLVES AND MAN IN ALASKA: SOME THOUGHTS AND COMMENTS

by: Warren B. Ballard, Wildlife Biologist

Wolves and their prey have coexisted for thousands of years. The
relationships between wolves, bears and ungulates have been
characterized by long periods of stability and then long periods
of prey scarcity. These natural systems have never resulted in
extinction of predators or their prey. Single predator-prey
systems involving only wolves and one or two species of ungulate
prey are simpler and easier to monitor and understand than
systems also involving two or three species of predators such as
grizzly bears and black bears.

Wolves depend primarily on ungulate prey for reproduction and
survival even though other prey such as birds, rodents, hares,
etc. may at times supplement their diet. Wolves which rely on
prey other than ungulates usually have low rates of reproduction
and/or survival and exist at low densities. This dependence on
ungulate prey has brought wolves into competition with humans for
the same ungulate prey upon which they depend.

When prey populations such as moose and caribou are at relatively
high densities, they are capable of supporting large populations
of predators and regulated uses by humans. Often there is no
competition, particularly if both moose and caribou are present
at relatively high densities. A good example of this is in GMU
13 in recent years. Serious conflicts between humans and wolves
and other predators occur when prey populations decline to low

levels.

Major declines in ungulate populations are usually the result of
several factors but in Alaska severe winters are the major one.
Both moose and caribou populations are subject to the forces of
winter weather. Deep snow and extreme low temperatures can take
a heavy toll on ungulate populations. Deep snow covers up food
resources which would have otherwise been available during
average years. Deep snow also restricts movements of most
ungulates, requiring greater amounts of energy to acquire needed
food resources. In Alaska, moose condition is normally in a
slowly declining state during winter. Moose feed on browse
(woody plants) which either maintains their condition or slows
the rate of decline in condition. Caribou on the other hand,
depending on sex and age, may gain weight during average winters.
Severe winters accelerate the rate of decline in physical
condition and many ungulates may die. The number that might
starve varies with winter severity in terms of snow d«pth, snow
hardness, temperature, and length of winter. Obviously during
years when winters extend into late April and May, the proportion
of the ungulate population which may starve increases. Besides
direct starvation, predation may accelerate the effects of severe

winters.



During severe winters, ungulates are particularly vulnerable to
predation from wolves. Ungulates which previously could escape
predation or successfully defend themselves become weakened from
starvation and/or their movements are restricted from deep snow.
During such situations, wolves can have a major impact on an
ungulate population. As a rule-of-thumb, wolves kill the young
and old individuals in a population. However, during a severe
winter, all sex and age classes can become vulnerable to wolf
predation. Thus, even fit, healthy individuals may be subjected
to wolf predation. Under these conditions, wolves have been
observed killing many more individuals than they can possibly use
during a several day period. Although it was not thought to be a
common hunting method by wolves, recent studies on Canadian
caribou herds indicate that excess or surplus killing on calving
grounds may be a significant form of mortality. Such types cof
behavior have been observed in Alaska on caribou and Dall sheep
during deep snow conditions.

During the past 50 years when many ungulate populations declined,
human harvest also contributed to the declines. High densities
cf ungulates supported large numbers of predators. They also
supported relatively liberal hunting seasons and bag limits.
After several severe winters with high populations of predators,
however, hunting seasons and bag limits remained liberal when
they should have been quickly and severely restricted. Severe
winters alone would have caused population declines, but the
declines were accelerated by predation and hunting mortality.
Therefore, the combination of winter severity, predation from
both wolves and bears, and human harvests caused severe
population declines. During and after an ungulate population
crash, the effects of predation become more pronounced.

When an ungulate population crashes or is severely reduced, the
length of time before the population will recover is dependent on
whether production and survival of young is greater than total
mortality. Before the decline, the ungulate population was able
toc support greater mortality than afterwards. For the population
to quickly recover, total mortality must be severely reduced.
Often a series of severe winters seem to be followed by a series
of mild winters during which mortality due to starvation or
vulnerability to predation should be minimal. Human harvests are
greatly restricted, usually to bull-only hunting; in some cases
human harvest should probably be eliminated all together. But
what about mortality from predation?

The popular belief has been that predator numbers quickly respond
to the reduced prey population by declining nearly as rapidly.

At this point, the prey population will begin regrowth with the
predator population following behind. In some cases that type of
situation may occur, particularly in small mammal and insect
populations. But increasing evidence suggests that in large
carnivore-ungulate systems, predator populations may remain at
relatively high levels for decades and may prevent the prey
population from increasing. This is particularly true for a



long-lived species like wolves (which may live for 13 or more
years). Wolves are capable of a several fold difference in food
consumption rates ranging from about 2 to 16 lbs of flesh per
wolf per day. At the lower consumption rates, pup production and
survival is low, but a wolf population can remain at relatively
high or moderate numbers for long periods by either reducing
consumption or switching to other prey. 1In such cases, wolves
may maintain ungulate populations at low levels for long periods
of time until prey numbers gradually build up to where they can
escape the constraints of predation.

Long periods of ungulate scarcity have historically occurred in
Alaska. During these times, human uses were low because there
were relatively few people in Alaska. In the future, human uses
may have to be curtailed or greatly restricted. Ungulate
population lows may span decades, and humans may not want to wait
that long to use the resource. If humans desire a greater share
of the ungulate resources, they may want to speed up an ungulate
population’s recovery by reducing numbers of wolves or other
predators. Whether humans should ¢~ should not do this is among
the moral, ethical, and biological concerns which society must
consider.

Wolves are not the only predator of large ungulate species, and
in fact, it is relatively rare when they are the only species.
Within relatively recent years, black bears and grizzly bears
have been documented to be significant predators of moose,
caribou, elk, and probably deer populations. In all cases where
new~-born ungulates have been radio collared, predation by bears
has been the largest mortality factor. Mortality due to
predation in most Alaskan ungulate populations is greatest at
birth through 6 weeks of age. This is the period of time when
bears are usually the greatest cause of ungulate mortality.

The rate of bear predation on both moose and caribou does not
appear to be closely related to the numbers of ungulates per unit
area. This poses severe problems for wildlife managers because
it suggests that, even at low population levels, bears may
continue to be an important source of mortality. Grizzly bears
may also be an important predator of adult ungulates, while black
bears rarely prey on adult ungulates. When an ungulate
population crashes or is reduced to low levels, it could be held
at low levels by predation from bears and/or wolves.

Bears are omnivorous, which means they can subsist on both plants
and animals. Because of this, it is likely that declines or
crashes in ungulate populations may have little or no impact on
bear population levels. However, in at least one case it was
found that black bears were more productive in areas where there
were greater numbers of moose calves. In terms of ungulate
management, this means that bear population levels may be much
less sensitive to changes in ungulate numbers than wolf
populations, but wolves are also relatively slow to respond.



Given these conditions, it would appear that if humans wish to
speed up recovery of an ungulate population, the numbers of all
predator species should be temporarily reduced, assuming
mortality from predation is the problenm.

Biologists have demonstrated that lowering bear population levels
by 60%, can greatly increase survival of newborn ungulates at
least for a 1 year period. Whether such increases can occur over
several years is not known. An attempt to improve moose calf
survival by increasing hunter harvests of bears did not improve
moose calf survival. However, lack of improvement may have been
due to an already high moose population and/or an increasing wolf
population. More importantly, bears have relatively low rates of
reproduction, which means it may take decades for them to recover
following population reductions. Such is not the case with
wolves.

Wolves have very high rates of reproduction. For example, a pair
of wolves can produce and raise a litter of 6 pups in one season.
A grizzly bear may raise 1-2 cubs once every 3 to 5 years.

Wolves can easily sustain hunter harvests of about 30% annually
while bears can sustain about 6%. In one area where wolves were
reduced by at least 50% over a 3-year period, the wolf population
recovered to within 81% of precontrol levels within 1 year.
Wolves can double their population size in 1 year in some
situations.

If it is determined to lower predator numbers, efforts should
first be directed at reducing wolves rather than bears because of
their higher rates of reproduction. Perhaps equally important,
biologists are better able to monitor the size and distribution
of wolf populations than bear populations. In many cases,
reducing mortality on a depressed ungulate population due to wolf
predation may be sufficient to allow the ungulate population to
increase in spite of heavy predation by bears. Such predator
control actions should not be needed for more than a 3-5 year
period. Once an ungulate population escapes the constraints of
predation, predator control actions should no longer be needed
unless the prey population is overexploited by humans or another
combination of severe winters causes a large population decline.

Thus far this discussion has centered on predators and prey but
has not discussed how habitat and particularly vegetation might
modify predator-prey relationships. Biologists have studied
ungulate-vegetative relationships for years, and although much
has been learned, determining the actual number of ungulates that
can be sustained indefinitely is poorly understood. High quality
and abundant forage obviously will support more ungulates than
low quality or quantity forage. Ungulates surviving on high
quality forage have higher birth rates than those on lesser
quality ranges. Ungulate populations with higher rates of
productivity are better able to cope and escape the constraints
of predation than populations of average or poor productivity.
Equally important, ungulate populations will achieve greater



densities on high quality ranges than on low quality ranges.
High ungulate populations can withstand heavier levels of
exploitation by both predators and humans than low density
ungulate populations. Therefore, a desirable predator-prey
management program should include maintenance and improvement of

ungulate habitat.

all things being equal, an ungulate population subjected to
predation will always produce a lower surplus for human harvest
than an ungulate population subjected to no predation. Thus, in
terms of meat production alone, having no predators would be the
most efficient scenario for humans. To do that would require
extermination of wolves and bears, similar to cattle ranches in
the lower 48 states, which no responsible individual concerned
about wildlife would favor. A reasonable approach might be to
balance human’s desires for maintaining ungulate populations and
uses with maintaining viable and sustainable populations of
wolves and bears. Our dilemma is whether to interfere with the
natural predator-prey system so reasonable uses of ungulates by
humans can occur, or whether natural systems should be allowed to
function without human use. Should humans wait several decades
for ungulates to recover, or temporarily intervene to quickly
increase ungulate populations when they are depressed?

Wolves are highly valued by humans for a number of reasons. Some
regard wolves as a symbol of wilderness, while others value them
for their pelts, and others as valuable components of the
ecosystem. As the human population expands, the habitats
necessary to support wolves, other predators, and wild ungulate
populations is dwindling. Society needs to ensure that wolves
have space and habitats set aside where predator-prey
relationships can function naturally. We also must decide under
what circumstances and where to intervene.

Within the past 20 years, several wolf control experiments have
been conducted. Some have produced the desired results while
others have not. We now have a better idea of when wolf control
procedures should be implemented from a biological perspective.
But other questions need to be considered, such as: should we
control wolf numbers, and if not, how should we manage wolf
populations? Should we liberalize public harvests to control
wolf numbers rather than by government agencies? How do we
determine what society wants? These and other questions need to
be discussed and reasocnable guidelines established.

In conclusion, I regret that I am unable to personally meet with
you. I am completing requirements for a Ph.D. at the University
of Arizona, and financial restraints prevented my attending this
meeting. If you have questions or need of further information,
please contact me. I wish you the best in your deliberations.
My mailing address is: School of Renewable Natural Resources,
325 Biological Sciences East Bldg., Univ. of Arizona, Tucson,
Arizona 85721. Telephone messages can be left at 602-621-3845.



WoLF-PREY-HUMAN RELATIONSHIPS IN ALASKA

by
Rod Boertje, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
for the
Alaska Wolf Management Planning Team

January 1991

Following is a brief discussion of 3 subjects:
I. how factors other than predation affect ungulate populations in Alaska,

II. what was learned from government wolf reductions in 5 Alaska and Yukon
study sites, and

I[II. a summary of predator-prey-human relationships in Alaska and Yukon.
1 include discussions of Yukon studies because Alaska and Yukon have similar

wolf-bear-moose-caribou systems and lack the alternate prey of most systems
farther south.

[. Most of Alaska’s moose, caribou, and deer populations increased
dramatically during the 1950’s and 1960’s because of federal predator control,
including poisoning, which terminated in 1960!.2. A variety of factors caused
these ungulate populations to return to lTow levels during the late 1960’s and
early 1970°s.

Deep snow during 1965-66 and 1970-71 precipitated declines in high-density
moose populations in Subunit 20A and Unit 13 and deer in Southeast Alaska‘:-? 3,
Deep snow causes death from malnutrition and by increasing vulnerability to
predators. These declines were noteworthy because predators remained at their
former levels or increased following these winters, despite less prey (termed
predator lag). Biologists now understand that declines in predator numbers
commonly lag behind declines in prey numbers. Predator lag sharply increased
the impact of predation on ungulates. Consequently, predators rapidly drove
many ungulate populations to very low levels (termed the predator pit).
Periodic deep snows can be expected to occasionally limit most Alaskan moose
populations where predators are maintained or limited at low levels by
harvest.

Overharvest contributed to declines in Alaska moose and caribou populations
during the late 1960’s and early 1970’s!.2. During this period, biologists
tended to disregard the effects of predation. They mistakenly assumed from
studies in predator-free areas that high harvest rates would be compensated by
increased recruitment; their logic was that fewer ungulates meant more food
per ungulate. However, overharvest increased the impacts of predation. Today



ungulates are harvested more conservatively (for example, cow moose hunts are
relatively rare), and survey techniques are much improved. Wolf predation is
now widely recognized for its ability to accelerate ungulate declines to low

levels, particularly after overharvest and/or deep snow initiate declines in

prey populations.

Today, biologists recognize that the annual yield of ungulate populations must
be liberally shared with predators!:¢. Currently in Subunit 20E, where
moose:predator ratios are low, predators annually kill 31% of the postcalving
moose population, humans kill 1.5%, 6% die from other causes, and the
population is growing at about 4%. Humans can safely kill larger percentages
of moose populations (e.g., 10%), where predator populations are limited by
harvest.

Malnutrition in the absence of deep snow is apparently a minor factor
affecting ungulate population dynamics on the Alaska mainland?. For example,
moose and caribou studies in Denali National Park predicted densities could
rise several-fold before malnutrition would limit numbers5.5. Where predators
have been reduced by humans and moose have attained high densities (e.g.,
lower Susitna and Unit 13), the major factor initiating declines has usually
been deep snow, not overbrowsing per se. Exceptions occurred in the 1980°s in
Subunit 15A where moose browse is limited largely to paper birch. Alaska’s
moose and caribou densities are generally much lower than densities in
predator-free, food-limited areas.

Diseases appear to have little effect on moose, deer, and most caribou
populations in Alaska’:8. However, low proportions of northern caribou
populations show serological evidence of brucellosis, which can cause
abortions. Brucellosis may become an important source of mortality during
high densities of the arctic herds.

II. Studies of predator reductions provide the most accurate assessment of
whether predation, alone, is limiting growth of an ungulate population.

Moose and caribou rapidly increased following wolf reductions in Subunit 20A
(1976-81), while no such changes occurred in adjacent, untreated areas,
including Denali National Park. This clearly indicated that wolves had been
the primary factor limiting growth of ungulate populations in Subunit 20A
during 1975-76:- Apparently other factors, such as bear predation, harvest,
or nutrition, were minor factors, because none of these changed significantly.
A 3-fold increase in moose numbers and a 5-fold increase in caribou numbers
has occurred in this area since initiating wolf reductions in 1976, despite
average harvests of 370+ bull moose and 507+ caribou annually during 1983-
88%.10,  In adjacent Denali National Park, ungg]ates occur at relatively low
densities (190 mgose and 500 caribou/1,000 km¢ versus 776 moose and 900
caribou/1,000 km® in Subunit 20A). These irruptions following wolf reductions
indicate that wolves were killing ungulates that otherwise would live to
reproduce, i.e., wolves were killing more than sick and weak prey. For
example, annual caribou calf mortality declined from 93% to 44% when wolves
were reduced, and adult moose mortality declined from 20% to 6%!.

Results from the wolf reduction in the Finlayson area in eastern Yukon
(1982-88) was similar to the Subunit 20A experimentil. These studies
concluded that maintaining moose and caribou populations at moderate to high



densities is clearly preferable to allowing these populations to decline to
low levels before taking recovery measures. Together, these studies showed
that, where grizzly predation is light or moderate and prey:wolf ratios are
Tow (e.g., <20 moose:wolf), annual reductions in fall wolf numbers of 38-86%
for 4 to 5 years can dramatically increase ungulate numbers.

In contrast, studies in Unit 13, Subunit 20E, and southwest Yukon showed that
grizzly predation was the primary factor limiting moose population
growth?.12.13, For example, grizzlies killed much larger percentages of radio-
collared moose calves than wolves in these studies. Wolf food habits and kil)
rates in these areas were similar to those in Subunit 20A and Finlayson, but
wolf predation was secondary to grizzly predation. Measurable increases in
moose populations in these areas were not observed following annual wolf
reductions of 42-88% of fall numbers for 2 to 4 years. In retrospect, no
increase would have been likely in Unit 13 because wolves were scarce relative
to prey (i.e., high prey:wolf ratios compared with the Subunit 20A
experiment). Wolves in Unit 13 were limited by harvest, not food, prior to
wolf reductions.

Large reductions in grizzly bear numbers were not attempted because (1) bear
populations have very low recovery rates compared with wolves (lower
reproductive and immigration rates), and (2} measuring effects of bear
management is extremely costly. In contrast, wolf populations commonly
increase 25-40% during summer in areas where harvest is limiting growth?.
Also, wolf populations have more than doubled during 3 consecutive summers
following winter harvests of 84% in the Finlayson areall. Immigration was
undoubtedly important in the Finlayson area.

[II. Summaries of moose-, caribou-, and deer-wolf-bear relationships follow:
Moose - A review of wolf-bear-moose-human relationships? indicate that:

(1) Where wolves, grizzly bgars, and moose were_lightly harvested, densities
averaged 153 moose/1,000 km®, 9 wolvss/l,DOO kmz, and bears were common.
Humans harvested 0-18 moose/1,000 km® in these systems on a sustained basis.

(2) Where wolf and bear popg]ations were 11miteg by human harvest, densities
averaged 647 moose/1,000 km®, 6 wolves/1,000 km®, and bears were common.
Humans harvested 20-130 moose/1,000 km“ in these systems on a sustained basis.

(3) Without predator management, moose and wolves will eventually occur at low
densities throughout most of Alaska. These low densities will support little
human use and will set the stage for alternative land uses to usurp wildlife
habitat. Large expanses of wildlife habitat are required to conserve wolf-
bear-moose systems. In single-predator systems (e.g., the Seward Peninsula
and Isle Royale) and multi-prey systems (moose-elk-deer), moose can attain
moderate densities without predator management. However, virtually all of
Alaska and Yukon have both predators, and caribou are a poor alternate prey
because of their migratory habit.

Data supporting the generalities aboge come from: (1) 36 study sites in
Alaska and the Yukon, each >2,000 km® (770 mi®)2 (Fig. 1); (2) implications
from other North American studies?; and (3) archaeological evidence which



indicates moose were rare in Alaska prior to settlement and the periodic
reduction of predatorsié.

Cariboy - Natural levels of wolf and bear predation can also maintain caribou
at chronically low densities!3. In Denali National Park, for example, caribou
have been at historic low levels (1,200-3,000) for 20 years with no harvest
since 1977 and harvests averaging <50 caribou annually during 1967-75. In
contrast, the Denali Herd numbered about 25,000 from 1900 to 1941.

However, for several reasons, most notably their migratory habits, caribou can
periodically overcome the strong limiting effects of predation without high
harvests of predators. For example, recent increases in the Mulchatna Herd
occurred without high wolf harvests. Nevertheless, most of the recent notable
increases in caribou herds (Delta, Nelchina, Western Arctic, and Fortymile)
appear to be linked in part to harvest-limited wolf populations!.2.16.17,

Black-tailed Deer - Like moose, Alaska’s deer are often greatly limited by
predation®18. For example, deer populations on islands with wolves and black
bears have remained at low densities or recovered only slightly since the
severe winters of the 1960°’s and early 1970’s. In contrast, deer numbers on
islands with brown bears but no wolves rebounded quickly. Also, during
predator control in the 1950’s, deer populations fluctuated fairly
synchronously on islands with and without wolves?.

