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Meeting Agenda

FEDERAL SUBSISTENCE BOARD

PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA
April 12 - 15, 2022

April 12, 2022: 1:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. (or until recessed) 
April 13 - 15, 2022: 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. (or until recessed) daily

The meeting will convene by teleconference only
To participate, dial toll free (888) 455-7761, (passcode 2266069)

On April 12th, prior to start of the Public Meeting, the Federal Subsistence Board will meet at 
9:00 a.m. to conduct Tribal Government-to-Government and ANCSA Corporation consultations 
regarding closure reviews and proposals to change Federal Subsistence Regulations. The Public 

Meeting will begin at 1:30 p.m.  Updates on the Board’s progress through the agenda will be 
posted online at https://www.doi.gov/subsistence/board/ and www.facebook.com/subsistencealaska.

Public Meeting
*Asterisk denotes Action Item

1. Call to Order and Welcome
2. Review and Adopt Agenda*
3. Federal Subsistence Board Information Sharing
4. Regional Advisory Council Chairs Discuss Topics of Concern with the Board
5. Public Comment Period on Non-Agenda Items (This opportunity is available at the beginning of 

each day)
6. Old Business 
7. 2022–2024 Subparts C&D Proposals and Closure Reviews (Wildlife Regulations)

a. Announcement of Consensus Agenda 
(see detailed agenda that follows)

b. Public Comment Period on Consensus Agenda Items (This opportunity is available at the 
beginning of each subsequent day prior to the final action)

c. Board deliberation and action on Non-Consensus Agenda items* 
(See detailed agenda that follows)

d. Adoption of Consensus Agenda*
8. WSA22-01, Units 22 and 23 muskox* (Supplemental)
9. FP21-10 Lower Copper River Area Salmon* (Supplemental)
10. Schedule of Upcoming Board meetings*

a. 2022 Summer Work Session (Date and topics to be determined)
b. 2023 Winter Public Meeting (Fish and Shellfish Regulations – Date to be determined)

11. Federal Subsistence Management Program correspondence procedures
12. Other Business
13. Adjourn

https://www.doi.gov/subsistence/board/
http://www.facebook.com/subsistencealaska
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Consensus Agenda

FEDERAL SUBSISTENCE BOARD 

CONSENSUS AGENDA

The following proposals and closure reviews have been included on the consensus agenda.  These 
are proposals and closure reviews for which there is agreement among Federal Subsistence Regional 
Advisory Councils, the Federal Interagency Staff Committee, and the Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game concerning Board action.  Anyone may request that the Board remove a proposal or closure review 
from the consensus agenda and place it on the regular agenda.  The Board retains final authority for 
removal of proposals and closure reviews from the consensus agenda.  The Board will take final action on 
the consensus agenda after deliberation and decisions on all other proposals and closure reviews.

Proposal Region/Unit/Species Recommendation Analysis 
Page

WP22-05 Southeast/Unit 3/Elk Oppose Vol. II 572

WP22-09 Southeast/Unit 4/Deer Oppose Vol. II 792

WP22-11 Southeast/Unit 5/Goat Support with OSM 
modification

1

WCR22-02 Southeast/Unit 5/Moose Maintain status quo 20

WP22-13 Statewide/Unit 6/Deer Oppose 40

WP22-14 Southcentral, Southeast/Unit 6/
Black Bear

Oppose 51

WP22-15 Southcentral/Unit 7/All Furbear-
ers

Oppose 63

WP22-16 / 17 / 18 / 19 
/ 21 / 22 / 23 / 24 / 26a

Southcentral/Units 7, 15/Cari-
bou, Goat, Moose, Sheep

Support WP22-
16/17/18/21/23/26a; Support 
WP22/24 as modified by the 
SCRAC; Oppose WP22-19

127

WP22-20 / 25a / 27 Southcentral/Units 7, 15/Moose, 
Sheep

Oppose WP22-20; Support 
WP22-25a; Support WP22-27 

as modified by the SCRAC

158

WP22-32 Southcentral/Unit 15/Black Bear, 
Brown Bear, Caribou, Goat, 

Moose, Sheep

Oppose 184

WP22-33 Statewide/Units 11, 12/Black 
Bear

Support 209

WP22-34 Southcentral, Eastern Interior/
Units 11, 12/Sheep

Oppose 218

WP22-37 Statewide/Unit 9/Ptarmigan Support with OSM 
modification

226

WP22-38a Kodiak-Aleutians, Bristol Bay/
Unit 10/Caribou

Support 240
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Proposal Region/Unit/Species Recommendation Analysis 
Page

WP22-38b Kodiak-Aleutians, Bristol Bay/
Unit 10/Caribou

Support as modified by the 
KARAC

253

WP22-40 Statewide/Units 9, 17/Wolf, 
Wolverine

Support as modified by the 
BBRAC

280

WP22-41 Bristol Bay, YK Delta, Western 
Interior, Seward Peninsula/Units 

9, 17, 18, 19/Caribou

Support 300

WCR22-07 Bristol Bay, Western Interior/
Unit 17/Caribou

Maintain status quo 331

WP22-42 YK Delta, Western Interior, 
Seward Peninsula/Unit 18/

Moose

Support 346

WP22-43 YK Delta, Western Interior/Unit 
18/Moose

Oppose Vol. II 1063

WP22-46 Western Interior/Unit 24/Brown 
Bear

Support 361

WP22-48 Seward Peninsula/Unit 22/
Moose

Support 375

WCR22-09c Seward Peninsula/Unit 22/
Moose

Maintain status quo 387

WCR22-16 Seward Peninsula/Unit 22/
Moose

Maintain status quo 408

WP22-50 Statewide/Unit 23/Beaver Support with OSM 
modification

420

WCR22-27 Northwest Arctic, North Slope/
Unit 23/Muskox

Modify or eliminate closure as 
recommended by OSM

428

WP22-51 Eastern Interior/Unit 20/Moose Support 438

WP22-52 Eastern Interior/Unit 25/Moose Support as modified by the 
EIRAC

444

WP22-53 Statewide/Unit 25/Arctic Fox Support 454

WCR22-22 Eastern Interior/Unit 25/Moose Maintain status quo 460

WP22-55 North Slope/Unit 26/Muskox Support with OSM 
modification

Supplemental

WP22-56 North Slope/Unit 26/Brown Bear Support 477

WCR22-25 North Slope/Unit 26/Muskox Maintain status quo 490
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Non-Consensus Agenda

FEDERAL SUBSISTENCE BOARD

NON-CONSENSUS AGENDA

Procedure for considering proposals:

Analysis (Lead Author)

Summary of public comments (OSM Staff)

Open floor to public testimony

Regional Advisory Council recommendation(s) (Chair or designee)

Tribal/Alaska Native Corporation comments (Native Liaison)

Alaska Department of Fish and Game comments (State Liaison)

Interagency Staff Committee comments (ISC Chair)

Board discussion with Council Chairs and State Liaison 

Federal Subsistence Board action

Proposal Region/Unit/Species Analysis Page

WP22-01 Statewide/All Units/Various 500 

WP22-02 Statewide/Units 6, 9, 10, 22, 23, 26/Various 519

WP22-03 Statewide/Unit 2/Wolf 542

WP22-04 Southeast/Units 1-4/Elk 572

WP22-06 Southeast/Unit 3/Moose Supplemental

WP22-07 Southeast/Unit 4/Deer 594

WP22-08 Southeast/Unit 4/Deer 701

WP22-10 Southeast/Unit 4/Deer 792

WCR22-01 Southeast/Unit 2/Deer 912

WP22-12 Statewide/Unit 6/Deer 941

WP22-25b / 26b Statewide/Unit 7/Sheep 958

WP22-28 / 29 Southcentral/Unit 7/Moose 983

WP22-30 / 31 Southcentral/Unit 15/Moose 994

WP22-35 Southcentral, Eastern Interior/Unit 11/Caribou 1012

WP22-36 Southcentral, Eastern Interior/Units 11, 12, 13/Caribou, 
Moose

Supplemental

WP22-39 Statewide/Units 9, 17/Hare 1035

WCR22-05 Bristol Bay/Unit 9/Moose 1048

WP22-44 YK Delta, Western Interior/Unit 18/Moose 1063

WP22-45 Statewide/Units 18, 22, 23/Hare 1094
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Proposal Region/Unit/Species Analysis Page

WP22-47 Seward Peninsula, YK Delta, Northwest Arctic, Western 
Interior, North Slope/Unit 22/Caribou

1109

WP22-49 Seward Peninsula/Unit 22/Moose 1138

WCR22-09b Seward Peninsula/Unit 22/Moose 1158

WCR22-11 / 12 Seward Peninsula/Unit 22/Moose 113

WCR22-13 Seward Peninsula/Unit 22/Moose 1185

WCR22-14 Seward Peninsula/Unit 22/Moose 1197

WCR22-18 Northwest Arctic, North Slope/Unit 23/Sheep 1212

WCR22-45 Northwest Arctic, Seward Peninsula, Western Interior, 
North Slope/Unit 23/Caribou

1226

WP22-54 North Slope/Unit 26/Moose 1253
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WP22–01 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP22-01 requests clarification of who is and who is not 

a participant in a community harvest system and how that affects 
community and individual harvest limits. Submitted by: the Office of 
Subsistence Management

Proposed Regulation §_____.25 Subsistence taking of fish, wildlife, and shellfish: 
general regulations

(c) Harvest limits

. . .

(5) Fish, wildlife, or shellfish taken by a participant in a community 
harvest system counts toward the community harvest limit or 
quota for that species as well as individual harvest limits, Federal 
or State, for each participant in that community harvest system, 
however, the take does not count toward individual harvest limits, 
Federal or State, of any non-participant. Fish, wildlife, or shellfish 
taken by someone who is not a participant in a community harvest 
system does not count toward any community harvest limit or 
quota.

(i) For the purposes of this provision, all residents of the 
community are deemed participants in the community harvest 
unless the Board-approved framework requires registration as a 
prerequisite to harvesting or receiving any fish, wildlife, or shellfish 
pursuant to that community harvest, in which case only those who 
register are deemed participants in that community harvest.

§_____.26 Subsistence taking of wildlife

(e) Possession and transportation of wildlife.

. . .

(2) An animal taken under Federal or State regulations by any 
member of a community with an established community harvest limit 
for that species counts toward the community harvest limit for that 
species. Except for wildlife taken pursuant to §____.10(d)(5)(iii) or 
as otherwise provided for by this part, an animal taken as part of a 
community harvest limit counts toward every community member’s 
harvest limit for that species taken under Federal or State of Alaska 
regulations.

OSM Conclusion Support
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WP22–01 Executive Summary
Southeast Alaska Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Take no action

Southcentral Alaska 
Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council Recommendation

Support

Kodiak/Aleutians Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Support

Bristol Bay Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Support

Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta 
Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council Recommendation

Support

Western Interior Alaska 
Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council Recommendation

Support

Seward Peninsula Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Defer WP22-01 to regions with community harvest systems

Northwest Arctic Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Support

Eastern Interior Alaska 
Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council Recommendation

Support

North Slope Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Support

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

The Interagency Staff Committee found the staff analysis to be a 
thorough and accurate evaluation of the proposal and that it provides 
sufficient basis for the Regional Advisory Council recommendation 
and Federal Subsistence Board action on the proposal.

ADF&G Comments No position

Written Public Comments None
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
WP22-01

ISSUES

Wildlife Proposal WP22-01, submitted by the Office of Subsistence Management (OSM), requests 
clarification of who is and who is not a participant in a community harvest system and how that affects 
community and individual harvest limits. 

Discussion

The proponent requests specific language clarifying who is and who is not a participant in a community 
harvest system and how this relates to individual and community harvest limits. While developing the 
framework for a community harvest system in summer 2020, Ahtna Intertribal Resource Commission 
(AITRC) representatives and Federal agency staff realized that current Federal regulations stipulate 
that any animals harvested under a community harvest limit count toward the harvest limits of every 
community member whether or not they choose to participate in the community harvest system. This 
provision is perceived as unfair to community members who are not interested in participating in 
a community harvest system because their individual harvest limits would be met involuntarily by 
participants in the community harvest system. 

This proposal would affect community and individual harvest limits as well as define who is and who is 
not a participant in a community harvest system for wildlife, fish, and shellfish, statewide. In addition to 
clarifying who is and who is not a participant in a community harvest system, the intent of this proposal 
is to allow community members who opt out of a community harvest system to retain their individual 
harvest limits.

Note: While the proposal as submitted listed the proposed regulations under §100.25(c)(2), the proponent clarified 
their intention was to create a separate section for these regulations as §100.25(c)(5).

Existing Federal Regulation

36 CFR 242.25 and 50 CFR 100.25 Subsistence taking of fish, wildlife, and shellfish: general 
regulations

(c) Harvest limits 

§_____.26 Subsistence taking of wildlife

(e) Possession and transportation of wildlife.

. . .
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(2) An animal taken under Federal or State regulations by any member of a community with 
an established community harvest limit for that species counts towards the community harvest 
limit for that species. Except for wildlife taken pursuant to §____.10(d)(5)(iii)1 or as otherwise 
provided for by this part, an animal taken as part of a community harvest limit counts toward 
every community member’s harvest limit for that species taken under Federal or State of Alaska 
regulations.

Proposed Federal Regulation

§_____.25 Subsistence taking of fish, wildlife, and shellfish: general regulations

(c) Harvest limits 

. . .

(5) Fish, wildlife, or shellfish taken by a participant in a community harvest system counts 
toward the community harvest limit or quota for that species as well as individual harvest 
limits, Federal or State, for each participant in that community harvest system, however, the 
take does not count toward individual harvest limits, Federal or State, of any non-participant. 
Fish, wildlife, or shellfish taken by someone who is not a participant in a community harvest 
system does not count toward any community harvest limit or quota.

(i) For the purposes of this provision, all residents of the community are deemed 
participants in the community harvest unless the Board-approved framework requires 
registration as a prerequisite to harvesting or receiving any fish, wildlife, or shellfish 
pursuant to that community harvest, in which case only those who register are deemed 
participants in that community harvest.

§_____.26 Subsistence taking of wildlife

(e) Possession and transportation of wildlife.

. . .

(2) An animal taken under Federal or State regulations by any member of a community with 
an established community harvest limit for that species counts toward the community harvest 
limit for that species. Except for wildlife taken pursuant to §____.10(d)(5)(iii) or as otherwise 
provided for by this part, an animal taken as part of a community harvest limit counts toward 
every community member’s harvest limit for that species taken under Federal or State of Alaska 
regulations.

State of Alaska Regulations

State general regulations describing its community harvest program are in Appendix 1.

1  §____.10(d)(5)(iii) The fish and wildlife is taken by individuals or community representatives permitted a one-time or annual harvest 
for special purposes including ceremonies and potlatches;
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Federal Public Lands

Federal public lands comprise approximately 54% of Alaska statewide and consist of 36% U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service managed lands, 28% Bureau of Land Management managed lands, 25% National Park 
Service managed lands, and 11% U.S. Forest Service managed lands. 

Customary and Traditional Use Determination

This is a statewide proposal for wildlife, fish, and shellfish. 

Regulatory History

In 1991, after extensive public comment on the Federal Subsistence Management Program’s first 
Temporary Rule, the Federal Subsistence Board (Board) committed to addressing community harvest 
limits and alternative permitting processes (56 Fed. Reg. 123, 29311 [June 26, 1991]).

In 1992, responding to approximately 40 proposals requesting community harvest systems and numerous 
public comments requesting alternative permitting systems, the Board supported the concept of adjusting 
seasons and harvest limits based on customs and traditions of a community (57 Fed. Reg. 103, 22531–2 
[May 28, 1992]). The Board said specific conditions for the use of a particular harvest reporting system 
may be applied on a case-by-case basis and further development and refinement of guidelines for 
alternative permitting systems would occur as the Federal Subsistence Management Program evolved 
(57 Fed. Reg. 104, 22948 [May 29, 1992]). These regulations at ____.6 were modified to state that intent 
more clearly:

§_____.6 Licenses, permits, harvest tickets, tags, and reports2 

(f) The Board may implement harvest reporting systems or permit systems where:

(1) The fish and wildlife is taken by an individual who is required to obtain and possess pertinent 
State harvest permits, tickets, or tags, or Federal permits, harvest tickets, or tags; 

(2) A qualified subsistence user may designate another qualified subsistence user to take fish and 
wildlife on his or her behalf;

(3) The fish and wildlife is taken by individuals or community representatives permitted a one-
time or annual harvest for special purposes including ceremonies and potlatches;

(4) The fish and wildlife is taken by representatives of a community permitted to do so in a 
manner consistent with the community’s customary and traditional practices.

In 1993, the Board adopted Proposal P93-12, which clarified that community harvest limits and individual 
harvest limits may not be accumulated, community harvest systems will be adopted on a case-by-case 
basis and defined under unit-specific regulations, and wildlife taken by a designated hunter for another 
person then counts toward the individual harvest limit of the person for whom the wildlife is taken. 
These new regulations specified that for wildlife, after taking your individual harvest limit, you may not 

2  Subsequently moved to §___.10(d)(5) Federal Subsistence Board—Power and Duties.
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continue to harvest in areas outside of your community harvest system area (58 Fed. Reg. 103, 31255 
[June 1, 1993]). These new regulations were the following:

§____.25 Subsistence taking of wildlife3

(c) Possession and transportation of wildlife

(1) Except as specified in §___.25(c)(3)(ii) [below] or (c)(4) [trapping regulations], or as 
otherwise provided, no person may take a species of wildlife in any Unit, or portion of a Unit, if 
that person’s total statewide take of that species has already been obtained under Federal and 
State regulations in other Units, or portions of other Units. 

(2) An animal taken under Federal or State regulations by any member of a community with an 
established community harvest limit for that species counts toward the community harvest for 
that species. Except for wildlife taken pursuant to §____.6(f)(3) [above], an animal taken by an 
individual as part of a community harvest limit counts toward that individual’s bag limit for that 
species taken under Federal or State regulations for areas outside of the community harvest area. 

(3) Individual bag limits (i) bag limits authorized by §____.25 and in State regulations may 
not be accumulated; (ii) Wildlife taken by a designated hunter for another person pursuant to 
§____6(f)(2) [above], counts toward the individual bag limit of the person for whom the wildlife 
is taken.

In 1993, “community harvest systems” were adopted by the Board simply by adding the use of designated 
hunters to unit-specific regulations for Unit 25 West moose and Unit 26A sheep (58 FR 103, 31252–3 
[June 1, 1993]). In this way, designated harvesters and resource quotas became a common method for 
allocating harvests communally.

In 1996, administrative clarification was made at §____.25(c)(2) to better represent the Board’s intent (61 
Fed. Reg. 147, 39711 [July 30, 1996]). Before this clarification was made, a member of a community with 
a community harvest limit who had not taken an individual harvest limit could take an individual harvest 
limit after the community had met its harvest limit. The effect of the clarification was that members of 
community in a community harvest system can harvest only as part of the community harvest system:

§____.25 Subsistence taking of wildlife

(c) Possession and transportation of wildlife

. . .

(2) An animal taken under Federal or State regulations by any member of a community with an 
established community harvest limit for that species counts toward the community harvest for 
that species. Except for wildlife taken pursuant to §____.6(f)(3) [above], an animal taken by an 
individual as part of a community harvest limit counts toward that individual’s bag limit every 
community member’s harvest limit for that species taken under Federal or State regulations for 
areas outside of the community harvest area. 

3  Subsequently moved to §____.26 Taking of wildlife.
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Later, the language “or as otherwise provided for by this part” was added to the provision. The effect was 
to allow an exceptions to the provision if the exception was placed in regulation:

(2) An animal taken under Federal or State regulations by any member of a community with 
an established community harvest limit for that species counts towards the community harvest 
limit for that species. Except for wildlife taken pursuant to §____.10(d)(5)(iii) or as otherwise 
provided for by this part, an animal taken as part of a community harvest limit counts toward 
every community member’s harvest limit for that species taken under Federal or State of Alaska 
regulations.

In April 2020, the Board adopted deferred Proposal WP18-19 with modification, which added a 
community harvest system for moose in Unit 11 and caribou and moose in Unit 13 to unit-specific 
regulations. The modification was to name individual communities within the Ahtna traditional use 
territory authorized to harvest moose in Unit 11 and caribou and moose in Unit 13 as part of a community 
harvest system, subject to a framework established by the Board (see Existing Federal Regulation section 
in Proposal WP22-36 analysis). 

In July 2020, the Board approved Wildlife Special Action WSA20-02 with modification to: (1) name 
individual communities authorized to participate in the community harvest system on Federal public lands 
in Units 11, 12, and 13, specifically the eight Ahtna traditional communities of Cantwell, Chistochina, 
Chitina, Copper Center, Gakona, Gulkana, Mentasta Lake, and Tazlina; (2) define the geographic 
boundaries of eligible communities as the most recent Census Designated Places established by the U.S. 
Census Bureau; (3) extend these actions through the end of the wildlife regulatory cycle (June 30, 2022); 
(4) specify that harvest reporting will take the form of reports collected from hunters by AITRC and be 
submitted directly to the land managers and OSM, rather than through Federal registration permits, joint 
State/Federal registration permits, or State harvest tickets; and (5) set the harvest quota for the species and 
units authorized in the community harvest system as the sum of individual harvest limits for those opting 
to participate in the system (OSM 2020).

In January 2021, the Board approved Wildlife Special Action WSA20-07 temporarily adding the 
following language to unit-specific regulations for moose and caribou in Units 11, 12, and 13: “Animals 
taken by those opting to participate in this community harvest system do not count toward the harvest 
limits of any individuals who do not opt to participate in this community harvest system.” At this meeting, 
the Board also approved a community harvest system framework that describes additional details about 
implementation of the system (OSM 2021).

Currently, the following community harvest systems are codified in Federal regulations: Lime Village 
for Unit 19 caribou and moose; Nikolai for Unit 19 sheep; Anaktuvuk Pass for Units 24 and 26 sheep; 
Ninilchik for Kasilof River and Kenai River community gillnets for salmon; and Cantwell, Chistochina, 
Chitina, Copper Center, Gakona, Gulkana, Mentasta Lake, and Tazlina for moose in Unit 11 and caribou 
and moose in Unit 13.

Current Events Involving the Species

Proposal WP22-36, submitted by AITRC, requests the Board to adopt existing temporary regulations 
regarding the community harvest system for moose and caribou in Units 11, 12, and 13.
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Cultural Knowledge and Traditional Practices

Community harvest and designated harvester provisions provide recognition of the customary and 
traditional practices of sharing and redistribution of harvests. A host of research supports a need for these 
alternative permitting systems in Federal subsistence regulations to harmonize fundamental harvesting 
characteristics of rural Alaskan communities with the Federal Subsistence Management Program. Family-
based production is the foundation of the mixed subsistence-cash economy found in rural Alaskan 
communities (cf. Wolfe 1981, 1987; Wolfe and Walker 1987; Wolfe et al. 1984). Family-based production 
is when two or more individual households linked by kinship distribute the responsibility to harvest, 
process, and store wild resources based on factors such as skills and abilities, availability of able workers, 
sufficient income to purchase harvesting and processing technology, and other factors. Units of family-
based production typically contain at least one “super-household” that produces surpluses of wild foods 
(Wolfe 1987). On a statewide basis, about 30% of households in a community are super-households 
that produce about 70% or more of the community’s wild food harvest (Sahlins 1972; Andrews 1988; 
Magdanz, Utermohle, and Wolfe 2002; Sumida 1989; Sumida and Andersen 1990). Conversely, 20% to 
30% of households in units of family-based production did not produce enough food to feed members of 
that household (Sahlins 1972). Inequalities in individual and household production levels are equalized 
via processes of distribution (sharing and feasting) and exchange (trade and barter).

Recent studies on disparities in household food production demonstrate that super-households participate 
heavily in food-sharing. Wolfe et al. (2007) looked at household food production in 67 rural Alaska 
communities representing Aleut, Athabascan, Inupiat, Tlingit-Haida, and Yup’ik cultural groups. The 
majority of these communities were comprised of mostly Alaska Native households with at least 
one Native head of household, although communities in Southeast Alaska were ethnically mixed. 
The researchers found that there were household variables commonly associated with levels of food 
production throughout these communities. Household variables including higher levels of income, 
participation in commercial fishing, and households with three or more adult males over 15 years of age 
were associated with higher levels of food production. Households in which there was a single or elder 
head of household were associated with lower levels of food production. Most remarkably, the study also 
demonstrated that high-producing households gave the most food to others and giving to other households 
may be a primary motivation for over-production. Wolfe et al. (2007) further recommended that policy 
and management regulations account for food production and sharing practices within Alaskan mixed 
subsistence-cash communities. They wrote:

The findings about the concentration of subsistence harvests also have social policy implications 
for the management of hunts and fisheries. Annual and daily bag limits that require that 
individuals or households harvest at equal levels, as is common for sport fishing and sport 
hunting, operate from different principles from those operating in subsistence systems. In the 
subsistence system, individuals and households commonly are not equivalent producers. Instead, 
a relatively small segment of high-producers harvest most of the fish or game. The average 
harvests among community households may be in line with bag and harvest limits required for 
conservation reasons, but the actual production is concentrated in a small number of households. 
Flexible regulations that allow for this type of concentrated harvest would be most compatible 
with the actual patterns of subsistence production (Wolfe et al. 2007:29).

Community harvest and designated harvester systems in use in the Federal Subsistence Management 
Program are intended to provide some flexibility in harvest regulations to make legal the activities of 
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super-households in rural communities. Supporting the distribution of wild foods in villages allows 
people to continue their subsistence way of life.

Effects of the Proposal

If this proposal is adopted, then Federal regulations will recognize that the Board, when approving the 
framework for a community harvest system, may allow community members to choose whether they 
want to participate in the community harvest system or retain their individual harvest limits. The Federal 
regulations will specify that fish, wildlife, or shellfish harvested under a community harvest system will 
not count against the individual harvest limits of non-participants. Similarly, fish, wildlife, or shellfish 
harvested by non-participants will not count against the harvest limit set for the community harvest 
system. Effects to nonsubsistence uses, wildlife, fish, and shellfish are not anticipated.

If this proposal is not adopted, then Federal regulations will continue to stipulate that any harvest within 
a community harvest system counts towards the individual harvest limit of every community member 
regardless of whether they participate in the community harvest system. Additionally, the Board’s 
authority to approve community harvest frameworks, and to allow community members to opt in or opt 
out of a community harvest, will not be clearly stated. Effects to nonsubsistence uses, wildlife, fish, and 
shellfish are not anticipated.

OSM CONCLUSION

Support Proposal WP22-01.

Justification

Subsistence users and others will find these regulations less confusing and easier to use. In this way, the 
proposed regulatory changes provide more equitable harvest options and opportunities for subsistence 
users. They also prevent unintentional and unnecessary restrictions from being placed on any community 
members who choose not to participate in a community harvest system and clarifies Federal regulations.
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SUBSISTENCE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS

Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Take no action on WP22-01. The Council deferred to regions with community harvest systems.

Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-01. This proposal clarifies that those who are not participants in the community hunt 
can still hunt under Federal harvest regulations to obtain their individual harvest limit to meet their 
subsistence harvest needs, and the Ahtna people can continue their customary and traditional ways of 
hunting.

Kodiak/Aleutians Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-01. The Council appreciated the regulatory clarity provided by the proposal even though 
their region does not have any community hunts.

Bristol Bay Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-01. The proposal allows a community harvest system in the region to operate under 
clearer guidelines. 

Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-01. The Council supports Ahtna people and their community harvest system, which is 
impacted by individuals who do not want necessarily to share their harvests but whose individual harvest 
limits are used up by the community harvest limit. Separating those two types of hunters will be helpful 
by identifying who is and who is not participating in the community harvest system. The proposal will 
benefit the Yukon Kuskokwim Region if a community harvest system is created

Western Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-01. The proposal allows people to opt out of a community harvest system and will benefit 
all subsistence users statewide.

Seward Peninsula Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Defer WP22-01 to regions with community harvest systems. There are no community harvest systems in 
our region.