In conclusion, data strongly indicate that lightly harvested wolf and bear
populations limited only by food can and do maintain moose, caribou, and deer
at chronic low densities in Alaska. This occurs today in parts of Alaska and
most of the adjacent Yukon (Fig. 1). However, humans are currently harvesting
predators at moderate to high rates in most of Alaska. These predator
populations are largely harvest-limited, not food-limited, and ungulate prey
in these areas occur at moderate to high densities.
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Fig. 1. Moose densities (number of moose/1,000 kmz) within regions with lightly harvested
predator populations and regions where wolf and/or bear populations are harvest-limited.
Moose surveys were conducted from 1965-88 using stratified random sampling in areas >2,000 kmz.



Exploitation of Wolf-Ungulate Systems in Alaska - A Summary
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Under natural conditions, wolves, brown bears, and ungulates interact at several different scales as
"systems,” with specific patterns of change within particular areas. An important step toward ensuring
sustainable harvests of ungulate populations (e.g., moose, caribou, and sheep) while avoiding controversial
predator control measures is to first ensure the integrity of the harvested systems. Research and
management programs typically proceed from the opposite assumption - i.e., that there is no need to worry
about system integrity, or that what is being harvested is little more than an assortment of animais scattered
more-or-less randomly across the countryside.

When viewed in certain ways (via their "attractors” in “phase space”), the seemingly unending
variety of biological, physical, behavioral, and other systems that we observe directly in the natural and
man-made worlds - including all wolf/bear-ungulate systems - can be reduced to five general pattemns of
behavior that have been widely recognized and described by mathematicians, physicists, and other scientists
for almost a century now. One of these five pattemns - referred to as "multiple equilibria,” "muttiple stable
states,” or "muftiple point attractors,” in which the system remains relatively stabie near a single equilibrium but
then may shift to one or more other stable states, appears to characterize the way wolves, bears, and
ungulates interact and respond to human exploitation over most of the arctic and subarctic. [Note that this
does not include the well known Isle Royale woif-moose system, which appears to follow a ditferent (“limit
cycle”) pattern]. In Alaska, wolf packs involved in the multiple equilibria pattem of system behavior usually live
in fixed territorias within slow-changing habitats, where moose and often sheep are the major year-round prey
and migratory canbou are available to varying extents seasconally. Each established wolf pack territory bounds
a separate system, although larger scale systems can be identified on the basis of entire territorial mosaics and
interacting caribou herds, as will be explained later. Under natural conditions, the moose population within
each territory will continue to fluctuate for long periods at relatively high densities near a stable equilibrium,
despite wolf and bear predation and occasional severe winters. An abundance of sheep or caribou, higher
quality habitat, and other variables will lighten the predation impact and allow the moose population to fluctuate
at a somewhat higher (and wider) range of densities. In most cases it is also possible to sustain an annual
human harvest of 4-7 percent. Predation by wolves in this normal range of densities is highly selective and
compensatory, in large measure removing older, debilitated, or young moose (with inferior mothers) that
would otherwise die fairty soon from other causes.

But there is a threshold moose density - an unstable equilibrium - below which total annual
predation in combination with other natural losses from the population increasingly exceeds total annual



births, and the population begins a rapid decrease to another stable aquilibrium within a much lower range of
densities, whare few if any mocse can be harvested on a sustained basis. This is the infamous “pradator pit.*
Within this low range of densities, and during the accelerating decline to it, predation exens a
dispropartionatety much heavier ("depensatory”) impact and becomes largely additive - it removes many prime
animals from the popufation, especially calves that would otherwise mature to reproductive age. Heavy human
harvesting - i.a., in excass of 6-7 percent of the population per year - and occasional natural disasters are much
more likely than predation or severe winters to trigger such a decline, though the natural predators would
accelerate the decline and typically continue 16 suppress tha population long atter the initial problem ended.

Within the normal {upper) range of densities, the moosa population can fluctuate widely - deciining
by 60-70 percent in some cases - and still ratum to the high equilibrium fairly quickly without predator control.
It is important to distinguish between declings within this range of densities and declines that cross the critical
threshold {middle unstable equilibrium) into the predator pit rangs of densities. Only in the latter cases is
remedial predator control likely to become necassary, assuming that hunters are unwilling or unable fo wait up
to 20-30 years for natural remedies to operate. For a maximum sustainable harvest, the moose population
must actually be raducad o about two-thirds of its natural {Uunhunted) density. Predator reduction might as
much as double this normal maximum sustainable harvest (in habitats characteristic of Interior Alaska), athough
this is almost certainly an ovaerly optimistic prediction. Due 10 complicating social variables in the wolf
population and typically high spring and fall leveis of bear predation {as well as possible wolt-bear competitive
release), the predater ramoval - of both wolves and bears - would hava to be nesar-compiete and mainained
indefintely. A partial wolf removal could not be maintained easily, nor would it generate a proportionate prey
increase; under certain conditions it could even craate more hunting units and lead o heavier pradation. In
terms of the potential for succass, it is one thing to remave predators temporarily to allow a depressed
population (Le., in the pradator pit) to recover to normal densities, but quite ancther o try to remove predators
from a prey population aiready at normal levels, in the hope of sustaining an even larger population and
harvest. ,

A region of suitabia habitat is ;:arceted imo a masaic of wolf territories ranging in size from about
200-1,500 square miles sach (in Alaska).: The multiple equilibria pattem described above would characterize
tha way most of the resident wolf packs interact with their year-round ungulate prey. Hostile probing and
related behavior between packs maintains onokugh dynamic tansion among the territories so that the entire
mosaic basically acts as a seff-regulating system. Territories can change size for various reasons but
particularly in response to sustained, major changes in prey availability, following an inverse (hyperbolic)
relationship common to many territorial species. This means that a serious moose dectine (into the predator
pit) across the mosaic should lead eventually to fewer and (on average) larger territories, resulting in less
predation pressure, a moose population recovery, ang ultimately a return to more territories and heavier
pradation. It might be possible to shorten this natural 20-30-year recovery sequance by at least two-thirds, via
a carefully targeted removai of 20-30 percent of the packs in the masaic; this would be done only once, and all



other packs of the mosaic wouid be left untouched. This selective approach, which would merely speed up a
natural response, provides a possible alternative to the more intensive multi-year broadcast removal
approaches that have heretotore prevailed in control programs.

it would be crucial not to remove too many packs in the selective approach, because energetic
“costs alone would limit the extent to which surviving packs could eéxpand their territories and fill the resuiting
vacancy(s). Creating just enough of a vacancy for them to fill should reduce the number of hunting units and
allow a fairty rapid moose recovery. Creating too large ot a control vacancy would allow recolonization by the
substantiai flow of dispersing woives 0 be expected from this and other regions. A fine line separates these
opposite outcomes, which means the removais wouid have to be done with surgical-like precision and only
after extremely careful identification and selection of the target packs. A prerequisite for the selective removal
approach is that the territorial mosaic must be relatively stable when control is applied. This will usually also
require that the resident wolt packs have had an opportunity to establish stable social structures. Heavy
exploitation of any kind, including for fur and sport, needs to be terminated far enough in advance for stability
to retumn before control is applied. lronically, this implies that the management response to a serious moose
decline could be much faster, and thus would be more likely t0 succeed, where the wolf population has been
protected.

A key bottom line is that such declines, and thus control of any kind, can be largely avoided in the
first place. There is no evidence that wolf control has produced any sustained major gains for ungulate
hunters, except perhaps in regions where a/l of the large predators have been virtually eliminated and the
habitat has been heavily manipuiated (e.g., Scandinavia; Newfoundland; most of the lower 48). Recent wolt
control programs in Alaska and Canada have aliowed ungulate populations merely 0 recover to pre-decline
levels (e.g., Unit 20A, Alaska) or were applied with no demonstrable ungulate increases in cases where
misleading ungulate data suggested serious problems where there were likely none (e.g., northern British
Columbia; Nowitna region, Alaska). [n other cases, wolt control has not led to recovery of depressed ungulate
populations, primarily because of heavy bear predation {e.g., Unit 20E, Alaska; southwestern Yukon Territory,
Canada).

In Unit 20A, Alaska, the total number of moose harvested from 1970-1984 could have been 14-44
percent higher, without wolf control, had the harvest been held to an annuai rate of 6-7 percent. Annual
harvests were probably as high as 19 percent (or more} in the early 1870s, and not surprisingly the moose
population declined severely, to the point where it was necessary to resort 10 six years of wolf control and
sharply curtailed (1-2%) harvests. There is little evidence to support fraquent claims that the severe winters of
1970-71 and 1971-72 played a major role in triggering this decline. {Indeed, there is much evidence to the
contrary, yet biologists and others continue to underestimate the resiliency to severe winters of wolt/bear-
ungulate systems throughout the North]. 20A wolf control ended in 1982. The wolf population recovered to
pre-control leveis by 1583 and remained at about the same size through at least 1988, without much hunting
and trapping pressure to hoid it down. The 20A moose population approximately doubled during the same



period (1982-1984 to 1988), and can again sustain a 6-7 percent harvest. 20A caribou numbers have similarly
increased. The 20A story provides an example of multipie equilibria system behavior, and of the high cost of

an avoidable descent into the predator pit.
A systems approach for managing moose harvests in subarctic wolf/bear-ungulate systems at

minirnum requires:

—- delineation of harvest areas so they coincide closely with resident wolf pack territories, or at least
with the outer bounds of territorial mosaics:

--- a good moose census within each of these areas, annually it possible, either via direct counting
or a sampling procedure, supplemented - but not replaced - with sex/age data, and, as soon as possibie,
census and sex/age data for associated resident ungulate prey (e.g., sheep);

-- good monitoring of the harvest in each area, this information to be used with the census data to
ensure that the annual rate does not exceed 6-7 percent in most cases;

-- continuing baseline research in areas such as Denali National Park and a few other unexpioited
or lightly exploited systems, ongoing experimental probing and manipuiations in the exploited systems, and
appropriate simulations, 10 determine how to better adjust moose harvest rates for differences/changes in
regional caribou abundance, the status of other ungulates, bear predation impacts, habitat factors, and for
other uncertainties;

--- an end to widespread, arbitrary exploitation of weives (including for fur and sport) where moose
are harvested, 10 minimize variability in predation impacts and so that wolf pack territories and their mosaics can
remain stable enough to be used to delineate systems and basic management units on a iong term basis.

Some of these requirements will be expensive, especiaily the moose censuses. However, the net
increase over presei'n expenditures will likely be much less than assumed or even disappear when the many
hidden costs associated with major management failures are included.

Recruitment indices (e.g., calf:cow ratics) and trend indices (e.¢., number of moose seen per hour
along aerial transect surveys) are unreliable and can be extremely misleading as predictors of ungulate
population change; they do not suffice as a substitute for actual censusing. Much the same is true for
wolf:ungulate ratios: they do not provide a reliable way to anticipate a predation problem or a serious unguiate
decling, among other reasons because a wolf pack's rate of kill does not continue to increase propontionately
(linearty) with the number of wolves present above a pack size of about 7-9. Regional kill rates vary more as a
function of the number of packs than the total number of wolves, contrary to a basic assumption in the use of
wolf:unguiate ratios. Moreover, many of the juveniles and young aduits present in a wolf population as of
earty-mid winter typically die or disperse by the end of the winter, and therefore do not contribute to predation
to the extent that ratios derived from early-mid winter surveys are likely to suggest. A ratio of one wolf per
20-30 moose or higher is generally considered to portend a senous moose decline. However, there are so
many documented exceptions to this “rule of thumb” (in Denali National Park, for example) that it is virtually
useless for management purposes. A related assumption is that correlated predator increases and prey



decreases imply cause and effect. But again, there are many exceptions, and, more basically, relying on
correlations to determine cause and effect is risky in any reasoning process {one could probably tind
cormelations between prey numbers and periodic changes in other variables, in addition to predator numbers).

Biologists should not rely heavily on observed wolf pack kill rates or (assumed) per wolf food
requirements to estimate predation impacts and unguiate harvesting potentials. First, predation does not
operate in a vacuum - it must be evaluated jointly with all of the major birth, death, and other vaniables affecting
the ungulate population. Second, a typical sampie of kill rates represents only one sequence of events and
changes among numerous possibilities in a stochastic world. Stochastic simulation can be used to generate
many vanations from a broader range of field data, to provide better assurance that conclusions are derived
from an average set of {system) circumstances rather than an extreme.

Caribou occupy roughily the same high position of user importance in Alaska as do moose.
However, to understand the factors that determine caribou abundance and to appreciate the influence of
seasonal and longer term caribou vanations on wolf-moose-human interactions requires an entirely ditferent
spatial and temporal perspective than is necessary in discussing moose. Simply put, whereas for moose it
suffices to examine populations defined by individual wolf pack territories or territonal mosaics over a period of
years, the analogous caribou population that needs to be considered in essence covers most of Alaska and
the adjacent Yukon Territory and fluctuates from region to region over periods spanning decades. Individual
caribou herds shouid not be the focus of management attention, as they are at present. Viewed over past
intervais of at least 50-100 years, it can be seen that the major Alaska-Yukon caribou herds interacted via
periodic regionai shifts in abundance. The basic behavior of this large scale system and appropriate
harvesting policies {(which are quite difterent than shouid be applied for moose) are summarized in Appendix |,
1o which the reader should now refer.

it is important to distinguish between the pre-1960s pattern of asynchronous shifting that
dominated among caribou herds and the more-or-less synchronous condition at small to moderate herd sizes
that has prevailed since then. The recent synchrony can be attributed primanty 10 heavy harvesting of the
Westemn Arctic and Neichina herds in the 1960s and earty 1970s, which prevented both herds (especiaily the
Waestern Arctic) from reaching the natural peaks that would have generated subsequent dispersals to and
buildups in other regions. Restoration of the asynchronous (pre-1960s) pattern would provide for larger
statewide harvests under more natural conditions. By atiowing individual herds to fluctuate widely at that point,
it would be possible to at least double the sustainable annual statewide caribou harvest. The wide swings in
herd size probably amount to a form of multiple equilibria behavior, except in this case there are reguiar shifts
between high and low equilibna and the herd remains only briefly at the former (hence it "peaks™). Woives
appear to exert relatively little overall influence on each herd during its rise to and decline from a natural peak.
But their impact changes dramatically during the herd's natural prolonged low, where they (and bears) typically
become the major, depensatory, controlling agent and create another predator pit. Uniike the case for moose,




nowever, seldom it ever wouid it be appropriate to view this low as a problem when herds are allowed to
tiuctuate asynchronously. If remedial wolf control becomes necessary for a carnbou decline under other
circumstances, # is uniikely that the selective pack removal approach described eartier for moose would
suffice. Broadcast control would probably be required, as it was in the case of the avoidable premature decline
of the Westem Arctic Herd in the 1960s and 1970s. [Legal action stopped a formal state control program in its
early stages, but local residents and others did intense control in place of this, 10 the point where wolves
remained scarce over much of northwestern Alaska even after the herd recovered].

From a systems perspective, remedial wolt control generally amounts to an admission of a
management failure. Control does not represent good biology in such cases - only a lesser of evils toward
restonng a system to its previous condition, so that it can soon again support normal levels of both human and
natural predation. Aoutine hunting and trapping of wolves, inciuding for fur and sport, raises additional
biclogical questions, especially when the exploftation becomes as heavy as “land and shoot” (aerial) and
snowmachine hunting aliow. It is commonly argued that such exploitation is acceptable even without an
ungulate decline, because the wolves often rebound quickly to their former numbers. But this emphasis on
numerical status misses the point on important biological issues of quality and function. While other
consideratidns might justity some routine exploitation of wolf populations, the alleged biclogical justitication is
specious.

Woeives and a hanatul of other species {e.g., African wild hunting dogs, some hurman societies,
perhaps killer whales) sit at the very pinnacle of vertebrate social development, in terms of the sophistication
and degree of cooperation that prevails between the sexes and among ail adult age classes of their societies.
In this regard, they surpass most human societies, chimps, gonilas, lions, elephants, and other species
normalily considered to be highly social. It is simpiy impossible to harvest individuals more-or-less at random
without seriously disrupting if not aitogether shredding this basic feature of the species' biclogy. Under
natural conditions, the primary unit of wolf society, i.e., a "pack,” is typically a highly inbred extended tamily or
2-3 closely related families. One can get some idea of the difficulty of exploiting this kind of group in any
intelligent way by considering the sociobiological impacts that would follow from doing likewise to the roughly
anaiogous, aibeit much less isolated, units of human society.

Wolt social behavior is remarkably adaptable, but the adaptations are primarily for cooperative
hunting, not defense against sustained, heavy predation. It is no surprise that in many cases wolves have
held their own numerically despite heavy exploitation for the past 40-50 years or more, but this does not
sufice as a demonstration that the species can survive such exploitation indefinitely, as is often claimed. A
few decades or even a few centuries of heavy exploitation amount to an eyeblink compared to the far longer
period of time over which wolves have developed solely in response to the opposite pressures. The
relationship between total population size and the integrity of component social systems appears 1o be quite
subtle and nonlinear. For example, a social breakdown can iead in the short term to more matings among



subordinates and thus higher total numbers. Nevertheless, 1 would be toolish to ignore the possibiiity that
atter some further lag there will finally come a sudden and dramatic couépse in total numbers as well.
Moreovar, it is questionable as to whether a normally ultra-social species in fact “survives” if its sociai
organization is kept shredded via heavy annual exploitation. Four-legged, fur<overed canids might continue
to run about the countryside for awhile, but shouid they stilf be called “wolves® at that peoint, given such a
drastic change in their most fundamental behavior? [Apart from these impacts, it should be remembered (ger
eariier sections) that routine exploitation of wolves can lead to greater difficulties in managing a system tor an
ungulate harvest, and, ironically, in applying remedial control if needed].

Species such as moose, caribou, and sheep are at or near the other extreme of social
development. Clearly they are adapted tor exploftation, based on their much ditferent way of subsisting and
close association with many superior predators throughout their long evolutionary histories. We shouid fee!
little biolegical reservation about harvesting them reguiarly, for subsistence, sport/trophy, or control purposes,
although it is important to remembaer the limits discussed earlier. Between the cooperétive hunter and
ungulate/herbivore prey extremes there is a gradient of sociality that should probably dictate a range of
intermediate degrees of exploitation.

it is often assumed that wolf numbers will continue to increase uniess there is substantial, ongoing
control by humans, using methods such as land and shoot aerial hunting. Long term research in Denali
Nationat Park and in other areas indicates quite the contrary. Despite a high reproductive potential, the Denali
packs normally do not exceed a total late winter size of 20-30 wolves; 10-15 is more common. Pack sizes are
controlled primarily by varying rates of dispersal and death of juveniles and young aduits during the winter, in
response to varying economic {food) and social conditions and ultimately long term prey availability.
Established packs defend traditional territories, and between packs there is extreme hostility, leading to
primitive forms of “warfare® and considerable interpack killing. This important feature of wolf behavior helps {in
a secondary way) to limit numbers as well as to ensure efficient use of the prey resources across a large region.
it is aiso intimately linked with the unusual ability of packmates to inbreed successtully and with their extreme
tforms of altruism and other cooperative behavior.

Appendices (attached):

I. Haber, G.C. 1990. “Caribou hunts should parallel herds' natural cycles.” Anchorage Daily News,
September 8§, 1990, p. 8-9.

i1. Introduction and summary sections from two recent reports by G. Haber, examining major wildlite

management/wolf control controversies in Alaska and northern British Columbia. These controver-

sies share key features in common and heip to illustrate various points mentioned here.
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Caribou hunts should parallel herds’ natural cycles
C@®MPASS

By GORDON C. HABER

l.argely overlooked In the subsistence
preference controversy is a key blological
point: There will always be harvesting
limits, but we can do a better job toward
ensuring naturally large wildlife popula-
tions to avoid preference allocations in the
first place. More ‘‘systems’ thinking Is
needed in Alaska's wildlife management
programs, and nowhere is the potential gain
50 great as it is for caribou management,

It is usually assumed that each major
caribou herd is a more or less isolated
management problem -— that each should be
held at some relatively stable cize below the
point where range damage might orcur. This
ignores an Important feature of caribou
biclogy that could be exploited for larger
statewide harvests. .

Historical and archeological evidence in-
dicates that the major caribou herds of
Alaska and the Yukon interact enough with
each other via range expansions and shilts
to be regarded as a single, 600,000.700,000.
square-mile system. Under natural condi-
tions, individual herds fluctuate widely
with recurring high peaks and prolonged
lows. Range ‘“damage’ can be expected at
the peaks, but this, too, is perfectly natural
for caribou and by itself provides no biologi-
cal reason for alarm.

in earlier decades and centuries, a herd
peaked and probably damaged its range,
whereupon some of the caribou typically
remained (thus we see more or less tradi-
tionsl use of certain calving areas and
migration routes, despite the other changes),
but most shifted to other ranges — some-

POINTS OF VIEW FROM OUR COMMUNITY

times hundreds of miles away. This generat.
ed new peaks, probably more range damage,
another round of dispersals to other regions,
and so on, with a predominantly asynchro-
nous pattern of pesks and lows among
regions. Predation alone (by wolves and
bears) was enough to suppress each of the
remnant herds that remained behind, which
allowed range conditions to recover, eventu-

- ally to support another caribou buildup.

It was largely because there were such
dramatic swings in caribou abundance from
region to region that many Matlves followed
a nomadic lifestyle, especially in northern
regions. For most, there was simply no
possibillty of hunting caribou *traditional-
ly”’ in this area or that, at least not without
decades of relative scarcity between succes-
sive buildups.

The Western Arctic, Porcupine, and For-
tymile herds have almost certainly fluctuat.
ed more dramatically than any of the others,
with peaks likely on the order of 600,000
800,000 caribou each. Massive dispersals
from these herds at or near their natural
peaks has probably long driven the pattern
of peaks and lows in the smaller central and
southern herds. Some of the smallest herds
in Alaska — for example, the McComb,
Mentasta, and Kenai herds, llkely originat-

ed vie dispersals from the larger herds at or
near their peaks.

The Western Arctic and Porcupine herds
have now increased to sizes of at least
325,000 and 180,000, respectively — follow-
ing growth curves [ predicted in a 1977
publication, based on the systems thinking
summarized here. Range expansions are
underway, but neither herd is yet near the
natural peak that will generate extensive
dispersals to other regions.

At that time, much larger numbers of
caribou than at present will again appear in
the Fortymile, Denali-Neichina, and north-
ermn Kuskokwlm Mountains regions, for in-
tervals of up to 20-40 years each. This could
begin happening by the end of the decade, if
annual harvests for the Western Arctic herd
are heid to 3 percent or less and predation
does not Increase sharply. Current Increases
in the Mulchatna and Porcupine herds could
speed up this sequence In various ways.

Enocugh of the herds are presently increas-
ing so it would probably be unwise and
unnecessary to promote rapid growth in the
Fortymile, Nelchina and Denall herds at
this time. Doing this could easily lead to a
more or less synchronous peaking of all the
msajor herds — followed by synchronous
crashes. Thus, for now, we should continue
harvesting the latter three herds heavily
enough to keep them stable or even at
smaller sizes. From this standpoint, it is a
good idea to harvest at least 4,000 caribou
from the Nelchina herd this year. to reduce
It below its present size of 40,000,

After the natural patternm of statewide
shifting among herds is restored, a “rotating

pulse harvest' would be the most appropri-
ate long-term, management policy. Harvest.
ing emphagsis would rotate around the state,
focusing o:\ the herds that were currently
increasing and decreasing from peaks. Each
of these (inciuding the Neichina herd) would
be harvested as foliows: Annual harvest
rates would increase to a maximum of sbout
10 percent at one-half peak size as the herd
increased, then decrease to little or no
harvest a: the peak (near which major
dispersals' should be underway to other
regions), then increase back to 10 percent as
the herd d>creased to one-half peak size, and
then eventually decrease to little or no
harvest during the herd’'s prolonged low.

By applying these corrective and
long-terin management policies, we could
once agrin end up with well over } million
caribou statewide, and generate mverage
annual harvests of ot least 50,000-70.000.
And, instead of trying to farm Individual
herds in & highly artificial way — with the
variety of hidden dangers that this implies,
we would be adapting our exploitation so as
to sllow the overall system to behave
naturally.

The primary trade-off would be that
caribou hervesters would have to periodical-
ly shift to different hunting grounds. But
then this s what caribou harvesters did in
Alaska fo- st least B.000-10.000 years prior
to the mic-1900s, without the airplanes and
other advi nced technology that would assist
us as mot ern nomads,

D Gorden Haber, Ph.D, haa conducted wildiite
renenrch i1 Alaskas lor 25 yenrs.
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The following questions and statements represent a brief summary of biclogical
information on wolf ecology and wolfy/prey relationships distilled from numercus
scientific studies conducted in North America during the past S0 years. I have
selected topics that I feel represent some of the key biclogical issues that
impact wolf management. By necessity, this discussion is brief and worded so
that those with little technical background can assimilate the information. I
have tried to accurately summarize and interpret a large volume of data while
adhering to constraints of brevity and simplicity. If more detail is
requested, 1'd be happy to oblige.

1. Can wolves kill any animal they choose?

Numerous studies across North America on virtually every species of wolf prey
from the smallest (deer) to the largest (bison) have shown that wolves
generally kill only certain kinds of animals. These include young, old, and
infirm animals. Generally, animals in their prime (for example, moose aged
1-6) escape predation. However, during deep snow conditions that favor wolves,
prime-age animals may fall prey, but these conditions are uncommon.

These findings have been misinterpreted by some to mean that wolves only kill
"sick" animals or that because they generally kill the young, old, and infirm,
wolves can't impact prey populations. Bioclogists have never claimed wolves
kill only the sick and have stressed that predation on the young may impact
prey populations.

Studies have gslsc shown that prey animals often escape predation by a variety
of methods. An early study of moose and wolves at Isle Royale, Michigan,
indicated that during winter only 8% of moose encountered by wolves were
killed. The rest outran the wolves or stood their ground and the wolves left.
During summer, moose often escape by entering water where wolves aren't
effective. Certain prey, including goats and sheep, inhabit terrain where they
are often protected. All prey species bave evolved numerous anti-predator

adaptations.
2. Do wolves kill in excess of their needs?

Studies have shown that wolves generally consume the animals they kill, often
returning to kills over a prolonged period. They also commonly scavenge
animals that die or are killed by other predators or humans. On occasion,
wolves starve because they cannot find or kill enough prey, or their
reproduction is reduced due to food shortage.

During deep snow conditions that occur rarely, wolves may kill more than they
consume. They may also kill more young than they consume when young are very
abundant, for example in large herds of caribou. However, this "surplus”
killing has generally not been shown to have significant effects on prey

populations.
3. At what rate do wolves kill prey?
Research has shown that kill rates vary greatly depending on snow depth, prey

size, prey abundance, pack size, and many other factors. Wolves rarely kill
only one species for extended periods; most packs in Alaska have access to



several species. During summer, beaver, fish, berries, and numerous small
mammals and birds may supplement the diet.

During winter, for wolves that kill only moose, an average-sized pack (6-10)
may eat one moose per 4-5 days, but this can vary from about 2-10 days per
moose per pack. Some of these animals may be scavenged. Summer data are less
reliable and difficult to compare to winter because nutritional needs vary as
does prey size (many calves are killed) and composition. However, several
studies suggest that summer kill rates are lower than during winter.

For smaller prey, kill rates are necessarily higher. In Minnesota where wolves
kill mainly white-tailed deer {and also beaver and moose) annual kill rates per
wolf have been estimated at 15~19 deer, including summer fawns,

4. what factors control wolf populations?

In Alaska (and elsewhere) wolf populations are mainly controlled by hunting and
trapping, prey abundance, and social interactions among the wolves. Virtually
every pack in Alaska is subject to hunting and trapping, legal and illegal, but
the impact of this varies. Some packs are exploited lightly because of their
inaccessibility; others are kept at low numbers by hunters and trappers. Some
packs have been eliminated by humans.

Generally, wolves on the northern and northwestern arctic coasts are rare and
kept at low density by people. Wolves in southcentral Alaska are heavily
exploited but in much of the interior they are not.

Wolves generally declined during the late 1970's and early 1980's, apparently
in response to declines of moose and caribou that began in the mid-1960's. As
moose and caribou increased in some areas {including the Nelchina basin) wolves
were prevented from increasing by hunting and trapping.

5. What impact has land-and-shoot (LAS) wolf hunting had on wolf numbers?

The impact of LAS has varied from place to place. In some areas that are
heavily timbered with few lakes or rivers, LAS has been ineffective in reducing
wolf numbers. In other areas {including the Nelchina basin) wolves have been
kept low by this practice. Large areas of southcentral including GMU's 9, 16,
11, and 13 are ideally suited to LAS as are northern areas in and near the
Brooks Range. It is clear that where the terrain allows hunters to be
efficient, LAS has kept wolf numbers lower than they would have been with
hunting and trapping by other methods.

6. Will wolves increase indefinitely if they are not "controlled?"

Because hunting and trapping are generally effective controlling factors,
wolves will increase if exploitation stops. However, wolf populations will not
increase without limit in the absence of exploitation. For example, after the
wolf control in GMU-20A stopped, moose numbers more than tripled but wolves
increased only to about their pre-control numbers.

7. What roles did hunting, weather, food supplies, and predation play in the
moose and caribou declines of the 1960's and 1970's?



Moose and caribou populations in many areas of Alaska increased during the
1950's and early 1960's and declined into the 1970's. Research suggests that
for moose, focd supplies declined as populations increased. Deep~-snow winters
aggravated reduced food conditions and started the moose population declines.
Hunting regulation changes did not respond in time and hunting further
accelerated the declines as it also did for caribou, especially the Nelchina
and Western Arctic herds. For some moose populations {GMU-20A)}, wolves did not
start the declines, but acted after they were well underway to drive moose to
lower levels than they probably would have reached in the absence of wolves.

8. 1Is habitat (food) currently limiting moose and caribou populations in
Alaska?

Probably so in portions of southcentral including the lower Susitna valley
where large numbers of moose starved in 1989-90 and the Kenai peninsula where
plant succession has reduced habitat quality since the mid-1970's. Caribou
herds, including the Western Arctic and Nelchina herds, are also thought to be
approaching the carrying capacity of their ranges.

Probably not in portions of the interior where moose densities are low and food
seems abundant.

Maybe in other areas where few data are available on food quantity and quality
in relation to moose and caribou numbers. It is difficult to quantify these
relationships over vast areas.

9. What about bear predation?

Studies have shown that both black and brown bears (especially the latter)} can
be efficient predators on young moose calves. In some areas (for example, the
Nelchina basin) brown bears were a more significant source of calf mortality
than wolves. Bears may also kill adults, especially in spring and fall when
they are more vulnerable.

10. a) Can wolves (and bears) keep prey at low densities for long periods?
b) Can prey increase from low densities if wolves (and bears) are not
reduced by people?

There is evidence that wolves and bears acting together can keep moose at low
densities for long periods in places where people have little or no impact on
predator numbers. For caribou, it appears that this is not the case; c¢aribou
can periodically increase if alternate prey for wolves is scarce and they too
fall to low densities. Moose alsc follow this pattern if bears are absent., At
Isle Royale national park where bears are absent and people do not exploit
either wolves or moose, moose have increased periodically and reached high
densities without any form of wolf control.

11. Do we need to "control" wolves in order to harvest‘prey?

Biologists do not dispute the idea that moose populations will produce a higher
yield for people if wolves are few or absent. However, people can still hunt
and shoot moose if wolves are present as demonstrated in Alaska for many

years. As indicated in question number 4 (above), hunting and trapping impacts
wolf populations in many areas and may keep wolf densities low. Moose



abundance may be high in these areas, as it generally is now in southcentral
Alaska, and hunting by people may produce high yields. In other areas where
wolves and bears reach higher densities it may still be possible for people to
hunt, but they may be restricted to bulls only. Moose harvests in many areas
of Alaska have increased in recent years without wolf control programs.

12. Does reducing wolf density result in more moose and caribou?

Clearly, wolf control in GMU-20A during 1975-79 resulted in an increase of
moose on the Tanana flats. This is probably the best known example of a
successful wolf control program in Alaska. However, control programs in other
areas where wolf:moose ratios were higher or where bears were the problem had
less success. As discussed above, deep snow, reduced food, hunting, or bear
predation may be more important than wolf predation in controlling moose
numbers. If so, wolf control is not likely to yield benefits.

13. What is the importance of predator:prey ratios?

One of the primary factors in determining the impact of predation on prey
numbers is the ratio of predators to prey. If predators are few in relation to
prey, predation may have little controlling effect on prey numbers. However,
controlling effects may be extreme if there are many predators in relation to
prey. For wolves and moose, ratios of less than 1:30 may often result in moose
population declines if wolves have little alternate prey. If bears are
abundant, they may elevate this ratio considerably. When wolf:moose ratios are
1:60 or higher, predation likely has little impact on moose numbers.

14. Do wolf populations rapidly rebound from control programs?

Wolves have a high reproductive rate and may disperse long distances to fill
"voids". Studies in Alaska have shown that populations may increase rapidly
following control programs and pre-control numbers may be reached in 3-4
years. However, wolves in some areas (including the north slope) have not
recovered after being reduced to low densities because hunting and trapping
removes them as they recolonize.

15. Is the "balance of nature" a valid concept?

Different definitions of the balance of nature concept have emerged in recent
years. If this concept means that wolves and prey exist for long periods at
high and stable numbers, then the results of recent studies suggest this is
simplistic. Numbers often fluctuate up as well as down and local extinction of
prey is possible. However, if the concept means that wolves and prey coexist
over time in large areas, clearly this is the case. Wolves and their prey
co-evolved over thousands of years with little interference from humans.

Wolves are efficient predators that at certain times under certain conditions
may exert powerful controlling effects on prey populations. But, for their
part, prey animals have evolved the ability to survive and reproduce. The
effects of humans on both wolves and prey and their habitat in the modern world
are often the primary factors determining the "balances" that now result.
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Appendix E. Information Review and Synthesis.

Unanimous agreement
Need for long term systems approach.

Inconsistency in the interpretation of land & shoot.
Hunting wolves as big game an important issue.

Disparity in view of wolves between professional biologists and
public.

Turn over in wolf population is high.
Light harvest is likely to be compensatory mortality of young.

Man can intervene in decreasing population density situations, but
it is not often necessary.

Must avoid predator pit.
Multiple (wolf) litters are fairly common (up to 29 percent).

The final decision is political and ethical lacking direction from
biologists.

Long term solution may not be in the best interest of the species
{resource).

ADF&G may need habitat/range management to regulate human use of
all resources (need to look at the big picture).

ADF&G needs to do a better job educating the public.

Ever changing process, need flexibility and cooperation in
management.

Extreme difference in wolf status throughout the state.

Public demand/require more sophisticated management by the
agencies.

Require more public support for management agencies.

Alaska is the best place in the world for wolves. Still have the
opportunity to provide for their future and all involved.

Multiple predator systems are complex.
Wolf take strategy are different for sport/hunting and control.
It is easier for man to take wolves in flat country.

11



Without control, decreasing prey populations will remain low,
must intervene to promote a prey population increase.

Wolf populations can sustain harvest, but there is variation in a
sustainable harvest.

Need to look at IUCN model.

Healthy ungulate populations are necessary for rural Alaska.
Need more public education on requirements under the AHA.
Management policy will vary under different land jurisdiction.
Some aqreement

Wolves/prey are self regulating. Wolf control can be a solution
were prey have already been reduced.

Wolf populations are stable and doing well.

To provide prey for human take at the current level, need to
manage (harvest) predator to maintain current levels.

Wolves can sustain approximately a 30 percent harvest.

Wolves are not a biological problem, maybe an enforcement problem.
Can't adequately enforce airborne hunting of any type.

The human population is increasing, lots of habitat being lost,
need more sharing of limited wolf resources required in the
future.

Wolf populations do rebound and hit carrying capacity.

Bears have a low reproductive rate.

Hunting and trapping records are needed for wildlife that is not
currently sealed or tagged.

Questions

Should we be making environmental decisions?

Where do we have the most data on predators and prey?

Are there wolf populations in Alaska that are not studied?

Do you practice control on individual wolves or packs?

12



How do the agencies differ in interpreting the federal law?-
especially harassment.

Is there a difference between theory and research?
Do we need wolf control?
Can prey populations increase without woif control?

Is there value in the integrity of the social structure of the
pack?

Can bear control be an option?

What level of information is needed to dictate necessary wolf
control?

If a wolf population has a negative affect, how do you control it?

13
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UNICON INTERNATIONALE POUR LA CONSERVATION DE LA NATURE &T DE SES RESSOURCES
INTERNATIONAL UNION FOR CONSERVATION OF NATURE AND NATURAL RESCURCES

Commission du service de sauvegarde - Survival Service Commission

WOLF SPECIALIST GROUP

Mailing address:

North Central Forest Expt. Station
1992 Folwell Ave.

St. Paul, MN 55108

U. S8, A. ° 19 March 1984

WOLF GROUP STATEMENT ON WOLF CONTROL

The Wolf Specialist Group is part of the Species Survival Cammission
(88C) of the Internmatiocnal Union for the Conservation of Mature and
Natural Resources (IUCN). The Group advises IUCN on matters pertaining
to wolf conservation and provides guidelines for wolf management to
which member nations and their local subdivisions can look for advice
on how professional conservationists with an international perspective
consider various wolf management strategies. The Group contains members
frem the following countries: Canada, Finland, Greece, India, Israel,
Italy, Norway, Poland, Portugal, the Soviet Union, Spain, Sweden, and
the U.S.

During the last few years, game departments in Alaska and western
Canada have instituted wolf-control programs to help increase the
nurbers of wolf prey, especially caribou and moose. A thorough,
scientific investigation in Alaska strongly indicated that at least
under certain circumstances such wolf control could substantially
increase prey numbers.

Because of the widespread publicity given government wolf-control
programs, numerous conservation and protectionist organizations have

requested that the Wolf Specialist Group review the program plans and
the data on which they are based.

A "Manifesto on Wolf Conservation" was drafted by the Group under the
direction of its first chairman, Dr. Douglas H. Pimlott, in 1973 and
revised in 1982, This Manifesto recognized that wolves may scmetimes
have to be contreclled and stated that such control should be (1)
temporary, (2) based on strict scientific determination of its need,
(3) "selective, specific to the problem, highly discriminatory, and
with minimal adverse effects of the ecosystem."

The Wolf Specialist Group cannot review or critique specific management
plans for each governmental unit, not only because the Group does not
have the necessary resources but also because such a task is not the
function of the Group. The Group can only set broad principles for wolf
conservation, and within these general principles, elaborated within
the "Manifesto”, there is room for considerable diversity in wolf
management. This is as it must be, because the Group (1) must consider
the extreme differences in wolf status and ecolegy throughout the
northern hemisphere and (2) accepts the definition of conservation as



being the wise use of a natural resource. So long as a given wolf
population is not endangered, it is not within the purview of the Group
to involve itself in wolf management decisions.Nevertheless because of
the magnitude of popular concern over current wolf-control programs,

the Group feels that it has a responsibility to comment generally on
those programs.

The Group recognizes that there are circumstances under which wolves
may substantially reduce their prey populations and that in such

circumstances wolf control would help prey populations recover faster,

We believe, however, that control programs should be restricted to the
minimal area and period necessary to accamplish the goal and that the
control should be carried cut after sufficient scientifically collected
data are gathered indicating the need.The Group alsc recognizes that it
is not always possible, feasible, necessary, or desirable to wait until
a completely definitive study is conducted in each instance bhefore
control is instituted. As increasing amounts of data are ccllected from
various regions, it is scientifically valid to generalize and draw
inferences from previous studies and apply them to current situations
so long as the limitations of such an approach are recognized.

in managing ecosystems that include the wolf. Governmental units should

recognize that not only are large numbers of people interested in

harvesting big game animals that happen to be prey of the wolf, but
{ that in addition an increasing number of citizens are also interested

i The Wolf Specialist Group also believes that a balance should be struck

in wolf protection. Because of this and because it is only logical, the
Group believes that when prey populations are so low that wolf control
must be initiated, human harvest of the prey should alsc be prohibited
whenever possible in the same area and pericd as the wolf control is
practiced. Even male prey animals, which usually do not contribute
substantially per individual to the increase in a herd directly, should
not be taken by humans. This is because human removal of males reduces
the number of potential wolf prey, thus forcing wolves to prey
increasingly on females.

both humans and wolves to partake in their harvest in reasonable
numbers. Game departments, therefore, should monitor prey populations
accurately enough and often enough to regulate human and/or wolf
harvest in such a way as to minimize the need for wolf control.