Northwest Arctic Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-01. Customary and traditional patterns of harvest in the region are consistent with 
community harvest systems in regulation. Hunters distribute their harvests to elders first and then to other 
households that need it most. The Council also supports the proposal so that regulations are consistent 
across regions.
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Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-01. The proposal is beneficial to subsistence users who will find this regulation less 
confusing.

North Slope Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-01. Only Federally qualified subsistence users can participate in Federal community 
harvest systems.
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INTERAGENCY STAFF COMMITTEE COMMENTS

The Interagency Staff Committee found the staff analysis to be a thorough and accurate evaluation of 
the proposal and that it provides sufficient basis for the Regional Advisory Council recommendation and 
Federal Subsistence Board action on the proposal.

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME COMMENTS

Wildlife Proposal WP22-01

This proposal seeks to clarify who is and who is not a participant in a community harvest system and how 
that affects community and individual harvest limits.

Background
While the impetus for this change primarily comes from the action taken by the Federal Subsistence 
Board (FSB) regarding the WP18-19 proposed by the Ahtna Inter-tribal Resource Commission (AITRC), 
WP22-01 has implications for any future federal community harvest program as well. 

If implemented as stated by OSM this request will ensure that animals taken by those opting to participate 
in this community harvest system do not count toward the harvest limits of any individuals who do not 
opt to participate in this community harvest system.

ADF&G would also like to take this opportunity to reiterate the concerns it has expressed in the past 
over the community harvest system being implemented. We cannot find where Congress authorized 
the Federal Subsistence Board the ability to delegate administration of a federal subsistence hunt to a 
tribe or nonprofit organization, or to delegate the authority to determine who is authorized to hunt to a 
tribe or nonprofit organization, or to limit a hunt to a tribe or nonprofit organization. This system also 
appears to be inconsistent with ANILCA, as it excludes some rural communities who should be eligible 
to participate in this community hunt but cannot because they are simply not identified as a community 
in the Ahtna traditional territory. Some communities can be identified as being within this area; however, 
are excluded from this community harvest system even when they have a customary and traditional use 
determination for caribou and moose. Any system put into place should be fair and equitable to federal 
subsistence hunters in the area. 

It is reasonable to assume that there are no concerns at face value if the collective bag limit equals the 
sum of those individual bag limits. If this isn’t adhered to then there could very well be a situation in 
which you would have over harvest. There are also concerns regarding the harvest reporting aspect, but 
these are a part of ongoing concerns ADF&G has with other hunts where a lack of reporting leads to 
unreliable harvest data. All those participating in the community hunt should be issued a permit with their 
collective bag limit, and hunt reports should be submitted after the season just as a person would with 
what is required on the stateside with a harvest ticket or registration permit. ADF&G has found that the 
way in which OSM collects its data, often months after the season, yields poor/incomplete harvest data 
which causes managers to make much more conservative decisions when determining acceptable harvest 
rates. This ultimately impacts the available harvest for everyone.
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Impact on Subsistence Users
This proposal would reduce the current confusion amongst subsistence users by clarifying who is and 
who is not a participant in a community harvest system.

Impact on Other Users
If adopted there could be impacts to other users if the federal community harvest system is not adhered to 
and enforced. 

Conservation Issues
Depending on how the allocation to the community hunt program is determined and how timely and 
complete harvest data is reported there could be conservation issues as overharvest is a very real 
possibility.

Enforcement Issues
There are no foreseeable enforcement issues with the specific mechanics of this proposal.

Position
ADF&G takes NO POSITION on the specific action being requested in WP22-01. How participation and 
harvest data is collected and reported needs to be of the same standard as the individual hunt reporting 
requirements so that proper management can continue to occur, and conservation concerns do not develop 
due to underreporting. It is necessary for consistent updates to be given to the federal agencies or else 
have a repeat of the issue with the data request from the community harvest system in GMU 13 in the fall 
of 2021 occur in the future. 

ADF&G still contends that the FSB did not have the authority under ANILCA to approve this system. 
Congress never authorized the FSB the ability to delegate administration of a federal subsistence hunt to 
any non-governmental organization, or to delegate the authority to determine who is authorized to hunt to 
that non-governmental organization.
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APPENDIX 1

STATE OF ALASKA COMMUNITY HARVEST PROGRAM

5 AAC 92.074. Community subsistence harvest hunt areas

(a) The commissioner or the commissioner’s designee may, under this section and 5 AAC 92.052, 
issue community-based subsistence harvest permits and harvest reports for big game species 
where the Board of Game (board) has established a community harvest hunt area under (b) of 
this section and 5 AAC 92.074. 

(b) The board will consider proposals to establish community harvest hunt areas during regularly 
scheduled meetings to consider seasons and bag limits for affected species in a hunt area. 
Information considered by the board in evaluating the proposed action will include 

(1) a geographic description of the hunt area; 

(2) the sustainable harvest and current subsistence regulations and findings for the big game 
population to be harvested; 

(3) a custom of community-based harvest and sharing of the wildlife resources harvested in 
the hunt area by any group; and 

(4) other characteristics of harvest practices in the hunt area, including characteristics of the 
customary and traditional pattern of use found under 5 AAC 99.010(b). 

(c) If the board has established a community harvest hunt area for a big game population, 
residents of the community or members of a group may elect to participate in a community 
harvest permit hunt in accordance with the following conditions: 

(1) a person representing a group of 25 or more residents or members may apply to the 
department for a community harvest permit by identifying the community harvest hunt area 
and the species to be hunted, and by requesting that the department distribute community 
harvest reports to the individuals who subscribe to the community harvest permit; the 
community or group representative must 

(A) provide to the department the names of residents or members subscribing to the 
community harvest permit and the residents’ or members’ hunting license numbers, 
permanent hunting identification card numbers, or customer service identification 
numbers, or for those residents or members under 18 years of age, the resident or 
member’s birth date; 

(B) ensure delivery to the department of validated harvest reports from hunters following 
the take of individual game animals, records of harvest information for individual 
animals taken, and collected biological samples or other information as required by the 
department for management; 
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(C) provide the department with harvest information, including federal subsistence 
harvest information, within a specified period of time when requested, and a final report 
of all game taken under the community harvest permit within 15 days of the close of the 
hunting season or as directed in the permit; and 

(D) make efforts to ensure that the applicable customary and traditional use pattern 
described by the board and included by the department as a permit condition, if any, 
is observed by subscribers including meat sharing; the applicable board finding 
and conditions will be identified on the permit; this provision does not authorize the 
community or group administrator to deny subscription to any community resident or 
group member; 

(E) from July 1, 2014 until June 30, 2018, in the community harvest hunt area described 
in 5 AAC 92.074(d), permits for the harvest of bull moose that do not meet the antler 
restrictions for other resident hunts in the area will be limited to one permit for every 
three households in the community or group. Beginning July 1, 2018, in the community 
harvest hunt area described in 5 AAC 92.074(d) , permits for the harvest of bull moose 
that do not meet the antler restrictions for other resident hunts in the area will be 
distributed to participants using the scoring criteria described in 5 AAC 92.070. 

(2) a resident of the community or member of the group who elects to subscribe to a 
community harvest permit 

(A) may not hold a harvest ticket or other state hunt permit for the same species where 
the bag limit is the same or for fewer animals during the same regulatory year; however, 
a person may hold harvest tickets or permits for same-species hunts in areas with a larger 
bag limit following the close of the season for the community harvest permit, except that 
in Unit 13, prior to July 1, 2018, only one caribou may be retained per household, and on 
or after July 1, 2018, up to two caribou may be retained per household; 

(B) may not subscribe to more than one community harvest permit for a species during a 
regulatory year; 

(C) must have in possession when hunting and taking game a community harvest report 
issued by the hunt administrator for each animal taken; 

(D) must validate a community harvest report immediately upon taking an animal; and 

(E) must report harvest and surrender validated harvest reports within five days, or 
sooner as directed by the department, of taking an animal and transporting it to the place 
of final processing for preparation for human use and provide information and biological 
samples required under terms of the permit; 

(F) must, if the community harvest hunt area is under a Tier II permit requirement for the 
species to be hunted, have received a Tier II permit for that area, species, and regulatory 
year. 
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(G) participants in the community harvest hunt area described in 5 AAC 92.074(d) must 
commit to participation for two consecutive years. This does not apply to participants 
that applied in 2016 for the 2018 regulatory year. 

(3) in addition to the requirements of (1) of this subsection, the community or group 
representative must submit a complete written report, on a form provided by the department, 
for the community or group participating in the community harvest hunt area described in 5 
AAC 92.074(d), that describes efforts by the community or group to observe the customary 
and traditional use pattern described by board findings for the game populations hunted 
under the conditions of this community harvest permit; in completing the report, the 
representative must make efforts to collect a complete report from each household that is a 
member of the community or group that describes efforts by the household to observe the 
customary and traditional use pattern using the eight elements described in this paragraph; 
a copy of all household reports collected by the community or group representative shall be 
submitted to the department as a part of the representative’s written report; complete reports 
must include information about efforts to observe the customary and traditional use pattern 
of the game population, as follows: 

(A) Element 1: participation in a long-term, consistent pattern of noncommercial taking, 
use, and reliance on the game population: the number of years of taking and use of the 
game population; and involvement of multiple generations in the taking and use of the 
game population; and use of areas other than the community subsistence hunt area for 
harvest activities; 

(B) Element 2: participation in the pattern of taking or use of the game population that 
follows a seasonal use pattern of harvest effort in the hunt area: the months and seasons 
in which noncommercial harvest activities occur in the hunt area; 

(C) Element 3: participation in a pattern of taking or use of wild resources in the 
hunt area that includes methods and means of harvest characterized by efficiency and 
economy of effort and cost: costs associated with harvests; and methods used to reduce 
costs and improve efficiency of harvest; and number of species harvested during hunting 
activities; 

(D) Element 4: participation in a pattern of taking or use of wild resources that occurs in 
the hunt area due to close ties to the area: number of years of taking and use of the game 
population; and involvement of multiple generations in the taking and use of the game 
population; and variety of harvesting activities that take place in the hunt area; and 
evidence of other areas used for harvest activities; 

(E) Element 5: use of means of processing and preserving wild resources from the hunt 
area that have been traditionally used by past generations: complete listing of the parts 
of the harvested game that are used; and preservation methods of that game; and types of 
foods and other products produced from that harvest; 

(F) Element 6: participation in a pattern of taking or use of wild resources from the hunt 
area that includes the handing down of knowledge of hunting skills, values, and lore 
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about the hunt area from generation to generation: involvement of multiple generations 
in the taking and use of the game population; and evidence of instruction and training; 

(G) Element 7: participation in a pattern of taking of wild resources from the hunt area 
in which the harvest is shared throughout the community: amount of harvest of the game 
population that is shared; and evidence of a communal sharing event; and support of 
those in need through sharing of the harvest of the game population; and 

(H) Element 8: participation in a pattern that includes taking, use, and reliance on a wide 
variety of wild resources from the hunt area: the variety of resource harvest activities 
engaged in within the hunt area; and evidence of other areas used for harvest activities. 

(d) Seasons for community harvest permits will be the same as those established for other 
subsistence harvests for that species in the geographic area included in a community harvest 
hunt area, unless separate community harvest hunt seasons are established. The total bag limit 
for a community harvest permit will be equal to the sum of the individual participants’ bag limits, 
established for other subsistence harvests for that species in the hunt area or otherwise by the 
board. Seasons and bag limits may vary within a hunt area according to established subsistence 
regulations for different game management units or other geographic delineations in a hunt area. 

(e) Establishment of a community harvest hunt area will not constrain nonsubscribing residents 
of the community or members of the group from participating in subsistence harvest activities for 
a species in that hunt area using individual harvest tickets or other state permits authorized by 
regulation, nor will it require any resident of the community or member of the group eligible to 
hunt under existing subsistence regulations to subscribe to a community harvest permit. 

(f) The department may disapprove an application for a community subsistence harvest permit 
from a community or group that has previously failed to comply with requirements in (c)(1) and 
(3) of this section. The failure to report by the community or group representative under (c)(1) 
and (3) of this section may result in denial of a community subsistence harvest permit during 
the following regulatory year. The department must allow a representative the opportunity to 
request a hearing if the representative fails to submit a complete report as required under (c)(1) 
and (3) of this section. A community or group aggrieved by a decision under this subsection will 
be granted a hearing before the commissioner or the commissioner’s designee, if the community 
or group representative makes a request for a hearing in writing to the commissioner within 
60 days after the conclusion of the hunt for which the person failed to provide a report. The 
commissioner may determine that the penalty provided under this subsection will not be applied if 
the community or group representative provides the information required on the report and if the 
commissioner determines that 

(1) the failure to provide the report was the result of unavoidable circumstance; or 

(2) extreme hardship would result to the community or group. 

(g) A person may not give or receive a fee for the taking of game or receipt of meat under a 
community subsistence harvest permit. 
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(h) Nothing in this section authorizes the department to delegate to a community or group 
representative determination of the lawful criteria for selecting who may hunt, for establishing 
any special restrictions for the hunt and for the handling of game, and for establishing the terms 
and conditions for a meaningful communal sharing of game taken under a community harvest 
permit. 

(i) In this section, 

(1) “fee” means a payment, wage, gift, or other remuneration for services provided while 
engaged in hunting under a community harvest permit; and does not include reimbursement 
for actual expenses incurred during the hunting activity within the scope of the community 
harvest permit, or a non-cash exchange of subsistence-harvested resources. 

(2) a “community” or “group” is a mutual support network of people who routinely (at 
least several times each year) provide each other with physical, emotional, and nutritional 
assistance in a multi-generational and inter/intra familial manner to assure the long-term 
welfare of individuals, the group, and natural resources they depend on; for purposes of this 
regulation, a “community” or “group” shares a common interest in, and participation in 
uses of, an identified area and the wildlife populations in that area, that is consistent with the 
customary and traditional use pattern of that wildlife population and area as defined by the 
board.
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WP22–02 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP22-02 requests to remove language from 

designated hunting regulations prohibiting the use of a 
designated hunter permit by a member of community operating 
under a community harvest system. Submitted by the Office of 
Subsistence Management. 

Proposed Regulation See page 523

OSM Conclusion Support

Southeast Alaska Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Take no action

Southcentral Alaska Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Support

Kodiak/Aleutians Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Support

Bristol Bay Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Support WP22-02 with the Eastern Interior Council’s modi-
fication

Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta 
Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council Recommendation

Support

Western Interior Alaska 
Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council Recommendation

Support

Seward Peninsula Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Defer WP22-02 to regions with community harvest systems

Northwest Arctic Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Support

Eastern Interior Alaska 
Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council Recommendation

Support WP22-02 with modification to clarify participants in 
a community harvest system cannot designate another Federally 
qualified subsistence user to take wildlife on their behalf.

North Slope Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Support
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WP22–02 Executive Summary
Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

The Interagency Staff Committee found the staff analysis to 
be a thorough and accurate evaluation of the proposal and that 
it provides sufficient basis for the Regional Advisory Council 
recommendation and Federal Subsistence Board action on the 
proposal.

ADF&G Comments Support

Written Public Comments None
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
WP22-02

ISSUES

Wildlife Proposal WP22-02, submitted by the Office of Subsistence Management (OSM), requests to 
remove language from designated hunting regulations prohibiting the use of a designated hunter permit by 
a member of community operating under a community harvest system.

Discussion

While developing the framework for a community harvest system in summer 2020, Ahtna Intertribal 
Resource Commission (AITRC) representatives realized that residents of communities in a community 
harvest system cannot designate another person to harvest on their behalf, pursuant to Federal designated 
hunter regulations. AITRC and Federal agency staff perceived this provision as unfair to community 
members who choose not to participate in a community harvest system because their options for acquiring 
their individual harvest limits are curtailed involuntarily. 

The proponent clarified that the intent of this proposal is to allow members of a community with a 
community harvest system to request a hunter to harvest on their behalf to fulfill either their individual 
harvest limit or to count toward the community harvest limit depending on whether or not they choose to 
participate in the community harvest system.

Existing Federal Regulation

36 CFR 242 and 50 CFR 100.25(e) Hunting by designated harvest permit

If you are a Federally qualified subsistence user (recipient), you may designate another 
Federally qualified subsistence user to take deer, moose, and caribou, and in Units 
1-5, goats, on your behalf unless you are a member of a community operating under a 
community harvest system or unless unit-specific regulations in §____.26 preclude or modify 
the use of the designated hunter system or allow the harvest of additional species by a designated 
hunter. The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a 
completed harvest report. The designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may 
have no more than two harvest limits in his/her possession at any one time except for goats, 
where designated hunters may have no more than one harvest limit in possession at any one time, 
and unless otherwise specified in unit-specific regulations in §____.26.

§_____.26(n)(6)(ii) Unit 6 specific regulations

(D) A federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) who is either blind, 65 years of age or 
older, at least 70 percent disabled, or temporarily disabled may designate another federally 
qualified subsistence user to take any moose, deer, black bear, and beaver on his or her behalf 
in Unit 6, and goat in Unit 6D, unless the recipient is a member of a community operating under 
a community harvest system. The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit 
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and must return a completed harvest report. The designated hunter may hunt for any number of 
recipients, but may have no more than one harvest limit in his or her possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(9)(iii) Unit 9 specific regulations

(E) For Units 9C and 9E only, a federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) of Units 9C and 
9E may designate another federally qualified subsistence user of Units 9C and 9E to take bull 
caribou on his or her behalf unless the recipient is a member of a community operating under 
a community harvest system. The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit 
and must return a completed harvest report and turn over all meat to the recipient. There is 
no restriction on the number of possession limits the designated hunter may have in his/her 
possession at any one time.

(F) For Unit 9D, a federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may designate another 
federally qualified subsistence user to take caribou on his or her behalf unless the recipient 
is a member of a community operating under a community harvest system. The designated 
hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest report. The 
designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may have no more than four harvest 
limits in his/her possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(10) Unit 10 specific regulations

(iii) In Unit 10—Unimak Island only, a federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may 
designate another federally qualified subsistence user to take caribou on his or her behalf unless 
the recipient is a member of a community operating under a community harvest system. The 
designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest 
report. The designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may have no more than 
four harvest limits in his/her possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(22)(iii) Unit 22 specific regulations

(E) A federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may designate another federally qualified 
subsistence user to take musk oxen on his or her behalf unless the recipient is a member of a 
community operating under a community harvest system. The designated hunter must get a 
designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest report. The designated hunter may 
hunt for any number of recipients in the course of a season, but have no more than two harvest 
limits in his/her possession at any one time, except in Unit 22E where a resident of Wales or 
Shishmaref acting as a designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients, but have no 
more than four harvest limits in his/her possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(23)(iv) Unit 23 specific regulations

(D) For the Baird and DeLong Mountain sheep hunts—A federally qualified subsistence user 
(recipient) may designate another federally qualified subsistence user to take sheep on his 
or her behalf unless the recipient is a member of a community operating under a community 
harvest system. The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return 
a completed harvest report. The designated hunter may hunt for only one recipient in the course 
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of a season and may have both his and the recipients’ harvest limits in his/her possession at the 
same time.

(F) A federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may designate another federally qualified 
subsistence user to take musk oxen on his or her behalf unless the recipient is a member of a 
community operating under a community harvest system. The designated hunter must get a 
designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest report. The designated hunter may 
hunt for any number of recipients, but have no more than two harvest limits in his/her possession 
at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(26)(iv) Unit 26 specific regulations 

(C) In Kaktovik, a federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may designate another federally 
qualified subsistence user to take sheep or musk ox on his or her behalf unless the recipient 
is a member of a community operating under a community harvest system. The designated 
hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest report. The 
designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may have no more than two harvest 
limits in his/her possession at any one time.

(D) For the DeLong Mountain sheep hunts—A federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) 
may designate another federally qualified subsistence user to take sheep on his or her behalf 
unless the recipient is a member of a community operating under a community harvest system. 
The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a completed 
harvest report. The designated hunter may hunt for only one recipient in the course of a season 
and may have both his and the recipient’s harvest limits in his/her possession at the same time.

Proposed Federal Regulation

§_____.25(e) Hunting by designated harvest permit 

If you are a Federally qualified subsistence user (recipient), you may designate another Federally 
qualified subsistence user to take deer, moose, and caribou, and in Units 1-5, goats, on your 
behalf unless you are a member of a community operating under a community harvest system 
or unless unit-specific regulations in §100.26 preclude or modify the use of the designated 
hunter system or allow the harvest of additional species by a designated hunter. The designated 
hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest report. The 
designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may have no more than two harvest 
limits in his/her possession at any one time except for goats, where designated hunters may have 
no more than one harvest limit in possession at any one time, and unless otherwise specified in 
unit-specific regulations in §100.26.

§_____.26(n)(6)(ii) Unit 6 specific regulations

(D) A federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) who is either blind, 65 years of age or 
older, at least 70 percent disabled, or temporarily disabled may designate another federally 
qualified subsistence user to take any moose, deer, black bear, and beaver on his or her behalf 
in Unit 6, and goat in Unit 6D, unless the recipient is a member of a community operating under 
a community harvest system. The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit 
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and must return a completed harvest report. The designated hunter may hunt for any number of 
recipients, but may have no more than one harvest limit in his or her possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(9)(iii) Unit 9 specific regulations

(E) For Units 9C and 9E only, a federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) of Units 9C and 
9E may designate another federally qualified subsistence user of Units 9C and 9E to take bull 
caribou on his or her behalf unless the recipient is a member of a community operating under 
a community harvest system. The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit 
and must return a completed harvest report and turn over all meat to the recipient. There is 
no restriction on the number of possession limits the designated hunter may have in his/her 
possession at any one time.

(F) For Unit 9D, a federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may designate another 
federally qualified subsistence user to take caribou on his or her behalf unless the recipient 
is a member of a community operating under a community harvest system. The designated 
hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest report. The 
designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may have no more than four harvest 
limits in his/her possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(10) Unit 10 specific regulations

(iii) In Unit 10—Unimak Island only, a federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may 
designate another federally qualified subsistence user to take caribou on his or her behalf unless 
the recipient is a member of a community operating under a community harvest system. The 
designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest 
report. The designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may have no more than 
four harvest limits in his/her possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(22)(iii) Unit 22 specific regulations

(E) A federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may designate another federally qualified 
subsistence user to take musk oxen on his or her behalf unless the recipient is a member of a 
community operating under a community harvest system. The designated hunter must get a 
designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest report. The designated hunter may 
hunt for any number of recipients in the course of a season, but have no more than two harvest 
limits in his/her possession at any one time, except in Unit 22E where a resident of Wales or 
Shishmaref acting as a designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients, but have no 
more than four harvest limits in his/her possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(23)(iv) Unit 23 specific regulations 

(D) For the Baird and DeLong Mountain sheep hunts—A federally qualified subsistence user 
(recipient) may designate another federally qualified subsistence user to take sheep on his 
or her behalf unless the recipient is a member of a community operating under a community 
harvest system. The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return 
a completed harvest report. The designated hunter may hunt for only one recipient in the course 
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of a season and may have both his and the recipients’ harvest limits in his/her possession at the 
same time.

(F) A federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may designate another federally qualified 
subsistence user to take musk oxen on his or her behalf unless the recipient is a member of a 
community operating under a community harvest system. The designated hunter must get a 
designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest report. The designated hunter may 
hunt for any number of recipients, but have no more than two harvest limits in his/her possession 
at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(26)(iv) Unit 26 specific regulations

(C) In Kaktovik, a federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may designate another federally 
qualified subsistence user to take sheep or musk ox on his or her behalf unless the recipient 
is a member of a community operating under a community harvest system. The designated 
hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest report. The 
designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may have no more than two harvest 
limits in his/her possession at any one time.

(D) For the DeLong Mountain sheep hunts—A federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) 
may designate another federally qualified subsistence user to take sheep on his or her behalf 
unless the recipient is a member of a community operating under a community harvest system. 
The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a completed 
harvest report. The designated hunter may hunt for only one recipient in the course of a season 
and may have both his and the recipient’s harvest limits in his/her possession at the same time.

Existing State Regulation

The State of Alaska provides for the transfer of harvest limits from one person to another through its 
proxy hunting program (5 AAC 92.011; see Appendix 1). Table 1 is a side-by-side comparison of the 
State’s proxy system to the Federal designated hunter system.
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Table 1. State of Alaska Proxy System compared to Federal Designated Hunter System.

State of Alaska Proxy System Federal Subsistence Management Program 
Designated Hunter System

Applies where there is an open State harvest 
season.

Applies to Federal public lands when there is an open 
Federal harvest season.

Applies to caribou, deer, and moose. Applies to caribou, deer, moose, and in Units 1–5, 
goats, as well as other species identified in unit-specif-
ic regulations.

Available to a hunter who is blind, physically or 
developmentally disabled (requires physician’s 
affidavit), or 65 years of age or older

Available to Federally qualified subsistence users.  

Either the recipient or the hunter may apply for the 
authorization.

Recipient obtains a permit or harvest ticket and desig-
nates another Federally qualified subsistence user to 
harvest on his/her behalf. Designated hunter obtains a 
Federal designated hunter permit.

No person may be a proxy for more than one recip-
ient at a time.

A person may hunt for any number of recipients, but 
may have no more than two harvest limits in his/her 
possession at any one time.

Federal Public Lands

Federal public lands comprise approximately 54% of Alaska statewide and consist of 36% U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service managed lands, 28% Bureau of Land Management managed lands, 25% National Park 
Service managed lands, and 11% U.S. Forest Service managed lands.

Customary and Traditional Use Determination

This is a statewide proposal regarding wildlife.

Regulatory History

In 1991, after extensive public comment on the Federal Subsistence Management Program’s first 
Temporary Rule, the Federal Subsistence Board committed to addressing community harvest limits and 
alternative permitting processes (56 Fed. Reg. 123, 29411 [June 26, 1991]).

In 1992, responding to approximately 40 proposals requesting community harvest systems and numerous 
public comments requesting alternative permitting systems, the Board supported the concept of adjusting 
seasons and harvest limits based on customs and traditions of a community (57 Fed. Reg. 103, 22531–2 
[May 28, 1992]). The Board said specific conditions for the use of a particular harvest reporting system 
may be applied on a case-by-case basis and further development and refinement of guidelines for 
alternative permitting systems would occur as the Federal Subsistence Management Program evolved (57 
Fed. Reg. 104, 22948 [May 29, 1992]. These regulations at ____.6 were modified to state that intent more 
clearly:
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§_____.6 Licenses, permits, harvest tickets, tags, and reports1 

(f) The Board may implement harvest reporting systems or permit systems where:

(1) The fish and wildlife is taken by an individual who is required to obtain and possess pertinent 
State harvest permits, tickets, or tags, or Federal permits, harvest tickets, or tags; 

(2) A qualified subsistence user may designate another qualified subsistence user to take fish and 
wildlife on his or her behalf;

(3) The fish and wildlife is taken by individuals or community representatives permitted a one-
time or annual harvest for special purposes including ceremonies and potlatches;

(4) The fish and wildlife is taken by representatives of a community permitted to do so in a 
manner consistent with the community’s customary and traditional practices.

In 1993, the Board adopted Proposal P93-12, which clarified that community harvest limits and individual 
harvest limits may not be accumulated, community harvest systems will be adopted on a case-by-case 
basis and defined under unit-specific regulations, and wildlife taken by a designated hunter for another 
person counts toward the individual harvest limit of the person for whom the wildlife is taken. These new 
regulations specified that for wildlife, after taking your individual harvest limit, you may not continue to 
harvest in areas outside of your community harvest area (58 Fed. Reg. 103, 31255 [June 1, 1993]). These 
new regulations were the following:

§____.25 Subsistence taking of wildlife2

(c) Possession and transportation of wildlife

(1) Except as specified in §___.25(c)(3)(ii) [below] or (c)(4) [trapping regulations], or as 
otherwise provided, no person may take a species of wildlife in any Unit, or portion of a Unit, if 
that person’s total statewide take of that species has already been obtained under Federal and 
State regulations in other Units, or portions of other Units. 

(2) An animal taken under Federal or State regulations by any member of a community with an 
established community harvest limit for that species counts toward the community harvest for 
that species. Except for wildlife taken pursuant to §____.6(f)(3) [above], an animal taken by an 
individual as part of a community harvest limit counts toward that individual’s bag limit for that 
species taken under Federal or State regulations for areas outside of the community harvest area.