In this way, the Group believes, the interests of prey, predator,

hunter, and protectionist can best be balanced.
/>4\>4L

J5

L. David Mech
Chairman

/}[C Z After prey populations recover, their careful management should allow
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Manifesto on Wolf Conservation

This Manifesto comprising a Declaraton of Principies
for ‘Woif Conssrvation and recommaended Guidelines for
Woif Consarvauon was adootad 5y the IUCNISSC Walf
Sagciatist Groun at its mesung 1in Stocknoim, Swadan,
M mws aotamear 1973 and has baen sndorsad by the
Survivar servics Commission and the Executive 3oard.

The Stockhoim meeting waz attanded sy official
daisgatss and obsarvers from 12 countiss having
important ~oif pooulations. it was the first intarnationai
maaung on the consarvation of the wolf.

Daciaration of Principias for Wolt Conservation
as, lika ail othar 'wiidlife, nave a right o existin a
wild state. This right is in 1o way relatad to thair xnown
value to mankind. instaad, it derives from the right of ail
living ¢reatures 0 CO-2xist with man as part of nawrai
scgsysiams.
2. The wolf pack is a hignly deveioosd and unique social
arganisation. The waif is gne of the most adaptanie and
important mammaiian predators. it has ons of the widest
natural geograghicai distnoutions of any mammai, it nas
neen, and in some cases sull is, the most imponant
credator of tig-game animais in the northern hemisoners,
in tnis roie, it Mas yundouotediy olayed an imoonant fart
:a the svolutien af such species and, in partcular, of
:hose cnaractenstics wnich have mads many of them
desiraple game arumals,
3. it is recognizad that walf populations have differ.
antiated into sup-spec:es which are genetically adaptad
10 particular anvironments. it is of first importance that
thess local populations De maintained in their natural
anvironments in 3 wild state. Masintansncs of genetic
aurity ot locaily adaptsd racas is a responsibility of
agancias ‘which gian to reintroduca wolves into the wild
3s well a8 zooiogical gardens that may provide 3 sourcs
for such reintroducuons.

4. Throughout recorded history man has regarded the
wolf as undesirable and has sought to axtarminaty i,
I morg than haif of the countries of the world ‘where the
wolf axisted, man has sither succssded, or is on the
verge of succseding, in axtarminating ths wolf.

jud 1 on tha woif has been hased,
tirst, on fear of the woif as a predatar g . second,

on hatrad 5eca ¥ 118 pradation an i ek
andonl wil 1 Historical perspectives suggest
‘hat to a sansidsrable extent the first fear has Deen
wased on mytn rathar tnan on fact. it is now avident that
the woif can ne longer 08 considered a serious threat 1o
man. it is true, howevar, 1at the woif has been. and.in
some cases stll is, 3 gredator of some consequence an
4omesuc iivestock and wiidlife.

-

alnex I

3. The raspensa of man, 28 reflectsd 3y the actions of
indiviauails and governmants. Nas Jeen 10 iry 10 extarmi-
nate ine wolf. This s an unterunate s auon tecause tne
zassidility now exists for the deveiopment of management
programmes which would mutigats sericus prodlsms,
while ag the same tmae permitting the wvoif 10 live in many
areas of the word whners i1s oresance would >e
acesptaple.

7. ‘Where wolf contrel messures ire nacsssary, thev
INOU e IMBosed under sirict scisntfic managemem.

Iy (Fe mMethody UIE must Ge selective. highiy dise
, Of imited ume uranon and nave minumum

side-effacts on other anima

3 The erfect of mmor altarations of 'he envm:nmnt
trough  acCUMOMIC deveicament may have serious
consaquencas {or the survivai of wolves and their oray
species in arsas whers woilves now exist. Rscognition
of the importance and status af woives shouid be taken
into account by legisiation ana in planning for the futurs
of any ragion,

9. Scientfic knowiedge of ihe role of he woif in
ecosystems is inadaquate in most countrias in which
the woif sull exists, Management shouid ba astabiished
enly on a firm scientific basis, having regard for inter.
national, natonal and regional siwations. However,
existing knowiedge is at ieast adequate (0 develop
praiiminary programmes (0 conserve and manage the
woif theoughout its range,

10. The maintenance of 'wolves in soms areas may
requirs that society at large bear the cost, 2.¢. by giving
compensation for the loss of domestic s1ocK; convarssly
thers are areas having high agricuityral vaiue where it is
not desirabls 0 maintain wolves and ‘where thair
intreduction would not be feasibia.

11. In some areas thers has Desn a marked changs in
publiic atltudes towards the wolf, Thischangain attitudes
has influsncad governments !9 ravise and aven 10
eliminate archaic laws., Thara is a comtinuing need ‘0
inform thes pubtic about the piacs ¢f the woif in nature,
12. Sccio-econeomic, acateqical angd political facsors
must de considered and rescolved prior 19 ramntroduction
of the wolf into biciogically suitadle areas frem wnich
it has been extirpated.

Guidelines on Wolf Conservation

The following guideiines 3re rscommended for
aclion on woif canservation,

A, Generai

1. Where wolvas are endangered regionaily, nationally
or internationally, full protsction shouid be accordad
10 the surviving popuiation. (Such endangered status is
signafled by inclusion in the Sed Oata Socok or by 2
declaration of the Governmant concerned.)

2 Each country should define areas suitabls for the
existencs of waives and enact suitable lagisiation two
perpetuats existing wolf populations or 0 facilitats
reintroduction. Thess areas would inciude zones in which
wolves wouid Se given full fegal protection, 3.q. as in
national parks, reserves or spacial ¢anservation areas,
and additionally zones within whicn woif sopulations
would be reguiated accarding to scalogical grinciples 1o
minimize contlicts with other forms of fand usse.

3. Socund scological conditions for 'aoives should bs
rastorad in such arsas through the rebuilding of suitable
nabitats and the re-introduction of large heroivores.

4, In specificaily dasignated wolf conservauon areas,
axtensive sconamic deveionmaent likely 10 be datrimental
(8 tha woit and its habitat should Se exciuded,

v



3. in wot managemant srogrammes. SQisons. SOuUATY
systems and soort MUNUNgG LS g mechanized venicias
snauld be cromipited,

8. Consideration snouid Se given to :he payment of
COmMpensanon for damage causad oy woives,

7. Legisiatnon snouid De 3nacled in avery county o
requirs the regisoraucn of sach wouf killed.

3. Eduoation

A dynamic aducauansi campaign should be promoted
1 Qobtain tha supoort of aH sectars of the poguiaucn
rough 2 bemtter understanging of the vaiues of 'adives
and ine significanca of therr raticnai management, |n
sargcular the following acuons ars advocateq:
{3) Prass and 3roagcast campaigns:
(b} Publicauon and wige distribution of informanon and
sducational material; and
(¢) Promotion of exnibitions, demonstrations, and
reigvant extension tachniques.

C. Tourism

Whare approgriate, general public interest in waeif
conservation shoufc e stimulated by promoting waoif.
raiatad tourist acuvities. (Canada already nhas such
acdvities in some of its nationai and provincial oarks.)

0. Research

Resaarch on wolves should be intensified, witn
particular referencea to:
(a) Surveys on swatus and distribution of weif pagu.
lauons;
{b) Studies of faeding habits, including sespeciaily
intaractons of ‘wolves with gams animals and livestock:
{¢) investigations inte social suuctyre, popuiatgn
dynamics, generai benaviour and ecology of wolves:
{d) Taxonomic wark. including studies of zossibie
Nyoridization with other canids:
{2) Research into the methods of reintroducsion of
wolves and/or tneir natural cray; and
#) Studies into human attitudes acout wolves and on
asconamic sffacts of wolives,

£. internationai Cooperation

A programma of international cooperation should e
afanned t0 inciyde:
{a) Perindical officiai meetings ¢f the countries con-
carned for the [oint planning of programmaes, study of
legisiation, and exchanging of experiences;
(3) A rapid exchanga of publications and other rasearch
information including new techniques and sgquipment:
(¢} Loaning or axchanging of personnel batween
cauntries 10 help carry out reserach activities; and
(d) Joint conservation programmes in frontier areas
whars wolves ars endangered,

%
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Anpex I2

Acceptad changes in the Manifasto on Wolf Comservation
and Guidelizes on Wolf Conservaticn

Item 7 of the Manifesto:

It {3 recognized :that occasionally there may be a sgientifically escablished
desd o reduce nou-endangerad wolf populatioms; Zfurcher it may become
sciantifically established that in certain endangaered wolf populations
specific individuals must be removed by appropriate conservatiom authoriries
for the benefi: of the wolf peopulation. Confliet with man sometimes occurs
Zrom undue economic competition or from imbalanced predacor-prey ratios
adversely affeccing orey species and/or the wolf itself. In such cases,
temporary reduction of wolf populacions may become necessary, bur reduction
measures should be Iimposed under strict scilencific management. The methods
sust be selective, specific to the problem, highly discriminatory, and

have aminimal adverse side affects on the ecosystem. Altarnative ecosystem
nanagement, including alteration of human activities and attitudes and
aon-lechal mechods of wolf managemen:c, should Se fully considered before
lachal wolf reduction is emploved. The goal of wolf management nrograms
zusc te to restore and maincain a nealthy balance in all components of

the ecosystem. Woli reduction should never result in the permanent
excirzacion of the species from any portion of ics nactural range.

Icem 11 of the Manifesto:

In some areas there nas been a marked change in public atcitudes tswards
the wolf. 7Tais change in actizudes has influenced goverrments to revise
and aven to eliminaca archaic laws. It is recognized thac educacion to
astzplish a realisctic picture of the wolf and its role in nature is most
essential to wolf survival. GEducation programs, however, must be factual
and accurace.

Item B8 of Guidelines:
3. =zducacion

A dynamic educational campaizn should be promoted to otzain the support of

all sectors of the population through a betcer understanding of the values

of wolves arnd the significance of their rational management. Public information
should 5e coordinatad and should be implemented with the help of profassionals.
Specific tools and approaches should be designed for differenz cultural and
social serstings.



3. in wail managament s/ogrammes, £oiSONS. 2ounty
SYSTEMS a1d SOQrt MUNUAG L30T Mechianizesd venmcias
snovid oe sramgited,

8. Consideration snouid e Qiven 1o :he psavrnant 3f
campensauon for 2amage caused 2y woives.

7. lLagistanon shouwid e anacied in every Sounty 0
requirs the registraucn of sach wout Kiiled.

3. Eduocation

A dynamic aducauanal campaign shouid De oromoted
1n obtain the supoert of ail sectors of the pocuiaucn
mrough 3 hetter unasrstancing of the values of woives
and tne significanca of their rational managsment in
nartcular the ‘oilowing actions are agvocatec:
{3) Prass and 3roaccast campaigns:
{5} Publicaton and wide distnbutan of infermarion and
sducatonal materiai; and
{¢) Promotion of 2xniditions, demonstrations, and
relavant axiansion tachniques.

C. Touriam

Where approgriate, general pudiic interast in waif
canservation snoula Ze sumulated by promoting waif.
related tourist actuvities. (Canada already has sucn
acuvities in 3ome of its national and provincial parks.)

O. Ressarch

Aessarcn on woives should e intensified, witn
sarticuiar referencs tq:
{a) Surveys on status and dismibution of wolt popu-
lagons;
(p) Studies of faeding habits. incluging esgeciaily
interacdons of walves withh game animals and livestock:
(¢) Investigations into social structurs, populaton
dynamics. ganerai Denaviour and ecoiogy of wolves:
() Taxonomic work. including studiss of possible
nyoridization with othier canids:
{2) Researcn inw e methods of reintroduction of
wolves and/or their natural pray: and
(fy Stuaies into human attitudes aoout walves and on
aconomic affacts of wolvas,

E. Intsrnational Cogperation

A programme of international csoperation shouid be
stanned 0 inciude:
(a) Periodical official maetings of the counwies can-
carnad for the joint planning of programmes, swdy of
lagisiation, and exchanging of sxpariencas;
(b) A rapid exchange of publicatons and other research
information including new tachiniques and squipmaent:
(¢} Loaning or axchanging of parsonnei bDetween
countrias (o Raip carry out reserach activities: and
(d) Joint conservation programmes in frantier arsas
whers wolves are andangarsd,
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teing the wise use of a ratural rasource. So lecrng as a given wolf
population is not endangered, it is not within the purview of the Group
to involve itself in wolf management decisions.Nevertheless because of
the magnitude of pepular concern over current wolf-contrcl programs,

the Group feels that it has a responsibility to ccmment generally on
those programs.

The Group recognizes that there are circumstances under which wolves
may substantially reduce their prey populations and that in such
_circumstances wolf contrcl would help prey peopulaticons recover faster.
We believe, however, that control programs should be restricted to the
minimal area and period necessary to accamplish the goal and that the
control should ke carried ocut after sufficient scientifically collected
data are gathered indicating the need.The Group alsc reccgnizes that it
is not always possible, feasible, necessary, or desirable to wait until
a campletely definitive study is conducted in each instance before .
control is instituted. As increasing amounts of data are ccllected fram
various regions, it is scientifically valid to generalize and draw
inferences from previocus studies and apply them to current situations
so long as the limitations of such an approach are recognized.

The Wolf Specialist Group also believes that a balance should be struck
in managing ecosystems that include the wolf. Governmental units shculd
recognize that not only are large numbers of people interested in
harvesting big game animals that happen to be prey of the wolf, but
that in addition an increasing mumber of citizens are also interested
in wolf protection. Because of this and because it is only logical, the
Group believes that when prey populations are so low that wolf control
must be initiated, human harvest of the prey should also be prchibited
whenever possible in the same area and pericd as the wolf control is
practiced. Even male prey animals, which usually do not contribute
substantially per individual tc the increase in a herd directly, should
not be taken by humans. This is because human removal of males reduces
the number of potential wolf prey, thus forcing wolves to prey
increasingly on females.

After prey populations recover, their careful management should allow
both humans and wolves to partake in their harvest in reasonable
numbers. Game departments, therefore, should monitor prey populations
accurately enough and often enough to regulate human and/or wolf
harvest in such a way as to minimize the need for wolf control.

In this way, the Group believes, the interests of prey, predator,

hunter, and protectionist can best be balanced.
¢
)\&«L

I8

L. David Mech
Chairman




CRANE

Starts out reading the federal law (AHA). Then reads, "The term
aircraft means...®

"The term harassment can be interpreted in the strict sense that
the mere flying over could worry, molest or annoy an animal. If a
person flies over say a wilderness area, unaware that an animal is
on the ground and he annoys the animal, in the strict sense, one
might argue that he could be held responsible. But I think that
with the legislative history and also with the way that we
interpret the act, that would be ridiculous. Considering the
historical use of the aircraft in Alaska, an interpretation like
that would create total chaos and it would mean a total prohibition
of the use of an airplane for transportation for going out to hunt.
Obviously, that's not what the USFWS means and as you can see
that's not what congress meant. The purpose and the legislative
history of the AHA tends to indicate that Congress meant the act to
cover only advertent or specifically intended harassment of
animals. If a person flies a helicopter over a wilderness area
unawvare that an animal is annoyed by the flight and with no intent
to so annoy by the flight. It can be said that the person is
harassing the animal from the common sense of the meaning. On the
other hand, if a person flies a helicopter knowing that an animal
is annoyed thereby and intending the annoyance and any
responsible/reasonable person would deem the behavior harassment.
With this then someone would argue that just to fly over to take
pictures and maybe check-out an animal so that you could land and
make a camp and conduct a hunt the next day or whatever and that
you did not intend to scare them and you inadvertently did scare
them that it wouldn't mean that it was in violation of the AHA.
That is not necessarily so. With this advertent flight where
animals were driven chased, or harassed because an individual
specifically put the aircraft intc a position to do something
connected to the animal and they responded by running away or they
jumped over a cliff or they responded in that it was obvious to the
pilot or to any reasonable person, that they were somehow annoyed
or disturbed then it would be considered harassment. The state in
itself, the act of Congress, is basically quite clear in making
three separate categories of conduct. (AHA) #1, #2 without
‘knowingly'. Strict liability is in effect, meaning that 'you did
it.' Considering the historical use of aircraft in AK and the
questions at hand on the effect of the AHA on the state's L&S
program, one must conclude that any intended action by a pilot that
moves animals to a desired location must be considered harassment,
in the terms of what the regulation defines in the federal act as
harassment.

Whenever a person moves an animal to a desired location whether its
circling above or whether it's down, driving them closely on a wolf
trail either to get them off the trail or to put them on a trail,
on the same trail back to an area where because they couldn't move
very fast the aircraft could land on them or land on a lake or some
area to get closer to do what he wants to do.



Everyone knows that shooting from the air is illegal, under the
present statutes and present regulations unless there is a permit.
All the other things discussed may not be so well known. 1In this
sense then, probably 95 percent of all aerial land and shoot wolf
hunting would be considered or construed as illegal, under the
federal law (AHA). This interpretation then is not in conflict
with the states rules. In 50 CFR 19 92.080 5) the states rule says
the following... That is not in conflict with the federal rule and
it is not in conflict with the ethic of "fair-chase." I think that
that is what the drafters of both the regulations had in mind is
basically “fair-chase" and not running an animal down. Legislative
history points out that congress did not intend to restrict the use
of aircraft as a means of transportation for hunting. Provided
that no hunting nor harassment takes place from the airplane while
airborne. While hunting with the use of the aircraft or from the
alrcraft while airborne. It is not specifically appropriate to
apply the statute in the situation where operators of aircraft
unwittingly interfere with wild animals. Intent has something to
do with it. 1Intent to place animals where one wants them or to be
connected to them by watching them and wanting to be near then.
Then it 1is necessary, but officers do not have to prove an
individuals intent to harass them if harassment took place as a
result of the action of the aircraft. While the pilot was
intending to look at them, even if he didn't intend to harass thenm,
if he brought himself into the situation where he was watching thenm
and his airplane harassed them, made a bunch of sheep jump over a
cliff, or whatever it did, then he would be considered harassing
them. And this gets into a more technical than maybe we want to be
in, but that's the realm in which the court sometimes gets and
defense or prosecuting attorneys get because they're trying do
decide whether just because the airplane flew by and had a loock at
these animals and we were going to hunt these animals the next day
and ten sheep ran off a cliff. We can't say those people had
intended to harass them because all they wanted to do was look at
them. But indeed when the airplane chased those sheep over the

cliff those sheep were harassed, The point is that when an
airplane is used to disturb, worry... or torment, then the pilot or
the aircraft has violated the airborne hunting act. When an

airplane is used to disturb, worry,... then the pilot or the
alrcraft has violated the AHA. What does this all mean? Like I
said before, 95 percent of all land and shoot actually would be
illegal under the AHA. An example of illegal activity would be
cirecling if you knew that what your activity would change the
direction or would change whatever a wolf was doing or whatever an
animal was doing on the ground. That would be the strict sense.
Not always would they be able to make a case on that, but certainly
when low flying and changing the direction of way wolves on a trail
to move them from treed areas out onto a lake on their back-tracks
on trail or specifically possibly or moving them off their beaten
trail into deep snow they couldn't move very fast so the airplane
lands on them would be considered, under the AHA, illegal. It
would be harassment. Everyone knows that it is illegal to shoot
from the air. There have been numerous prosecutions on that.
There are aerial hunters that have been permitted to shoot from the



air. That's the exception in the rule. I talked to a trapper, an
aerial trapper and I have been out in the country for a few years
flying and watching wolves and know what a little bit about how
they react. I'm not the expert in this room because I know there
are people in this room that surely have more experience in this
room than I do. I do respect this individual that I spoke to and
he did tell me something that I have a little bit of experience on
and I believe is possible. He tells me that there are ways to
legally use the states land and shoot program and I believe that's
true. The AHA does not prohibit wolf hunting and does not intend
according to legislative history, to prohibit the use of an
airplane to hunt or to transport individuals to the field. Its
intention from what I can gather and from what I read is to promote
fair-chase and not to harass.

The USFWS is not out to stop the program as it is at this point
used by the state. The US attorney in Fairbanks made a statement
to me and I think he puts it plainly and it's probably the way that
it should be interpreted in the act that the rule as it is for most
wildlife resource laws provides an exception to everything.
There's a prohibition and there's an exception. The exception is
that indeed there needs to be a program, a control program, then
the control program needs to follow the rules as promulgated. And
those rules are that permits may be issued and that there is a
control a strict control and that people may go against what the
rule is, as long as it is controlled and permitted correctly. Even
though it sounds like the AHA prohibits all this, it has an
exception to allow certain things for control. Personally and I
believe on behalf of USFWS that what we'd like to promote is
respect for the law. We have difficulty in certain areas of the
state with the law and we'd like to promote respect for the law and
not disregard for the law by promoting something that is on the
edge of or makes it appear to the public that its not
legal/illegal. That the public gets sort of straightened out so
that they don't feel some ambiguity. That is, the law says that
you can't do this but it also says there's an exception then we
need to go to that exception and be sure that its followed in that
sense.



GLOSSARY

of terms used in game management

Area-kill: The annual kill per unit area.

Breeding (or reproduction) potential: The maximun or unimpeded
increase rate of a species in an "ideal" environment.

Carrying capacity: The maximum density of wild game which a
particular range is capable of carrying.

Conservation: (concept promoted by T. Roosevelt) It recognized all
these '"outdoor" resources as one integral whole. It recognized
their "conservation through wise use™ as a public
responsibility, and their private ownership as a public trust.
It recognized science as a tool for discharging that
responsibility.

Covert: A geographic unit of game cover.

Density: The number of head of game per acre or other unit area
carried by a game range. Syn.--stand.

Escape covert: A covert serving as refuge from predator attack, by
reason of density or mechanical protection.

Factor: One of the forces reducing the numbers (decimating
factors) or retarding the increase rate (welfare factors) of
game.

Index: A condition which can be measured, and which varies as sone
other condition which cannot be measured. The former is used as
an index to the latter.

Influence: An environmental variable which influences a factor.

Interspersion: The degree to which environmental types are
intermingled or interspersed on a game range.

Irruption: A large, sudden, non-periodic increase in density,
often accompanied by an extension into higherto unoccupied
range.

Kill: The number of head killed per year from a unit of
population.

Kill-ratio: The proportion or per cent of the game population
which can be killed yearly without diminishing subsequent crops.
The ration of the yield to the population.

Leak: A loss in productivity caused by some factor.
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Dasmann, Raymond F. 1964. Wildlife Biology. John
Wiley & Sons, New York

Carrying capacity: Food, water, cover, special needs, and their
interspersion are the factors that normally determine where a
wildlife species' breeding potential will be balanced by
mortality, for that land unit.

...carrying capacity is rarely constant for long periods.

Critical limiting factor: The overall population level of that
species will be determined by that essential factor in least

supply.

Teague, Richard D. and Eugene Decker. 1979. The
Wildlife Society, wWash. D.C.

Sustained yield: 1Is the number or biomass of animals that can be
removed from a population over a long period of time while
assuring persistence of the resource.

Schemnitz, Sanford D. 1980. Wildlife Management

Technigques Manual. The Wildlife Society,
Wash. D.C.

Conservation: The act or practice of conserving; protection from
loss, waste, etc.; preservation.

Webster's NewWorld Dictionary. 1980.



FAIR CHASE

The concept of Fair Chase, of avoiding available but unfair advantage that would deprive
the animal of using its normal escape mechanisms, took its early written form in the 1893
Boone and Crockett Club publication, American Big Game Hunting. In it, Theodore Roose-
velt set forth that, “The term ‘Fair Chase’ shall not be held to include killing bear, wolf, or
cougar in traps, nor ‘fire hunting’ nor ‘crusting’ moose, elk or deer in deep snow, nor killing
game from a boat while it is swimming in the water, nor killing deer by any other method
than fair stalking or still hunting.” The foresight contained in this statement is striking when
one remembers that these practices were not unlawful in the 1890°s. This was a distinct step
toward formation of higher standards of sportsmanship afield.

Rapid advances in the field of transportation in the 1940’s and 1950’s forced a further
definition of the Fair Chase concept in a written form adopted in 1963. That statement,
printed on the back of the score charts, reads: “Spotting or herding land game from the air,
followed by landing in its vicinity for pursuit, shall be deemed UNFAIR CHASE and
unsportsmanlike. Herding or pursuing ANY game from motor-powered vehicles shall like-
wise be deemed Unfair Chase and unsportsmanlike.” Hunters entering trophies eligible for
Competition were required to sign a statement specifying that the above methods were not
used in taking the trophy scored on the chart. Pickups and unknown origin trophies were
excluded from this requirement, for obvious reasons. ’

This basic statement was again revised in January 1968, to include the use of electronic
communications for attracting, locating or observing game, or guiding the hunter to such
game, as unfair chase, and such conditions were organized into three statements that precede
the certification statement of the hunter. The hunter’s statement was also expanded to
include acknowledgement that all local game laws or regulations were followed in the hunt.
Beginning on January 1, 1975, the hunter’s signature of the Fair Chase Statement was
required to be witnessed by a Notary Public. This is further verification of the serious intent
of the Fair Chase requirements for entries.

A fourth statement of unfair chase conditions was approved for implementation as a
requirement for the 17th Awards entry period (1977-1979). This additional statement
specifies as unfair chase, “Hunting game confined by artificial barners, including escape-
proof fencing, or hunting game transplanted solely for the purpose of commercial shooting”.

Thus, the Fair Chase Statement required for hunter-taken entries in the 17th Awards and
later entry periods has four statements of unfair chase conditions that specifically disqualify
trophies for possible awards and publication. Violation of the intent or substance of the Fair
Chase concept may also disqualify trophies. Such cases are considered on an individual basis
by the Records Committee, and its decision is final in such matters. The current Fair Chase
Statement is reproduced in the score chart section of this book.

FAIR CHASE STATEMENT FOR ALL HUNTER-TAKEN TRUPHIES

To make use of the following methods shall be deemed as UNFAIR CHASE and unsportmanlike,
and any trophy cobtained by use of such means is disqualified from entry for Awards.
1. Spott::g or herding game from the air, followed by landing in its vicinity for
pursuft;
I1. Herding or pursuing game with motor-powered vehicles;
I11. Use of electronic communications for attracting, locating or observing game, or
guiding the hunter to such game:
I¥. Hunting game confined by artificial barriers, {ncluding escape-proof fencing;
or hunting game transplanted solely for the purpose of commercial shooting.

I certify that the trophy scored on this chart was not taken in UNFAIN CHASE as defined
above by the Boone and Crockett Club. I further certify that it was taken {n full com-
pliance with Tocal game laws of the state, province, or territory.

Date Signature of Hunter
(Have signature notar{zed by a Notary Public)
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. . AMERICA mummmenm
United States Department of the INterior ———
-
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE - -
IN REPLY REFER TO: 1011 E. TUDOR RD.
DARW ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503
NGV 2 6 1830
To: All Refuge Managers
Region 7

From: pﬁgQRegional Director f
Region 7 )

Subject: Alaska Wolf Management Plan

As you are probably aware, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
is embarking on the development of a wolf management plan for the
State of Alaska. This effort (endorsed by the Board of Game) has
begun with the establishment of an "Alaska Wolf Management
Planning Team" made up of private citizens (interested citizens
and those representing organizations) and the Deputy Director for
the Division of Wildlife Conservation (Division). The team is to
develop recommendations for the Division to consider. The team
met on November 14 and 15 to develop operating procedures and to
agree on the goals and objectives. The minutes of that meeting
will be provided to you once we have them. Deputy Assistant
Regional Director Schmidt will interface with that team to
provide answers to questions, provide counsel as necessary, and
keep the Fish and Wildlife Service apprised of the team's
progress. We hope the end result of this effort will be a
comprehensive plan that can be adopted by the Board of Game and
meets the legal mandates and policy requirements within the Fish
and Wildlife Service.

Attached are some handouts for your information.

Attachments

cCc:  AM




Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Wildlife Conservation

A PROPOSAL TO DEVELOP A
WOLF MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR ALASKA

January 24, 1990

INTRODUCTION

Wildlife in Alaska is managed by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game’s
Division of Wildlife Conservation (Division). The goal of wolf management is
to ensure that Alaska always has healthy numbers of wolves and their prey
and ags)roprnate habitat for both. Also, the Division and the Board of Game

(Board) must provide for both consumptive and nonconsumptive uses of
wolves and their prey.

Wolf management has become more and more difficult because some social
values have changed over the years and the public has voiced different
demands for wolves. Conflicts between people with different interests
concerning wolves have become intense, and many discussions of how wolves
should be managed in Alaska have resulted in unproductive confrontations.

There are many growing pressures and threats to Alaska’s wildlife and their
habitats. It is Imperative that we resolve this conflict so we can work together
successfully to conserve Alaska’s wildlife for all users.

Presently someone always loses in confrontations about wolf management.
We propose creating a situation in which all sides have something to win. To
do so, we propose a three stage effort, each of which would involve the public
in a meaningtul role.

The first stage inyolves develﬁping a general agreement about just what the
fundamental "problem” of wolf management is.” The problem statement will
have to be broad enough to include the concerns of most people and interest
groups.

The second stage will involve developing a statewide management plan for
wolves. The plan will identify and recommend potential solutions to the
problem. Identifyin% acceptable solutions will require both the best technical
information from wildlife scientists and managers and sincere efforts by the
public to recognize and reconcile their conflicting values and desires.

The third stage involves implementing the plan. Regulations based on the
plan will have to be passed by the Boar ilan the Division will have to develop

appropriate management and research programs to fully implement the
statewide plan,
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STAGE I: PROBLEM ANALYSIS

The Division has developed the following Problem Statement. In this
statement we have tried to boil the problem down to the basic elements which
are common to all interested parties. We realize that we may not have

represented everyone’s concerns adequately, so we are asking you to give us
your comments.

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Pt;:%ple are not %fttinﬁ.what they want when it comes to wolf management,
Different people have different desires for wolves which cover a broad range of
options. Currently, the way wolves are managed in Alaska does not satisfy the
range of those desires. Consequently, opposing groups each try to force the
state to meet their wishes, which produces a continual series of conflicts
regarding wolf management policies, techniques, and the decision-making
process.

Although the different interests can compromise to change some of the
alslpectsdof this conflict, we recognize that other aspects most likely cannot be
changed.

Unchangeable Aspects.

Human uses of wolves and their prey cover a broad spectrum of values fr
mowinﬁ animals are there (existence value) to nutritional dependence. These
uses reflect values which are often based on deeply held personal beliefs which
are not subject to change or negotiation.

nagem rategi ir or example, existence values may be
satisfied by simply protecting habitat and wildlife from human development.
However, providing for consumptive use involves allowing and maintainin

harvests of moose or caribou by humans, which may require manipulation o
habitats or predator-prey relationships. This is particularly true in less
productive northern areas where predation by wolves and bears may limit the
potential surplus of prey available to humans.

Human attitudes regarding what is proper in_the way wolves_and _other
animals are treated also_cover a wide range, These values are based upon
people’s experience and ethical judgments about treatment of wildlife
populations or individual animals. :
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Changeable Aspects.

glg the t, the Division assumed that maintaining mode i
ties of wildlife (pa *:m%rlv moose and caribou) would satisfy ev
y following this approach, the Division did not adequately acknowledge the
fact that some iIndividuals are opposed to manipulation of wildlife
?opul_at_lqns. In addition, this approac heg)ed create the perceptions that
he Division’s wolf management was intended to mainly benefit hunters, and
that the Division placed a higher value on ?rey species than on wolves. These
perceptions have alienated many people. Ironically, efforts the Division has
made to date to demonstrate our long-standing commitment to balanced
management of wolves and prey have caused some rural residents and
sportsmen’s groups to believe the Division is ignoring their traditional
hunting concerns., This feeling has contributed to opposition to license fee
increases, jeopardizing the Division’s ability to obtain additional funding
needed for a wide range of wildlife management and conservation programs.

me techni which have been used in wolf manageme re no longer
gccg%tg ] m or example, gmson which was once widely use
to kill wolves and other predators, is now anned in Alaska. Aerial shooth,
y

as part of a state administered wolf control program, is increasing
unacceptable to some segments of the Alaskan and national public. The tools
wildlife managers use and the conditions under which they are applied can be
reevaluated or changed.

Pog mmunication is often a problem v, ic in u
and government a%lgngieg, As a result, interest groups have become more
olarized, so resolving conflicts has become more and more difficult.
pposing groups offen believe that their antagonists have little
understanding of their values and have no desire to learn more. These same

feelings extend to the Division when it proposes management programs which
are unacceptable to various groups.

be changed to a more constructive "win-win" problem solving atmosphere by
involving all groups interested in wolf management in a planning process that
will allow each to develop a better understanding of the others” values and
contribute to the final product in a meaningful waiy. Peo%le who share a
common interest in the future of Alaska’s wildlife and have reached a
common ground in their understanding of predator-prey ecology and
management can work together to ensure the welfare of these species. We
believe if people recognize their common interests and work together with the
Division and the Board, we can satisfy a broad range of wildlife users, though
not necessarily at the same time in every area.
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FROBLEM CONSEQUENCES

Enough people are dissatisfied with wolf management policies and practices
that groups which share common interests in wildlife have become divided

instead of working together. This has been costly to both the resources and to
Alaskans.

Because conflicts have not been effectively resolved, different interests have
become more polarized. The atmosphere of recent Board meetings has
become highly confrontational as various groups have attempted to impose
their values on others. Costly law suits, inaccurate information campaigns,
lon& and controversial meetmﬁg of the Board, and inefficient use of Division
statf time and funds hurt Alaska’s wildlife more than they help it.

COST OF NOT FINDING A SOLUTION TO THE PROBLEM

If we do not develop a different approach to resolving the existing conflicts
and choosing management strategies, then everyone interested in the long-
term welfare of Alaska’s wildlife will suffer.

Qur decision-making forum has been highly charged and confrontational. If
this continues, the public will become more frustrated over not getting what
thef want. This problem affects all public interest groups and individuals as
well as the Division.

People who favor the more extreme types of management (either full
protection of wolves, virtually unlimited harvest, or government control
program?}_ may find their influence dramatically affected by changes in
elected officials or people appointed to the Board. Guarding their viewpoints
and enforcing their desires may require constant lobbying efforts.

People who want more wolves may find their efforts blocked by their
opponents even in areas where ;frey species are abundant. Illegal "vigilante”
actions may be taken against wolves in some areas.

Peo;ile who want more prey or fewer wolves mag' find their efforts blocked by
legal maneuvering or political pressure. Opportunities to hunt or trap wolves
and their prey in some areas may decrease or be greatly restricted.

Unless this issue is resolved, the Division and the Board will spend more time
and money dealing with the controversy of wolf and prey management at the
expense of other important activities. The Division’s working relationship.
with all users will suffer and Eublic support for a variety of programs will be
reduced. Conflicts between the Division and other agencies will increase in
number and cooperative research and management programs on federal
areas may be reduced or damaged.

The most unfavorable consequence is that all concerned parties will be unable
X)I wlgk together in an eftective partnership for wildlife conservation in
aska.



ALASKA WOLF MANAGEMENT PLANNING TEAM

GOALS

To help increase public awareness, understanding, and agreement on wolf conservation
and management 1 Alaska

To help promote communication among the public, interest groups, and the Department
of Fish and Game

To advise the Department and the Board of Game on the management and conservation
of wolves in Alaska

OBJECTIVES
To review the status and ecology of wolves in Alaska

To review existing policies and procedures for the management and conservation of
wolves in Alaska

To recommend goals and objectives for the management and conservation of wolves in
Alaska over the next 5 to 10 years

To identify public uses of wolves and their prey which are compatible with these goals
and objectives

To identify which uses of wolves are in conflict with each other and recommend ways to
reduce or eliminate these conflicts

To expedite the flow of information between the Department and the broad spectrum of
public interest groups

To recommend specific management options for ensuring the long-term conservation of
wolves in Alaska and for satisfying the greatest variety of public desires for wolf
management in the state :

The role of the Planning Team is to make recommendations to the Department and the
Board on how wolves should be managed in Alaska. Recommendations from this team
and all interested parties will be used to help develop a statewide strategic management

lan, The Department will then submit a proposed plan to the public and the Board for
ormal review and eventual adoption. It must be recognized that the Department
considers these recommendations to be very important and will follow them as closely as
Fossible, but that laws, regulations, and cooperative agreements with other agencies do
imit how wolves can be managed. Also, any changes 1n hunting or trapping regulations
must be adopted by the Board of Game.

MEMBERSHIP

Members will be appointed by the Director of the Division of Wildlife Conservation.
The group will consist of up to 12 members representing a broad spectrum of interests.



One seat each will be allocated to a representative of the Board of Game and the
Division. Team members should represent the following interests: recreational hunting,
subsistence hunting, nonconsumptive use, environmental, animal welfare, big game
guiding, tratppmg, tourism, and education. At least one member of the team should be a
member of a fish and game advisory committee. The team should have a broad
geographic representation within the state and include a national interest (e.g., a state
resident who is a member of a national organization).

MEETINGS

During the first year, from four to six meetings will be held in Anchorage. The first
meeting will be two to four days in duration and will include a public forum. We plan to
contract the services of a protessional facilitator to initiate this effort and to conduct a
workshop on problem resolution and mediation. Following the initial session, meetings
will be one to two days in duration. Teleconferences may be held between meetings.
Guidelines for meetings will be developed during the initial meeting. Group consensus
will be the preferred approach for resolving conflicts and formulating recommendations.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

To attain the broadest representation on the Planning Team, we are contacting all
individuals and organizations who may have an interest in the planning process and
asking for their recommendations on candidates. Below is a list of organizations we are
contacting.

If you know of others (or individuals) we should contact, please inform us. Interested
members of the public will be encouraged to share their ideas and concerns with team

members and the Department throughout the planning process.

All iocal Fish and Game Advisory Committees and Regiona! Councils

Alaska Big Game Handgunners Association
Alaska Big Game Trophy Club

Alaska Bowhunters Association

Alaska Center for the Environment
Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society
Alaska Conservation Foundation
Alaska Environmental Lobby

Alaska Federation of Natives

Alaska Frontier Trappers Association
Alaska Outdoor Council

Alaska Professional Hunters Association
Alaska Professional Sportsmen's Association
Alaska Public Lands Information Center
Alaska Sports and Wildlile Club

Alaska State Archers Association
Alaska State Rifle & Pistot Association
Alaska Trappers Association

Alaska Wildlife Alliance

Anchorage Audubon

Anchorage Sportsmen's Association
Arctic Audubon

Clear Sky Sportsmen’s Club

Delta Sportsmen’s Association

Ducks Unlimited (Alaska Chapier)
Foundation for North American Wild Sheep (Alaska Chapter)
Ft. Wainwright Sportsmen's Association
Glacicr Bear Archers

Golden North Archery Association
Greenpeace (Alaska Regional Office)
Interior Wildlife Association of Alaska
[nternational Moose Federation

zaak Walton League

Juneau Audubon

Kenai Audubon

Kenai Trappers Association

Kodiak Audubon

Kodiak Island Sportsmen’s Association
Matanuska Valley Spontsmen

Midnight Sun Hybrid Wolf Association

Lyon Canal Conservation

Narrows Conservation Coalition

National Audubon Socicty (Alaska Regional Office)
Nationa! Wildlife Federation (Alaska Regional Office)
Nature Conservancy (Alaska Regional Office)
North American Woll Society

Northem Alaska Environmental Center
Peninsula Sportsmen

Petersburg Rod and Gun Club

RuralCap

Safari Club [nternational (Alaska Chapter)
Sierra Club (Alaska Regional Office)

Sitka Conservation Socicty

Sitka Sportsmen’s Association

Southeast Alaska Conservation Council
Southeast Alaska Trappers Association

Taku Conservation Society

Tanana Valley Sportsmen's Association
Territoriat Sportsmen

The Wilderness Society (Alaska Regional Office)
Tok Shooters Association

Trustees for Alaska

United States Wolfl Hybrid Association {(Fairbanks Chapter)

University of Alaska (Wildlife Department)
Valdez Sportsmen’s Association

Wolf Song of Alaska

Wrangell Resource Council

Yakutat Resource Conservation Council
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Historical and current
perspectives on wolf
management in Alaska

Samuel J. Harbo, Jr.
Frederick C. Dean

1. Abstract

The significant socio-political events
and conditions relating to woif control and man-
agement in Alaska since 1900 are summarized.
Indiscriminate killing, characteristic of the early
20th century, was suppliemented with territorial
bounties. Following World War If a federal
control program was developed with emphasis
on poisons and aerial hunting. Statehood in
1959 coincided with incressing concem for wolf
populations: formal controi was discontinued
except around domestic livestock. The 1970
were chanicterized by sharp increases in wolf
numbers, declining ungulate populations, state-
initiated control operations, and intense complex
litigation. Each of these phases has been
covered in considerable detail.