(3) Individual bag limits (i) bag limits authorized by §____.25 and in State regulations may 
not be accumulated; (ii) Wildlife taken by a designated hunter for another person pursuant to 
§____6(f)(2) [above], counts toward the individual bag limit of the person for whom the wildlife 
is taken.

In 1993, community harvest strategies were adopted by the Board simply by adding the use of designated 
hunters into unit-specific regulations for Unit 25 West moose and Unit 26C sheep (58 Fed. Reg. 103, 

1  Subsequently moved to §___.10(d) Federal Subsistence Board—Power and Duties.
2  Subsequently moved to §____.26 Taking of wildlife.
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31252–3 [June 1, 1993]). In this way, designated harvesters and resource quotas became a common 
method for allocating harvests communally.

Unit 25(D)(West)—. . .1 antlered moose by a Federal registration permit. Alternate permits 
allowing for designated hunters are available to qualified applicants who reside in Beaver, Birch 
Creek, or Stevens Village. Moose hunting on public land in this portion of Unit 25(D)(West) is 
closed at all times except for residents of Beaver, Birch Creek and Stevens Village during seasons 
identified above. The moose season will be closed when 30 antlered moose have been harvested 
in the entirety of Unit 25D West (58 Fed. Reg. 103, 31287 [June 1, 1993]).

Unit 26(C)—3 sheep per year; the Aug. 10–Sept 20 season is restricted to 1 ram with 7/8 
cur1 horn or larger. A State registration permit is required for the Oct. 1–Apr. 30 season, 
except for residents of the City of Kaktovik. Kaktovik residents may harvest sheep in 
accordance with a Federal community harvest strategy for Unit 26(C) which provides for 
the take of up to two bag limits of 3 sheep by designated hunter. Procedures for Federal 
permit issuance and community reporting will be mutually developed by Kaktovik and 
Federal representatives prior to the season opening. Open season: Aug. 10–Sept. 30 and 
Oct. 1–Apr. 30 (58 Fed. Reg. 103, 31289 [June 1, 1993]).

In 1994, the Board rejected four proposals concerning the use of designated hunters to harvest wildlife 
for others and redirected staff to work with Regional Advisory Councils and develop regulations for the 
1995/96 regulatory year that address designated harvesters on a state-wide basis (59 Fed. Reg. 29033, 
June 3, 1994).

In October 1994, a Designated Hunter Task Force published its report describing four options for 
alternative permitting systems (OSM 1994). 

In 1996, administrative clarification was made at §____.25(c)(2) to better represent the Board’s intent (61 
Fed. Reg. 147, 39711 [July 30, 1996]). Before this clarification was made, a member of a community with 
a community harvest limit who had not taken an individual harvest limit could take an individual harvest 
limit after the community had met its harvest limit. The effect of the clarification was that members of 
community in a community harvest system can harvest only as part of the community harvest system:

§____.25 Subsistence taking of wildlife

(c) Possession and transportation of wildlife

. . .

(2) An animal taken under Federal or State regulations by any member of a community with an 
established community harvest limit for that species counts toward the community harvest for 
that species. Except for wildlife taken pursuant to §____.6(f)(3) [above], an animal taken by an 
individual as part of a community harvest limit counts toward that individual’s bag limit every 
community member’s harvest limit for that species taken under Federal or State regulations for 
areas outside of the community harvest area. 

Later, the language “or as otherwise provided for by this part” was added to the provision. The effect was 
to allow an exception to the provision if the exception was placed in regulation:
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(2) An animal taken under Federal or State regulations by any member of a community with 
an established community harvest limit for that species counts towards the community harvest 
limit for that species. Except for wildlife taken pursuant to §____.10(d)(5)(iii) or as otherwise 
provided for by this part, an animal taken as part of a community harvest limit counts toward 
every community member’s harvest limit for that species taken under Federal or State of Alaska 
regulations.

In 2001, administrative clarifications were added to regulations at §____.25(e) Hunting by designated 
harvest permit. New provisions stipulated that a designated hunter recipient may not be a member of a 
community operating under a community harvest system, reflecting §____.25(c)(2), above (66 Fed. Reg. 
122, 33758 [June 25, 2001]). These new provisions were the following:

§____.25 Subsistence taking of fish, wildlife, and shellfish: general regulations3

(e) Hunting by designated harvest permit 

(1) As allowed by §____.26 [Subsistence taking of wildlife], if you are a Federally-qualified 
subsistence user, you (beneficiary) may designate another Federally-qualified subsistence 
user to take wildlife on your behalf unless you are a member of a community operating under 
a community harvest system. 

(2) The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a 
completed harvest report.

(3) You may not designate more than one person to take or attempt to take fish on your behalf 
at one time. 

(4) The designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may have no more 
than two harvest limits in his/her possession at any one time, unless otherwise specified in 
§____.26. 

After 1994, the Board recommenced adopting designated harvester provisions in unit-specific regulations 
through 2002. 

Prior to 2003, the Board adopted designated hunter regulations for 21 unit-specific hunts. In 2003, 
the Board established the statewide designated hunter system, based on Regional Advisory Council 
recommendations, providing opportunities for subsistence users to receive deer, caribou, and moose from 
designated hunters, subject to unit-specific regulations to include other species and special provisions (68 
Fed. Reg. 38466 [June 27, 2003]). Where Councils agreed with these general statewide provisions, then 
unit-specific regulations were rescinded unless they included other species or special provisions.

In April 2020, the Board adopted deferred Proposal WP18-19 with modification to establish a community 
harvest system for moose in Unit 11 and caribou and moose in Unit 13 that will be administered by the 
Ahtna Intertribal Resource Commission (AITRC). The modification was to name individual communities 
within the Ahtna traditional use territory authorized to harvest caribou and moose in Unit 13 and moose 
in Unit 11 as part of a community harvest system, subject to a framework established by the Board 
under unit specific regulations. While developing the framework for the community harvest system 
3  §____.25 was formerly Subsistence taking of wildlife that was moved to §____.26 to make room for these general regulations.
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over the summer of 2020, AITRC representatives and Federal agency staff realized that current Federal 
regulations prevent the use of designated hunters by any community member whether or not they choose 
to participate in the community harvest system (OSM 2020). In January 2021, the Board approved the 
community harvest system framework that describes additional details about implementation of the 
system (OSM 2021a).  

Harvest History

The Designated Hunter Permit database is maintained at the Office of Subsistence Management. Table 2 
describes the use of the designated hunter system since 2002 when the permit system was implemented. 
Designated hunters have reported harvesting caribou, deer, moose, sheep, goats, and muskoxen. Most of 
the reported harvest by designated hunters is for deer (84%, or 4,717 deer), and most of those are taken in 
Southeast Alaska (Units 1–5). Designated hunter harvests of caribou account for 12% (658 caribou), and 
moose 4% (212 moose).

Table 2. Use of Federal designated hunter system based on completed harvest reports 2002-2020 cumulative, by 
species and management unit (OSM 2021b).

Management Unit Number of Animals Harvested by 
Designated Hunters – 2002-2020

Caribou
9 4

12 109
13 477
17 8
18 6
20 31

Unknown 23
Total 658

Management Unit Number of Animals Harvested by 
Designated Hunters – 2002-2020

Dall Sheep
23 3

Deer
1 57
2 873
3 1,178
4 1,858
5 11
6 3
8 682

Unknown 55
Total 4,717
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Management Unit Number of Animals Harvested by 
Designated Hunters – 2002-2020

Moose
1 9
3 9
5 34
6 36
11 7
12 1
13 67
15 18
18 3
19 12
21 2
24 5
25 1
26 2

Unknown 6
Total 212

Management Unit Number of Animals Harvested by 
Designated Hunters – 2002-2020

Mountain Goats
1 1
4 5

Total 6

Management Unit Number of Animals Harvested by 
Designated Hunters – 2002-2020

Muskoxen
22 3

Cultural Knowledge and Traditional Practices

See the Cultural Knowledge and Traditional Practices section in the Proposal WP22-01 analysis.

Effects of the Proposal

If this proposal is adopted, then Federal designated hunter regulations will no longer preclude members 
of communities within community harvest systems from requesting another person to take wildlife on 
their behalf to fulfill either their individual harvest limit or count toward the community harvest limit, 
depending on whether or not they choose to participate in the community harvest system. Effects to 
nonsubsistence uses or wildlife are not anticipated.
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If this proposal is not adopted, then Federal designated hunting regulations will continue to preclude 
residents of communities within community harvest systems from designating another person to take 
wildlife on their behalf, even though they choose not to participate in the community harvest system. 
Effects to nonsubsistence uses or wildlife are not anticipated.

OSM CONCLUSION

Support Proposal WP22-02.

Justification

The intent of the proposed regulation change is to allow members of a community within community 
harvest systems to request another person to harvest on their behalf to meet either their individual harvest 
limit or count toward the community harvest limit depending on whether or not they choose to participate 
in the community harvest system. Therefore, the statements in general and unit-specific regulations 
addressed by this proposal, WP22-02, will no longer be relevant and should be removed. Additionally, 
these regulatory changes will provide more harvest options and opportunities for subsistence users.
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SUBSISTENCE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS

Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Take no action WP22-02. There are no community harvest systems in Southeast Alaska. The Council 
deferred to regions with community harvest systems.

Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-02. The proposal provides more opportunity for people to hunt. This proposal allows 
members of a community with a community harvest system to designate another person to harvest on 
their behalf. This benefits subsistence users by providing more opportunity for hunting and increasing the 
chances that subsistence users can get meat in their freezer. The ability to meet subsistence harvest needs 
benefits subsistence users.

Kodiak/Aleutians Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-02. The Council based their decision to support this proposal on the OSM justification. 
The intent of the proposed regulation change is to allow members of a community with a community 
harvest system to designate another person to harvest on their behalf to meet their individual harvest limit 
if they do not participate in the community hunt, pursuant to Federal designated harvester regulations. 
Therefore, the statements in general and unit-specific regulations addressed by this proposal, WP22-02, 
will no longer be relevant and should be removed. Additionally, these regulatory changes will provide 
more equitable harvest options and opportunities for subsistence users.

Bristol Bay Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-02 with the Eastern Interior Council’s modification to clarify participants in a community 
harvest system cannot designate another Federally qualified subsistence user to take wildlife on their 
behalf. Adding clarity to the regulation protects the rights and opportunities of the individual who cares 
to hunt separately. These hunting regulations would be simpler, provide clarity and protect the hunting 
opportunity of individual Federally qualified subsistence users.

Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-02. The Council supports Ahtna people and their community harvest system. The 
proposal will benefit the Yukon Kuskokwim Region if a community harvest system is created.

Western Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-02. The proposal supports our neighbors in the Ahtna region.

Seward Peninsula Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Defer WP22-01 to regions with community harvest systems. There are no community harvest systems in 
our region.



534 Federal Subsistence Board Public Meeting April 2022

WP22-02

Northwest Arctic Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-02. The proposal clarifies how these systems work and concurs with recommendations of 
other Councils.

Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-02 with modification to clarify participants in a community harvest system cannot 
designate another Federally qualified subsistence user to take wildlife on their behalf. The modification 
was recommended by a representative of the Ahtna Intertribal Resource Commission and also the 
Wrangell-St. Elias National Park Resource Subsistence Commission. This modification will allow people 
outside of a community harvest system to have a designated hunter to meet their subsistence needs. This 
will be beneficial to subsistence users.

The modified regulation should read:

§_____.25(e) Hunting by designated harvest permit 

If you are a Federally qualified subsistence user (recipient), you may designate another Federally 
qualified subsistence user to take deer, moose, and caribou, and in Units 1-5, goats, on your 
behalf unless you are a member of community operating under participant in a community 
harvest system or unless unit-specific regulations in §100.26 preclude or modify the use of the 
designated hunter system or allow the harvest of additional species by a designated hunter. The 
designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest 
report. The designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may have no more 
than two harvest limits in his/her possession at any one time except for goats, where designated 
hunters may have no more than one harvest limit in possession at any one time, and unless 
otherwise specified in unit-specific regulations in §100.26.

§_____.26(n)(6)(ii) Unit 6 specific regulations

(D) A federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) who is either blind, 65 years of age or older, 
at least 70 percent disabled, or temporarily disabled may designate another federally qualified 
subsistence user to take any moose, deer, black bear, and beaver on his or her behalf in Unit 6, 
and goat in Unit 6D, unless the recipient is a member of community operating under participant 
in a community harvest system. The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit 
and must return a completed harvest report. The designated hunter may hunt for any number of 
recipients, but may have no more than one harvest limit in his or her possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(9)(iii) Unit 9 specific regulations

(E) For Units 9C and 9E only, a federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) of Units 9C and 
9E may designate another federally qualified subsistence user of Units 9C and 9E to take bull 
caribou on his or her behalf unless the recipient is a member of community operating under 
participant in a community harvest system. The designated hunter must obtain a designated 
hunter permit and must return a completed harvest report and turn over all meat to the recipient. 
There is no restriction on the number of possession limits the designated hunter may have in his/
her possession at any one time.



 Federal Subsistence Board Public Meeting April 2022 535

WP22-02

(F) For Unit 9D, a federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may designate another 
federally qualified subsistence user to take caribou on his or her behalf unless the recipient 
is a member of community operating under participant in a community harvest system. The 
designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest 
report. The designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may have no more than 
four harvest limits in his/her possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(10) Unit 10 specific regulations

(iii) In Unit 10—Unimak Island only, a federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may 
designate another federally qualified subsistence user to take caribou on his or her behalf 
unless the recipient is a member of community operating under participant in a community 
harvest system. The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a 
completed harvest report. The designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may 
have no more than four harvest limits in his/her possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(22)(iii) Unit 22 specific regulations

(E) A federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may designate another federally qualified 
subsistence user to take musk oxen on his or her behalf unless the recipient is a member of 
community operating under participant in a community harvest system. The designated hunter 
must get a designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest report. The designated 
hunter may hunt for any number of recipients in the course of a season, but have no more than 
two harvest limits in his/her possession at any one time, except in Unit 22E where a resident of 
Wales or Shishmaref acting as a designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients, but 
have no more than four harvest limits in his/her possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(23)(iv) Unit 23 specific regulations

(D) For the Baird and DeLong Mountain sheep hunts—A federally qualified subsistence user 
(recipient) may designate another federally qualified subsistence user to take sheep on his or her 
behalf unless the recipient is a member of community operating under participant in a community 
harvest system. The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return 
a completed harvest report. The designated hunter may hunt for only one recipient in the course 
of a season and may have both his and the recipients’ harvest limits in his/her possession at the 
same time.

(F) A federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may designate another federally qualified 
subsistence user to take musk oxen on his or her behalf unless the recipient is a member of 
community operating under participant in a community harvest system. The designated hunter 
must get a designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest report. The designated 
hunter may hunt for any number of recipients, but have no more than two harvest limits in his/her 
possession at any one time.

§_____.26(n)(26)(iv) Unit 26 specific regulations 

(C) In Kaktovik, a federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) may designate another federally 
qualified subsistence user to take sheep or musk ox on his or her behalf unless the recipient 
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is a member of community operating under participant in a community harvest system. The 
designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return a completed harvest 
report. The designated hunter may hunt for any number of recipients but may have no more than 
two harvest limits in his/her possession at any one time.

(D) For the DeLong Mountain sheep hunts—A federally qualified subsistence user (recipient) 
may designate another federally qualified subsistence user to take sheep on his or her behalf 
unless the recipient is a member of community operating under participant in a community 
harvest system. The designated hunter must obtain a designated hunter permit and must return 
a completed harvest report. The designated hunter may hunt for only one recipient in the course 
of a season and may have both his and the recipient’s harvest limits in his/her possession at the 
same time.

North Slope Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-02. The proposal is beneficial to meeting subsistence needs because that need sometimes 
is not met by elders and those who are disabled.
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INTERAGENCY STAFF COMMITTEE COMMENTS

The Interagency Staff Committee found the staff analysis to be a thorough and accurate evaluation of 
the proposal and that it provides sufficient basis for the Regional Advisory Council recommendation and 
Federal Subsistence Board action on the proposal.

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME COMMENTS

Wildlife Proposal WP22-02

This proposal seeks to allow those individuals who live in communities operating under a federal 
community harvest system to utilize the designated hunter program if they choose not to participate in the 
community harvest system.

Background
While the impetus for this change primarily comes from the action taken by the Federal Subsistence 
Board (FSB) regarding the WP18-19 proposed by the Ahtna Inter-tribal Resource Commission, WP22-
01 has implications for any future federal community harvest program as well. Currently, a member of a 
community eligible under a federal community harvest system may not designate a hunter to hunt on their 
behalf if they choose not to participate in the community harvest system. 

It is reasonable to assume that there are no concerns at face value if the collective bag limit equals the 
sum of those individual bag limits. If this isn’t adhered to then there could very well be a situation in 
which you would have over harvest. There are also concerns regarding the harvest reporting aspect, but 
these are a part of ongoing concerns ADF&G has with other hunts where a lack of reporting leads to 
unreliable harvest data.  Harvest reports should be submitted after the season just as a person would with 
what is required on the stateside with a harvest ticket or registration permit. ADF&G has found that the 
way in which OSM collects its data, often months after the season, yields poor/incomplete harvest data 
which causes managers to make much more conservative decisions when determining acceptable harvest 
rates. This ultimately impacts the available harvest for everyone. 

Impact on Subsistence Users
This proposal would reduce the current confusion among subsistence users by clarifying who is and 
who is not a participant in a community harvest system. It would allow subsistence users who reside in 
designated communities but choose not to participate in the community harvest system to be able to use a 
designated hunter through traditional federal designated hunter permits.

Impact on Other Users
If adopted there could be impacts to other users if the federal community harvest system is not adhered to 
and enforced. 

Conservation Issues
Depending on how the allocation to the community hunt program is determined it could present 
conservation issues as overharvest is a very real possibility, especially for otherwise protected age-class 
bulls.
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Enforcement Issues
There are always enforcement concerns when a new hunt system is put into place.

Position
While ADF&G SUPPORTS the specific action being requested in WP22-01, we have to stress that it 
will be imperative that timely and accurate harvest information is collected. What ADF&G experienced 
in requesting harvest data in the fall of 2021 is a perfect example. Multiple contacts had to be made at 
both BLM and OSM in order to obtain that data. Not only is this information important for inseason 
management decisions, if this is not done, the likelihood for overharvest becomes more probable and 
conservation concerns would then occur. Furthermore, all federal hunt reports for moose in GMU 13 
should include antler data (spread, brow tines, total points for spike or fork) for hunt managers to be 
able to make accurate management decisions in an area with substantial harvest of bull moose that are in 
otherwise protected age classes.

ADF&G would like to take this opportunity to reiterate the concerns it has expressed in the past over 
the community harvest system being implemented. We cannot find where Congress authorized the 
Federal Subsistence Board the ability to delegate administration of a federal subsistence hunt to a tribe 
or nonprofit organization, or to delegate the authority to determine who is authorized to hunt to a tribe or 
nonprofit organization, or to limit a hunt to a tribe or nonprofit organization.
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APPENDIX 1

STATE PROXY HUNTING REGULATIONS

5 AAC 92.011. Taking of game by proxy

(a) A resident hunter (the proxy) holding a valid resident hunting license may take specified game 
for another resident (the beneficiary) who is blind, physically or developmentally disabled, or 65 
years of age or older, as authorized by AS 16.05.405 and this section. 

(b) Both the beneficiary and the proxy must possess copies of a completed proxy authorization 
form issued by the department. The completed authorization must include 

(1) names, addresses, hunting license numbers, and signatures of the proxy and the 
beneficiary; 

(2) number of the required harvest ticket report or permit harvest report; 

(3) effective dates of the authorization; and 

(4) signature of the issuing agent. 

(c) A proxy authorization may not be used to take a species of game for a beneficiary for more 
than the length of the permit hunt season listed on the proxy authorization or for the maximum 
length of the species general season listed on the proxy authorization. 

(d) A person may not be a proxy 

(1) for more than one beneficiary at a time; 

(2) more than once per season per species in Unit 13; 

(3) for Tier II Caribou in Unit 13, unless the proxy is a Tier II permittee; 

(4) for more than one person per regulatory year for moose in Units 20(A) and 20(B). 

(e) Repealed 7/26/97. 

(f) A proxy who takes game for a beneficiary shall, as soon as practicable, but not later than 30 
days after taking game, personally deliver all parts of the game removed from the field to the 
beneficiary. 

(g) Except for reporting requirements required by (h) of this section, a proxy who hunts or kills 
game for a beneficiary is subject to all the conditions and requirements that would apply to the 
beneficiary if the beneficiary personally hunted or killed the game. 

(h) Reporting requirements for proxy and beneficiary are as follows: 
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(1) if the proxy takes the bag limit for the beneficiary, the proxy shall provide the beneficiary 
with all the information necessary for the beneficiary to complete and return the harvest ticket 
report or permit harvest report, as required by regulation, to the department within the time 
periods specified for such reports; the beneficiary is responsible for the timely return of the 
harvest ticket and permit harvest reports; 

(2) if the proxy is unsuccessful or does not take the bag limit for the beneficiary, the proxy 
shall provide the beneficiary with any information necessary for the beneficiary to complete 
and return the harvest ticket report or permit harvest report, as required by regulation, to the 
department within the time periods specified for such reports; the beneficiary is responsible for 
the timely return of the harvest ticket and permit harvest reports; 

(3) the department may require the proxy to complete a proxy hunter report issued with the 
authorization form and mail it to the department within 15 days after the effective period of the 
authorization. 

(i) A person may not give or receive remuneration in order to obtain, grant, or influence the 
granting of a proxy authorization. 

(j) A proxy participating in a proxy hunt must remove at least one antler from the skull plate or 
cut the skull plate in half, on an antlered animal, for both the proxy’s animal and the beneficiary’s 
animal before leaving the kill site, unless the department has established a requirement that 
complete antlers and skull plates must be submitted to the department. 

(k) Proxy hunting under this section is only allowed for 

(1) caribou; 

(2) deer; 

(3) moose in Tier II hunts, any-bull hunts, and antlerless moose hunts; and 

(4) emperor geese. 

(l) Notwithstanding (k) of this section, proxy hunting is prohibited in the following hunts where 
the board has determined that the use of the proxy would allow circumvention of harvest 
restrictions specified by the board, or where the board has otherwise directed: 

(1) Unit 20(E) moose registration hunts and Units 20(B), 20(D), 20(E), 20(F), and 25(C) 
Fortymile and White Mountains caribou registration hunts; 

(2) Units 21(B), 21(C), 21(D), and 24 moose hunts if either the proxy or the beneficiary holds 
a drawing permit for Units 21(B), 21(C), 21(D), or 24 moose hunts; 

(3) Units 9(A) and 9(B), unit 9(C), that portion within the Alagnak River drainage, and units 
17(B), 17(C), 18, 19(A), and 19(B) caribou hunts from August 1 through October 31; 

(4) Unit 5(A) deer hunts from October 15 through October 31; 
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(5) Unit 20(D), within the Delta Junction Management Area, the moose drawing hunt for 
qualified disabled veterans.
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WP22-03 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP22-03 requests that all wolves taken in Unit 2 be sequentially 

numbered/marked by the hunter or trapper, that hunters and trappers shall 
call the department within 7 days of take to report the date and location of 
take for each wolf, and that all hides must be sealed within 15 days of take. 
Submitted by: Alaska Department of Fish and Game.

Proposed Regulation Unit 2 –Wolf Hunting
No limit.

Any wolf taken in Unit 2 must be sealed within 30 
days of the end of the season. shall be sequentially 
numbered/marked by the hunter or trapper, 
hunters and trappers shall call the department 
within 7 days of take to report the date and 
location of take for each wolf, and all hides must 
be sealed within 15 days of take.

Sept. 1-Mar. 31.

Unit 2 –Wolf Trapping
No limit.

Any wolf taken in Unit 2 must be sealed within 30 
days of the end of the season. shall be sequentially 
numbered/marked by the hunter or trapper, 
hunters and trappers shall call the department 
within 7 days of take to report the date and 
location of take for each wolf, and all hides must 
be sealed within 15 days of take.

Nov. 15-Mar. 31.

OSM Preliminary 

Conclusion

Support 

OSM Conclusion Support with modification to remove the seven-day reporting requirement
Southeast Alaska 
Subsistence Reginal 
Advisory Council

Support with modification to remove the seven-day reporting requirement

Interagency Staff 
Committee Comments

The Interagency Staff Committee found the staff analysis to be a thorough 
and accurate evaluation of the proposal and that it provides sufficient basis 
for the Regional Advisory Council recommendation and Federal Subsistence 
Board action on the proposal.

ADF&G Comments Support

Written Public 

Comments

None
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
WP22-03

ISSUES

Wildlife Proposal WP22-03, submitted by Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), requests that 
all wolves taken in Unit 2 be sequentially numbered/marked by the hunter or trapper, that hunters and 
trappers shall call the department within 7 days of take to report the date and location of take for each 
wolf, and that all hides must be sealed within 15 days of take.

DISCUSSION

The proponent states current Federal sealing regulations no longer align with new State sealing 
regulations designed to gather more precise information from harvested wolves for use in ADF&G’s 
annual Unit 2 wolf population estimates. Managing harvest of the Unit 2 wolf population to maintain the 
fall population within the objective range of 150-200 wolves relies on accurate and precise estimates of 
abundance. In 2019 when State and Federal regulations were updated to implement ADF&G’s new Unit 
2 wolf harvest management strategy, ADF&G neglected to consider the effect that changing the sealing 
requirement from within 14 days of harvest to within 30 days after the season closes would have on data 
used for population estimates. The purpose of this proposal is to correct that error by aligning Federal 
sealing regulations for wolves harvested in Unit 2 with State sealing requirements, updated by the Alaska 
Board of Game (BOG) at its March 18, 2021 meeting. The proponent believes this would eliminate 
confusion among users over which regulations apply to harvested wolves and enhance the ability of 
enforcement agencies to enforce regulations across land management jurisdictions.

The proponent explains that ADF&G annually estimates the number of wolves in Unit 2 using a non-
invasive DNA-based spatially explicit capture-recapture method where wolf DNA is acquired when 
wolves roll on an array of scented hair boards throughout northern and central Prince of Wales Island. The 
Hydaburg Cooperative Association and US Forest Service (USFS) cooperate in this effort. For wolves 
detected at hair boards and subsequently harvested, harvest represents a “recapture” event that can be 
incorporated into population estimates. Recaptures are valuable for population estimates, particularly 
when users provide precise information on when and where individual wolves were harvested. The goal 
of this proposal is to ensure users can provide precise information for individual wolf hides at sealing. 
More precise data should result in more precise wolf population estimates. More precise estimates will 
allow managers to provide the greatest sustainable harvest opportunity while also maintaining the wolf 
population within the objective range.

Note: Wolves in Southeast Alaska are classified as a subspecies called the Alexander Archipelago wolf (Canis lupus 
ligoni) and will be referred to as Alexander Archipelago wolf/wolves throughout this analysis.
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Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 2 –Wolf Hunting
No limit.

Any wolf taken in Unit 2 must be sealed within 30 days of the end of the 
season.

Sept. 1-Mar. 31.

Unit 2 –Wolf Trapping
No limit.

Any wolf taken in Unit 2 must be sealed within 30 days of the end of the 
season.

Nov. 15-Mar. 31.

Proposed Federal Regulation

Unit 2 –Wolf Hunting
No limit.

Any wolf taken in Unit 2 must be sealed within 30 days of the end of 
the season. shall be sequentially numbered/marked by the hunter or 
trapper, hunters and trappers shall call the department within 7 days of 
take to report the date and location of take for each wolf, and all hides 
must be sealed within 15 days of take.

Sept. 1-Mar. 31.

Unit 2 –Wolf Trapping
No limit.

Any wolf taken in Unit 2 must be sealed within 30 days of the end of 
the season. shall be sequentially numbered/marked by the hunter or 
trapper, hunters and trappers shall call the department within 7 days of 
take to report the date and location of take for each wolf, and all hides 
must be sealed within 15 days of take.