2. Introduction

Wildlife management programs resuit
from complex relationships between human val-
ues and desires and are not based solely on the
biological components of resource sysiems.
Consequently we have focused on the historical
and socio-political framework, A review of the
biological aspects of at least one series of recent
wolf controf actions is currently being prepared
by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
{ADF&G). The present paper gives the outline
of this review, but those who require greater de-
tail will have to rcad extensively in the many
documents we have referred to.

The authors prepared the following re-
view, presented as an annotated chronology. to
highlight agency programs, public attitudes, and
some of the factors influcncing them. A great
deal of information was obtained from annual
reports submitted by the federal Branch of Pred-
ator and Rodent Control (BPRC), Alaska Dis-
trict, of the US Fish and Wildlife Service
(USF&WS) for the fiscal years 195065, For
economy of space, specific references to these
reports as well as citations for commonly
known information are excluded. Alaskan geo-

Note: Copiet of ADF&G Federal Aid Wildlife Re.
ports and other unpublished reponts may be obtained
from the Alaska Dep. of Fish and Game. Subpon
Building, Junesu, AK 9980! or from the Fish and
Wildlile Reference Service. Unit [, 3840 York St.,
Denver, CO 80208,

Offaiv . /3 5p.

graphic names are referenced to appropriate
Game Management Units (GMU) shown in Fig-
ure 1. Material in sections entitled phases | to
IV are brief thumbnail sketches of events from
the more distant past. Phase V deals with recent
events.

3 Phase | — Indiscriminate wolf con-
troi during the cariy 20th century
During the early white settlement and
mining period there was fittle if any organized
government wolf (Canis lupus) controi; the
public generully considered wolves as com-
petitors. Private control efforts were widespread

Figure 1
Came management units in Alaska

and quite possibly effective over large aress,
1900. There was extensive market hunting in
interior Alaska because of the large number of
miners. Dall sheep (Ovis dalli) were sold in
Fairbanks (GMU 20) by the hundreds, Sledge-
lcads of moose (Alces alces) were dumped by
the trail to town when outbound hunters re-
ported that the price had dropped severely. Mar-
ket hunters commonly poisoned the remains of
carcasses in order to kill wolves. Wolf pop-
ulations were reportedly low.

1903. The Camp Fire Club of America (CFCA)
was formed. Influential members of the scientif-
ic community, such as Emest Thompson Scton,

Figure 1
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William T. Hornaday, and Gifford Pinchot lob-
bied strongly on Alaskan parks and wolf controi
(Belt 1956).

1914. The US Biological Survey was authorized
by Congress to conduct experiments and de-
monstrations on animal control. including
woives (Young and Goldman 1944).

1915, The first federal appropriation was passed
specifically for Biological Survey control work
on federal lands (Young and Goldman 1944).
1915, The first territorial legislature passed a
$10 wolf bounty (Lensink 1959, in ADF&G
Annu. Rep. for 1958). Bounties were paid con-
tinuously until 1968 (later in some areas), well
after statehood.

{917. Congress established Mount McKinley
National Park (between GMUs {3 and 20) after
heavy lobbying by CFCA and others.

1926, In one of few recorded counts from the
period, Frank Glaser, a guide who eventually
became an expert federal wolf hunter, tailied
5000 Dall sheep in 2 240-km stretch of Alaska
Range just cast of McKinley Park (BPRC 1953,
unpubl. rep.). This indicated an abundance of
sheep.

1936. William Beach reported few sheep in
Mount McKinley National Park compared to his
observations in 1925 (Belt 1956). Cahalane
(1946) described considerable evidence relating
the sheep decline with severe winters.

1937-47. CFCA urged wolf control in Mount
McKinley National Park because of low sheep
numbers (Belt 1956). The National Park Service
initially responded by starting Adolph Murie’s
study of wolves and sheep in the Park. The US
Biological Survey’s pre-World War 1l wolf con-
trol work in Alaska mostly concerned reindeer

. (Rangifer tarandus) herds.

1944, Murie {1944) concluded: “The wolf is the
chief check on the increase of the Dall sheep in
Mount McKinley National Park . ... wolves
prey mainly on the weak classes of sheep .. ..
[such predation indicates] normal predator-prey
udjustment. ., .". Differences of views on park
management flared. Belt (1956) commented:
“Murie's report failed to outline any emergency
policy. It was an elaborate treatise on animal
behaviorism. The only ... indications of a poli-
cy were in favor of the wolf ...™.

52

4, Phase [I — Organized federal wolf

control during territorial days

The federal wolf contro program be-
came one of the dominant aspects of wildlife
management in Alaska. Biological information
on predator-prey interactions was still scarce
and public attitudes were still largely anti-wolf,
19435-46. CFCA drafted and had introduced into
Congress Bill HR-5401, directing rigid control
of wolves in Mount McKinley National Park
{Belt 1956}, The National Park Service reluc-
tantly decided to kill up to 15 wolves (about
50%) on the Park sheep range before passage of
the Bill (Cahalane 1946),
1948. The BPRC expanded its operations in
Alaska. The acquisition of a Super Cub aircraft
the following year allowed intensive aerial hunt-
ing.
1950. The BPRC’s national policy contained the
statement: *{On wildemess areas] ... where
predators do not jeopardize livestock or game
on or near the arca, the Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice does not advocate or practice predator con-
trol” (Presnail 1950). However, operations in
Aiaska left room for argument about the in-
terpretation of "“wildemess™, “jeopardize™, and
“practice”,
1951. Mount McKinley National Park wolf con-
trol ended; probably fewer than 12 wolves had
been shot. snared, or trapped during the 6 years
since Bill HR-5401 was introduced (W. Nancar-
row, pers. comm.). .
1952. Termitorial Sportsmen inc.. a Juneau
(GMU 1) club, began continuing financial sup-
port of local BPRC control work. “Operation
Umiat” established three two-man hunting teams
with aircraft, which covered approximately
65 000 km? on the north slope of Brooks Range
{GMU 26) between 21 March and 8§ May.
Aerial hunting and poison baits killed 259 of
the 334 wolves seen (BPRC 1952, unpubl. rep.;
Leveque 19543, National publicity produced
substantial adverse reaction. “Umiat” probably
intensified the debate between biologists and
control agents in Alaska regarding the need for
widespread control. A. Starker Leopold and F,
Fraser Darling, sponsored by the Conservation
Foundation, toured Alaska during much of the
summer; they saw most aspects of USF&WS
and Alaska Game Commission operations,

BPRC restricted poison stations in southeast
Alnska (GMUs 1-4) to the period 15 October -
31 March as protection for bears. Baits were
often set on lakes by uerial drops (Fig. 2).

5. Phase il — Transition preceding state
management

During the 1950s there were incroasing
differences of opinion between many biologists
and most control agents about the necessity of
wolf control. Public attitudes were slowly be-
coming pra-wolf, based largely on the wilder-
ness symbolism of wolves and thewr rarity else-
where: reaction against the usc of poison
increased.

Wolf control was becoming more
oriented toward specific situations, Bounty sys-
tems were being questioned more frequently
although many people justified them as a form
of rural weifare.

1933. BPRC modificd the “coyotc getter”
{cyanide bait gun) for use on wolves; in spite of
problems, this became the standard control
method in summer. A BPRC staff of six or
seven field men covered the territory. Leopold
and Darling (1953) discounted the significance
of predation in unhunted or lightly hunted
moose and caribou populations and urged local
assessment before implementing wolf control.
Fire was considercd a major fuactor in the reduc-
tion of caribou winter ranges, and predation was
rccommended as one tool for regulating caribou
numbers.

1954, Heavy reindeer losses to wolves were
documented for the Kotzebue urea (GMU 23),
1953-54. In southeast Alaska, the BPRC agent
stated he was concentrating on specific problem
areas in contrast to the scattered approach pre-
viously used.

It has 1o be admitted that after many
years of bait station work on the be-
aches of southecastern Aluska nothing
wis fearned of wolves except that they
do come to the beaches and will be kil-
led if they cat lethal baits (BPRC, un-
publ. Annu. Rep. FY1954),

Three teams of private aerial hunters
shot about 200 wolves in arctic Alaska; caribou
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Figure 2

A USF&WS biologist and assistant examine wolf car-
casses from & poison bait station near the interior vil-
luge uf Northway in the carly 1950s. This scene close-
1y paralicls those scen it the time in coastal southcast
Alaska (photo courtesy of USF&WS)

>

killed annually by lfupiag in the Arctic were
cstimated at {5 000 (Woolford 1955,
USF&WS., unpubl. rep.).

1955 . Five tcams of aeriad bounty hunters shot
more than 90 wolves in 6 weeks in northern
Alaska.

1956. Crisler (1956) concluded that there was
significant selection by wolves for weak and
crippled caribou. Woll populations were gener-
ally increasing throughout Alaska cxcept on the

Alaska Peninsula (GMU 9). Bounty hunters
ook over 200 wolves in the Kotzebue region.
1957. The Secretary of the Interior closed the
Nelchina Basin (GMU 13) to the taking of
wolves to permit rescarch on undisturbed pre-
dator-prey interaction; biologists felt caribou
were nearing the carrying capacity of the runge
and thus incrcased predation was desirable.

The Territorial legislature transforred
the Co-operative Predator Control Program from

the Treasurer’s Office to the new ADF&C. A
new co-operative agreement was signed: BPR
was to be in charge of control and ADF&G i
charge of investigations. BPRC admitted that
predutor-prey interactions were not well un-
derstood. and that wolf propulations were in-
creasing in spite of the control program.

A private aerial bounty team killed !
wolves in the first significant humt in the fon
ted interior.




Over 200 dead moose, presumed wolf
kills, were reported from the Koyukuk Valley
(GMU 24); the spring snow had a hard crust,
easing wolf travel. '

BPRC was to decide the priorities, un-
der its predator priority rating system, of three
factors: human use of the area; predator and
prey population levels; and range conditions.
Strychnine was the common poison used
(Fig. 3).

1958. Arctic Wild, a book by Crisler (1958),
fostered much pro-wolf sentiment.

More than 1500 wolves were killed in
the previous 6 years in GMU 26, which in-
cludes the Operation Umiat area. It was only in
this year that biologists discovered the location
of the calving grounds of the Western Arctic
Caribou Herd, which uses parts of GMUs 23,
24, and 26. This late discovery is an example
of the general lack of biological knowledge of
Alaska wildlife. The total cost of wolf and
coyote bountics in Alaska up to 1958 was over
$1.5 million.

1959. ADF&G analysis of bounty systems
stated (Lensink 1959, ADF&G Annu. Rep.
1958):

Predator control is a necessary and val-
uable too! of wildlife and fisherics man-
agement. To be most useful this tool
should be applied at the right place, at
the right time, and in the most efficient
way possible. All of these requirements
can be met by a carefully designed pro-
“gram, but none of them is achicved
with a bounty system.

BPRC reopened the Kotzebue station.
particularly for wolf control around reindeer
herds. -
ADF&G began intensive studies on
wolf carcasses. Burkholder (1959) reported no
discernible prey selection in his Nelchina study.

The Predator Control Committee of the
Tanana Valley Sportsmens Association failed to
reach agreement, after many interviews and two
winters of study, on the need for wolf control
or the methods to be used (Tanana Valley
Sportsmens Association, 1959, Fairbanks, AK,
unpubl. rep.).

54

Figure 3
Seal blubber baits (3000 L) being preparcd with
strychnine in the 1950s (photo courtesy of USF&WS)




6. Phase iV — State assumption of
predator management

Controf of predator management was
assumed by the State of Alaska. increased
game. trophy, and acsthetic status for the wolf
was widely promoted: at the same time public
interest in environmental concerns grew rapidly.
1960. On | January the new State of Alaska
assumed authority over decisions concerning
resident wildlife and whether to conduct con-
trol. Gume biologists felt it advisable to reduce
both the Arctic and Nelchina caribou herds be-
cause of deteriorating runge conditions.

Some polur bear guides. responding to
the public’s changed perception of wolves us
trophies, began introducing their clients to acrial
wolf hunts following the bear hunts.

BPRC wolf control was restricted to
reindeer range, By local agreement at Fair-
banks. ADF&G decreed: (a) “getters™ were 0
be used only in emerygency situations. (b} bait
stations were to be cheeked every 10 days, and
{c} wolf carcasses should be rccovered for
bivlogical study whencver possible. ADF&G re-
quired reduced wolf control on Tanana Flats
{GMU 20) because the moose population was
large and generally inaccessible: wolf numbers
there were increasing slightly. In another arca
four wolves were released on Coronation Island
{GMU 3) ay an cxperiment with wolf-deer rela-
tions (Merriam 1964).

1961. The Alaska Big Game Trophy Club
actively promoted trophy status for wolves
taken after “fair chase™. BPRC reduced their
staff in Alaska to three permanent employees
und ADF&G assumed responsibility for the Nel-
china wolf study, Figure 4 summarizes BPRC
control effort through 1962, Numbers of wolves
were reported to be increasing generaily except
in arctic areas. Rausch presented a review paper
on wolf management at the Alaska Science
Conference (Rausch 1961).

1963. Mowat (1963) published a largeiy un-
supported account of wolves: he discounted the
significance of wolf predation on caribou. The
book becamie a bestscller and generated wide-
spread sympathy for wolves,

The Alaska Board of Fish and Game
classified wolves both as big game and furbear-
crs. The Board also promulgated regulations im-

Figure 4
Methods used by the federal Branch of Predator and

Rodent Control to remove predators in Alaska

Figure 4
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posing 4 limit of two wolves taken by aerial
bounty hunting in arctic Alaska,

1964. A study of Coronation [sland showed a
drastic reduction in the number of deer as a re-
sult of the wolves released there in 1960
(Merriam 1964),

The report of the Leopold Committee
on fcderai predator control policy. given at the
North American Wildlile Conference. recom-
mendced the establishment of an advisory board.
the need for internal reassessment. and explicit
criteria pertaining to the legal controf of
poisons, ¢tc, (Leopold 1964).

Rausch (1964) summarized progress in
wolf management and research in Alaska since
1959 and reported low wolf productivity in arc
tic Alaska.

1965. The Secretary of the Interior adopied th
Leopold Committee report as policy. A study
wolf predation on moose on Isle Royale re-
ported that wolves were strongly selective of
culves and older adults and that, in gencral, p
dation was maintaining the moose herd withir
food limits and in good condition (Mech 196t
The study further promoted the positive imag
of the specics.




1966. Gordon Haber began studies in Mount
McKinley National Park; these led to an ecosys-
tem mode! (Haber 1977) and hypotheses which
he later invoked during a long debate with
ADF&G.

1967. 1t was stated in the proceedings of a sym-
posium on wolves that wolves in Alaska show-
ed strong reproductive performance and that pup
morality was the cause of fluctuating pop-
ulations (Rausch 1967).

A new federa! policy on the control of
damage by animals emphasized co-operation
with states and landowners: opcrational guide-
lings appeared restrictive but essentially per-
mitted most earlier practices (Anon. 1967,
1979).

7. Phase V — Active wolf control by
state and court intervention
The next section deals with the last de-
cade in greater detail. The various developments
discusscd in phases I-1V conceming changes

from ncar-colonial status to statchood. increases

in ecological understanding, changing emphasis
from consumptive to non-consumptive interest
in wildlife. and the development of legal pro-
cesses to support public concern about environ-
mental problems should be kept in mind.

During this decade, bounties were abo-
lished. tight controls on acrial hunting were im-
posed. state biologists’ attitudes toward wolf
control changed, wolf control resumed, and the
courts became involved,

In 1968 the Alaska State Legislature
granted the Board of Fish and Game the author.
ity to abolish bounties on an individual GMU
basis. The Board did so in all except some
GMUs in southeast Alaska, where a bounty per-
sisted for several more years.

In 197t US-Congress enacted Public
L.aw 92-157, known:as the Airbormne Hunting
Act, which prohibited use of aircraft in hunting
except under state permit. Alaska chose to con-
tinue issuing aerial hunting permits through the
winter of 1971/72, which infuriated those whe
thought the federal law had completely banned
such hunting. Partly in response to public out-
cry. the ADF&G Commissioner halted further
issuance of aerial wolf-hunting permits.

36

Some groups bitterly denounced the
cessation of aerial hunting. The Interior Wildlife
Association, a newly formed organization
whose goals were cessation of cow-moose hunt-
ing and reinstitution of wolf control, published
the first issue of Alaska Wildlife Digest in the
latter part of 1972. The Digest’s articles attack-
ing the ban on aerial permits matched the for-
vour of the arguments that only months earlier
had castigated ADF&G for continuing permits.
Thus, one segment of society elevated wolves
to a value above that of other animuls. while
another seemed to place only negative valucs on
walves. A report on predator control and boun-
ties in Alaska briefly summarized the situation
that prevailed during the early years of state-
hood (Anon. 1972).

In 1973, the Board of Fish and Game
and ADF&G published a series of policy state-
ments made necessary by increasing human
population and rcsource development (ADF&G
1973, unpubl. rep.). They included the state-
ment that:

Traditionally, game munagement has
emphasized maximum production of un-
gulates for man’s use .. .. [but] aesthe-
tic or nonconsumptive uses arc gaining
prominence in resource manage-

ment. .., Wolves ... will survive if
ungulates are managed successfully.
providing they receive a minimum of
protection from humans. In this sense
wolves can be considered an indicator
of our stewardship of Alaska's land.
Land areas supporting substantial pop-
ulations of wolves have not been se-
verely abused by man. ...

Whenever substantial conflicts arise be-
tween humans and wolves over the use
of prey, the wolf population will be
managed to minimize such conflicts.
The various recreational and aesthetic
values of the wolves will be considered
equally with similar values of the prey
species in the final management decision.

Many significant reductions in the sizes
of important prey populations had occurred con-
currently with increased protection afforded

wolves from 969 o 1972, Some examples are:
the Nelchina Caribou Herd decreased from
approximately 70 000 animals in 1962 to less
than 8000 in 1972 (Bos 1975): the moose pop-
ulation in GMU 20A decreased from more than
10 000 in 1965 to about 2900 in 1974 (Coady
1976a.b; ADF&G 1979, unpubl. issue paper
79-07); and the Steese-Forty Mile Caribou Herd
decreased from 40 000 in the 1960s (Skoog
1968) to approximately 5000 by 1974 (Davis er
al. 1975, ADF&G Fed. Aid Wildl. Rep.). The
coincidence of prey population declines and in-
creased protection {and populations) of wolves
increased the clamour to reduce wolf numbers.
although other factors such as winter mortality
and the increased take by humans were also
clearly responsible for the declines,

By 1973 Alaskan wildlife managers had
data from several depressed prey populations
that seemed to implicate wolves (Rausch and
Hinman 1975). In southcast Alaska for cx-
ampic, the abundant deer populations of the late
1950y and carly 1960s declined by the eurly
19705 to low levels on all major islands where
there were wolves, but persisted at moderate
levels on major islands without wolves (Rausch
and Hinman 1975, Olson 1979).