Nov. 15-Mar. 31.
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Existing State Regulation

Unit 2−Wolf Hunting Season
Residents and Non-residents—5 wolves

All wolves taken in Unit 2 shall be sequentially numbered/marked by the 
hunter or trapper, hunters and trappers shall call the department within 7 
days of take to report the date and location of take for each wolf, and all hides 
must be sealed within 15 days of take.

Dec. 1-Mar. 31

Unit 2−Wolf Trapping Season
Residents and Non-residents—No limit.

All wolves taken in Unit 2 shall be sequentially numbered/marked by the 
hunter or trapper, hunters and trappers shall call the department within 7 
days of take to report the date and location of take for each wolf, and all hides 
must be sealed within 15 days of take.

Nov. 15-Mar. 
31

Extent of Federal Public Lands

Unit 2 is comprised of 71.7% Federal public lands and consists of 71.6% USFS managed lands and 0.1% 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) managed lands (Map 1). 

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations

The Federal Subsistence Board (Board) has not made a customary and traditional use determination 
(C&T) for wolves in Unit 2. Therefore, all Federally qualified subsistence users may harvest wolves in 
Unit 2.
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Map 1. Unit 2
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Regulatory History

From 1915 through the early 1970s, the government paid a cash bounty for wolves in Southeast Alaska 
and, during the 1950s, the Federal government poisoned wolves in the region to increase deer numbers 
(Porter 2018). Following the discontinuance of the wolf bounty program, wolf hunting and trapping 
regulations in Unit 2 remained the same until 1992 (Larsen 1994). 

In 1990, Federal hunting and trapping regulations were adopted from State regulations.  State and Federal 
trapping seasons were Nov. 10-Apr. 30 with no harvest limits, and State and Federal hunting seasons were 
year-round with no harvest limits. 

Also in 1990, an interagency committee sponsored by the USFS expressed concern about the viability 
of wolves in Southeast Alaska due to extensive timber harvesting on the Tongass National Forest (Porter 
2018).

In 1992, the BOG restricted the State hunting season to Aug. 1-Apr. 30 and decreased the harvest limit 
to 5 wolves. The State hunting season has not changed since, and the State trapping season remained the 
same until 2019.  

In 1993, the Biodiversity Legal Foundation and an independent biologist from Haines, Alaska, petitioned 
the USFWS to list the Alexander Archipelago wolf as a threatened subspecies pursuant to the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) (Porter 2018).  

In 1994, the Board adopted Proposal P94-02 to align the Federal wolf hunting season and harvest limit 
with the State hunting season (Aug. 1-Apr. 30 with a 5 wolf harvest limit).  

In 1995 and 1997, the USFWS responded to the 1993 petition, finding the listing not to be warranted 
because the Alexander Archipelago wolf population appeared to be stable and because of a 1997 Tongass 
National Forest Management Plan, which identified a system of old-growth forest reserves geared toward 
conserving deer (primary prey of wolves) and, by extension, wolves (USFWS 1995, 2016, Porter 2003).

In 1997, the BOG implemented an annual Harvest Guideline Level (HGL) of 25% of the estimated Unit 
2 fall wolf population (Table 1). The BOG established this maximum harvest level in response to a record 
and possibly unsustainable wolf harvest of 132 wolves in 1996 (Porter 2018).  As the estimated wolf 
population was 360, the harvest quota was 90 wolves (see Biological Background section for sustainable 
harvest rates). The BOG also shortened the State hunting and trapping seasons to Dec. 1-Mar. 31 and 
required sealing within 30 days of harvest (Person and Logan 2012, Porter 2003).  

Also, in 1997, the Board adopted Proposal P97-08 to align Federal wolf hunting and trapping seasons 
and sealing requirements with the new State regulations. The Board also required that wolves must 
have the radius and ulna of the left foreleg naturally attached to the hide until sealing. Foreleg bone 
measurements are used as a proxy for wolf ages (pup, yearling, adult), providing population age structure 
and recruitment information. 

In 1999, ADF&G closed the wolf season a month early (on February 29, 1999) because the HGL was 
predicted to be reached before the normal closing date (Person and Logan 2012, Bethune 2012, Porter 
2003). Several new trappers worked Unit 2 in 1999 with good success, whereas historically only 3-4 
trappers took more than 10 wolves each (Porter 2003).



548 Federal Subsistence Board Public Meeting April 2022

WP22-03

In 2000, the BOG increased the HGL to 30% based on analyses indicating Unit 2 wolves experience low 
natural mortality (Porter 2018). The assumed wolf population was adjusted to 300 wolves, so the quota 
remained 90 wolves (Porter 2018).  

In 2001, the Board adopted Proposal WP01-05 to shift both the hunting and trapping seasons from Dec. 
1- Mar. 31 to Nov. 15- Mar. 15. The intent was to provide better access when less snow is on the ground 
and to coincide seasons with when wolf pelts are the most prime.

In 2003, the Board adopted Proposal WP03-10 with modification to extend the wolf hunting season from 
Nov. 15-Mar. 15 to Sep. 1-Mar. 31 to provide additional subsistence harvest opportunity, particularly 
during the fall deer hunting season and because wolf pelts prime early in Unit 2 (OSM 2003). The Board 
also delegated authority to the Craig and Thorne Bay District Rangers to close the Federal hunting and 
trapping season in consultation with ADF&G and the Chair of the Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional 
Advisory Council (Council) when the combined Federal-State harvest quota is reached.

In 2007, the Board adopted Proposal WP07-15 with modification to change the closing date of the 
trapping season from March 15 to March 31 to provide more subsistence opportunity and to align 
the closing dates of State and Federal hunting and trapping seasons. The modification eliminated the 
requirement of leaving the radius and ulna of the left foreleg naturally attached to the hide until sealing.

In 2010, the ADF&G reduced the harvest quota to 60 wolves in response to a perceived decline in the 
wolf population (Porter 2018).  

In 2011, the BOG changed the sealing requirement from 30 days to 14 days after harvest to help managers 
make quicker in-season management decisions (Bethune 2012).  

Also in 2011, the Center for Biological Diversity and Greenpeace filed a second petition to list the 
Alexander Archipelago wolf as a threatened or endangered species under the ESA, including a request to 
consider Unit 2 wolves as a distinct population segment (DPS) (Porter 2018, Toppenberg et al. 2015).  

In 2012, the Board adopted Proposal WP12-19 to change Federal sealing requirements to 14 days after 
harvest, aligning with State regulations. The Board shortened the sealing requirement to allow more 
efficient tracking of harvest to avoid exceeding harvest quotas.  

From 2013-2018, ADF&G closed the Unit 2 wolf season early by emergency order because harvest 
quotas were expected to be met (Table 1). In 2014, ADF&G further reduced the harvest quota to 25 
wolves based on recent population estimates (Porter 2018).  

In 2015, the BOG revised the HGL to 20% in response to decreased population estimates and high 
estimates of unreported mortality (Porter 2018). As an additional conservation measure to account for 
unreported harvests and to address concerns about a declining population and potential listing under the 
ESA, State and Federal managers reduced the harvest quota by 50% (10% HGL) in 2015 and 2016 (Table 
1) (SERAC 2017).

Also, in 2015, the Board rejected Special Action Request WSA15-13 to close the Federal wolf hunting 
and trapping seasons for the 2015/16 regulatory year to all users. The Board determined the closure was 
not warranted for either conservation concerns or continuation of subsistence uses, noting that ADF&G 
and the USFS had established a very conservative harvest quota for the year.
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In January 2016, the USFWS issued another “not warranted” finding in response to the 2011 ESA petition 
as the Alexander Archipelago wolf appeared stable and viable across most of its range (USFWS 2016, 
Porter 2018). Additionally, the USFWS determined that Unit 2 wolves did not meet the criteria for a DPS 
designation (persisting in a unique ecological setting, marked genetic differences, comprising a significant 
portion of the range) (USFWS 2016, Porter 2018).  

In 2018, the Board rejected WP18-04 to increase the HGL to 30% under Federal regulations. The 
Council had submitted the proposal because it believed previous quotas were too conservative and did 
not accurately reflect the Unit 2 wolf population. The Board rejected the proposal due to conservation 
concerns over unsustainable harvests as well as concerns about the difficulty of State and Federal 
managers implementing separate quotas, which would also create confusion among users (FSB 2018).  
However, the Board expressed desire for the USFS and ADF&G to work together to find a sustainable 
solution to the Unit 2 wolf issue (FSB 2018).

In October 2018, the Board issued a new delegation of authority letter to the in-season managers of Unit 
2 wolves. The new letter stated that the in-season managers could close, reopen, or adjust the Federal 
hunting and trapping season for wolves in Unit 2. Coordination with ADF&G, OSM, and the Council 
Chair is required.

In 2018, the BOG received three proposals for Unit 2 wolves for the 2018/19 regulatory cycle (effective 
July 1, 2019). The Council submitted Proposal 42 to increase the HGL to 30%. ADF&G submitted 
Proposal 43 to change the harvest management strategy from using HGLs to meeting specified population 
objectives. Proposal 43 also proposed changing the sealing requirement for the State trapping season to 30 
days after the close of the season as the new management strategy would not depend on in-season harvest 
management (ADF&G 2019d). The Craig Fish and Game Advisory Committee (Craig AC) submitted 
Proposal 44 to change the opening date of the wolf trapping season from Dec. 1 to Nov. 15, which would 
align with the Federal trapping season opening date. The Council and ADF&G had identified the need for 
population objectives for Unit 2 wolves to clarify and direct management and that population objectives 
should be set through a transparent, public process (Porter 2018, SERAC 2017). The Council withdrew 
Proposal 42 in support of Proposal 43.  

In January 2019, the BOG adopted Proposal 43 as amended, which had overwhelming support from 
five Advisory Committees and the public (SERAC 2019, ADF&G 2019d). The BOG established the 
population objective range for Unit 2 wolves as 150-200 wolves (see Biological Background section) 
(ADF&G 2019a). The BOG also adopted Proposal 44, extending the State trapping season to align with 
the Federal season.  

In 2019, the Council submitted Wildlife Special Action Request WSA19-02 to extend the sealing period 
for wolf hunting and trapping and to remove language referencing a combined Federal-State harvest quota 
for wolves in Unit 2 for the 2019/20 regulatory year. In August 2019, the Board approved WSA19-02, 
stating that the new management strategy should help ensure a sustainable population and encourage 
better harvest reporting. The Board also stated that announcing predetermined season lengths provides 
predictability to users and renders the in-season sealing requirement unnecessary (ADF&G 2019f).

In late October 2019, ADF&G and the USFS announced that 2019/20 State and Federal hunting and 
trapping seasons for wolves in Unit 2 would close on January 15, 2020, resulting in a two month trapping 
season based on the unit-wide population estimate of 170 wolves. Under the new harvest management 
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strategy, when the most current population estimate is within the objective range of 150-200 wolves, the 
trapping season may be up to two months long (see Biological Background for more information on the 
new harvest management strategy) (ADF&G and USFS 2019).

In April 2020, the Board adopted Proposal WP20-16/17. WP20-16 requested extending the sealing period 
for wolf trapping in Unit 2 from within “14 days of harvest” to “within 30 days of the end of the season” 
and removing language referencing a combined Federal-State harvest quota. WP20-17 requested the same 
sealing period extension and removal of harvest quotas for wolf hunting in Unit 2, as well as increasing 
the hunting harvest limit from “5 wolves” to “no limit”. The proposed changes mirrored the requests of 
WSA19-02 with the exception of changing the hunting harvest limit to “no limit.” The Board adopted 
these proposals to facilitate management of the wolf population and reduce regulatory complexity by 
aligning Federal and State regulations, noting that the majority of wolves harvested in Unit 2 are taken on 
State-managed lands. The Board also stated that extending the sealing requirement reduced the regulatory 
burden on Federally qualified subsistence users. Proposals WP20-16/17 were also supported by the 
Council, ADF&G, and the Interagency Staff Committee (FSB 2020).

Also, in 2020, Emergency Wildlife Special Action WSA20-08 submitted by Alaskans for Wildlife 
requested delaying the opening date of the wolf hunting season in Unit 2 from September 1 to November 
1. This was intended to allow time for the 2019 population estimate to become available. The new harvest 
management strategy adopted by the Board and the BOG relies on population estimates to set season 
lengths. ADF&G reported delays in lab analysis of the DNA samples due to the COVID-19 pandemic 
and did not expect the population estimates before mid-to-late September. Lack of a population estimate 
required a cautious approach to wolf management given the high reported wolf harvest in 2019. The 
Federal in-season manager used their delegated authority to announce the delayed opening date of 
October 31 to allow time for the population estimate to become available. Population data were released 
on October 26, 2020, estimating 316 wolves. Harvest effort during fall 2019 was much higher than 
anticipated (165 wolves) and resulted in an unsustainable level of harvest (>50%). After a public hearing 
on October 29, 2020, managers limited State and Federal wolf trapping seasons in Unit 2, closing all 
seasons on December 5, 2020. Federally qualified users had 36 days of hunting and 21 days of trapping 
opportunity for wolves in Unit 2 for the 2020 season (ADF&G and USFS. 2020a, ADF&G and USFS. 
2020b). 

In March 2021, the BOG adopted Proposal 194 as amended, requiring all wolves taken in Unit 2 to be 
sequentially numbered/marked by the hunter or trapper. In addition, it required hunters and trappers 
to call the ADF&G within seven days of take to report the date and location of take for each wolf, and 
that all hides must be sealed within 15 days of take. ADF&G brought Proposal 194 before the BOG to 
correct an unforeseen consequence of a 2019 change in regulation. The reduction in reporting and sealing 
time would allow for more precise information to improve population estimates. The Southeast Alaska 
Subsistence Reginal Advisory Council (Council) opposed Proposal 194 as it was presented especially if 
it was implemented in a shortened wolf season. Proposal 194 required wolves to be sealed within seven 
days of harvest. The Council expressed concerns that a seven day after harvest sealing requirement could 
affect a trapper’s ability to trap efficiently while meeting weekly sealing requirements. The Council stated 
they would support a sealing requirement of seven days after the end of the season and a companion 
Federal proposal should be submitted. Proposal 194 was amended twice. The amendments changed the 
sealing requirement from seven days after harvest to 15 days after harvest and added the requirement to 
call ADF&G within seven days of harvest to report the date and location of the wolf harvest. Additionally, 
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the amendments also required hunters and trappers to sequentially number/mark the hides (ADF&G 
2021).

In November 2021, ADF&G and USFS announced a 31 day wolf trapping season under State and Federal 
regulations from Nov. 15-Dec. 15, 2021 based on the most recent population estimate of 386 wolves 
(ADF&G and USFS, 2021, Schumacher 2021, pers. comm).

Table 1. Management data for Unit 2 wolves using the Harvest Guideline Level (HGL) management strategy (Schum-
acher 2019, pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020, ADF&G and USFS 2019, Schumacher 2021, pers. comm, ADF&G 
2022).

Regulatory 
Year

Population 
Estimate*

Harvest 
Guideline level 

(HGL %)

Harvest 
Quota

Reported 
Harvest

Date closed by 

State Emergency 
Order

1996    132  
1997 360 25 90 78  
1998 360 25 90 91  
1999 360 25 90 96 Feb. 29
2000 300 30 90 73  
2001 300 30 90 62  
2002 300 30 90 64  
2003 300 30 90 33  
2004 300 30 90 77  
2005 300 30 90 60  
2006 300 30 90 38  
2007 300 30 90 36  
2008 300 30 90 24  
2009 300 30 90 22  
2010 200 30 60 28  
2011 200 30 60 28  
2012 200 30 60 52  
2013 200 30 60 57 Mar. 19
2014 221 30 25 29 Feb. 22

2015 89 20 9 7 Dec. 20

2016 108 20 11 29 Dec. 21

2017 231 20 46 61 Dec. 16

2018 225 20 45 44 Dec. 18/21**
2019 170 n/a n/a 165 Jan. 15***
2020 316 n/a n/a 68 Dec. 5****
2021 386 n/a n/a 64 Dec. 15

* Population estimates from 1997-2013 were assumed estimates based on harvest levels and a 1994 population 
estimate.  Population estimates from 2014-2020 are from DNA-based spatially explicit capture-recapture studies, and 
reflect the estimate used to determine that years quota/season length (see Biological Background section).

** Season closed by Emergency Order on Dec. 18 but reopened to Dec. 21 because bad weather prevented trappers 
from recovering gear.
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***Season closing date announced according to the new harvest management strategy.

****Federal hunting season was closed September 1 and reopened on October 31 to allow time to acquire the 2019 
population estimate (ADF&G and USFS. 2020b).

Current Events Involving the Species

In July 2020, the Center for Biological Diversity, Alaska Rainforest Defenders, and Defenders of Wildlife 
submitted a petition to the U.S. Department of the Interior to list the Alexander Archipelago wolf in 
Southeast Alaska as threatened or endangered under the ESA (Wolf et al. 2020).

On July 27, 2021, the USFWS announced in a 90-day finding that the petition to list the Alexander 
Archipelago wolf presented substantial information, including illegal and legal trapping and hunting, 
indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted. Therefore, the USFWS will initiate a status review 
to determine whether the petitioned action is warranted.

Biological Background

Unit 2 wolves are part of the Alexander Archipelago wolf subspecies, which ranges from coastal British 
Colombia north to Yakutat, Alaska, and includes the islands in Southeast Alaska, excluding Unit 4 
(USFWS 2015). Alexander Archipelago wolves tend to be smaller with shorter hair than continental 
wolves and can be genetically differentiated (USFWS 2015, Porter 2018). Because of the relatively high 
density of prey available, the islands of Unit 2 have long been assumed to support the highest densities 
of wolves in Alaska (Porter 2018). Using the best available data and modeling, USFWS (2015, 2016) 
estimated that the 2013 and 2014 Unit 2 wolf population comprised 13% (130-378 wolves) and 6% (50-
159 wolves) of the total Alexander Archipelago wolf population (865-2,687 wolves), respectively. Indeed, 
USFWS (2015) notes that even the low, 2014 wolf density estimates for Unit 2 (9.9 wolves/1,000 km2) 
are not particularly low by most standards for Northern wolf populations (Fuller et al. 2003).  

State management objectives for Unit 2 wolves include: 

• Manage harvest to meet a population objective of 150-200 wolves.

From 1997, when the HGL management strategy was implemented, through 2013, Unit 2 wolf abundance 
was uncertain. Managers based decisions (e.g. harvest quotas) on assumed population levels, sealing 
records, and a 1994 population estimate (SERAC 2019, ADF&G 2019b, Porter 2003).  Person and Ingle 
(1995) used a simulation model using radio-collared wolf data collected for a graduate research project 
estimated that 321 wolves and 199 wolves inhabited Unit 2 in fall 1994 and spring 1995, respectively 
(Porter 2003). The smaller spring estimate reflects overwinter mortality, primarily from trapping (Porter 
2003). Between 1998 and 2002, Porter (2003) assumed the Unit 2 wolf population had remained 
relatively abundant because of consistently high harvests, which provided a population index.

Several methods have been used to improve the accuracy of wolf populations estimates. Since 2013, 
ADF&G in cooperation with the USFS, the Hydaburg Cooperative Association, and The Nature 
Conservancy have employed a DNA-based spatially explicit capture-recapture (SECR) method to 
estimate Unit 2 wolf abundance (SERAC 2019, ADF&G 2019b). This method has been found to be the 
most robust and least biased method of estimating wolf populations in forested habitats (Roffler et al. 
2016). The study uses hair boards equipped with scent lure to attract wolves and barbed wire to obtain 
hair samples that are sent to a lab for DNA analysis. Samples are collected from mid-October through 
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December and lab results are usually available in late July (SERAC 2019, ADF&G 2015). Thus, harvest 
management decisions are made with last year’s wolf population estimate. While these surveys and 
population estimates are currently conducted annually, they are expensive and labor intensive. Therefore, 
ADF&G will likely transition to conducting population estimates every 2-3 years in the future (ADF&G 
2019d).  

Recent population estimates suggest that the Unit 2 population has been growing. Between 2013 and 
2021, Unit 2 wolf population estimates have ranged from 89-386 wolves (Table 1, Figure 1) (Schumacher 
2019, pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020, ADF&G, and USFS. 2020a). While the point estimates for 
the first two years differ drastically, statistically, no difference exists between the two estimates due to 
overlapping confidence intervals (C.I.). As the study progressed, more hair boards were deployed, more 
wolves were recaptured in subsequent years, and staff became more skilled at handling samples, resulting 
in tighter 95% confidence intervals. The wolf population estimate increased significantly between 2016 
and 2017 (ADF&G and USFS 2020a). The most recent 2021 estimate was 386 wolves, with a 95% C.I. of 
320-472 wolves (Schumacher 2021, pers. comm). In addition to SECR population estimates, local hunters 
and trappers have expressed seeing many more wolves in recent years (SERAC 2017, 2018).

Carroll et al. (2014) considered wolf populations <150-200 individuals as small, and USFWS (2015) 
notes that most minimum viable population estimates for gray wolves range between 100 and 150 wolves. 
However, despite the comparatively small size and insularity of the Unit 2 wolf population, inbreeding 
probably is not affecting it (Breed 2007, USFWS 2015). 

Humans cause the majority of wolf mortality in Unit 2. Natural causes account for only 4% of the annual 
mortality of the Unit 2 wolf population, while human-caused mortality accounts for the remainder (Person 
and Russell 2008, Wolf Technical Committee 2017). Person and Russell (2008) studied 55 radio-collared 
wolves in Unit 2 from 1993-2004: 39 wolves (71%) were killed by humans, while only 5 (9%) died 
from natural causes. Similarly, ADF&G collared an additional 12 wolves from 2012-2015, and 8 (67%) 
were killed by humans, while only 1 (8%) died from natural causes (USFWS 2015). However, these 
studies took place in portions of Unit 2 where road access was greater, likely resulting in higher harvest. 
Therefore, human-caused mortality rates may be potentially inflated (USFWS 2015).  

While wolves are generally resilient to high levels of harvest and human activity (USFWS 2015, Weaver 
et al. 1996), over-exploitation can still be a risk. Wolves usually buffer human predation with their high 
potential annual productivity and long dispersal abilities. If sufficient prey is available, wolves can rapidly 
repopulate areas depleted by hunting and trapping (USFWS 2015, Ballard et al. 1987). However, due to 
differences in wolf population characteristics (e.g. sex/age structure), a universal, sustainable human-
caused mortality rate does not exist, and the Unit 2 wolf population may be particularly vulnerable to 
overexploitation due to its insularity and lack of immigration (USFWS 2015, Wolf Technical Committee 
2017). Person and Russell (2008) reported that a >38% total annual mortality rate for Unit 2 wolves was 
likely unsustainable based on past harvest rates and population estimates. The ADF&G Regional Wildlife 
Supervisor for Southeast Alaska stated that other wolf research and the scientific literature indicate that 
a healthy wolf population can sustain 30% annual mortality (SERAC 2017). Additionally, wolf harvest 
records indicate neither offering a cash bounty nor poisoning wolves during the early 20th century had 
any lasting effects on wolf abundance or distribution on Southeast Alaska islands (Porter 2018).

Alexander Archipelago wolves start breeding at 22-34 months of age, and litter sizes range from 1-8 
pups, averaging 4.1 pups (USFWS 2015, Person et al. 1996, Person and Russell 2009). Person and 
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Russell (2008) reported survival rates for Unit 2 wolves > 4 months of age as 0.54 between 1993 and 
2004 (USFWS 2015). Den use occurs from mid-April through early-July, after which pups are relocated 
to rendezvous sites usually <1 km from their den where they remain until October (USFWS 2015, Person 
and Russell 2009). Pack sizes on Prince of Wales Island (POW) average 7.6 wolves in the fall and 4.0 
wolves in the spring, and home range sizes average 535 km2, which is a quarter of the size estimated for 
wolves on the northern mainland of southeastern Alaska (ADF&G 2015d as cited in USFWS 2015). 

New Harvest Management Strategy
Unit 2 is a good place to implement population objectives because there is very little dispersal into 
and out of the unit (ADF&G 2019d). The new wolf management strategy consists of four management 
zones (Figure 2). Zone 1 sets the minimum wolf population threshold at 100 wolves and seasons 
remain closed until the wolf population recovers. Zone 2 is the conservation zone, where the wolf 
population is estimated between 100-149 wolves, with seasons of up to six weeks to provide limited 
harvest opportunity and a buffer to recover the population before it declines into Zone 1. In Zone 3, 
the population objective range is 150-200 wolves. This is the desirable zone, and harvest would occur 
during seasons of up to eight weeks. When the population is in Zone 3, SECR population estimates 
would only be conducted every 2-4 years. Zone 4 is the over-objective zone where wolf numbers exceed 
200, and seasons of up to 4 months are geared toward population reduction (ADF&G 2019b). An issue 
with this new strategy is the one-year time lag in obtaining population estimates. For example, if the 
wolf population is in Zone 1, an additional trapping season would occur before managers learned this 
(ADF&G 2019b, 2019c). However, the HGL management strategy also announced harvest quotas based 
on population estimates that were at least one year old and, prior to 2014, were assumed estimates (Figure 
1). State and Federal managers will announce season lengths annually before November 15, the opening 
date for Federal and State trapping seasons (OSM 2020).

Setting these population objectives incorporates biological as well as social concerns as various user 
groups have strong and differing opinions about wolves in Unit 2 (e.g. subsistence deer hunters view 
wolves as competitors, ESA petitioners view wolves as threatened) (SERAC 2017, 2018, Wolf Technical 
Committee 2017, ADF&G 2019d). The population objectives also included traditional knowledge. The 
Craig Tribal Association testified that the USFS determined 150-200 wolves to be a sustainable range 
after talking with local and traditional knowledge holders on POW (SERAC 2017). Similarly, a working 
group of the Council also thought the population objective range should be 150-200 wolves, which is the 
range the BOG adopted (SERAC 2017). 

Stressors
Unit 2 wolves experience numerous stressors, including harvest, logging, road development, and climate-
related events (USFWS 2015, Porter 2018). In their comprehensive status assessment for the Alexander 
Archipelago wolf, the USFWS (2015) determined the Unit 2 wolf population had low resiliency due 
to high rates of unreported harvest, high rates of timber harvest with detrimental effects on deer, high 
insularity (little immigration or emigration), and high levels of boat and road access for hunters and 
trappers.

The presence of wolves in an area is closely linked with prey availability (USFWS 2015). While Unit 2 
wolves feed on a variety of species including beavers and salmon, deer are their primary prey (USFWS 
2015, Porter 2018). Both the comprehensive conservation assessment (Person et al. 1996) and the species 
status assessment (USFWS 2015) prepared in response to the 1993 and 2011 ESA listing petitions, 
respectively, identified maintaining deer populations as a primary conservation measure for Alexander 
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Archipelago wolves (Porter 2018). Wolf abundance may be especially linked to deer abundance and 
availability in Unit 2 where other ungulate prey species (e.g. moose, elk, caribou) are not present 
(USFWS 2015).  

Deer are primarily limited by habitat rather than by predation (SERAC 2017, USFWS 2015). In Unit 2, 
deer habitat is adversely affected by industrial-scale logging of old-growth forests, which has occurred in 
the unit since the 1950s and peaked in the 1980s (USFWS 2015). Clear-cut logging has been the primary 
timber harvesting method and, as of 2015, 23% of forests in Unit 2 were logged (Shanley 2015 as cited in 
USFWS 2015). Albert and Schoen (2007) modeled deer habitat capability in Unit 2 for two time periods 
(1954 and 2002), determining it to have lost 38% and 11% of its habitat value in northern and southern 
POW, respectively (USFWS 2015). USFWS (2015, 2016) predict that past timber harvest in Unit 2 will 
result in 21-33% declines in the deer population and 8-14% declines in the wolf population over the 
next 30 years, with future timber harvest exacerbating these declines. However, in 2014 (most recent 
information available), the Unit 2 deer population appeared to be stable to slowly increasing (Bethune 
2015). USFWS (2016) states the rate of future timber harvest is difficult to project.

Declines in understory vegetation correspond with decreased deer carrying capacity (USFWS 2015).  
Severe (deep snow) winters often result in deer population declines (e.g. Brinkman et al. 2011), and these 
effects are exacerbated by loss of old-growth forests. Old-growth forests have multi-layered canopies 
that intercept snow and moderate temperature and wind, providing shelter for and facilitating movements 
of deer in the winter (USFWS 2015, Porter 2018). They also maintain diverse understories that provide 
continuous forage for deer (USFWS 2015). Conversely, clear-cuts may temporarily provide deer with 
winter forage, but this forage can be buried during winters with deep snow (Porter 2018).  The initial 
flush of forbs and shrubs in clear-cuts provide deer with lower-quality forage, and regenerating trees 
shade out the understory vegetation after 20-35 years (Porter 2018, USFWS 2015).  Since Unit 2 timber 
harvest peaked in the 1980s, many stands are entering the successional stage that is very poor deer habitat 
(USFWS 2015).  

In addition to altering the habitat of their primary prey species, logging also impacts Unit 2 wolves by 
constructing roads that provide relatively easy access for hunters and trappers into previously remote 
areas (Porter 2018, USFWS 2015). Person and Russell (2008) found roads clearly increased risk of 
death for POW wolves from hunting and trapping and contributed to unsustainable harvest rates.  They 
also determined road density to be an important predictor of harvest up to 0.9 km of road per square 
kilometer (km/km2). Above this threshold, increased road density did not correspond to increased harvest 
rates.  Mean road density in Unit 2 is 0.62 km/km2, ranging from 0-1.57 km/km2 (Albert 2015 as cited 
in USFWS 2015). Person and Logan (2012) believed harvest from the densely roaded northcentral 
and central portions of POW were frequently unsustainable. The USFS aims to shift timber harvest to 
regenerating stands and away from old-growth stands, which also allows for the use of existing roads as 
opposed to constructing new ones (USFWS 2015, 2016). 
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Figure 1. Unit 2 wolf population estimates, 1997-2021. Estimates from 1997-2013 are assumed from sealing records 
and a 1994 population estimate. Estimates from 2014-2021 are from a DNA mark/recapture study. The error bars 
represent 95% confidence intervals. Estimates take a year to determine; thus the population estimate for 2014 was 
used to set 2015 harvest quotas. The population estimates in this graph reflect the one year time lag (e.g. the 2015 
population estimate actually reflects wolf numbers during fall 2014, but was used to set harvest quotas for the 2015 
season) (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020, ADF&G 2020b, ADF&G and USFS 2019, ADF&G 
and USFS. 2020a, Schumacher 2021, pers. comm).
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Figure 2. Population thresholds and harvest management strategies for the Unit 2 wolf population.  The BOG adopt-
ed population objectives of 150-200 wolves in 2019 (figure from ADF&G 2019b).

Cultural Knowledge and Traditional Practices

Wolves have had significant economic and cultural importance throughout Southeast Alaska. Wolves were 
traditionally harvested for furs and hides throughout their range in Southeast Alaska (ADF&G 2008). 
Historically the fur of this species was used in making ceremonial masks, blankets, robes, and other 
articles of clothing (ADF&G 2008). The furs and hides were traded between communities and with other 
regions of the state (De Laguna 1972, Oberg 1973, Petroff 1884). 

Traditionally, wolves were harvested in the late fall and early winter because the fur was considered 
prime during these seasons and there was no deep snow to restrict travel (ADF&G 2008). Trapping 
usually started in November and continued through December, and was accomplished with snares 
and deadfalls set across game trails frequented by wolves (ADF&G 2003, ADF&G 2008, De Laguna 
1972, Goldschmidt and Haas n.d. [1946], Goldschmidt and Haas 1998, Oberg 1973). Families built and 
maintained trapping cabins in remote areas exhibiting high furbearer abundance and placed them in 
accordance with clan ownership rights (Goldschmidt and Haas 1998). Harvest areas were traditionally 
owned by clans that were inherited through family lineages (ADF&G 2008).
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Wolves also occupy important symbolic roles, particularly with both Tlingit and Haida communities.  
Tlingit society is divided into two moieties, which include the Raven and Eagle/Wolf (Emmons 1991).  
Within the moieties, several clans claim wolves as symbols or crests (Swanton 1909). Members of wolf 
clans ceremonially address wolves as relatives and believe the animals embody their ancestors (ADF&G 
2008). Haida people believed in similar relationships between wolves and people. In Haida practices, 
however, the wolf is claimed by the Raven rather than the Eagle moiety (Blackman 1998). 

The wolf’s mythical and symbolic nature within Tlingit culture resulted in great care and respect being 
shown to both the living and harvested members of this species (ADF&G 2008). Wolves were not 
normally eaten, except as a famine food (ADF&G 2008). 

Preparation of animal skins was traditionally assigned to women in both Tlingit and Haida cultural groups 
(Blackman 1998, Emmons 1991). The order of value among available furs within the Tlingit culture was 
sea otter, marten, beaver, river otter, black fox, mink, wolverine, wolf, and bear (Oberg 1973). Wolves 
contemporarily retain cultural value, and wolf harvest, sharing, and use have been recently documented 
in many areas of Southeast Alaska (ADF&G 2008). Wolf fur continues to be used in Native handicrafts 
such as blankets, ceremonial robes, winter coat ruffs, and art, but are also sold to commercial fur traders 
(ADF&G 2008). 

Though wolves traditionally and contemporarily play important cultural and economic roles within 
Southeast Alaska, wolves are also now seen as a direct competitor for an important subsistence food 
source in Unit 2 – deer (Wolf Technical Committee 2017). Wolves also present other considerations for 
area residents including their role in both consumptive and non-consumptive tourism, as a top predator 
within the ecological system, and as a potential threat to humans and pets. It is believed that improving 
forage production within young-growth stands that are near areas preferred for human hunting of deer 
will help to alleviate some of the human-wolf-deer tensions in Unit 2 (Wolf Technical Committee 2017).

Harvest History

From the 1950s through the mid-1990s, wolf harvest in Unit 2 increased in conjunction with a growing 
human population and increased road access associated with the logging industry, peaking at 132 wolves 
in 1996 (Figure 3) (Porter 2018). Since 1996, trapper numbers in Unit 2 have generally been declining, 
possibly due to an aging trapper pool and a human population that is decreasing in response to fewer 
timber-related jobs (Bethune 2012). Between 1997 and 2018, total trapper numbers in Unit 2 ranged 
from 4-26 trappers per year, averaging 14.5 trappers per year (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. as cited in 
OSM 2020, Porter 2018). Over the same time period, trappers living in Unit 2 accounted for 60-100% of 
the annual Unit 2 wolf harvest, averaging 89% (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020, 
Porter 2018). Most of the non-local resident harvest is by residents of adjacent communities, including 
Ketchikan, Petersburg, Wrangell, and Sitka (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020). In 
2019, total trapper numbers in Unit 2 increased substantially, with 32 trappers sealing wolves from Unit 2 
(ADF&G 2020a). (Note: As there is no customary and traditional use determination for wolves in Unit 2, 
all rural residents are Federally qualified subsistence users.  Ketchikan and Juneau are the only non-rural 
communities in Southeast Alaska).

Between 1997 and 2018, average catch ranged from 1.8-5.5 wolves per trapper, averaging 3.4 wolves 
per trapper (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020, Porter 2018, Porter 2003).  However, 
in most years, just 2-3 skilled trappers harvest most of the wolves (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. as 
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cited in OSM 2020). Between 1996 and 1998, ADF&G conducted household harvest surveys in all POW 
communities (ADF&G 2019e). The communities of Klawock and Craig accounted for 80% of the POW 
wolf harvest, and <.05% of POW residents attempted to harvest wolves (ADF&G 2019e).

Unit 2 wolf harvest is primarily monitored through mandatory sealing of pelts (Porter 2018). Harvest 
primarily occurs on non-Federal lands, including tide lands (ADF&G 2019d, SERAC 2017, Person and 
Logan 2012). Most wolves are harvested under a combination hunting/trapping license (Schumacher 
2019, pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020). The only wolves known to be taken under a hunting license are 
harvested from Sept. 1-Nov. 14 during the Federal hunting season, but before State and Federal trapping 
seasons open (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020). In Unit 2, wolves can be harvested 
with a firearm under a trapping license under both State and Federal regulations.

Between 1997, when the HGL was initiated (see Regulatory History), and 2018, annual reported wolf 
harvest has ranged from 7-96 wolves, averaging 50 wolves (Figure 3) (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. 
as cited in OSM 2020). The annual harvest quota has been exceeded five times (Table 1).  Most wolves 
are harvested using traps and relatively few are shot. Between 1997 and 2018, 21%, 53%, and 25% of 
harvested wolves were shot, trapped, and snared, respectively (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. as cited 
in OSM 2020, Porter 2018, Bethune 2012). In 2019, the first year under the new harvest management 
strategy without any quotas, the reported wolf harvest was 165 wolves, which is the highest number ever 
recorded in Unit 2 (ADF&G 2020a). ADF&G (2020a) noted that trapper harvest depends primarily on 
trapper effort and believes the unusually high harvest in 2019 resulted from a doubling of the normal 
trapping effort (32 trappers v. the historical average of 14. 5 trappers). In 2021, reported harvest was 64 
wolves (ADF&G 2022). 

Most of the wolf harvest in Unit 2 has occurred in January and February when pelts are most prime and 
fur prices are highest (Porter 2018). Since 2015, most of the wolf harvest has occurred in December 
because seasons have closed early by emergency order (ADF&G 2019c). Little harvest occurs before 
December (Porter 2018, SERAC 2017). Between 1997 and 2014, 60% of wolf harvest occurred in 
January and February on average (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020, Porter 2018, 
Bethune 2012). Over the same time period, on average 3% of wolves were harvested before December. 
Between 2015 and 2018, 32% of wolves were harvested before December on average due to seasons 
closing early (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020, Porter 2018, Bethune 2012).  
Between 2011 and 2018, reported wolf harvest in September and October ranged from 0-6 wolves per 
year, averaging 0.8 wolves per year (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020).

Unreported human-caused mortality includes wounding loss, illegal harvest, and vehicle collisions.  As 
part of an ADF&G research program, Person and Russell (2008) estimated unreported human-caused 
mortality as 47% of total human-caused mortality based on a study of 55 radio-collared wolves in which 
16 of 34 human-caused wolf kills were unreported. Most of the unreported kills were either shot out of 
season or killed during open seasons and not reported (Person and Russell 2008). Later in the research 
program, ADF&G reported three of eight radio-collared wolves that died during their study were not 
reported, suggesting 38% of human-caused wolf kills are unreported (USFWS 2015, Schumacher 2019, 
pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020). Thus, unreported harvest accounts for a substantial portion of wolf 
harvest in Unit 2, which likely resulted in unsustainable harvests in some years (Figure 4) (USFWS 2015, 
2016). USFWS (2016) estimated mean total (reported and unreported) annual harvest as 29%, ranging 
from 11-53%, and concluded that harvest has impacted the Unit 2 wolf population. However, unreported 
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harvests are implicitly accounted for with the new management strategy as management is based on 
population estimates and objectives rather than on harvest quotas and reported harvests.    

USFWS (2015) notes harvest may explain most of the 2013-2014 population decline if unreported harvest 
is considered. Relatively easy boat and road access may contribute to high rates of unreported harvest in 
Unit 2, while the insularity of the population makes it more susceptible to overharvest (USFWS 2015). 
However, as few wolves in Unit 2 are currently radio-collared, documenting unreported human-caused 
mortality is difficult and accounting for it when setting harvest quotas was a contentious issue (Porter 
2018). Additionally, testimony from Federally qualified subsistence users to the Council indicates high 
levels of illegal harvest are not occurring (SERAC 2017).

In 1999, the wolf season closed early by emergency order for the first time. Afterward, annual reported 
harvest declined substantially (Person and Logan 2012, Bethune 2012). Similarly, Porter (2003) notes 
that the number of successful trappers averaged 17 per year from 1999-2001, which was well below the 
10-year average of 27 successful trappers per year. Between 2002 and 2014, the number of successful 
trappers averaged 12 per year (Porter 2018). The threat of early season closures likely discouraged hunters 
and trappers from reporting their harvests, and harvest data after 1999 may be less accurate than harvest 
data prior to 1999 (Person and Logan 2012).

Figure 3. Unit 2 reported wolf harvest and harvest quotas, 1996-2020. Harvest includes reported harvest and other 
documented human-caused mortality (e.g. vehicle collisions) (Schumacher 2019, pers. comm. as cited in OSM 2020, 
Porter 2018, ADF&G 2020a, 2020b, Schumacher 2021, pers. comm, ADF&G 2022).
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Figure 4. Estimated total number of wolves harvested by regulatory year in Unit 2, 1997-2014.  Unreported harvest 
was estimated using a rate of 0.45 of total harvest from 1997-2011 (Person and Russell 2008) and a proportion of 
0.38 of total harvest from 2012-2014 (ADF&G 2015a as cited in USFWS 2015). The green and red dotted line indi-
cates 20% and 30% of the estimated population size, respectively (figure from USFWS 2015).

Effects of the Proposal

If adopted, this proposal would align Federal and State regulations by requiring Federally qualified 
subsistence users to sequentially number/mark hides, call ADF&G within 7 days of take to report the 
date and location of take for each wolf, and seal all hides within 15 days of take. Wolves in Unit 2 are 
managed cooperatively between State and Federal managers. Realigning regulations through adoption of 
WP22-03 would help continued effective management of wolves in Unit 2. 

One of the drivers for this regulation change is the precision of population estimation. DNA from wolves 
for the annual SECR estimates are collected from mid-October to mid-December. A harvested wolf 
would represent a data point and, if the harvested wolf was previously detected at a hair board, it would 
represent a valuable recapture event. The requirement of sequential numbering/marking hides along with 
a 7-day call-in requirement will aid in minimizing lost or incorrect data and coincide with the methods 
used for the SECR. Having the hides sequentially numbered/marked will allow data acquired during 
the 7-day call-in to be correctly correlated with each individual harvested wolf’s hair (DNA) sample 
taken during the sealing process. The State has undergone criticism for the accuracy of wolf population 
estimates in Unit 2 (ADF&G 2021). In addition, a petition to list the Alexander Archipelago wolf was 
submitted in 2020 identifying inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms as a threat (Wolf et al. 
2020). These proposed regulation changes would allow the management agencies to acquire the most 
precise data possible to aid in estimating the wolf population with more precision and defensibility in 
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Unit 2. The ability to incorporate harvest data into the SECR estimates will increase the effectiveness of 
the regulations, avoid exceeding the sustainable harvest of wolves, and help safeguard the wolves from 
becoming a listed species (ADF&G 2021). 

Reducing the sealing timeframe would have minimal effects on Federally qualified subsistence users. 
From 2012 to 2020, Federally qualified subsistence users were required to seal hides within 14 days of 
harvest. Requiring the sequential numbering/marking of hides and reporting the date and location of 
take for each wolf within 7 days may be more burdensome for Federally qualified subsistence users but 
should benefit them long-term by providing more accurate and precise information on when and where 
individual wolves were harvested for ADF&G’s wolf population estimates and ultimately maximizing 
harvest opportunity. The new management strategy announces the season length ahead of time providing 
predictability rather than closing the season when harvest quotas are met. Thus, the sealing requirement 
should not discourage harvest reporting like it did in the past.

This proposal would not affect other users because this regulation already exists under State regulations. 
Both subsistence users and non-Federally qualified users may benefit from this proposal since more 
effective management will help ensure continued long-term availability of this resource.

OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION

Support Proposal WP22-03.

Justification 

The sealing requirement is shorter than the current regulation but is one day longer than the sealing 
requirement prior to the regulation change in 2020. The sequential numbering/marking of hides and 
reporting the date and location of take for each wolf within 7 days will be more burdensome to hunters/
trappers but is essential to tying in harvest data to SECR estimates. Sequentially numbering/marking hides 
and reporting within 7 days will also help increase the accuracy of hunter’s/trapper’s records when the 
hides are sealed, especially if there is a delay due to weather or access to a sealer. Overall, with minimal 
impacts to Federally qualified subsistence users, this regulation change will allow the management 
agencies to more effectively estimate the population of wolves in Unit 2, avoid exceeding sustainable 
harvest, and help safeguard the wolves from becoming a listed species. All users should benefit long-
term from more effective use of regulations to manage the wolf population in Unit 2. Effective wolf 
management in Unit 2 requires coordination between State and Federal agencies, and these proposed 
changes would realign State and Federal regulations.
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ANALYSIS ADDENDUM

OSM CONCLUSION

Support Proposal WP22-03 with modification to remove the seven day reporting requirement.

The modified regulation should read: 

Unit 2 –Wolf Hunting
No limit.

Any wolf taken in Unit 2 must be sealed within 30 days of the end of the season. 
shall be sequentially numbered, marked with the date and location recorded 
by the hunter or trapper for each wolf, and all hides must be sealed within 15 
days of take.

Sept. 1-Mar. 31.

Unit 2 –Wolf Trapping
No limit.

Any wolf taken in Unit 2 must be sealed within 30 days of the end of the season. 
shall be sequentially numbered, marked with the date and location recorded by 
the hunter or trapper for each wolf, and all hides must be sealed within 15 days 
of take.

Nov. 15-Mar. 31.

Justification

Reporting harvest at 7 days and again at 15 days after harvest could result in regulatory fatigue for 
subsistence users and confusion related to the reporting requirements. Reporting harvest within 15 days of 
take as well as recording the date and location of the wolves taken would be sufficient to provide the data 
needed to allow the management agencies to estimate the population of wolves more effectively in Unit 2 
without the added burden for subsistence users to report their harvest twice. 
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SUBSISTENCE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS

Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-03 with modification to remove the seven-day reporting requirement. 

The modified regulations should read:

Unit 2 –Wolf Hunting
No limit.

Any wolf taken in Unit 2 must be sealed within 30 days of the end of 
the season. shall be sequentially numbered, marked with the date and 
location recorded by the hunter or trapper for each wolf, and all hides 
must be sealed within 15 days of take.

Sept. 1-Mar. 31.

Unit 2 –Wolf Trapping
No limit.

Any wolf taken in Unit 2 must be sealed within 30 days of the end of 
the season. shall be sequentially numbered, marked with the date and 
location recorded by the hunter or trapper for each wolf, and all hides 
must be sealed within 15 days of take.

Nov. 15-Mar. 31.

Justification

The Council was concerned that the numerous changes in regulations applied to hunters/trappers may 
result in regulatory fatigue and confusion. Double reporting of data is an unnecessary burden on the 
subsistence user and may produce inaccurate information. The Council recommends removing the 
seven-day phone reporting requirement, recognizing that hunters and trappers will still be required to 
provide date and location of wolves within 15 days to help address the need for collecting information. 
This reporting helps successfully manage wolf populations within Unit 2 to prevent the need to list the 
Alexander Archipelago wolf as an Endangered Species. 

INTERAGENCY STAFF COMMITTEE COMMENTS

The Interagency Staff Committee found the staff analysis to be a thorough and accurate evaluation of 
the proposal and that it provides sufficient basis for the Regional Advisory Council recommendation and 
Federal Subsistence Board action on the proposal.

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME COMMENTS

Wildlife Proposal 22-03

This proposal would align state and federal regulations for the sealing requirements for wolves taken by 
hunting and trapping in Game Management Unit (GMU) 2. 
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Background
Current federal sealing regulations no longer align with new state sealing regulations designed to gather 
more precise information from harvested wolves for use in the Alaska Department of Fish & Game’s 
(ADF&G) annual GMU 2 wolf population estimates. Managing harvest of the GMU 2 wolf population to 
maintain the fall population within the objective range of 150-200 wolves relies on accurate and precise 
estimates of abundance. In 2019 when state and federal regulations were updated to implement ADF&G’s 
new GMU 2 wolf harvest management strategy ADF&G neglected to consider the effect that changing the 
sealing requirement from within 14 days of harvest to within 30 days after the season closes would have 
on data used for population estimates. The purpose of this proposal is to correct that error on the federal 
side by aligning their subsistence sealing regulations for wolves harvested in GMU 2 with state sealing 
requirements updated by the Alaska Board of Game (BOG) at its March 18, 2021 meeting. 

ADF&G annually estimates the fall population size for wolves in GMU 2 using a non-invasive DNA-
based spatially explicit capture-recapture method where wolf DNA is acquired when wolves roll on 
an array of scented hair boards throughout northern and central Prince of Wales Island. The Hydaburg 
Cooperative Association and US Forest Service cooperate in this effort. For wolves detected at hair 
boards and subsequently harvested, harvest represents a “recapture” event that can be incorporated into 
population estimates. However, to be valuable as a “recapture event” the DNA, harvest date, and location 
of the harvested wolf must be matched with the DNA of that same wolf collected at one of the hair 
boards. Consequently, trappers need to keep track of the date and location where each individual hide was 
taken. The goals of the shorter sealing period and labeling requirement are to ensure users can keep track 
of each hide they harvest so they can provide accurate information for individual wolf hides at sealing. 
More precise data should result in more precise wolf population estimates. More precise estimates will 
allow managers to provide the greatest sustainable harvest opportunity while also maintaining the wolf 
population within the objective range. 

Wolves sampled at hair board stations may be harvested on federally managed lands where federal 
subsistence regulations apply or on state, municipal, or private lands where state regulations apply. 
Aligning state and federal sealing requirements for wolves across GMU 2 would help ensure consistent 
data for ADF&G’s population estimates are collected from all wolves harvested in the unit. Aligning state 
and federal sealing regulations would also eliminate confusion among users over which regulations apply 
to harvested wolves and enhance the ability of enforcement agencies to enforce regulations across land 
management jurisdictions. 

Impact on Subsistence Users
This change will not affect subsistence use of wolves, but it will eliminate confusion among users over 
which regulations apply to harvested wolves.

Impact on Other Users
This change will not affect other uses of wolves, but it will eliminate confusion among users over which 
regulations apply to harvested wolves.
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Hunting and trapping seasons and bag limits for wolves in GMU 2

State season Bag Limit Resident and Nonresident
Hunting five wolves December 1 – March 31
Trapping no limit November 15 – March 31

Federal Season Bag Limit Rural Residents Season Length
Hunting no limit September 1 – March 31
Trapping no limit November 15 – March 31

Conservation Issues
More precise information on when and where each wolf is harvested should contribute toward a more 
accurate and precise GMU 2 wolf population estimates. More accurate population estimates will 
enable state and federal managers to better regulate the wolf population through harvest to meet the fall 
population objective of 150-200 wolves. Maintaining the population within that range is intended to 
balance the need for a sustainable wolf population with the effect of wolf predation on deer. 

Enforcement Issues
If this proposal is adopted it would align state and federal sealing requirements for wolves in GMU 2. A 
consistent sealing requirement would reduce confusion for federally qualified users. Without alignment, 
federally qualified users would have to comply with state regulations on state, municipal, and private 
lands, including the beach below the mean high tide line, and federal requirements on federal land. Law 
enforcement officers may be unduly burdened if state and federal regulations are not aligned.

Position
ADF&G SUPPORTS the proposal as submitted. The BOG changed state sealing requirements for wolves 
harvested in GMU 2 in March 2021. To be effective the Federal Subsistence Board should adopt this 
regulation to reduce regulatory confusion, ease enforcement burden, and promote sound management 
practices for sustainable harvest of GMU 2 wolves.
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WP22-04/05  Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP22-04 requests the establishment of a year-round Federal elk 

hunt in Units 1, 2, 3, and 4, except on Etolin, Zarembo, Bushy, Shrubby, 
and Kashevarof Islands in Unit 3 with a harvest limit of one elk by Federal 
registration permit. Submitted by: Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional 
Advisory Council.

Proposal WP22-05 requests the establishment of a draw permit hunt for 
elk in the Etolin Island area of Unit 3 with one permit issued per household 
Submitted by: Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Proposed Regulation WP22-04

Units 1, 2, 3, and 4—Elk
Unit 3, Etolin, Zarembo, Bushy, Shrubby, and 
Kashevarof Islands

No Federal 
open season

Units 1, 2, 4, and 3 remainder - 1 elk by Federal 
registration permit

Successful hunters are required to send a photo of their 
elk antlers to ADF&G and a 5-inch section of the lower 
jaw with front teeth.

July 1- June 
30
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WP22-04/05  Executive Summary
Proposed Regulation WP22-05

Unit 3—Elk

Unit 3, Etolin Island area bounded by a line 
beginning at the intersection of Stikine Strait and 
Clarence Strait, running southeast following the 
midline of Clarence Strait, down to its intersection 
with Ernest Sound, then northeast following the 
midline of Ernest Sound, excluding Niblack Islands, 
to its intersection with Zimovia Strait, then northwest 
following the western shoreline of Zimovia Strait 
to its intersection with Chichagof Passage, then 
west along the midline of Chichagof Passage to its 
intersection with Stikine Strait, then southwest along 
the midline of Stikine Strait back to the point of 
beginning– 1 bull by Federal draw permit.

There will be a drawing for each hunt period. 
Harvest limit is one bull elk per Federal draw 
permit. Only one elk permit will be issued per 
household. A household receiving a State draw 
permit for elk may not receive a Federal permit. 
The annual harvest quota will be announced by the 
USDA Forest Service, Wrangell Ranger District 
office, in consultation with ADF&GThe Federal 
harvest allocation will be 25% (rounded up to 
the next whole number) of elk permits. Successful 
hunters are required to send a photo of their elk 
antlers to ADF&G and a 5-inch section of lower jaw 
with front teeth.

No Federal 
open season

Oct 1 – 
Oct 15

Oct 16 – 
Oct 31

Unit 3 remainder No Federal 
open 
season

OSM Conclusion Support Proposal WP22-04 and Oppose Proposal WP22-05.
Southeast Alaska 
Subsistence Regional 
Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Support Proposal WP22-04 and Oppose Proposal WP22-0
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WP22-04/05  Executive Summary
Interagency Staff 
Committee Comments

WP22-04

The Interagency Staff Committee found the analysis to be a thorough and 
accurate evaluation of the proposal and that it provides sufficient basis for 
the Regional Advisory Council recommendation and the Federal Subsistence 
Board action on this proposal.

WP22-05

The Interagency Staff Committee found the analysis to be a thorough and 
accurate evaluation of the proposal and that it provides sufficient basis for 
the Regional Advisory Council recommendation and the Federal Subsistence 
Board action on this proposal.

ADF&G Comments Oppose Proposal WP22-04 and Oppose Proposal WP22-05.

Written Public 
Comments

None
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
WP22-04/05

ISSUES

Proposal WP22-04, submitted by the Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (Council), 
requests the establishment of a year-round Federal elk hunt in Units 1, 2, 3, and 4, except on Etolin, 
Zarembo, Bushy, Shrubby, and Kashevarof Islands in Unit 3 with a harvest limit of one elk by Federal 
registration permit.

Proposal WP22-05, also submitted by the Council, requests establishing a draw permit hunt for elk in the 
Etolin Island area of Unit 3 with one permit issued per household (Map 1).

DISCUSSION

In regard to Proposal WP22-04, the proponent requests that a Federal general season be established for 
harvesting elk outside of the managed Etolin, Zarembo, Bushy, Shrubby, and Kashevarof Islands to 
aid in the control of non-native elk and to provide a meaningful subsistence hunting opportunity. The 
proponent cites the previous State general elk season that encompassed the proposed area and was closed 
in November of 2018.

In regard to Proposal WP22-05, the proponent requests that a Federal draw permit hunt be established for 
elk in the Etolin Island area of Unit 3. The proponent stipulates that 25% (rounded up to the next whole 
number) of the State’s annual permit quota be allocated to a Federal draw system. Federally qualified 
subsistence users will be limited to one permit per household. If one or more members of a household 
receives a State draw permit, they will be ineligible for a Federal draw permit. The proponent states this 
proposal would provide a meaningful subsistence priority by reducing competition with non-Federally 
qualified users and resulting in increased harvests by Federally qualified subsistence users. The proponent 
states the annual harvest quota prevents any conservation concerns.