The decline of the GMU 20A moose
population, a population now hunted mainly by
Fairbanks residents using motorized surface
vehicles secemed to be caused by weather
(Fig. 5), harvest by humans (Fig. 6). and preda-
tion by wolves (Coady 1976a.b). Although the
GMU 20A moose population had dectined by
1971 to well below the carrying capacity of the
habitat (Coady 1976a.b). poor calf and yearling
survival followed the mild winters of 1971/72,
1972/73 and 1973774 (McKnight 1974, 1975,
and 1976, ADF&QG Fed. Aid Wildl. Rep.:
Coady 1976a,b). By 1973 the data convinced
wildlife managers in Alaska that wolves, at the
very least, contribute to declines in prey pop-
ulations and help keep them low. By 1974 the
managers reached a conclusion that was un-
thinkable 10 years earlier: in order 1o rehabili-
tate the depressed GMU 20A moose population
so that desired levels of harvest by humans
could be reinstated in a reasonable time, wolf
control should be undenaken. ADF&G officials
recognized public controversy would cnsue,
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Figure §
Estimated moose abundance and yearlings per 100
cows in GMU 20A mouse populations {courtesy of
ADF&G)
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requiring a cautious and considercd approach on
their part. In carly 1975 a rccommendation was
submittcd to the Board of Fish and Game for
approval.

Using limited survey data, ADF&G
biologists cstimated the GMU 20A wolf popula-
tion &t about 175 (Rausch and Hinman 1973).
Fairbanks residents believed wolves were
numerous locally because during the winters of
1974 and 1975 30-35 dogs were killed by
wolves at outlying homes in the Greater Fair-
banks area. There was increased concern for the
safety of school children walking to and from
school buses during the dark, but in fact there
were no instances of wélves attacking humans,

In February 1975 the Board approved a
plan to hire private pilot-gunner teams to shoot
wolves, directing the Commissioner to imple-
ment the plan immediately. A prompt law suit
filed on 18 February 1975 in the Alaska Superi-
or Court. Third Judicial District, by the Fair-
banks Environmental Center, Friends of the
Earth, and several individuals, resulted in an in-
junction on 3 March 1975 halting the program,
The suit was resolved in favour of the plaintiffs.
not on the grounds that the control activity was
hiologically inadvisable. but on a technical

violation of an Alaskan statute involving pro-
mulgation of regulations. Rausch and Hinman
(1975) reported on the managers’ perception of
the wolf cantrol controversy.

‘The acrimonious public controversy
over wolf management in Alaska prompted the
Commissioner. in a letter dated 17 Junc 1975,
to request the National Audubon Scocicty to con-
duct an impartiai review of wolf management
policies in Alaska. The Scciety confirmed their
willingness to undertake such a review, specify-
ing the funding needed. At the same time.
ADF&G continued with its wolf reduction
plans.

In spring 1975 the Alaska Legislature
split the Board of Fish and Game into two
scven-member boards, the Board of Fisheries
and the Board of Game. In December 1975,
ADF&G submitted a modified wolf control plan
to the Aluska Board of Game (following the
legal rebulf the previous March), Moose in-
vestigations in GMU 20A during 1973, follow-
ing another favourable winter. revealed contin-
ucd low calf and ycarling survival with the de-
pressed population cither stable or still declining
(McKnight 1976, ADF&G Fed. Aid Wildl.
Rep.).

GMU 20A was not the only location in
which officials felt action had to be taken. In
GMU S a small moose population, important to
local hunters, was subjected to significant wolf
predation after'scvere winters and possibie over-
exploitation by humans had reduced the herd
(Rausch and Hinman 1975). The human harvest
of moose had declined from more than 300 an-
nually in 1968 and 1969 to only 147 in 1973
(McKnight 1975, ADF&G Fed. Aid Wildl.
Rep.). Wolf reductions were to be recom-
mended if the monetary resources of ADF&G
permitted.

A third project planned by ADF&G in
1975 was to carry out research on wolves in
rclation to moose in GMU 13, in order to leamn
morc about wolf-prey ccology in Alaska. The
project necessitated complete extirpation of
wolves {about 45) in an 8000 km* experimental
area, and subsequent comparison of moose (calf
and yearling) survival with that in 1 ncarby arca
where wolves had not been removed. A study
on food habits and ccology was already in pro-

Figure 6
GMU 20A moose harvest from 1963 to 1975 (cour-
tesy of ADF&C)
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gress in those two areas, using radio-collured
wolves; the study was supported by federal Pitt-
man-Robertson funds (Stephenson 1978,
ADF&G Fed. Aid. Wildl. Rep.). The new
ADF&G project was reviewed and approved by
USF&WS officials for federal aid. The Board
of Game approved all three projects (GMU
20A, GMU 13 control study. and GMU 35) in
December 1975, directing ADF&G to use fixed-
wing aircraft and helicopters, with only
ADF&G personne! participating. This last di-
rective cnabled the operation to be monitored
and closcly regulated in order to alleviate public
concern about numbers and locations of wolves
taken. The Board specified that wolf reductions
in.GMUs 5 and 20A should not exceed 80%
and that the objective should be a ratio of |
wolf to 100 moose. This ratio was based on
obscrvations that moose populations with ratios
of 1 wolf 10 20 or fewer moase declined
(ADF&G 1979, unpubl. issue paper 79-07).
Therefore it was considered that a population
with a 1:100 ratio should surely incrcase. The
wolf reductions in the three GMUs were tenta-
tively scheduled to run for 34 years, but the
GMU § project was ncver implemented because
of inadequate funds,

Meanwhile ADF&G and the National
Audubon Socicty had finalized the terms of the
review of Alaskan wolf management policics.

W



However, in view of the above actions by the
Board, the Society's Executive Vice-President,
in two letters to the Commissioner, dated 16
January and 4 February 1976, expressed con-
cern that the credibility of the review would
probably be severely damaged. He reasoned that
the public might gain the impression that *.,,
the National Audubon Society consented to or
gave tacit approval to .. ."” the control pro-
grams, and that ™. .. our study team would be
handicapped in its search for facts and unbiased
opinion in the present atmosphere of emotional-
ly charged controversy”. Unless ADF&G can-
celled the hunts, the Society would withdraw
from the contract. The Commissioner responded
in a letter on 9 February 1976 by stating, in
part:

There was never a suggestion much less
a commitment that any of our programs
... would be put on ice until the ...
study had been concluded. We are cer-
tainly not attempting to polish our im-
age by associating with the Audubon
Society and ... our motives are sincere
in seeking an objective third-party
assessment of the wolf situation in
Alaska.

If such an endeavor at this time would
unavoidably implicate the Audubun
Society in issues that could only prove
damaging to your conservation objec-
tives and credibility, then | can certain-
ly understand the decision to abandon
the study that we had contemplated.

The control programs proceeded, and the Soci-
ely withdrew from the contract.

Meanwhile efforts to delay or stop the
control programs were initiated. Nationa) televi-
sion editorials generated a great deal of atten-
tion: ADF&G had to contend with substantial
misrepresentation. Thousands of protesting let-
ters were addressed to the Governor or
ADF&G.

A calendar of the most important events
foilows:

5 Jan. 1976. A letter was sent by the Defenders
of Wildiife to the Secretary of Defense demand-
ing an Environmental Impact Statement (E1S)
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before allowing control by ADF&G on the De-
partment's [ands in GMU 20A.

19 Jan. 1976. The USF&WS suspended funds
for the wolf reductions in GMU 13. However,
the State decided to continue the project using
State funds.

22 Jan, 1976. The Deputy Assistant Secretary
of Defense requested certain information about
control programs and officially requested that
the programs not be implemented on the De-
partment’s lands until further notice, The State
acquiesced.

23 Jan. 1976, Defenders of Wildlife et al.}
filed suit against the Secretary of the Interior in
US District Court for the District of Columbia
(DC) claiming that an EIS was needed for the
GMU 20A project. A preliminary injunction
was requested.

26 Jan. 1976. Preliminary injunction for GMU
20A was denied by the DC judge, Defenders of
Wildlife et al.? filed suit against ADF&G and
several officials in District Count for Alaska
claiming that an EIS was necded for the GMU
13 controi study. An injunction was requested.
28 Jan 1976. A wemporary restraining order was
issued by the District Court judge in Alaska on
the GMU 13 control study.

30 Jan. 1976, The Director, Bureau of Land
Munugement (BLM) asked the Governor of
Alaska to suspend wolf hunts in GMU 20A
pending a resolution of the question raiscd in
District Court in DC of BLM's management
responsibility. The State acquiesced.

6 Feb. 1976. The Assistant Director of the
BLM sent a memorandum to the State stating
that the point raised on 30 January had been re-
solved. The State could, and did, continue the
GMU 20A hunt,

'Natural Resource Defense Council, Inc.: Animat Pro-
tection institute; Int. Fund for Animal Welfare —
USA; The Humane Society of the US; the Fund for
Animais; Animal Welfare Institute; The Wild Canid
Survival and Research Center — Wolf Sanctusry;
and 4 private parties.

*The Humane Society of the US: Animal Protection
Institute: Int. Fund for Animal Welfare — USA; The
Wild Canid Survival and Research Center — Wolf
Sanctuary; the Fund for Animals; Alaska Field
Representative for Friends of the Earth: and 4 private
parties.

17 Feb. 1976. Dcfenders of Wildlife et «f,, in
their suit in Alaska District Count, amended the
complaint to include the Secretary of the In-
terior and the Director of USF&WS as de-
fendants,

25 Feb. 1976. The District Court judge in DC
ruled against Defenders of Wildlife er al., stat-
ing that no EIS was required for GMU 20A.
27 Feb. 1976, Defenders of Wildlife er af.. in
their suit in the Alaska District Court, further
amended their complaint to include GMU 20A
{designated Count II; Count | is the GMU 13
complaint) and unsuccessfully requested a tem-
porary restraining order to stop the GMU 20A
hunt,

8 Mar. 1976, The District Court judge in Alas-
ka ruled that an EIS was not needed in the
GMU 13 control study. He denied the per-
manent injunction relief requested and dismissed
Count L.

9 Mar. 1976, Defenders of Wildlife er al. filed
notice of appeal against Count | decision.

37 Mar. 1976. A tclegram from the Office of
the Secretury of Defense cancelled his request
for tempdrary suspension of control programs
on Defense lands.

5 Aug. 1976. Defenders of Wildlife er a!.
appealed the decision of the Alaska District
Court to the Court of Appeals. Ninth Circuit,
13 Sepr. 1976, The Alaska District Court
granted ADF&G’s motion for summary judge-
ment of Count 11, Count 1l was dismissed.

22 Aug. 1977. The Court of Appeals. Ninth
Circuit, reaffirmed the Alaska District Count's
decision of 8 March 1976.

The timing of these events gains mean-
ing when it is realised that the short daylight
period prior to late january, particularly in
GMU 20A, and the predictably poor snow con-
ditions after late March severely limit effective
wolf control operations. Moreover, the actions
relate aimost exclusively to the National En-
vironmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), which
requires & written assessment of eavironmental
impacts before any major action by a federat
agency can be undertaken.

The actions by the Secretary of Defense
and the two court cases established several im-
portant points. The action regarding the Defense
lands clarified that the State did have manage-
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ment responsibility and authority on such lands.
The case in the District Count for DC clarified
that a 1968 Memorandum of Understanding be-
tween Alaskit and BLM did not requirc BLM
approval for a wolf-control projcct unless
poisons were used, hence the projcet could not
be considered a “federul-state program”. The
case aiso brought out that the fact of federal
fand being inveolved does not by itself make
wolf controf a “federal action”. The judge in the
DC case further stated that, »... evenifa
federal action is involved, . .. such action does
not constitute major federal action significantly
affecting the quality of human environment
...~ (criteria specified in Federal Register

1 August 1973.) The Alaska District Coun reaf-
firmed the latter point, finding that killing all
wolves in the GMU 13 experimental area would
only reduce the entire GMU 13 wolf population
by 13%: such reduction .., will not signifi-
cantly affect the quality of the human environ-
ment ..." and hence is not a major action
requiring an EIS. The Alaskan judge did not
rule on the question of whether the action was a
federal one,

One action not resolved to the State’s
satisfaction was the withholding of federal Pitt-
man-Robertson funds from the GMU 13 control
study. Even though the Alaska Court ruled that
an EIS was not required, USF&WS did not
reinstate the funds. ln a 27 January 1976 letter
to USF&WS the Chairman of the Board of
Game questioned the appropriateness of the cut-
off. He also implied an improper use of the EIS
requirement when he stated:

Another major concern is that your re-
cent directive contributes to a practice
that in the long run may have serious
consequences for all of us, That prac-
tice is the increasing use of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 in an
obstructionist way, That is, if an im-
pending action cannot be stopped on
any other basis, demand an EIS. At the
very least, the process will delay the ac-
tion. Using environmental quality
legislation in that fashion, particularly
in an instance such as ours wherc our
man-made perturbation (i.c. reducing

o e e e -

the wolf population in ail of Unit 13 by
approximately 14%) is of less magni-
tude than others generated by natural
cnvironmental processes {i.c. naturally
occurring fluctuations in wolf numbers),
will substantially reduce public confi-
dence in such legislation, possibly
stimulating proposals to substantially
weaken the 1969 Act. I hope that the
Fish and Wildlife Service's abrogation
of the wolf study is not a correct meas-
ure of your willingness to be a party to
the obstructionist practice.

Despite the obstacles placed in their
path, ADF&G personnel thought they had re-
moved all except two or three of the wolves in-
habiting the GMU 13 experimental area
(Stephenson 1978, ADF&G Fed. Aid Wildl.
Rep.). In GMU 20A, the goal was not
achieved; the ADF&G operation removed 66
wolves, 69 others were taken by private in-
dividuals engaged in commercial or recreational
trapping (ADF&G 1979, unpubl. issue paper
79-07). The post-control wolf/moose ratio of
§:29-40 fell short of the desired 1:100. but did
represent a substantial change from the pre-
control ratio of 1:13 (ADF&G 1977, unpubl.
rep.).

The lack of success at stopping the wolf
control operation in court led some groups to
seck redress in Congress. Four essentially iden-
tical bills were introduced into the House of
Representatives during the summer of 1976.
The bills specified that the Secretary of the In-
terior, in co-operation with the states, would
make a comprehensive study of the wolf for the
purpose of developing ... adequate and effcc-
tive measures ... 10 conserve such animals and
to insure humane treatment in all cases™. The
bills also specified that ... a morutorium of all
hunting of thesc animals from aircraf ... and
all large-scale killing of these animals, whether
for research or any other purpose ..." would
stop until the Secretary completed the study and
made his recommendation. Congress would be
authorized (o appropriate $50 000 for fiscal year
1977 and for each of two succeeding fiscal
years. The bills were not enacted. undoubtedly
due in part to very reasoned and persuasive

testimony submitted by the Director of
USF&WS on 20 September {976 at a sub-
committee hearing. The Director pointed out
that the bills infringed on the rights of states to
manage their resident wildlife; the inadequacy
of the suggested appropriation was also men-
tioned. Of special interest to Alaska officials
were these segments of his testimony:

In January of this year we issued notice
to the State Fish and Game Department
suspending federal funding under the
Pittman-Robertson Act of a wolf remov-
al project pending review of the project
design which subsequently was de-
termined to be adequate. However fund-
ing for this project has not been
reinstated. . . .

As you know, Mr. Chairman, there was
tremendous public interest generated
over this matter. We are stiil receiving
letters almost daily pleading for preser-
vation of the wolf. ... Thereis ... no
evidence that wolves are either declin-
ing or in critically low numbers in Alas-
ka. The opposite, however, is true with
regard to moose and caribou pop-
ulations in certain areas of Alaska.

Although the advent of summer cur-
tailed the wolf operation, thus quieting the con-
troversy, there were new developments. Pre-
liminary analysis of the July 1976 aerial surveys
of the Western Arctic Caribou Herd indicated
that the herd had declined from approximately
240 000 animals in 1970 to about SO 000 in
1976 (ADF&G 1976). The herd represented a
critical subsistence resource for rural residents
in northwest Alaska, with an annual take of
approximately 25 000 animals (ADF&G 1976,
unpubl, rep.). ADF&G immediatcly undertook
emergency uctions to rehabilitate the herd. As
studies suggested that the herd's range was not
implicated and that humans and wolves caused
most of the mortality (ADF&G 1976, unpubl.
rep.: Davis er al. 1975, ADF&G Fed. Aid
Wildl. Rep.: Doerr 1979), emergency action to
reduce the take by both was initiated. ADF&G
closed the year-fong open hunting season in Au-
gust, peading development of very restrictive
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new regulations, and formulated plans for wolf
reductions in the herd's winter range. The agen-
¢y held public hearings in Barrow (GMU 26),
Fairbanks, and Kotzebue during carly August to
obtain public input on management plans. At
the 4 August 1976 meeting in Fairbanks, the
Alaska Conservation Society recommended the
human take of caribou be reduced as much as
possible (preferably to zero) and suggested that
the current plight of the Western Arctic herd

... may be one of those unusual situa-
tions where short and long term human
benefit, and perhaps even long term
benefit to wolves themselves (since
wolves depend on caribou) requires that
the Department of Fish and Game re-
duce wolf numbers as a temporary,
emnergency measure to lessen the de-
cline in the Western Arctic Caribou
Herd [sce also Weeden 1976).

Some conservation groups outside Alus-
‘ka did not share those views, in an August
news rclease, the Wildlife Committee, Atluntic
Chapter, Sierra Club criticized ADF&G and
cited numerous reasons why the control opera-
tion should not be undertaken. In addition. the
news release contained these suggestions:

You may well ask what you can do to
stop these hunts; all concerned citizens
and environmental groups can take the
following actions:

The State of Alaska has recently re-
quested the federal government lift the
moratorium on the taking of 9 marine
mammals ... now protected under the
Marine Mammals Act. Though the pop-
ulations of these animals have reached
somewhat healthy levels ... the State
of Alaska, in light of its wasteful and
environmentally unsound management
of wolves, [should] not be given ...
management of these mammals unless
Alaska proves it is capable of con-
servative wildlife management practices
such as in regard to its wolf population.
Express these views to: Thomas
Kleppe, Secretary of Interior ..,

The release further suggests:

We know from last winter's experience
that appeals to stop the wolf hunts were
met with deaf ears by Governor Ham-
mond of Alaska, the ADF&G and Pres-
ident Ford. This year we are approach-
ing the one political figure we believe
to have a deep enough interest in the
environment to do something about
stopping these perversions of game
management. Write to Jimmy Carter
asking him to publicly back-up our
views concerning the destructiveness of
these hunts and their unheslthy environ-
mental character,

The Alaska Conservation Society,
through its Vice-President, responded to that
news release on 6 October 1976. The response
included the following:

The news release “Alaska Plans Mas-
sive Expansion of Acrial Wolf Hunts”
issued this summer by your committee
is an embarrassment to Alaskan and
national conservationists. You use bad
facts and — not surprisingly ~ reach
unsupportable conclusions. | hope this
lctter helps sct you straight and can be
the basis for a more accurate informa-
tion program on your part.... We have
enclosed some information you should
study carefully. Next time you want to
make something public about Alaska,
piease check the facts. We'd be glad to
help.

The Board, during the fall of 1976, di-
rected ADF&G to conduct a wolf-reduction pro-
gram in the high wolf density portions of the
Western Arctic herd’s winter range, located in
GMUs 23 and 24. Again, up to 80% of the
wolves in the designated arsas were to be re-
moved during the winter 1976/77, but by pri-
vate hunting teams with permits and not by
ADF&G personnel. On leaming of the proposed
action, legal representatives of the National Re-
sources Defense Council, Defenders of Wild-
life, and the Alaska Chapter of the Sierra Club

usked the Secrctary of the Interior. in a letter
dated 11 November 1976, to prepare an EIS
prior to any State control activity. They con-
tended that a Memorandum of Understanding of
May 1976 between ADF&G and BLM, plus the
fact that most lands involved were BLM fands,
made BLM responsible for the control action.
thus requiring an EIS. The Secretary did not
write such an EIS. Meanwhile ADF&G im-
plemented the program, making up to 30 per-
mits for pilot-gunner teams available for
issuance in November, a period of short days
and poor snow caver. Few teams participated
because most were waiting for the more favour-
able day length and snow conditions of late
February. In February, however, court action
ensued as follows:

4 Feb. 1977. Defenders of Wildiife e al.! filed
suit against the Secretary of the Interior in US
District Court for DC, The plaintiffs contended
that two federal statutes, the Federal Land Poli-
cy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) and
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act re-
quired that.the Secretary provide an EIS; they
asked for an injunction.

14 Feb. 1977, The judge for the DC District
court issued a preliminary injunction compeiling
the Secretary to order the State to halt the pro-
gram on BLM-administered lands in GMUs 23,
24, and 26 (sce Scerctarial Order No. 2999 of
17 February 1977).

22 Feb. 1977. The State of Alaska and the
Mauneluk Association, an Alagkan native
organization, filed suit in US District Court for
Alaska against the Secretary of the Interior (de-
fendant) and Defenders of Wildlife er at. (in-
tervenors) asking for a stay of the DC court’s
order. The State asked the court to declare that
the Secretary had no power to stop the control
cffort.

1 Mar. 1977 {approx. date). The Secretary of
the Interior appealed the injunction to the Court
of Appeals for DC.

16 Mar. 1977. The judge in Alaska District

'Natural Resources Defense Council: Int. Fund for
Animal Weifsre — US: The Humane Society of the
US: the Fund for Animals; Animal Weifare institute;
The Wild Canid Survival and Research Center
Wolf Sanctuary: Friends of the Eanth, Inc.:and 7
privaic parties,
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Court declared in a preliminary finding that
Alaska should have been a party to the case, He
declared that no EIS was required. However, he
did not grant the request for a stay of the DC
Court’s injunction, contending that two oppos-
ing decisions of District Courts placed the Sec-
retary of the Interior in an untenable position.
11 Apr. 1977, The judge in the Alaska District
Court case reaffirmed his preliminary finding.
He also held that the Secretary of the Interior
had the power to halt the wolif control program,
but that an EIS was not required because the
Secretary refrained from exercising that power.
21 July 1977. The State of Alaska appealed the
judge’s decision in the Alaska District Coun
case to the US Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit,
The State contended that the Secretary did not
have power to halt programs. Eleven other
states and the international Association of Fish
and Wildlife Agencies joined as interested par-
ties; the issue was rapidly widening to cover ail
non-migratory wildlife.

26 July 1977. Defenders of Wildlife et al.
appealed the Alaska District Court judge's deci-
sion on EIS. They asked for confirmation of the
judge's ruiing on the authority of the Secretary
to stop the control hunts.

22 Feb. 1979. The Ninth Circuit Court ruled
that the Secretary of the Interior was not re-
quired to file an EIS, but it did not rule with
regard (0 the power of the Secretary.

{6 Mar. 1979. Court of Appeals for DC res-

cinded the injunction on Western Arctic Caribou

Herd *“for want of equity™. and directed that the
complaint be dismissed. “'In an unpublished
memorandum accompanying our order, we said
that '|sjound principles of comity dictate that
this court should not undertake an independent

examination of issues resolved by the Ninth Cir-

* e

cuit ruling
28 Feb, 1980. The Secretary of the Interior
filed Secretarial Order No. 3047 in the Federal
Register rescinding the previous order closing
all BLM-administered lands in GMUs 23, 24,
and 26 to aerial hunting,

The court cases during 1977 again cen-
tred on NEPA requirements. The cases raised
and clarified several important issues regarding
ElSs but failed to address one concerned with
federal-state authority,

The Ninth Circuit Court, ruling on an
appeal from the Alaska District Court decision.
avoided the issue of federal-state authority, but
did specify that the non-exercise of any au-
thorities and duties possessed by the Secretary
does not require an EIS, Also, the Ninth Circuit
judges were reluctant to impose NEPA require-
ments in the absence of federal funding. as oc-
curred in the Western Arctic herd action.

The Court of Appeals for DC es-
sentially affirmed the Ninth Circuit Court’s de-
cision and reversed the injunction issued by the
District Court for DC.

Although court action stymied western
arctic wolf control after only nine wolves had
been taken, the caribou herd was probably ex-
posed to decreased wolf predation during the
winter, Unexpectedly, about half the herd
stayed throughout the winter on their summer-
ing area north of the Brooks Range; that area
has low wolf densities (ADF&G 1977, unpubl.
rep.). Of the half that wintered south of the
Brooks Range, 75% wintered in an area from
which 75 wolves were removed by the short-
lived control action and by intensive private
trapping and hunting. The latter was probably
by Alaskans disgruntled over the litigation that
stopped the control effort. In all of GMUs 23
and 24, nearly 200 wolves were taken by trap-
pers and hunters during the winter of 1976/77
(ADF&G 1977, unpubl. rep.).

The wolf-reduction program in GMU
20A continued during the winter of 1976777,
with 27 wolves taken by the ADF&G control
program and 26 more by trappers and hunters
(ADF&G 1979, unpubl. issue paper 79-07). By
April 1977 the wolf/moose ratio was estimated
to be 1:50-80 (ADF&G 1977, unpubl. rep.).
The decline in the moose herd was arrested and
there was substantially increased survival of
calves and yearlings in the control arca. In
adjoining areas with no reductions in wolves,
the calf and yearling survival rates appeared un-
changed from the pre-control levels (Hinman
1978, ADF&G Fed. Aid Wildl. Rep.).

The GMU 13 control study continued.
During the winter of 1976/77, 12 wolves that
either moved into the expeérimental area or had
becn there since the inception of the study were
removed, bringing the total removed to 52

(ADF&G 1979, unpdbl. issue paper 79-07).

Moose-calf survival appeared to be slightly be.

ter in the wolf reduction area than outside it.
based on mortality of radio-collared moose

caives, but brown bear predation appeared to ©

a significant mortality factor (Ballard et al.
1981). ADF&G initiated a study to measure
this.

No new wolf contro} programs were

started during the winter of 1977/78. The pro-

gram continued in GMU 20A with 39 wolves
taken by ADF&G and 4 by trappers, resulting
in a fall wolfimoose ratio of 1:40 by 1978. T
moose population continued to increase: the
available data suggested a 15% annual increa
_in the contro! area and only a 1% increase ou
side it. The pre-control population of 2900
moose in the fall of 1975, with a ratio of 14
calves/100 cows, reached 3500 by the fall of
1978, with a ratio of 50 calves/100 cows
(ADF&G 1979, unpubl. issue paper 79-07).
The resuits convinced ADF&G and the Boarc
of Game that the control action in GMU 20A
was the primary factor responsible for the in-
creases. Furthermore, a wolf/moose ratio of
1:30. and not the originally proposed 1:100.
secmed adequate for desirable growth.

The GMU 13 control study continue:
1977778, Seven wolves were taken in the ex-
perimental area (ADF&G 1979. unpubl. issu
paper 79-07). The moose~bear study confirn
that bears were causing heavy mortality to
calves for several weeks after birth, creating
additional problems for managers responsibl
for moose management (Ballard er af. 198}

The success in GMU 204 stimulate

- increased demand by residents elsewhere fo
wolf control in their areas, Recognizing tha
additional wolf control projects were likely
Board took steps during the spring of 1978
make wolf control a routine management 2
for ADF&G and not a special action impo:
by the Board. On 7 April 1978 the Board
adopted a Statement of Direction indicatin)
Commissioner could permit the use of airc
in wolf control when he found that all the
following conditions prevail:

1) the highest priority use of wild]
an area is determined to be the use of pre!
species for food or recreational hunting;



2) the prey populations have been re-
duced 1o or are held at a level below that
decmed to be the capucity of the habitar;

3) the prey populations are below levels
that could reasonably satisfy the priority uscs:

4) adequate control of predation cannot
be accomplished by manipulation of hunting
and trapping seasons and bag limits;

5) predation control based on aircraft
use governed by a permit is judged to be an
cffective method for that arca, and;

6) such predation control in an area can
be adequately supervised and regulated.

The Commissioner was no longer always ex-
pected to seck prior approval before implement-
ing acrial hunting, but he was directed to keep
the Board informed of his actions.

An ADF&G report presented to the
Board on 28 November 1978 identified seven
new areas with chronically low ungulate pop-
ulations that were being considered for wolf re-
ductions. The ADF&G staff prepared issue pa-
pers for these areas and submitted them to the
Commissioner for his approval,

By December 1978, Alaska lands
legislation, which would ultimately be enacted
and entitled the Alaska National Interests Lands
and Conservation Act, was a sensitive issue in
Washington, DC, and in Alaska. The entire
series of legislative proposals was commonly re-
ferred to as “d(2)" legislation. Any Alaskan
issue that could be controversial, both within
and outside Alaska. received intense scrutiny
with respect to repercussions on d(2}. Con-
sequently, the political ramifications as well as
the biological worth of the new wolf-control

- projects needed careful evaluation. Four of the

projects were deleted by the Commissioner be-
fore he informed the Governor of the proposed
actions.

ADF&G held seven public meetings to
assess reaction to the three remaining proposals:
the reaction was mostly favourable. However,
the Commissioner, caught between concerns of
national and local politics, sought concurrence
from the Board before acting. Meanwhile the
GMU 20A control continued (18 wolves were
removed during the winter), as did the GMU 13
control study in which 2 wolves were removed
(ADF&G 1979, unpubl. issue paper 79-07).
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The Board agreed on 9 March 1979 to
wolf control in three new arcas: GMUs 19A and
B: the Innoko drainuge of GMU 21; and the
Nowitna drainage of GMU 21. The stressed
populations were moose. All but GMU 19B are
areas of importance to local subsistence hunters.
Wolf/moose ratios in GMUs 1A and B, the In-
noko. and the Nowitna were estimated (later re-
vised) to be i:15, 1:28, and !:10 respectively.
Issuing of aerial hunting permits 1o private
pilot—gunner teams commenced on |1 March
1979.

The three new actions immediately pro-
voked controversy. The Special Committee on
Subsistence in the Alaska Legislature, in & news
release dated 22 February 1979, criticized the
actions as politically unwise in regard to d(2).
Two court cases were initiated as follows:

12 Mar. 1979. Defenders of Wildlife er al.!
filed suit against the Secretary of the Interior et
al. in US District Court for DC, asking for de-
claratory and injunctive relief. The plaintiffs
cantended that the secretary had authority over
contro! programs based on the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA); hence
an EIS was required.

13 Mar. 1979. The District Court for DC issued
a temporary restraining order that ¢njoined the
Secretary to “. .. take all steps necessary to halt
aerial killing of wolves by agents of State of
Alaska. ..."” on the federal lands in the three
control areas. ]

23 Mar. 1979. The District Court for DC issued
a preliminary injunction and ruled that an EIS
was needed. The Court also denied the Secre-
tary's requests that the case be transferred to the
US District Court for Alaska and that the action
be dismissed for failure to join Alaska as an in-
dispensable party.

Mar. 1979. Three private parties filed a case
against ADF&G et al. in Alaska Superior
Court, Third Judicial District, contending that
the Board of Game had delegated powers to the
Commissioner in excess of those authorized by
the Legislature, and that the Governor had ex-
crted undue political influence regarding the
proposed wolf control projects. A requested
temporary restraining order was denied.

Early Apr. 1979. The Secretary of the Interior
et ui. uppealed the District count ruling to US
Court of Appeals for DC.

31 Mar, 1979. The Secretary of the Interior
filed Secretarial Order No. 3036 in the Federal
Register, which closed all BLM-administered
lands in the three control areas (GMUs 19A,
198, and 21) to acrial hunting.

Aug. 1979. The Superior Court judge dismissed
the cusc, ruling thut proper authority existed und
that no undue political influcnce was evident,

5 Feb. 1980. The Court of Appeals for DC
ruled that the Secretary was not required to file
an EIS. It also ruled on the authority of the
State in wolf control (see below),

28 Feb. 1980, The Secretary of the Interior
filed Secretarial Order No. 3047 in the Federal
Register, which rescinded previous order (No.
3036).

The Alaskan Superior Court case
emphasized the political sensitivity in Alaska.
In a memorandum supporting a metion for sum-
mary judgement filed with the Court on 2 April
1979, the attomey for the plaintiffs seated:

This hunt, willingly or not, is a factor
in the Congressional dynamics sur-
rounding the d(2) deliberations. It has
raiscd questions regarding the State’s
ability to manage wildlife (both moosc
and wolves), created controversy among
the constitucnts of Congressmen from
urban arcas far removed from Alaska,
and created some controversy between
subsistence hunters and environmental-
ists who support a strong d(2) bill.
Whether one views this hunt as a ges-
ture of political suicide, or as a careful-
ly orchestrated, if unsuccessful, attempt
to split the ranks of the backers of the
bill. it is clear that the hunt is enmeshed
in political controversy,

'Natural Resources Defense Council, lnc.: Int. Fund
for Animai Welfare; The Humane Society of the
United States: the Fund for Animals; Animal Welfare
Institute: The Wild Canid Survivai and Research
Center — Wolf Sanctuary: World Wildlife Fund —
US: and 2 private parties.
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The actions in the DC courts essentially reaf-
firmed previous court findings regarding EiSs.
In addition, an importunt statement on state—
fedecal authority emanated from that action.

‘The Defenders of Wildlife er al.. in
their suit in District Court for DC, contended
that FLPMA gave the Secretary of the Interior
the power to close federal lands to the wolf
control program, hence an EiS was needed
regardless of whether he exercised those pow-
crs, The Court of Appeals for DC spoke di-
rectly to the authority question, stating that un-
der the BLM Organic Act, Congress ™, .,
assigned the states the primary responsibility for
the manzgement of wildlife programs within
their boundaries™. The Court did note that Con-
gress may pre-empt state management of wild-
life on federal lands. but there must be clear in-
tent by Congress to do so. In summary the
Court stated. “Far from attempting to alter the
traditional division of authority over wildlife
munagement. FLPMA broadly and cxplicitly
rcaffirms it”. The Circuit Court of Appeals re-
versed the District Count's ruling.

The hunts during the spring of 1979
accounted for 29, 11, and 5§ wolves in GMUs
19A and B. the [nnoko. and the Nowitna re-
spectively. ADF&G judgcd the hunts effective
only in the Aniak River drainuge in GMU 194;
bud weathcr and closure of federal lands sub-
stantially decreased effectiveness in the other
areas (ADF&G 1979, unpubl. issue paper
79-07). .

During the fall of 1979. ADF&G pre-
sented to the Board issue paper 79-07 and
supporting material about wolf control pro-
grams. The paper contained a statement clarify-
ing the agency’s position on wolf control. as
follows:

The Depantment of Fish and Game ac-
knowledges. as a basic proposition. that
wolf-reduction programs which arc in-
tended to rehabilitate depressed ungulate
populations are not needed to increase
the population of either predator or prey
species. but are for the sole purpose of
providing more animals for human con-
sumnption.

The issue paper also reaffirmed that ADF&G
would reduce wolf numbers only in response to
4 specific problem in a specific area: the De-
puntment would not issue aerial permits for
sport-hunting purposes.

The issue paper made three recom-
mendations for the winter and spring of 1980:
first, that the control operations previously ini-
tiated in GMUs 19A, 198 and 20A be con-
tinued: second. that the programs in the innoko
and Nowitna drainages of GMU 21 be cancelled
“due to budgetary constraints and in recognition
of marginal effectiveness of wolf reductions in
these areas as long as federal lands remain
closed” (although a subsequent decision contin-
ued the operations in both areas): and third, that
control be initiated in three new areas in GMU
20. Two of the new areas had depressed moose
populations showing virtuaily no improvement
cven with very restrictive hunting seasons and
bag limits (ADF&G 1979, unpubl. rep. issuc
paper 79-07). The other arca had reduced
moose and caribou populations.

Private pilot—gunner teams, under lim-
ited permits, were to conduct the operations,
with the number of wolves to be removed from
cach unit specificd. Based on the experience in
GMU 20A, ADF&G managers hoped to cs-
tablish 4 wolffmoose ratic of 1:50, rather than
the previously used {:100 ratio.

A fourth new area that had previously
been included for control was deleted: the rea-
son was given as follows:

In spite of the fact that all biological
data strongly support the need for tem-
porary wolf reduction in the area, the
Department believes that it would not
be in the best interests of the State to
atiempt a reduction program at this
time. Factors involved in this decision
include the proposed Yukon-Charlie
federal withdrawal, the large percentage
of other federal fund. and the sensitivity
of the iand settlement question.

The control operations in GMUs 23 and
24 (the Western Arctic Caribou Herd action),
begun in 1977, were still halted by a Secretary
of the Interior’s order, as mentioned earlier,

‘The order was only lifted on 28 February 1980.
after the Court of Appeals in DC ruled favour-
ably far the State,

The new wolf control operations did not
occasion substantial new controversy, although
scveral organizations such as Greenpeace did
voice opposition. Apparently the publi¢, parti-
cularly in Alaska. was accepting ADF&G’s and
the Board’s assertions that, in order to attain
goals they had defined following public input,
both prey and wolves must be managed. Op-
erationaily, wolf control was becoming more of
a routine management activity and less of a
special, high visibility event requiring extensive
public hearing and debate.

The wolf control situation during the
winter of 1980/81 essentially remained un-
changed.from that of 1979/80. Even though all
legal prohibitions against control were lifted
with the 5 February 1980 Appeals Court deci-
sion, control operations were not resumed in the
winter range of the Western Arctic herd. That
herd had increased substantiaily, due to favour-
able winters, to restrictive hunting seasons and
bay limits, and to the fact that most of the herd
continued to winter in arcas of low wolf
densitics.

The wolf control program in GMU
20A. initiated in the spring of 1976, is consid-
cred a success by ADF&G and the Board.
Although the desired level of wolf reduction
was never achieved, a dramatic increase in
moose numbers occurred in the control area.
The interim management objective of 5000
moose will be reached within 2 or 3 years.
Whether that stocking level is the desired one in
terms of habitat conditions, wolves, and humans
is.still an open question. Based on the desires
of the public. particularly those living near the
arca. the main use of GMU 20A"s wildlife re-
sources is the consumptive use of moose. In
order to sustain this use. it may be necessary to
maintain wolf populations at an artificially re-
duced level.

What of the future?

Alaska’s growing human popuiation
coupled with increased use of tand for agricul-
ture, forestry, mineral production. and urbaniza-
tion will steadily reduce the habitat available for
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wildlife, especially the many wide-ranging
mammais, The Alaska National Interests Lands
and Conservation Act has resulted in park or
monument status, and thus lcgal protection for
wolves, for about 6% of the gross area of the
State. Seven of the National Park Service areas
undcr complete legal protection each exceced
6900 km®. and most units in this group exceed
13 000 km®. Thesc areas arc well distributed
over the entire State except in the southcast
panhandic. In addition. this legislation pluced
another 5% in “preserve” status; although hunt-
ing will be permittcd on preserves. wolf control
is unlikely. The new refuges and the Forest Ser-
vice's National Monuments in southcast Alaska
probably have a similar status. It will be dif-
ficult to define or map the status of wolves on
specific lands until regulations provided for un-
der the d(2) legislation have been promuigated.

The demands on wildlife populations
will increase significantly as the rural human
population continues to grow, as the road sys-
tem expands, and as the nation’s food supplics
become more expensive or scarcer for reasons
paralleting the above. Consumption of wildlifc
will continue to be assigned high priority in
Alaska on lands not managed intensively for
primary uses incompatible with wildlife produc-
tion. There will certainly be strong pressure for
the control of wolf populations in areas from
which humans are attempting 10 gain the highest
possible yield of wild meat.

We anticipate further acceptance among
ecologists and eventually the public of the role
of predators in depressing prey popuiations and
in prolonging recovery from lows caused by
predation and other factors. The effectiveness of
bears as predators in certain situations will be
better understood; however, it scems that adjust-
ments of hunting pressure on bears can sub-
stitute for “control” in this case. Wolf control
will continue to become more of an operationai
process for ADF&G but will be conducted with-
in clearly stated goais and criteria. The agency.
working with the public, is well along in the
development of detailed population-level man-
agement plans. Additional study is needed to
understand sufficiently both predator-prey in-
teractions and the most effective strategies of
control. ‘

Although it may appear to some that
wolf management in Alaska has come full cir-
¢le, the second round will be made under vastly
different conditions and much stricter rufes.
ADF&G policy will probably continue to pre-
clude poisons except in the most extreme cir-
cumstances; acrial hunting. objected to by some
as unfair, is one of the most target-specific con-
trol methods possible; and wolf reduction will
be dirccted at clearly specificd areas.. We hope
that the future will be characterized by sub-
stantially increased knowledge of basic ecology
and significantly more effective and mutually
sympathetic communication between the many
interested segments of socicty.
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