Existing Federal Regulation

Units 1, 2, 3, and 4—Elk No Federal open season
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Map 1. Hunt area for Unit 3 elk permits DE318, DE321, DE323, and RE325Map was taken from ADF&G 2020-2021 
hunting regulations: https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/regulations/wildliferegulations/pdfs/regulations_complete.pdf
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Proposed Federal Regulation

WP22-04

Units 1, 2, 3, and 4—Elk

Unit 3, Etolin, Zarembo, Bushy, Shrubby, and Kashevarof Islands No Federal open 
season

Units 1, 2, 4, and 3 remainder - 1 elk by Federal registration permit

Successful hunters are required to send a photo of their elk antlers to 
ADF&G and a 5-inch section of the lower jaw with front teeth.

July 1- June 30

WP22-05

Unit 3—Elk

Unit 3, Etolin Island area bounded by a line beginning at the intersection 
of Stikine Strait and Clarence Strait, running southeast following the 
midline of Clarence Strait, down to its intersection with Ernest Sound, then 
northeast following the midline of Ernest Sound, excluding Niblack Islands, 
to its intersection with Zimovia Strait, then northwest following the western 
shoreline of Zimovia Strait to its intersection with Chichagof Passage, then 
west along the midline of Chichagof Passage to its intersection with Stikine 
Strait, then southwest along the midline of Stikine Strait back to the point of 
beginning– 1 bull by Federal draw permit

There will be a drawing for each hunt period. Harvest limit is one bull elk 
per Federal draw permit. Only one elk permit will be issued per household. 
A household receiving a State draw permit for elk may not receive a 
Federal permit. The annual harvest quota will be announced by the USDA 
Forest Service, Wrangell Ranger District office, in consultation with 
ADF&GThe Federal harvest allocation will be 25% (rounded up to the next 
whole number) of elk permits. Successful hunters are required to send a 
photo of their elk antlers to ADF&G and a 5-inch section of lower jaw with 
front teeth.

No Federal 
open 
season 

Oct1 – 
Oct15

Oct16 – 
Oct31

Unit 3 remainder No Federal 
open 
season
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Existing State Regulation

Units 1, 2, and 4—Elk
No open 
season

Unit 3—Elk

Residents and Nonresidents: Etolin Island 
area bounded by a line beginning at the 
intersection of Stikine Strait and Clarence 
Strait, running southeast following the 
midline of Clarence Strait, down to its 
intersection with Ernest Sound, then 
northeast following the midline of Ernest 
Sound, excluding Niblack Islands, to its 
intersection with Zimovia Strait, then 
northwest following the western shoreline 
of Zimovia Strait to its intersection with 
Chichagof Passage, then west along 
the midline of Chichagof Passage to 
its intersection with Stikine Strait, then 
southwest along the midline of Stikine Strait 
back to the point of beginning 

1 bull by bow and 
arrow only by 
permit

DE318
 Sep1 – Sep30

1 bull by permit DE321
Oct1 – Oct15

1 bull by permit DE323
 Oct16 – Oct31

1 bull by permit RE325
Nov15 – Nov30

Residents and Nonresidents: Unit 3, 
Remainder

No open season

Extent of Federal Public Lands

Table 1. Federal public lands in the Southeast Alaska Region, Units 1–4.

Management unit Percentage Federal public 
lands

Percentage of Federal public 
lands managed by each agency

1A 91.3% 91.3% U.SForest Service
1B 98.1% 98.1% U.SForest Service
1C 95.5% 62.6% U.SForest Service 

32.9% National Park Servicea

1D 43.8% 24.9% National Park Servicea  
18.9% U.SForest Service

2 74.0% 74.0% U.SForest Service
3 90.6% 90.6% U.SForest Service
4 92.2% 92.2% U.SForest Service

a Glacier Bay National Park, closed to subsistenc 
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Customary and Traditional Use Determinations

Rural residents of Units 1-5 have a customary and traditional use determination for elk in Unit 3A 
customary and traditional use determination has not been made for elk in Units 1, 2, and 4. Therefore, all 
Federally qualified subsistence users may hunt elk in these units.

Regulatory History

Elk were planted on Etolin Island in Unit 3 in 1987 and stable populations became established on both 
Etolin and Zarembo Islands (Burris and McKnight 1973; Paul 2009). In 1996, a bull only hunt was 
developed for the 1997 season under State regulations with 30 bull draw permits. The following season, 
the State issued 70 draw permits for bull elk and a separate archery only season was established. After 6 
bulls were harvested on Zarembo Island during the 2005 September- October draw hunt, an emergency 
order was issued to close the registration elk hunting season on Zarembo Island (Harper 2014). State 
managers closed Zarembo Island to elk harvest until the bull:cow ratio and total population increased. The 
island remains closed to elk harvest.

In 2001, in an attempt to limit the dispersal of elk outside of the managed Zarembo and Etolin Islands 
population, the State instituted a general elk season for Units 1, 2, and the remainder of Unit 3 (Harper 
2014). The season allowed for the harvest of any elk outside of the Unit 3 managed areas from August 
1 to December 31. The first elk harvested under the general elk hunt was a cow harvested on Shrubby 
Island in 2004. In 2005, 4 cows were harvested off Shrubby Island and another cow was later harvested 
from Bushy Island. In a 2012 Alaska Board of Game action, Bushy, Shrubby, and Kashevarof Islands 
were added to the restricted area and removed from the general elk hunt due to concerns of false reporting 
and illegal harvest of Zarembo Island elk. In 2018, the State issued an emergency order to discontinue 
the general elk hunt due to concerns that one or more of the elk harvested during the general season had 
been harvested illegally from Zarembo or Etolin Islands. The State was never able to verify any harvest 
locations of elk taken during the general season and believed that hunters were killing elk in the closed or 
managed areas and submitting false reports or not reporting the harvest.

A Federal elk hunt has never occurred in Units 1-4. In 2020, the Board adopted Proposal WP20-13, establishing 
a customary and traditional use determination for elk in Unit 3 for rural residents of Units 1-5.

Biological Background

An interagency taskforce was assembled in 1984 to evaluate Etolin, Zarembo, Prince of Wales, and Kuiu 
Islands for the feasibility of establishing an elk herd (ADF&G 1984, 1986). Both Etolin and Zarembo 
Islands were found to provide adequate winter and summer habitat and browse for elk. Etolin Island was 
chosen for its low probability of poaching due to remoteness, lack of snowfall in key areas, size, predator 
to prey ratio, and low probability of elk spreading to a wilderness (although South Etolin Island later 
became a wilderness) (USDA Forest Service 1986).

Elk (Cervus elaphus) were unsuccessfully transplanted to Southeast Alaska six times prior to 1987 (Burris 
and McKnight 1973; Paul 2009). In 1985, Alaska passed legislation requiring the introduction of 50 elk 
to Etolin Island to provide hunting opportunity. In the spring of 1987, 33 Roosevelt (C. e. roosevelti) and 
17 Rocky Mountain (C.e nelson) elk were transplanted to Etolin Island (Harper 2014). Within the first 18 
months, roughly two-thirds of the elk were lost due to various causes of mortality. However, a breeding 
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population was established and spread to Zarembo Island. The original State management goal for Etolin 
Island was to maintain 250 elk with a harvest of 20 bulls (Harper 2014). The current management goals 
are to 1) Provide a hunt opportunity 2) Maintain Etolin and Zarembo Island elk herds below the carrying 
capacity 3) Limit the dispersal of elk to other islands and 4) Maintain an annual post-harvest ratio of 25- 
30 bulls:100 cows.

The most recent published State aerial survey of southern Etolin Island was on 15 August 2010 and 
counted 91 elk in 1 herd which was made up of 13 bulls, 59 cows, and 19 calves (Harper 2014). The 
bull:cow ratio was 22 bulls:100 cows and the calf:cow ratio was 32 calves:100 cows. Collared elk on 
Etolin Island have been used to determine winter and summer range, calving and rutting areas, important 
habitat, and to locate elk for minimum population estimates and composition counts. Population estimates 
of elk in Unit 3 are difficult due to dense brush and remote habitat.

After the elk populations on Etolin and Zarembo were established, concerns developed about the spread 
of elk throughout Southeast Alaska. Unverified sightings of elk on neighboring islands and documentation 
of a radio collard elk on Farm Island at the mouth of the Stikine River, led to the State general elk season 
from 2001-2018 (Paul 2009). The degree of competition between elk and deer in Southeast Alaska is 
unknown, but the potential exists for elk to compete with Sitka black-tailed deer both directly through 
physical displacement or indirectly through competition for resources or through changes to the predator 
prey dynamics (Harper 2014). A study by Kirchhoff and Larsen (1998) showed that the high degree 
in dietary overlap between elk and deer has the potential to result in competition for valuable browse 
(Kirchhoff and Larsen 1998).

Harvest History

The State of Alaska issued an average of 181 Unit 3 Etolin Island elk permits per year from 2010 to 
2020 (Table 2). On average, roughly 40% of permit holders hunted for elk and had a success rate of 8%. 
During that period, 71 elk were harvested through the State draw DE318 archery (17%), DE321 (49%), 
DE323 (15%) and registration RE325 (18%) hunts (Figure 1). Harvest in those hunts were primarily by 
Federally qualified residents of Units 1-5 (58%) followed by non-Federally qualified residents of Units 
1-5 (Ketchikan, Juneau, Douglas; 35%) (Table 3). Alaska residents from the remainder of the state and 
non-residents made up six percent and one percent of Unit 3 elk harvest, respectively. From 2010 to 2020 
Federally qualified residents of Units 1-5 received 46% (925 permits) of the Unit 3 elk permits (Table 4). 
However, only 48% (446 permits) of those permit holders attempted to harvest elk. In general, less than 
ten percent of draw applicants receive a permit. In 2020, 6 percent of the 2,015 draw applicants received a 
permit (ADF&G 2021). Hunters who do not draw a permit have the option to receive a State registration 
permit for Unit 3 elk from Nov. 15 – Nov. 30 unless closed by the State.

The Unit 3 general elk hunt was available from 2001 to 2018 and allowed for the harvest of any elk 
outside of the Unit 3 elk management area (Etolin and Zarembo Islands). The first elk harvested under 
the general elk hunt was a cow harvested in 2004In 2005, 5 more cows were harvested during the 
general season. No elk harvest was reported during the Units 1-3 general elk season between 2010 and 
the emergency closure in 2018. With no reported harvest and limited anecdotal reports of sightings on 
neighboring islands, the season was closed by the State. The State was not able to verify the harvest 
locations of elk taken under the general permit and cited concerns over the use of the permit to poach elk 
from Etolin and Zarembo Islands in the 2018 closure notice.
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Table 2. Permits issued, permits hunted, and elk harvested from 2010-2020 in Unit 3Data provided by ADF&G permit 
harvest records (Robbins 2021, perscomm.).

Year Permits Issued Permits Hunted Elk Harvest
2010 180 51 6
2011 174 58 9
2012 173 72 7
2013 187 77 4
2014 184 76 5
2015 185 57 7
2016 196 73 5
2017 174 80 9
2018 189 86 7
2019 182 85 7
2020 166 73 5
Total 1990 788 71
Avg. 181 72 6
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Figure 1. Unit 3 elk harvest by hunt permit DE318 Archery (Sep1-Sep30), DE321 (Oct1-Oct15), DE323 (Oct16-
Oct31), and RE325 (Nov15-Nov30) from 2010-2020Three additional bull elk were harvested between 2010-2020 
through ADF&G’s auction permit program. No elk were harvested during the Unit 1-3 general season hunt between 
2010 and the emergency closure in 2018Data provided by ADF&G permit harvest records (Robbins 2021, per-
scomm.).



582 Federal Subsistence Board Public Meeting April 2022

W22-04/05

Table 3. Unit 3 total elk harvest by community and residency for DE318 Archery (Sep1-Sep30), DE321 (Oct1-Oct15), 
DE323 (Oct16-Oct31), and RE325 (Nov15-Nov30) from 2010-2020Table includes percent total harvest by community 
from 2010-2020Data provided by ADF&G permit harvest records (Robbins 2021, perscomm.).

Residency Community Elk Harvest Percent
Federally Qualified Res-
ident Units 1-5

Coffman Cove 1 1%

Craig 9 13%
Edna Bay 3 4%
Hollis 1 1%
Klawock 6 8%
Naukati Bay 1 1%
Petersburg 4 6%
Sitka 2 3%
Thorne Bay 1 1%
Wrangell 13 18%
Total 41 58%

Non-Federally Qualified 
Resident Unit 1-5

Douglas 1 1%

Juneau 6 8%
Ketchikan 18 25%
Total 25 35%

Non-Resident Nonresident 1 1%
Total 1 1%

Other Alaska Residents Anchorage 1 1%
Homer 1 1%
Sterling 1 1%
Tok 1 1%
Total 4 6%
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Table 4. Unit 3 elk harvest by Federally qualified subsistence users from 2010-2020 by community. Harvest was 
during for DE318 Archery (Sep1-Sep30), DE321 (Oct1-Oct15), DE323 (Oct16-Oct31), and RE325 (Nov15-Nov30)
Data provided by ADF&G permit harvest records (Robbins 2021, pers Comm.).

Community Permits Issued Permits Hunted Elk Harvested
Coffman Cove 62 29 1
Craig 131 59 9
Edna Bay 6 4 3
Elfin Cove 2 0 0
Gustavus 2 2 0
Haines 18 4 0
Hollis 2 1 1
Hoonah 9 1 0
Hydaburg 1 1 0
Kake 2 2 0
Kasaan 2 0 0
Klawock 29 14 6
Metlakatla 8 3 0
Meyers Chuck 11 7 0
Naukati Bay 3 1 1
Pelican 3 0 0
Petersburg 122 62 4
Sitka 44 19 2
Tenakee Springs 3 2 0
Thorne Bay 76 32 1
Ward Cove 67 29 0
Whale Pass 2 0 0
Wrangell 320 174 13
Total 925 446 41

Other Alternatives Considered

One considered alternative to Proposal WP22-05 was to establish a Federal season within the 
management area of Unit 3 with a harvest limit of one bull elk by Federal registration permit. A Federal 
registration permit hunt would preclude the allocation issue of draw permits as proposed by WP22-05. 
Considering only six elk are harvested each year on average out of 181 permits issued, the elk population 
can likely withstand some increase in harvest. Additionally, since only 48% of Federally qualified draw 
permit holders actually hunt and only account for about half of the elk harvest in Unit 3 each year, harvest 
within the management area by a Federal registration permit hunt is expected to be very low but would 
provide a meaningful subsistence priority and opportunity. Furthermore, authority to close the season 
when a certain number of elk were reported by Federal permit could be delegated to a Federal in-season 
manager to further mitigate any conservation concerns associated with overharvest.
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Effects of the Proposal

WP22-04
The proposed regulation would allow Federally qualified users to harvest one elk by Federal registration 
permit from Units 1, 2, 4, and the remainder of Unit 3. The proposed harvest would provide additional 
subsistence opportunity for residents of Units 1-5 in Unit 3 and for all Federally qualified subsistence 
users in Units 1, 2, and 4. However, sightings of elk on islands other than Etolin and Zarembo have been 
rare and anecdotal, suggesting that harvest opportunity would be very limited. The State management 
goals for elk in Unit 3 include limiting the dispersal of elk to islands other than Etolin and Zarembo. A 
general elk season may help limit the spread of elk to islands in the area while providing subsistence 
opportunity.

Elk in Southeast Alaska may compete with deer and alter predator prey interactions. A general elk season 
would be a helpful management tool if a population of elk were to colonize neighboring islands. There 
are no known conservation concerns associated with a general elk season due to the State’s desire to 
limit elk populations to a specific management area (Etolin, Zarembo, Bushy, Shrubby, and Kashevarof 
Islands) and because elk are a non-native species in these units. However, the populations of elk within 
the management area may be negatively affected if general elk permits are used to illegally harvest from 
these populations, as suspected during the State general season. 

Enforcement of a general elk season would be difficult as the elk management area and the general season 
harvest area are both large and difficult to patrol. Law enforcement was unable to verify the site of any 
elk harvested under the State’s general elk season and would likely have the same difficulties with the 
proposed Federal general elk season.

Adoption of Proposal WP22-04 would also increase regulatory complexity and user confusion by 
misaligning State and Federal regulations. Federally qualified subsistence users would need to distinguish 
between Federal and non-Federal lands when hunting elk in these units to ensure the elk are legally 
harvested on Federal public lands.

The proposal also requires successful hunters to send a photo of their elk antlers and section of the lower 
jaw to ADF&G. However, this requirement under Federal regulations needs approval from the Office of 
Management and Budget and cannot be authorized solely by the Board through adoption of a wildlife 
proposal.

WP22-05
The proposed regulation would allocate 25 percent of the Unit 3 State elk draw permits to a Federal 
subsistence draw permit hunt. The Federal elk draw hunt could increase the participation of Federal 
harvesters in the Unit 3 elk harvest. However, between 2010 and 2020, 46 percent of elk permits were 
received by Federally qualified residents. During that same period approximately 52 percent of Federally 
qualified permit holders did not participate in the hunt, suggesting that there is a surplus of permits issued 
to Federally qualified residents each year. Due to the low success rate, remoteness, and rough terrain of 
the harvest area, participation in the Federal draw hunt would likely be similar to the State draw hunts. 
Additionally, Federal draw permit holders could only hunt on Federal public lands and would need to 
distinguish between Federal and non-Federal managed lands.
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Section 815 of ANILCA provides that the Board may restrict non-subsistence uses on Federal public 
lands if “necessary for the conservation of healthy populations of fish and wildlife” or “to continue 
subsistence uses of such populations.” 50 CFR 100.4; 36 CFR 242.4. The residents of Ketchikan have 
historically received the largest single proportion (25%) of Unit 3 elk permits. The allocation of Federal 
permits would negatively impact non-Federally qualified users.

The Federal draw hunt would not increase the number of Unit 3 elk draw permits issued and would not 
likely increase the number of elk harvested under draw permits. However, the proposal, as written, would 
allow a Federal harvester to receive a Federal draw permit and a State registration permit which may 
increase harvest opportunity. State regulations currently prohibit anyone from receiving two Unit 3 elk 
permits in one year.

The proposal restricts any household from receiving more than one Unit 3 Federal elk permit or using 
both a State draw and Federal draw permit for the same year. Enforcing the permit restrictions would be 
difficult and may require a permit holder to list all members of their household to be shared with both 
State and Federal managers. There is currently no system for ensuring that harvesters do not obtain both 
State and Federal permits for the same year. Additionally, Federal regulations cannot prohibit participation 
by an individual in a State hunt, so this requirement is not legal.

OSM CONCLUSION

Support Proposal WP22-04 and Oppose Proposal WP22-05.

Justification

WP22-04
There is no conservation concern for elk outside of the Unit 3 elk management area. A Federal general elk 
season may provide limited subsistence opportunity to residents of the area while helping to manage the 
spread of elk.

WP22-05
Federally qualified subsistence users harvest an average of 58 percent of Unit 3 elk. Roughly 52 percent 
of the permits issued to Federally qualified residents in the past 11 years were not used, likely due to the 
low success rate, remoteness, and difficult terrain of the hunt. Hunters who do not draw a permit have 
the option to receive a State registration permit for Unit 3 elk from Nov. 15 – Nov. 30 unless closed by 
the State. The large percentage of unused permits by both Federally qualified and non-Federally qualified 
users, and the availability of a State registration permit suggest that the restriction of non-Federally 
qualified users is not necessary to continue subsistence uses of the Unit 3 elk population. Enforcement of 
the Federal draw permit’s household restriction would be difficult for both State and Federal managers 
since it may require sharing permit holder information, while prohibiting participation in the State hunt is 
not legal.
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SUBSISTENCE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS

Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-04. The Council submitted this proposal to create subsistence harvest opportunity while 
avoiding restrictions to non-Federally qualified harvesters or harvest closures. The Council recognized 
local knowledge that there are elk outside of the elk management area and believes that a Federal season 
would control the spread of elk. The proposed Federal elk season is in line with established fish and 
wildlife principals and would stop elk from spreading to neighboring islands and outcompeting deer. 
There are no conservation concerns, and this opportunity would be beneficial to subsistence users.

Oppose WP22-05. The Council submitted this proposal to create a meaningful subsistence priority; 
however, based on the information contained in the analysis, the proposal, as written, would not meet 
its intent. The Council suggested that a future proposal on this issue should include a registration hunt 
to allow for subsistence harvest on Federal public lands to provide a meaningful priority for Federally 
qualified users.

INTERAGENCY STAFF COMMITTEE COMMENTS

WP22-04

The Interagency Staff Committee found the analysis to be a thorough and accurate evaluation of the 
proposal and that it provides sufficient basis for the Regional Advisory Council recommendation and the 
Federal Subsistence Board action on this proposal.

WP22-05
The Interagency Staff Committee found the analysis to be a thorough and accurate evaluation of the 
proposal and that it provides sufficient basis for the Regional Advisory Council recommendation and the 
Federal Subsistence Board action on this proposal.

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME COMMENTS

Wildlife Proposal WP22-04

This proposal would establish a federal registration hunt for elk in Game Management Units (GMU) 
1,2,4, and the remainder of GMU 3 excluding Etolin, Zarembo, Bushy, Shrubby, and the Kashevarof 
Islands. Federally qualified users (FQU) residing in GMUs 1-5 would be eligible to participate in this 
hunt. 

Background 
In 1987 33 Roosevelt and 17 Rocky Mountain elk were translocated from Oregon to Southeast Alaska 
and released on Etolin Island. Following an initial decline, the population grew, and by the summer of 
1991 a small group of Rocky Mountain elk had dispersed to nearby Zarembo Island. Both populations 
continued to grow, and the first hunt occurred in fall 1997. Since then, a variety of archery and rifle draw, 
registration, and general season hunts have been used to manage these elk populations to meet Alaska 
Board of Game (BOG) expectations. In 1993 and 1998 the BOG issued findings stating that to minimize 
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ment Issues section for an account of poaching from fall 2021.

Impact on Subsistence Users
Adopting this proposal would provide additional elk hunting opportunity for FQUs residing in GMUs 
1-5. However, there is no evidence that elk are found outside of Etolin and Zarembo islands, and this 
additional hunting opportunity is unlikely to result in lawful harvest.

Impact on Other Users
Adopting this proposal may reduce elk hunting opportunity for other users. The state general season elk 
hunt was eliminated because over 30 years after they were introduced there was no verified evidence 
of elk outside of Etolin and Zarembo islands and because of concern that the general hunt facilitated 
unlawful take of elk from Etolin and Zarembo islands. Adopting this proposal may again facilitate 
unlawful harvest, which would deprive other users of future lawful harvest opportunity.

Opportunity Provided by State
State customary and traditional use findings: The BOG has made a negative customary and traditional use 
findings for elk in GMU 3.

Amounts Reasonably Necessary for Subsistence: Alaska state law requires the BOG to determine the 
amount of the harvestable portion of a game population that is reasonably necessary for customary 
and traditional uses. This is an ANS. The board does this by reviewing extensive harvest data from all 
Alaskans, collected either by ADF&G or from other sources. 

ANS provides the BOG with guidelines on typical numbers of animals harvested for customary and 
traditional uses under normal conditions. Hunting regulations can be re-examined if harvests for 
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customary and traditional uses consistently fall below ANS. This may be for many reasons: hunting 
regulations, changes in animal abundance or distribution, or changes in human use patterns, just to name a 
few.

There is no ANS for elk in GMUs 1–4. The seasons and bag limit for elk in GMU 3 is:

Unit/Area Bag Limit Open Season (Permit/Hunt #) 
Residenta

Open Season (Permit/Hunt #)
Nonresident

GMU 3/Etolin and 
associated islands

1 bull (by bow 
and arrow 
only)

1 Sept– 30 Sept. 
(Draw Permit/DE318)

1 Sept– 30 Sept. 
(Draw Permit/DE318)

GMU 3/Etolin and 
associated islands

1 bull 1 Oct– 15 Oct  
(Draw Permit/DE321)

1 Oct– 15 Oct 
(Draw Permit/DE321)

GMU 3/Etolin and 
associated islands

1 bull 16 Oct– 31 Oct.  
(Draw Permit/DE323)

16 Oct– 31 Oct.  
(Draw Permit/DE323)

GMU 3/Etolin and 
associated islands

1 bull 15 Nov– 30 Nov  
(Registration Permit)

15 Nov– 30 Nov 
(Registration Permit)

a Subsistence and General Hunts.

Special instructions: Successful state hunters are required to report harvested elk to ADF&G within 5 
days, as well as submit the lower front teeth (on a 5-inch section of jaw) and a photograph of their elk 
antlers.

Conservation Issues
There are no conservation concerns for elk in GMU 3. However, management objectives for GMU 3 elk 
include confining them to the Etolin and Zarembo islands hunt area. In recent decades ADF&G has no 
evidence that elk occur outside of Etolin and Zarembo islands. Due to dense forest cover abundance of 
elk on both islands is difficult to monitor. Both populations are believed to be relatively small, particularly 
the Zarembo Island population, which has been closed to hunting since 2005. Unlawful harvest remains a 
concern (see Enforcement Issues), and the proposed hunt could facilitate additional unlawful harvest from 
those small populations. 

Enforcement Issues
The state general season hunt for elk was eliminated because of concern that elk were being unlawfully 
harvested from Etolin and Zarembo Islands and reported as harvested during the general season hunt 
outside the GMU 3 elk drawing hunt area. Unlawful take of elk from Etolin and Zarembo islands remains 
a concern. On November 13, 2021 state and federal enforcement officials on a joint patrol discovered 
remains of a cow elk on Beach Road northern Zarembo Island. The skull appeared to have entry and exit 
wounds from a bullet and the hide was cut and removed in a manner consistent with human processing. 
Photos were taken, specimens were collected, and the incident was documented in Alaska Wildlife 
Trooper case file, AK21130680. If this proposal is adopted, concern about the new federal subsistence 
hunt enabling illegal take would resurface. It is unclear what capacity the federal in-season manager, the 
U.S. Forest Service, has to enforce hunting regulations in the remote areas affected by this proposal.

Position
ADF&G OPPOSES this proposal. It has been over 30 years since elk were introduced and there are still 
no verified accounts of elk becoming established outside of Etolin and Zarembo islands. Consequently, 
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this hunt is unnecessary for confining elk to those islands and provides no real opportunity for subsistence 
harvest, but it would again invite unlawful harvest from the Zarembo and Etolin island populations.

Wildlife Proposal WP22-05
This proposal would establish two federal drawing hunts for elk in GMU 3 with bag limits of one bull 
elk. Those hunts would correspond to state draw hunts, DE321/323, and 25 percent of the “harvest 
allocation”, which given how the system currently operates we interpret to mean permits, available for 
those hunts would be allocated to the federal draw hunts. Federally qualified users (FQU) residing in 
Game Management Units (GMU) 1-5 would be eligible to apply for permits. 

Background
In 1987 33 Roosevelt and 17 Rocky Mountain elk were translocated from Oregon to Southeast Alaska 
and released on Etolin Island. Following an initial decline, the population grew, and by the summer of 
1991 a small group of Rocky Mountain elk had dispersed to nearby Zarembo Island. Both populations 
continued to grow, and the first hunt occurred in fall 1997. Since then, a variety of archery and rifle draw, 
registration, and general season hunts have been used to manage these elk populations to meet Alaska 
Board of Game (BOG) expectations. In 1993 and 1998 the BOG issued findings stating that to minimize 
the potential for competition with native Sitka black-tailed deer the department should manage hunting to 
maintain elk below carrying capacity and confine them to Etolin and Zarembo islands. 

In 1996 the BOG established a bull only drawing hunt in GMU 3 with the first hunt occurring in fall 
1997. In 2000 the BOG established boundaries for the GMU 3 drawing hunt area. The original drawing 
hunt area included both Etolin and Zarembo Islands. In 2005 following harvest of 6 bulls in the archery 
hunt, an emergency order was issued closing the Zarembo Island portion of the hunt area. Prior to the 
start of the 2006 season a decision was made not to reopen the elk season on Zarembo Island until the 
population’s bull:cow ratio increased, and Zarembo Island has remained closed ever since. 

The current GMU 3 elk hunt area includes Etolin Island and a collection of small islands to the south. 
ADF&G presently offers 3 drawing hunts including an archery-only hunt (DE318) and two rifle hunts 
(DE321 and DE323). A total of 125 drawing permits are issued each year. A state registration hunt 
(RE325) is also offered. Registration permits are not limited, and over the last 10 years an average of 66 
registration permits have been issued. Both resident and nonresident hunters are eligible to obtain drawing 
and registration permits for GMU 3 elk. 

Resident hunters are far more successful than nonresidents. Of the 50 elk permits issued to nonresident 
hunters between 2011 and 2020 only 13 reported hunting and none were successful. From 2011 through 
2020 an average of 181 elk permits (drawing and registration) were issued for GMU 3 elk (Table 1), and 
nearly half of those permits were issued to FQUs. Elk hunting in GMU 3 is physically and logistically 
challenging, and on average only about 40% of hunters issued permits report hunting. 

Table 1. GMU 3 elk harvest data for all permit hunts (2011-2020)

Regulatory 
year

Permits 
Issueda

Percent did 
not hunt

Percent 
successful 
hunters

Bulls Cows Harvest 

2011 174 67 16 9 0 9
2012 173 58 10 7 0 7
2013 187 59 5 3 1 4



 Federal Subsistence Board Public Meeting April 2022 591

W22-04/05

Regulatory 
year

Permits 
Issueda

Percent did 
not hunt

Percent 
successful 
hunters

Bulls Cows Harvest 

2014 184 58 7 5 0 5
2015 185 69 12 7 0 7
2016 196 62 7 5 0 5
2017 174 54 11 9 0 9
2018 189 54 8 7 0 7
2019 182 53 8 7 0 7
2020 166 56 7 5 0 5
Average 181 59 9 6.4 0 6.5 a

Includes the total number of draw and registration permits issued

Over the last 10 seasons an average of 7 elk were harvested annually, ranging from 4 in 2013 to 9 in 2011 
and 2017. During this period most elk were harvested under drawing hunts, DE321/323. Archery hunters 
harvested an average of 1 elk per year during the September archery drawing hunt, and registration permit 
hunters also harvested an average of 1 elk during the 16-day November season. Hunter success over the 
last 10 seasons has averaged 9% and ranged from 5% in 2013 to 16% in 2011.

Analysis
This proposal would reduce hunting opportunity for non-federally qualified users (NFQU) by allocating 
25% of the permits available for state draw hunts, DE321/323, to the federal draw hunts. This proposal 
equates to a partial closure to NFQUs at a time when there are no conservation concerns associated with 
the Etolin Island elk population. That introduced population of elk is inherently small and managed with 
drawing permits due to habitat constraints and findings by the BOG directing the department to manage 
hunting to confine elk to Etolin and Zarembo islands. 

Further, the BOG made a negative Customary and Traditional Use determination for elk in GMU 3. That 
finding likely reflects that the elk were introduced, the population is confined and offers limited sustain-
able harvest opportunity, and that the hunt is among the most physically and logistically challenging hunts 
in Southeast Alaska. In an average year over 50 FQUs are issued state drawing permits, but less than half 
report that they actually hunted elk. This low rate of participation by permitted FQUs suggests that elk 
hunting opportunity provided by the current state hunts already exceeds demand and that additional op-
portunity provided by the proposed federal permits would only serve to further exceed that demand while 
unnecessarily depriving NFQUs of opportunity. 

Locally based FQUs also already enjoy substantial advantages in this hunt compared to NFQUs. The elk 
primarily occur on southern Etolin Island, which is mostly within the US Forest Service South Etolin 
Wilderness. No registered guides offer elk hunts, no lodges or cabins are available, and there are few 
sheltered anchorages. Therefore, stormy fall weather can play a big role in access and hunter success. 
Compared to NFQUs locally based FQU hunters can wait for good weather and hunt when conditions are 
favorable. 

Finally, an unlimited number of state registration permits (RE325) are available to all hunters including 
FQUs. Those permits provide 16 days of elk hunting opportunity during the latter half of November when 
elk are concentrated at lower elevations and more commonly visible near the beach. 

Impact on Subsistence Users
Adopting this proposal would increase opportunity for FQUs by allocating 25% of the drawing permits 
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available under state hunts DE321/323 to two new federal draw hunts open only to the small number of 
FQUs residing in GMUs 1-5. Those same FQUs would remain eligible to participate in the state draw for 
DE321/323 permits, but they could only possess one GMU 3 elk drawing permit. 

Impact on Other Users
If adopted, the number of permits issued through the state drawing hunt system for hunts DE321/323 
would decline by 25 percent to compensate for the number of federal permits issued for parallel federal 
hunts. Opportunity for NFQUs and FQUs residing outside of GMUs 1-5 would decrease.

Opportunity Provided by State
State customary and traditional use findings: The BOG has made negative customary and traditional use 
findings for elk in GMU 3.

Amounts Reasonably Necessary for Subsistence: Alaska state law requires the BOG to determine the 
amount of the harvestable portion of a game population that is reasonably necessary for customary and 
traditional uses. This is an ANS. The board does this by reviewing extensive harvest data from all Alas-
kans, collected either by ADF&G or from other sources. 

ANS provides the BOG with guidelines on typical numbers of animals harvested for customary and 
traditional uses under normal conditions. Hunting regulations can be re-examined if harvests for custom-
ary and traditional uses consistently fall below ANS. This may be for many reasons: hunting regulations, 
changes in animal abundance or distribution, or changes in human use patterns, just to name a few.

There is no ANS for elk in GMU 3. The season and bag limit for GMU 3 is:

Unit/Area Bag Limit Open Season (Permit/Hunt #) 
Residenta

Open Season (Permit/Hunt #) 
Nonresident

GMU 3/Etolin and 
associated islands          

1 bull (by bow 
and arrow 

only)

1 Sept– 30 Sept. 
(Draw Permit/DE318)

1 Sept– 30 Sept. 
(Draw Permit/DE318)

GMU 3/Etolin and 
associated islands          

1 bull 1 Oct– 15 Oct  
(Draw Permit/DE321)

1 Oct– 15 Oct  
(Draw Permit/DE321)

GMU 3/Etolin and 
associated islands          

1 bull 16 Oct– 31 Oct. 
(Draw Permit/DE323)

16 Oct– 31 Oct. 
(Draw Permit/DE323)

GMU 3/Etolin and 
associated islands          

1 bull 15 Nov– 30 Nov 
(Registration Permit)

15 Nov– 30 Nov 
(Registration Permit)

a Subsistence and General Hunts.

Special instructions
Successful state hunters are required to report harvested elk to ADF&G within 5 days, as well as submit 
the lower front teeth (on a 5-inch section of jaw) and a photograph of their elk antlers.

Conservation Issues
There are no conservation concerns for the Etolin Island elk population. The introduced and inherently 
small Etolin Island elk herd is constrained by available habitat and by findings of the BOG directing 
ADF&G to confine elk to Etolin and Zarembo islands. Due to dense forest cover elk abundance is difficult 
to monitor, so the department has designed a hunt strategy that offers significant harvest opportunity while 
also conserving the population
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Enforcement Issues
Federal subsistence regulations only apply on federal public lands, and nearly all uplands in the proposed 
hunt area are federally managed. However, elk are often visible on tidelands, and tidelands below mean 
high water are owned by the State. Hunters and enforcement officials will have difficulty determining 
when elk sighted on tidelands are lawful to harvest under federal permits. It is also unclear what capac-
ity the U.SForest Service has to enforce hunting regulations on the remote southern end of Etolin Island 
where federal permittees are most likely to hunt elk.

Position
ADF&G OPPOSES this proposal because there are no conservation concerns for the Etolin Island elk 
population and there is no evidence the continuation of subsistence uses is currently being impacted. 
As directed by Congress in Section 802 of ANILCA, subsistence uses of wildlife shall be the priority 
consumptive use on federal public lands “when it is necessary to restrict taking in order to assure the 
continued viability of a fish or wildlife population or the continuation of subsistence uses of such 
population.” Section 815 of ANILCA provides that a restriction on taking wildlife for non-federally 
qualified hunters is only authorized if “necessary for the conservation of healthy populations of fish and 
wildlife, for the reasons in Section 816, to continue subsistence uses of such populations, or pursuant to 
other applicable law.” The State currently provides ample elk hunting opportunity in GMU 3 through 
three drawing hunts and one registration hunt under which an unlimited number of permits is available. 
All FQUs may acquire a state-issued RE325 registration permit and hunt elk on Etolin Island from Nov. 
15 – Nov. 30. If this was such a necessity then a person could assume that more than 40% of FQUs who 
acquire state registration or draw permits would be hunting for the elk they obtained a permit to hunt. 
Passing this proposal would only further complicate management of this elk herd and cause confusion for 
FQUs on where they are allowed to legally hunt.
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WP22-07 Executive Summary
General Description Wildlife Proposal WP22-07 requests that the Federal public lands of Admi-

ralty Island draining into Chatham Strait between Point Marsden and Point 
Gardner in Unit 4 be closed to deer hunting Sept. 15 – Nov. 30, except by 
Federally qualified subsistence users. Submitted by: Southeast Alaska Sub-
sistence Regional Advisory Council.

Proposed Regulation
Unit 4 - Deer

Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may 
be taken only from Sept. 15 – Jan. 31.

Aug. 1 – 
Jan. 31

Federal public lands of Admiralty Island 
draining into Chatham Strait between Point 
Marsden and Point Gardner are closed 
to deer hunting Sept. 15 – Nov. 30, except 
by Federally qualified subsistence users 
hunting under these regulations.

OSM Conclusion Oppose

Southeast Alaska 
Subsistence Regional 
Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Support WP22-07 with modification to remove wildlife analyses areas 
4044 and4043 from the proposed closure area. OSM’s interpretation of the 
Council’s intent is:

The modification should read:

Unit 4 - Deer
Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may be 
taken only from Sept. 15 – Jan. 31.

Drainages of Admiralty Island flowing into 
Chatham Strait between Fishery Point and 
Point Gardner, except drainages flowing 
into Thayer Lake, Hasselborg Lake, and 
Hasselborg Creek are closed to deer hunting 
Sept. 15 – Nov. 30, except by Federally 
qualified subsistence users.

Aug. 1 - Jan. 31



 Federal Subsistence Board Public Meeting April 2022 595

WP22-07

WP22-07 Executive Summary
Interagency Staff 
Committee Comments

The ISC acknowledges the extensive discussion by the Council members 
about the closure policy application to this situation. This was one of four 
proposals for Unit 4, which overall has a healthy population of deer, but 
is experiencing subareas where subsistence users are not able to harvest 
enough deer for their needs.  The Council submitted this proposal because 
of concerns brought to them by the affected Federally qualified subsistence 
users in Angoon about not meeting subsistence needs for deer.  The 
proposal review process allowed them to review the available data and hear 
testimony from all affected users of the resources.  During the meeting, they 
acknowledged that the data in the State reporting system used to measure 
effort does not reflect success in subsistence hunting because subsistence 
hunting of deer is opportunistic and users generally only report when they 
are successful.  They crafted a modification in area and season that limits 
the impacts to the non-Federally qualified users and addresses the needs of 
subsistence users.

ADF&G Comments Oppose

Written Public 
Comments

57 Oppose, 1 Neutral
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
WP22-07

ISSUES

Wildlife Proposal WP22-07, submitted by the Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
(Council), requests that Federal public lands of Admiralty Island draining into Chatham Strait between 
Point Marsden and Point Gardner in Unit 4 be closed to deer hunting Sept. 15 – Nov. 30, except by 
Federally qualified subsistence users.

DISCUSSION

The proponent states that it recently became more challenging for subsistence hunters in Angoon to 
harvest sufficient deer to meet their subsistence needs due to increased hunting pressure from non-
Federally qualified users. They state that regulatory change is needed to protect the deer population from 
further depletion and increase opportunity for Federally qualified subsistence users. 

Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 4 - Deer
Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may be taken only from        Sept. 15 – Jan. 
31.

Aug. 1 – 
Jan. 31

Proposed Federal Regulation

Unit 4 - Deer
Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may be taken only from 
Sept. 15 – Jan. 31.

Federal public lands of Admiralty Island draining into Chatham 
Strait between Point Marsden and Point Gardner are closed to 
deer hunting Sept. 15 – Nov. 30, except by Federally qualified 
subsistence users hunting under these regulations.

Aug. 1 – Jan. 31

Existing State Regulation

Unit 4 - Deer
Chichagof Island east of Port Frederick and north of Tenakee Inlet
3 deer total Bucks

Any deer

Aug. 1 – Sept.14

Sept. 15 – Dec. 31
Remainder
6 deer total Bucks

Any deer

Aug. 1 – Sept.14

Sept. 15 – Dec. 31
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Extent of Federal Public Lands

Unit 4 is comprised of approximately 96% Federal Public Lands and consist of 99% U.S. Forest Service 
(USFS) managed lands and less than 1% National Park Service or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
managed lands (Figure 1. Unit 4 map with proposal analysis area encircled in red.). It consists primarily 
of Admiralty, Baranof, and Chichagof Islands, along with some smaller adjacent islands.

Figure 1. Unit 4 map with proposal analysis area encircled in red.

Most of the area addressed in this proposal is within the Admiralty Island National Monument and 
the Kootznoowoo Wilderness. The most notable non-Federal land holdings are the area immediately 
surrounding the village of Angoon, and a strip of land surrounding most of Mitchell, Kanalku, and 
Favorite Bays, where the Kootznoowoo Corporation owns lands within 660 feet of tidewater (Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act, Section 506(a)(3)(c)).

CUSTOMARY AND TRADITIONAL USE DETERMINATION

Rural residents of Units 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 have a customary and traditional use determination for deer in 
Unit 4.
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Regulatory History

Except for the 1992/93 and 1993/94 regulatory years, the Federal harvest season for deer in Unit 4 
has been from August 1 to January 31, with a harvest limit of six deer. Harvest of antlerless deer has 
been permitted from September 15 to January 31. In 1992, in response to several deep snow winters, 
the northern Baranof Island area harvest limit was reduced to four deer, the season was shortened to 
December 31, and the area closed to non-Federally qualified users. In 1993, the northeast Chichagof 
Island area was closed to non-Federally qualified users after November 1. 

Since 1992, the State season has been from August 1 through December 31 with the antlerless deer season 
from September 15 through December 31. For Chichagof Island east of Port Frederick and north of Tena-
kee Inlet including all drainages into Tenakee Inlet, the harvest limit has been three deer while the harvest 
limit for the remainder of Unit 4 has been four deer. From the late 1980s through 1991, the State general 
season in the northeast Chichagof area had a harvest limit of three deer. However, the State subsistence 
season allowed six deer and the season was extended from August 1 until January 31. In 2019, the Board 
of Game increased the State bag limit from 4 to 6 deer in the Unit 4 remainder area, excluding Chichagof 
Island east of Port Frederick and north of Tenakee Inlet.

There were three regulatory proposals during the 2010 Federal subsistence wildlife cycle addressing 
Unit 4 deer regulations following the steep population drop that occurred during the prior harsh winters. 
These proposals analyzed a variety of timing and harvest restrictions to protect the deer population and 
subsistence priority. None of the proposals were adopted. Instead, Federal and State managers closed the 
doe harvest season in the Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use Area (NECCUA) for the 2010 regulatory 
year and portions of the 2011 and 2012 regulatory years to help the deer population recover from deep-
snow winters of 2006 through 2009.

Proposal WP12-06 sought to rescind the January Federal deer season in Unit 4 but was rejected by the 
Federal Subsistence Board because it would not address a conservation concern and the January season is 
important for Federally qualified subsistence users. There have been no Federal regulatory changes since 
2012.

Biological Background

Sitka black-tailed deer spend the winter and early spring at low elevation where less snow accumulates, 
and forests provide increased foraging opportunities. Fawning occurs in late May and early June as 
vegetation greens-up, providing abundant forage to meet the energetic needs of lactating does. Migratory 
deer follow the greening vegetation up to alpine for the summer. Resident deer remain at lower elevations. 
The breeding season, or rut, generally occurs in October through November and peaks in late November 
(ADF&G 2009). Wolves and black bears are not present in Unit 4, so the primary predator, besides 
humans, are brown bears. Brown bears are estimated to kill an amount of deer equal to 15%-20% of the 
annual total deer harvested by hunters (Mooney 2009). Unit 4 deer population levels fluctuate, primarily 
because of winter snow depths (Olson 1979).

Habitat
Old-growth forests are considered primary deer winter range, in part because the complex canopy cover 
allows sufficient sunlight through for forage plants to grow but intercepts snow, making it easier for deer 
to move and forage during winters when deep snow hinders access to other habitats. Some areas of Unit 
4 have been impacted by large scale changes in habitat, while the habitat is largely intact in other areas. 
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Areas with substantial timber harvest, such as northeastern Chichagof and northwestern Baranof Islands, 
are expected to have lower long-term carrying capacity compared to pre-harvest conditions. Most of 
the area covered under this proposal is located in productive old-growth forests within Admiralty Island 
National Monument and Kootznoowoo Wilderness.

Population Information
McCoy (2017) outlines the limitations of estimating deer populations, while Bethune (2020) discusses the 
most recent deer population status in Unit 4. Overall, the deer population in Unit 4 has recovered from 
the mortality incurred during the severe winters of 2006-2008 and is probably reaching winter carrying 
capacity in some areas. There have not been any significant mortality events recorded since 2008 and 
recent winters have been mild with no significant snowfall. 

While no pellet surveys have been recently conducted in the proposal area, surveys in other portions of 
Unit 4 have shown increases from prior years (McCoy 2019). Pellet counts conducted in 2019 in Pybus 
Bay, on the eastern side of Admiralty Island, increased by 106% from the previous survey in 1998, and 
surveys in other nearby Unit 4 areas surveyed (Pavlof Harbor and Kelp Bay) also indicated increasing 
populations. 

ADF&G also conducts aerial surveys during summer in alpine habitat. Between 2014 and 2016, five 
aerial surveys were conducted on Admiralty Island with increasing results (Figure 2. Number of deer 
observed during five aerial surveys on Admiralty Island.  (Lowell and Valkenburg 2017)., Lowell and 
Valkenburg 2017). The metrics specific to Admiralty Island were highest of all survey areas in Unit 4 
(Figure 3).

Figure 2. Number of deer observed during five aerial surveys on Admiralty Island.  (Lowell and Valkenburg 2017).
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Figure 3. Average number of deer observed per hour during aerial alpine surveys in Southeast Alaska.  (Lowell and 
Valkenburg 2017).

Cultural Knowledge and Traditional Practices

Deer are an important subsistence resource for rural residents throughout southeast Alaska. In a 2012 
survey of Angoon residents, 49% of households reported attempting to harvest deer, 45% of households 
reported successfully harvesting deer, and 84% of households reported using deer (Sill and Koster 2017). 
An estimated 218 deer were harvested, for a total of 17,452 pounds, or 51 pounds per capita. The deer 
hunting areas documented in the survey ranged from Cube Cove to Whitewater Bay on Admiralty Island, 
and the Peril Strait areas of Baranof and Chichagof Islands (Figure 4. Reported deer hunting locations 
used by residents of Angoon. From Sill and Koster 2017.).
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Figure 4. Reported deer hunting locations used by residents of Angoon. From Sill and Koster 2017.

The population of Angoon has been on a steady decline over the past two decades. In the 2000 census, 
the population was 572, dropping to 459 in the 2010 census, and was estimated at 404 in July 2019, a 
30% decline over that time period (Robinson 2020). Angoon and nearby communities maintain strong 
ties to Juneau as a commercial and economic hub, and many rural residents of the area move to Juneau 
for economic opportunities. Based on year-to-year changes in residency of Permanent Fund Dividend 
applicants, an average of 61 residents of the Hoonah-Angoon census area moved to Juneau each year 
between 2009 and 2020, while an average of 47 moved from Juneau to the Hoonah-Angoon census area 
(Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 2021). 

Harvest History

The harvest data reported below is based on both mail-out surveys (pre-2011) and returned harvest reports 
(2011 and later) (ADF&G 2021, Bethune 2020). The overall average reporting rate is about 60-70% 
but may be much lower in some small rural communities. To account for hunters who did not report, 
data are proportionally expanded by community size. If the response rate is low within a community, a 
small number of hunters may have a disproportionate effect on the data. As confidence intervals are not 
available for these data, harvest numbers should be considered estimates and used with caution. Trends 
observed, especially at larger scales, are more likely to be indicative of general population change, 
however.

Harvest data from 2000 through 2019 were used to evaluate the deer harvest patterns and trends within 
the portion of western Admiralty Island addressed by the proposal the “proposal area.” Harvest and effort 
were grouped by Wildlife Analysis Area (WAA), which roughly corresponds to major watersheds or other 
distinct geographic areas. Since effort was calculated by WAA, individual hunters using multiple WAAs 
in a regulatory year may be counted multiple times and over-represented in calculations. The WAAs used 
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to represent the proposal area for the purposes of this analysis are displayed in Figure 5. Wildlife Analysis 
Areas within the WP22-07 analysis area.. 

The amount of hunter effort in the proposal area, as measured by numbers of hunters and hunter-days, 
stayed relatively stable between 2000 and 2019 (Figure 6. Number of Federally qualified and non-
Federally qualified users using the proposal area, 2000-2019., Figure 7. Number of hunter-days by 
Federally qualified and non-Federally qualified users within the proposal area, 2000-2019.). Most of the 
effort is from non-Federally qualified users, mostly from Juneau, and represented 68% of the hunters and 
74% of the hunter-days. The remaining 32% of hunters and 26% of the hunter-days are from Federally 
qualified subsistence users, the majority residing in Angoon.

Juneau residents comprised 52% of the hunter-days between 2000 and 2019, and Angoon residents 
comprised 29% (ADF&G 2021). Nonresident effort is low, representing only 2% of the hunter days. 
Angoon is the only community within the proposal area, and about 65% of the deer hunting effort and 
harvest by Angoon residents occurs within the proposal area. Most of Angoon’s remaining hunting effort 
and harvest takes place on the east coast of Chichagof and Baranof Islands, across Chatham Strait from 
Angoon.

Two measures were used to assess the success rate of hunters over this time period: days hunted per deer 
harvested, and deer harvested per hunter. Between 2000 and 2019, the number of days it took to harvest a 
deer remained fairly constant (Figure 8. Number of days hunted per deer harvested by Federally qualified 
and non-Federally qualified users in the proposal area, 2000-2019.). Federally qualified subsistence users 
required fewer days to harvest a deer compared to non-Federally qualified users, however. The number of 
deer harvested per Federally qualified subsistence user declined between 2006 and 2009 but has remained 
relatively stable since then (Figure 9. Number of deer harvested per hunter by Federally qualified and 
non-Federally qualified users in the proposal area, 2000-2019.). Since 2009, the number of deer harvested 
per hunter has been roughly similar between Federally qualified and non-Federally qualified users.

The total number of deer harvested in the proposal area by both Federally qualified and non-Federally 
qualified users has varied over the years, likely due to changes in deer abundance (Figure 10. Number 
of deer harvested by Federally qualified and non-Federally qualified users in the proposal area, 2000-
2019.). Most years, non-Federally qualified users harvested more deer from the proposal area due to the 
larger number hunters. Some of the variability in the harvest by Federally qualified subsistence users may 
be due to shifts in hunting locations. In recent years, the overall number of deer harvested by Angoon 
residents has remained relatively high, but a larger proportion has been taken from outside the proposal 
area, or from unknown locations (Figure 11. Total number of deer harvested by Angoon residents, by 
harvest location, 2000-2019.).

The State deer hunting season in the proposal area runs from August through December. Subsistence users 
hunting under Federal regulations are permitted to harvest deer during the month of January, as well. 
Most harvest occurs later in the season, as snow forces deer to lower elevations where they are easier 
to harvest. Nearly half (45%) of the harvest in Unit 4 occurs during the month of November; and 67% 
occurs from September through November (Table 1. Percentage of Unit 4 deer harvest by month and user 
type, 2000-2019.). Data are available monthly, so the proportion of deer taken before and after September 
15 could not be calculated.
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Figure 5. Wildlife Analysis Areas within the WP22-07 analysis area.
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Figure 6. Number of Federally qualified and non-Federally qualified users using the proposal area, 2000-2019.
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2000-2019.
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Figure 8. Number of days hunted per deer harvested by Federally qualified and non-Federally qualified users in the 
proposal area, 2000-2019.
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Figure 9. Number of deer harvested per hunter by Federally qualified and non-Federally qualified users in the pro-
posal area, 2000-2019.
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Figure 10. Number of deer harvested by Federally qualified and non-Federally qualified users in the proposal area, 
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0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

200

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

20
18

20
19

To
ta

l d
ee

r h
ar

ve
st

 b
y 

An
go

on
 re

sid
en

ts

Inside area

Outside area

Unknown

Figure 11. Total number of deer harvested by Angoon residents, by harvest location, 2000-2019.



 Federal Subsistence Board Public Meeting April 2022 607

WP22-07

Table 1. Percentage of Unit 4 deer harvest by month and user type, 2000-2019.

Hunter type August September October November December January
Federally qualified 6% 8% 16% 40% 23% 8%
Non-Federally qualified 5% 6% 13% 53% 22% 0%
Overall 6% 7% 15% 45% 22% 5%

Other Alternatives Considered

A reduction of the bag limit for non-Federally qualified users in the proposal area would reduce harvest 
and may reduce competition between non-Federally qualified and Federally qualified subsistence users. 
However, relatively few hunters harvest the full bag limit, and with high deer abundance a bag limit 
reduction would likely have a negligible effect on the success rate of Federally qualified subsistence users 
and may represent an unnecessary restriction on non-Federally qualified users, which is contrary to Title 
VIII of ANLCA.

Another alternative is to reduce the extent of the closure area. Reducing the closed area to the Angoon 
Area WAA (roughly the Mitchell Bay drainages) would displace fewer non-Federally qualified users 
while still reducing competition between user groups in Angoon’s most heavily used deer hunting 
area. However, even with a reduced area, the proposal may not meet the criteria for a closure to non-
subsistence uses under ANILCA Section 815(3). Deer populations in the area are healthy, and there is 
little evidence that Federally qualified subsistence users are having trouble meeting their needs for deer.

Effects of the Proposal

This proposal would restrict non-Federally qualified users hunting deer on portions of Admiralty Island 
during the months of peak effort and harvest. Currently, non-Federally qualified users represent roughly 
60-70% of the hunting effort and harvest in the proposal area, which is comprised almost entirely of 
Federal public lands. The proposed September 15 - November 30 closure for non-Federally qualified 
users would likely eliminate over half of the hunter effort and harvest of deer in the proposal area. Non-
Federally qualified users would likely shift their effort to other areas of Unit 4, leading to increased 
competition with hunters in these other areas. It could also lead to increased effort in the proposal area 
during the month of December, after the closed period has ended.

The intent of the proposal is to increase opportunity for Federally qualified subsistence users by limiting 
competition from non-Federally qualified users. However, there is little evidence that the proposed 
regulation would provide much benefit for Federally qualified subsistence users. Deer populations within 
the proposal area appear to be healthy and close to carrying capacity and, therefore, the elimination of 
a substantial portion of the harvest is unlikely to result in a significant increase in the deer population. 
In addition, if a population increase did occur it could result in the population exceeding its carrying 
capacity, especially on winter range during years with severe winters, which could negatively affect future 
Federal subsistence harvest opportunity.

While the proponent states that subsistence users have had trouble meeting their deer needs due to 
increased competition from non-Federally qualified users, the effort levels, success rates, and total 
harvest for all hunters in the proposal area have been stable. The harvest data does not indicate any recent 
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increase in the amount of hunting effort or harvest by non-Federally qualified users, at least over the time 
period for which data is available. It also shows that within the proposal area, the number of days required 
to harvest a deer and the number of deer harvested per Federally qualified subsistence user have been 
fairly consistent for over a decade.

Since there does not appear to be any significant change in the deer harvest and hunting effort by 
Federally qualified subsistence users in the proposal area, and deer populations in the area are healthy, 
competition from non-Federally qualified users does not appear to have reduced subsistence uses of deer 
in the proposal area. However, the perception that Federally qualified subsistence users are experiencing 
more competition may stem from increases in encountering other hunters, or other user conflicts that 
are not captured in harvest and effort data. The proposed regulation would reduce the number of such 
conflicts.

The proposal may also have the unintended consequence of preventing non-Federally qualified users 
with local ties to the area from participating in subsistence activities. Many people from Angoon and 
other rural areas move to Juneau to seek employment but return to these communities to participate in 
subsistence harvesting with family and friends. Under the proposed regulation, these users would be 
prevented from hunting deer in the area during the closed season. 

OSM CONCLUSION

Oppose Proposal WP22-07 

Justification

Section 802(2) of ANILCA requires that subsistence uses by rural residents of Alaska shall be “the 
priority consumptive uses of all such resources on the public lands of Alaska.”  Section 804 provides 
a preference for subsistence uses, specifically “…the taking on public lands of fish and wildlife for 
nonwasteful subsistence uses shall be accorded priority over the taking on such lands of fish and wildlife 
for other purposes.”  Section 815(3) provides that the Board may restrict non-subsistence uses on Federal 
public lands if “necessary for the conservation of healthy populations of fish and wildlife” or “to continue 
subsistence uses of such populations.” 

Based on available data, hunting effort and harvest success rates of subsistence users have been stable and 
favorable over the last 20+ years, suggesting that the closure is not necessary to continue the subsistence 
uses of the deer population. Deer populations within the area are healthy and there is no conservation 
concern for deer on the west coast of Admiralty Island, indicating a closure is not necessary for 
conservation reasons. Thus, the proposed regulation does not meet the criteria identified in Section 815(3) 
of ANILCA for a closure or restriction of non-subsistence uses.
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SUBSISTENCE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS

Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 

Support WP22-07 with modification to remove wildlife analyses areas 4044 and 4043 from the 
proposed closure area. 

OSM’s interpretation of the Council’s intent is: 
Unit 4 - Deer
Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may be taken only 
from Sept. 15 – Jan. 31.

Aug. 1 - Jan. 31

Drainages of Admiralty Island flowing into Chatham Strait between 
Fishery Point and Point Gardner, except drainages flowing into Thayer 
Lake, Hasselborg Lake, and Hasselborg Creek are closed to deer hunting 
Sept. 15 – Nov. 30, except by Federally qualified subsistence users.

Harvest data have shown a decline in deer harvest by subsistence users, and the local Council member 
testified that Angoon residents are having a hard time getting deer. The decrease in competition from 
other non-Federally qualified users will be beneficial to subsistence users. The proposed closure is not 
necessary for conservation purposes, but it will be necessary to ensure continued subsistence uses by 
residents of Angoon whose harvest levels have fallen in recent years. The Council found that the proposal 
is consistent with established fish and wildlife management principles in that it uses a change in hunting 
seasons for some users as a tool. 

The Council removed sections from the originally proposed closure area that had the highest rates of use 
by non-Federally qualified users.  The intent of the modification was to reduce the impact of the closure 
on those users.  The Council acknowledged that wildlife analysis areas could not be used in Federal 
regulation and requested that OSM develop modified regulatory language to reflect the Council’s intent. 
The original and modified closure areas are shown in Figure 12.
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Figure 12. The original (within black outline) and modified (with cross-hatching) proposed closure area.
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INTERAGENCY STAFF COMMITTEE COMMENTS

The ISC acknowledges the extensive discussion by the Council members about the closure policy 
application to this situation. This was one of four proposals for Unit 4, which overall has a healthy 
population of deer, but is experiencing subareas where subsistence users are not able to harvest enough 
deer for their needs. The Council submitted this proposal because of concerns brought to them by the 
affected Federally qualified subsistence users in Angoon about not meeting subsistence needs for deer. 
The proposal review process allowed them to review the available data and hear testimony from all 
affected users of the resources. During the meeting, they acknowledged that the data in the State reporting 
system used to measure effort does not reflect success in subsistence hunting because subsistence 
hunting of deer is opportunistic and users generally only report when they are successful. They crafted a 
modification in area and season that limits the impacts to the non-Federally qualified users and addresses 
the needs of subsistence users. 

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME COMMENTS

Wildlife Proposal 22-07

This proposal would close federal public land draining into Chatham Strait between Point Marsden and 
Point Gardner to deer hunting by non-federally qualified users (NFQU) from September 15 – November 
30 (Figure 1). Federally qualified users (FQU) could continue to hunt in this area August 1 through Janu-
ary 31.
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Figure 1. Map of the western Admiralty Island proposal and boundaries of the ADF&G Wildlife Analysis Areas for 
deer hunter data used to analyze effects of the proposal. 

Background

The Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (SERAC) claims that NFQUs are unfairly 
competing with FQUs when hunting Sitka black-tailed deer and seeks to change the federal hunting 
regulations in Game Management Unit (GMU) 4.

GMU 4 encompasses the ABC Islands (Admiralty, Baranof, and Chichagof) and the surrounding 
archipelago. Hunters residing in Southeast Alaska (GMUs 1-5) excluding Juneau and Ketchikan are 
eligible to harvest deer in GMU 4 under federal subsistence regulations. The current federal deer season 
for this area is August 1 to January 31 with a bag limit of 6 deer (bucks only August 1 – September 14). 
The current State season is August 1 to December 31 with a bag limit of 6 deer (bucks only August 1 – 
September 14). In 2019, the Alaska Board of Game (BOG) increased the deer bag limit in GMU 4 from 4 
to 6 deer because there is such a healthy population of deer within this GMU.   

The BOG has made a positive customary and traditional use finding for deer in GMU 4 and established 
an annual amount reasonably necessary for subsistence (ANS) for deer in GMU 4 of 5,200-6,000 deer. 
ANS differs from the undefined term “subsistence need” used in Title VIII of the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). Under Alaska law ANS is the harvestable portion of a 
game population that is sufficient to provide a reasonable opportunity for subsistence uses. “Reasonable 
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opportunity” is that which allows a normally diligent hunter a reasonable expectation of success. The 
BOG establishes an ANS for a game population through review of long-term population and harvest 
information. A portion of the state-designated Juneau Nonsubsistence Area extends into GMU 4 on 
northern and eastern Admiralty Island.  

The indices of deer abundance, deer hunter effort, and harvest in GMU 4 are all important aspects to 
consider when reviewing the validity of this proposal. Deer abundance trends are derived from annual 
deer pellet group transects, aerial alpine surveys, and spring mortality surveys. Hunter effort and harvest 
are derived from the annual deer hunter survey (1997-2010), and mandatory deer harvest ticket reports 
(2011 - present). Collectively, these data gathered by the Alaska Department of Fish & Game (ADF&G) 
are the only annually collected, objective, and quantitative information on deer abundance, hunter effort, 
and harvest available for Southeast Alaska. 

GMU 4-Wide Population and Harvest

Monitoring deer abundance in forested habitat is challenging as deer cannot be directly counted through 
ground or aerial surveys, so we currently look at several types of survey data. Since the 1980s ADF&G 
has used spring pellet group counts to monitor broad (>30%) changes in deer abundance. Spring pellet 
group surveys are conducted in numerous US Forest Service Value Comparison Units across Southeast 
Alaska after snow melts and before spring green-up. 

GMU 4 consistently has the highest pellet group counts in Southeast Alaska (Figure 2). Pellet group 
counts <1.0 group/plot generally correspond to low density populations, 1.0 – 1.99 group/plot to 
moderately dense populations and > 2.0 group/plot correspond to high density populations. Pellet group 
counts in GMU 4 are usually well above the high-density threshold and are often double the counts in 
other GMUs. Although the specific area affected by this proposal is rarely sampled, this broad index of 
deer abundance suggests the GMU 4 population remains at high levels with no indication of depleted 
populations or conservation concerns. 

In 2013, ADF&G began evaluating mid-summer aerial counts of deer in alpine habitat as an index of deer 
abundance. Surveys were conducted for 2 locations in GMU 4, Southern Admiralty Island (2015-2017) 
and Northeast Chichagof Island (2017-2018). The findings of those surveys were summarized as deer 
counted per hour of survey time (Figure 3). Southern Admiralty had the highest deer/hour of any survey 
area in Southeast Alaska. Estimates from Northeast Chichagof were similar to Prince of Wales Island 
(POW) and higher than all other survey areas except Southern Admiralty and POW. 
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Figure 2. Mean number of deer pellet groups/plot for Southeast Alaska by GMU, 2010-2019. 
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Figure 3. Mean number of deer counted per hour during mid-summer aerial alpine deer surveys in Southeast Alaska, 
2013-2018. 

Management biologists in GMU 4 began conducting beach mortality transects in the early 1990s. 
Although these mortality surveys are a relatively insensitive indicator of population trend, they are an 
indicator of mortality resulting from severe winters which is the most limiting factor for Sitka black-tailed 
deer populations in GMU 4. In addition to the total count of carcasses per mile, the proportion of adult 
male, adult female and fawn mortalities also indicates winter severity. Usually fawns die first, followed by 
adult males and then adult females. The winter of 2006/2007 was the most severe on record, and in some 
parts of GMU 4 managers estimated up to 75% of deer died. Note the very high number of carcasses 
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found during spring 2007 surveys (Figure 4). In the years since then, few carcasses were found indicating 
high overwinter survival and no winter related population declines. 
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Figure 4. Mean number of mortalities per mile of beach surveyed in GMU 4. 

Taken together, these indices of deer abundance (pellet group surveys, alpine counts, mortality transects) 
suggest the GMU 4 deer population is high and stable. None of these indices suggests a decline in deer 
abundance or a conservation concern for the GMU 4 deer population. 

Hunter Effort and Harvest

GMU 4 managers also use harvest as an indicator of trend in the deer population. ADF&G estimates 
hunter effort and harvest using information provided by hunters. To hunt deer in Southeast Alaska all 
hunters must obtain harvest tickets. Prior to 2011 ADF&G mailed survey forms to one third of the hunters 
in each community who obtained harvest tickets. Since 2011 harvest tickets have come with a mandatory 
reporting requirement. People who obtain harvest tickets are required to report whether they (or a proxy 
or federal designated hunter) hunted or not. Those who did hunt are required to report where they hunted, 
days of hunting effort, and information about deer they harvested. 

Since 1997 the estimated average annual harvest in GMU 4 has been 5,643 deer taken by 3,275 hunters 
(Figure 5).  Currently, GMU 4 supports the highest deer harvest in the state with harvest remaining 
fairly stable with between 5,000-7,000 deer harvested annually. The exception being the severe winter 
of 2006/2007 when high harvest was followed by significant overwinter mortality of deer throughout 
GMU 4. This resulted in a precipitous decline in harvest from 7,734 deer in 2006 to 1,933 deer in 2007. 
Based on harvest and other indicators of deer abundance, managers believe the deer population had fully 
recovered by the 2013 season. 
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Figure 5. Numbers of people hunting deer and estimated deer harvest for GMU 4, RY97-RY20.

Data Summaries for the Impacted Area 

The following analyses present data summarized for FQUs and NFQUs in the 6 ADF&G Wildlife 
Analysis Areas (WAAs 4041-4044, 4054 and 4055) that intersect with the area this proposal covers 
(Figure 1). WAA boundaries generally correspond with watersheds and are the finest scale at which data 
can be meaningfully summarized. For this proposal, WAA boundaries directly correspond to the proposal 
area. 

Long-term records indicate a declining trend in harvest for both FQUs and NFQUs (Figure 6). From 
1997 to 2006, FQUs harvested on average 157 deer annually. Harvest declined with the severe winter of 
2006/2007. Since 2013, when ADF&G considered the deer population recovered, FQUs have harvested 
an average of 56 deer annually. This represents an approximate 65% decline. There is a similar pattern for 
NFQUs, who averaged 200 deer annually from RY97 to RY06. Since RY13, that average has declined to 
119 deer annually.
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Figure 6. Trends of estimated deer harvest by FQU and NFQUs, western Admiralty Island, RY97-RY20. 

To evaluate potential reasons for the decline in deer harvest we examined trends in the numbers of FQU 
and NFQU hunters and days of hunting effort by those hunters. Since 1997, the number of FQUs and 
NFQUs have both declined (Figure 7). From 1997-2006 the number of FQUs averaged 72 hunters and 
NFQUs averaged 143 hunters. The severe winter of 2006/2007 resulted in a decline in the deer population 
and hunting activity for several years. By 2013 ADF&G considered the deer population recovered. From 
2013-2020 the numbers of FQUs averaged only 37 hunters, a decline of approximately 50 percent. For 
that same period the number of NFQUs averaged 101 hunters, a decline of 30 percent. 
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Figure 7. Trends in number of FQUs and NFQUs, western Admiralty Island, RY97-RY19.

In Angoon specifically, there has been an approximate 25% declining trend in the number of 
Angoon residents who have obtained deer harvest tickets (Figure 8). 
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Figure 8. Deer Harvest Tickets Issued in Angoon RY97-RY20

Trends in days hunted are similar to trends for number of FQUs and NFQUs (Figure 9). Days of hunting 
effort by FQUs and NFQUs both declined, but the decline for FQUs has been greater. FQUs spent as 
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many as 630 days afield in RY97 and as few as 39 days in RY15. Decreasing numbers of hunters and days 
hunted indicate reduced effort for both NFQU and FQUs for this area of GMU 4. 
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Figure 9. Trends in estimated days of hunting effort by FQUs and NFQUs, western Admiralty Island, RY97-RY20.

Trends in Hunter Efficiency 

Hunter efficiency, or the days of hunting effort required to harvest 1 deer, is another indicator of the 
availability of deer to GMU 4 hunters. FQUs are consistently more efficient than NFQUs in time it takes 
to harvest a deer (Figure 10). Since 1997 FQUs hunting in the proposal area have required an average of 
only 2.0 days of hunting effort to harvest 1 deer, whereas NFQUs have required 3.4 days of effort.

Deer hunting in GMU 4 is extremely efficient compared to deer hunter effort required to harvest a deer 
elsewhere in the state. In comparison, hunters on Prince of Wales Island (GMU 2) average 4.0 days of 
hunting per deer harvested, Kodiak (GMU 8) averages 3.6 days/deer, GMU 1A (Ketchikan) averages 
5.0 days/deer, GMU 3 (Petersburg/Wrangell) averages 6.1 days/deer, GMU 6 (Prince William Sound) 
averages 3.0 days/deer and in GMU 1C (Juneau) hunters average 7.9 days/deer (ADF&G 2013-2020). 
The effort required to harvest one deer in GMU 4 (2.4 days/deer) is lower than anywhere in Alaska. 
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Figure 10. Trends in estimated days of hunting effort required by FQUs and NFQUs to harvest one deer, western 
Admiralty Island, RY97-RY20. 

The number of deer harvested per hunter is another gauge of deer abundance and hunting success. Over 
the long term this metric has declined for both groups of hunters with the decline for FQUs greater than 
for NFQUs. However, since RY13 when ADF&G considered the deer population recovered from the 
severe winter of 2006/2007, the number of deer harvested per NFQU has remained steady and averaged 
about 1.25 deer/hunter. In contrast, the number of deer harvested per FQUs has trended upwards 
suggesting that FQUs are experiencing increasing success (Figure 11). 
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Figure 11. Trends in mean numbers of deer harvested per FQU and NFQU hunters, western Admiralty Island, RY97-
RY20. 

Hunt Chronology
Mid-October through November is the most popular time for all hunters to pursue deer in GMU 4. 
Deer activity coinciding with the rut as well as winter snows that push deer to beaches make for more 
successful hunting than earlier in the season. Hunters report hunting effort and harvest by month, so data 
can only be summarized by month. The period, September – November, encompasses 64% of hunters, 
67% of days hunted, and 64% of the harvest for FQUs hunting in Unit 4.  Figures for NFQUs are slightly 
higher at 70%, 76% and 72% respectively (Table 1). 

Table 1. Unit 4 Deer Hunting Chronology of Harvest and Effort for FQUs and NFQUs as both numbers and percent-
age of total.

FQUs RY11-RY20
Month Hunters % Days Hunted % Deer Harvested %
August 2,405 8 4,081 6 2,124 6
September 2,741 10 4,961 8 2,672 8
October 4,686 17 9,677 15 4,991 14
November 10,480 37 28,035 44 14,641 42
December 5,807 21 12,840 20 7,821 22
January 2,149 7 4,050 6 2,992 8

Total 28,268 63,644 35,241
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NFQUs RY11-RY20
Month Hunters % Days Hunted % Deer Harvested %
August 1,763 8 3,694 5 1,220 6
September 1,763 8 4,651 7 1,565 7
October 3,529 16 9,475 14 2,599 12
November 10,256 46 38,204 55 11,350 53
December 5,005 22 13,268 19 4,503 21

Total 22,316 69,292 21,237

Analysis

The analyses presented here are based on several different metrics that came from the only annually 
collected, objective, and quantitative information available on deer abundance, hunter effort and harvest 
in the area affected by this proposal. Deer abundance data is not only gathered by ADF&G, but hunters 
report their effort and harvest to ADF&G, including the local residents of Angoon.

The proposal asserts that the deer population on western Admiralty Island is “depleted” and that in 
recent years FQUs have had difficulty meeting their subsistence needs for deer because of increasing 
competition with NFQUs. Because the term “subsistence need” is not defined and ANILCA does not 
require the federal program to quantify historical levels of harvest for subsistence uses, there is no 
way to objectively verify when those needs are being met. Our analysis focuses on measures of deer 
abundance and trend in GMU 4 and on trends in effort and harvest by FQUs and NFQUs in the proposal 
area. Conditions that would support the assertion that NFQUs are hindering deer harvest by FQUs would 
include increasing numbers of hunters, days of hunting effort, and harvest by NFQUs that coincide with 
declining harvest by FQUs while numbers and effort by FQU hunters remained stable or increased.

ADF&G monitors abundance and trend of deer at the scale of the GMU or subunit, so we can only note 
that the available data indicate GMU 4 deer populations are currently at high and stable levels. Winter 
severity, particularly deep and lingering snowpack, is the biggest limiting factor for Sitka black-tailed 
deer in GMU 4. The last winter with above average snowfall occurred in 2011/2012. Since then, winters 
have been average to mild with little overwinter mortality. Pellet group and aerial alpine deer counts also 
support the conclusion that deer remain abundant throughout GMU 4.  

The proposal also asserts that FQUs on western Admiralty Island are having an increasingly difficult 
time meeting their subsistence needs. The term “subsistence need” as used in Title VIII of ANILCA 
has no quantitative benchmark analogous to ANS in state regulations. Consequently, there is no way of 
verifying whether the existing federal regulations are adequately providing for subsistence harvest or 
not.  Because the proposal notes that increasing competition from NFQUs is making subsistence harvest 
more difficult and because no similar proposal has been submitted before, we can presume that in the 
past FQUs were able to provide for subsistence uses. Therefore, to evaluate the need for this restriction of 
NFQU opportunity we investigated harvest and measures of hunter effort for trends of increasing effort 
and harvest by NFQUs.
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We found that the numbers of FQUs and NFQUs hunting deer in this area has declined, but that decline 
in participation was much greater among FQUs. This decline in hunter participation appears related to 
the severe winter of 2006/2007. The average number of FQUs hunting deer in this area before RY07 was 
approximately 50% greater than the average from RY13 to present. We have also seen an historic decline 
in the number of Angoon residents who received deer harvest tickets. Numbers of NFQUs hunting deer 
in this area also declined, but by only 30%. Days of hunting effort showed a similar trend. The number 
of days hunted by FQUs has declined from the 1997-2006 average of 320 days per year to an average 
of only 121 days per year since 2013, a decrease of 62%. The decline in hunting effort for NFQUs for 
the same time periods has been approximately 38%. This finding directly contradicts the assertion in 
the proposal that increasing competition from NFQUs is hindering harvest by FQUs. In fact, total deer 
hunting effort and the potential for competition between FQUs and NFQUs in this area has substantially 
declined. 

To evaluate whether FQUs are having an increasingly difficult time harvesting deer we looked for trends 
in the number of days of hunting effort required to harvest 1 deer and number of deer harvested per 
hunter. Since RY97 days of hunting effort to harvest 1 deer has been stable for NFQUs but is trending 
slightly downward for FQUs. In recent years FQUs on western Admiralty Island are harvesting fewer deer 
per hunter than they did prior to 2012. However, since RY13, deer harvested per FQU has been trending 
upward suggesting FQUs are enjoying increasing success.

If harvesting deer was becoming more difficult for FQUs, we would expect to see an increase in the 
number of days of hunting effort required to harvest a deer and a decline in the number of deer harvested 
per FQU hunter. However, these measures of hunter success based on hunt reports provided by FQUs, 
including residents of Angoon, indicate that deer hunting conditions on western Admiralty Island remain 
very good and that in recent years FQUs have enjoyed greater hunting success.

Summary

The proposal asserts that the deer population on western Admiralty Island is depleted and that in recent 
years FQUs have had difficulty meeting their subsistence needs because of increasing competition from 
NFQUs. Our analysis of the deer population, hunter effort and harvest trends found no support for either 
contention. Instead, the available indicators support that deer remain abundant throughout GMU 4. On 
western Admiralty Island it is unlikely that hunter harvest has reduced deer abundance because total 
hunting effort is relatively light, and over the last 2 decades hunter effort and harvest have declined. 

We could find no support for the contention that competition from NFQUs has increased or that NFQUs 
are hindering harvest by FQUs. In fact, over the past 2 decades, rather than increasing, the number of 
NFQUs and days of hunting effort by NFQUs has declined. Further, days of hunting effort by FQUs 
required to harvest a deer remains very low and the number of deer harvested per FQU has been 
increasing.

Our analysis does indicate a decline in the number of deer harvested by FQUs on western Admiralty 
Island. However, that decline is attributable to a decline in the number of FQUs and days of effort by 
those hunters. Over the last 20 years the number of FQUs and days of hunting effort by those hunters 
has declined by half. Deer remain abundant and competition from NFQUs is stable or declining, so we 
conclude that the decline in federal subsistence harvest of deer results from a decline in participation and 
effort by FQUs, not depleted deer populations or increasing competition from NFQUs.
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Impact on Subsistence Users  
This proposal would result in eliminating some competition in this area between FQUs and NFQUs 
between September 15 and November 30. However, hunting under state regulations could still occur on 
state-owned tidelands below mean high tide and private property confusing state and federal subsistence 
hunters on where they can and cannot hunt.

Impact on Other Users  
Opportunity for NFQUs to harvest deer on federal public lands on western Admiralty Island would be 
severely reduced. Seventy-two percent of the NFQU harvest from this area occurs during the period 
targeted for closure by this proposal.

Opportunity Provided by the State 
The State hunting season and bag limit for deer in GMU 4 including western Admiralty Island is:

Bag Limit 6 deer Resident 
Open Season

Nonresident 
Open Season

(bucks only to Sep 14th) Aug 1 – Dec 31 (Harvest ticket) Aug 1 – Dec 31 (Harvest ticket)

Conservation Issues
There are no conservation issues for the deer population in GMU 4. Following 9 consecutive mild 
winters, the available population indices suggest the GMU 4 deer population remains high and stable. 
Deer harvest remains within the historical range and state ANS is met in most years. Population indices 
and measures of hunter effort and success indicate that GMU 4 has the highest population of deer and 
highest hunting success of anywhere in in the state. 

Based on the information provided to ADF&G by GMU 4 deer hunters, population indices, anecdotal 
reports by local hunters and field observations by management biologists we conclude that there is no 
conservation concern for the GMU 4 deer population. 

Enforcement Issues  
If this proposal is adopted NFQUs will still be able to hunt deer on state-owned tidelands below the mean 
high tide line and on private property. The tideline is not marked, so NFQUs and enforcement officers will 
have difficulty determining when deer are above or below the line of mean high tide. 

Position
ADF&G OPPOSES this proposal as originally submitted as well as with the changes suggested by the 
SERAC during their meeting in October 2021. There is no evidence that hunting by NFQUs has negative-
ly affected FQUs overall ability to harvest deer. Adopting this proposal would deprive NFQUs of sustain-
able deer hunting opportunity contrary to terms laid out in Title VIII of ANILCA. This proposal would 
also unnecessarily restrict Alaskans, whom many are former residents of the area who have had to move 
away for a variety of reasons. They would then be put into a situation where they would be restricted in 
their ability to practice their traditional and cultural way of life.

Approximately 90% of land in GMU 4 is federally managed, and current federal regulations provide 
greater opportunity to federally qualified deer hunters compared to NFQUs. FQUs are eligible to hunt 
an entire month longer than NFQUs with a season extending through the month of January as well as a 
liberal designated hunter program. 
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As directed by Congress in Section 802 of ANILCA, subsistence uses of wildlife shall be the priority con-
sumptive use on federal public lands “when it is necessary to restrict taking in order to assure the contin-
ued viability of a fish or wildlife population or the continuation of subsistence uses of such population.” 
Section 815 of ANILCA provides that a restriction on taking wildlife for non-federally qualified hunters 
is only authorized if “necessary for the conservation of healthy populations of fish and wildlife, for the 
reasons in Section 816, to continue subsistence uses of such populations, or pursuant to other applicable 
law.” Proponents of this proposal, and similar ones that will be considered, interpret these conditions to 
mean it gives them the right to total exclusivity to an area based on the aesthetics of hunting. They justify 
the FSB passing this proposal with statements, “Just trying to find a way so people can hunt in peace 
here” or “… going to a favorite spot and, you know, seeing another boat there. It doesn’t matter whether 
or not they’re successful hunters or not, it’s just the fact that they’re there alter the way you hunt.” Based 
on ADF&G’s analysis of the only annually collected, objective, and quantitative data available, none of 
those conditions apply. There is no conservation concern for the deer population, and the continued sub-
sistence uses of deer are not being impacted by NFQUs.
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Data Tables

Table 2. Summary Table Federally Qualified Deer Hunters, WAAs 4041, 4042, 4043, 4044, 4054 and 4055.

Regulatory 
Year

No. of 
Hunters

Total Hunt 
Days

Bucks 
Harvested

Does 
Harvested

Total 
Harvest

Deer per 
Hunter

Days per Deer

1997 131.1 630.2 138.9 58.8 197.7 1.5 3.2

1998 82 385.9 169.1 40.4 209.5 2.6 1.8

1999 70.2 273.9 52.7 23.4 76.1 1.1 3.6

2000 49.2 271.6 87.5 47.2 134.7 2.7 2.0

2001 51.6 312.4 80.7 26.7 107.5 2.1 2.9

2002 59.1 288.8 85.3 65.6 150.9 2.6 1.9

2003 70.4 167.9 117.8 28.5 146.3 2.1 1.1

2004 74.2 179.2 118.3 50.7 169 2.3 1.1

2005 51.4 216.7 131.7 56.8 188.5 3.7 1.1

2006 80.5 473.5 162.8 31.8 194.5 2.4 2.4

2007 50.7 165.5 54.1 20.1 74.2 1.5 2.2

2008 25.1 221.9 51.8 38 89.8 3.6 2.5

2009 40.3 101.4 33.2 5.8 39 1.0 2.6

2010 46.3 151.3 87.4 16 103.4 2.2 1.5

2011 38.2 162.1 78 39.8 117.8 3.1 1.4

2012 52.1 164.1 59.3 15.7 75 1.4 2.2

2013 29.8 80.4 31.3 9.9 41.1 1.4 2.0

2014 41.9 118.2 26.2 10.8 37 0.9 3.2

2015 28.8 39.2 19.1 4.4 23.6 0.8 1.7

2016 48.5 224.7 77.6 21.3 98.9 2.0 2.3

2017 27.3 48.8 30.2 16.4 46.5 1.7 1.0

2018 26.8 59.8 25.7 7 32.8 1.2 1.8

2019 44.4 128.1 63.2 15 78 1.8 1.6

2020 48.9 265.5 50.5 37.1 87.5 1.8 3.0
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Table 3. Summary Table NFQ Deer Hunters, WAAs 4041, 4042, 4043, 4044, 4054 and 4055.

Regulatory 
Year

No. of 
Hunters

Total Hunt 
Days

Bucks

Harvested

Does

Harvested

Total 
Harvest

Deer per 
Hunter

Days per 
Deer

1997 153.2 558.7 137.8 72.9 210.7 1.4 2.7

1998 152.3 697.9 127.8 98.3 226.2 1.5 3.1

1999 208.2 976.7 179 117.3 296.2 1.4 3.3

2000 157.1 858.1 138.7 38.4 177.1 1.1 4.8

2001 138.5 677.3 168.4 74.1 242.5 1.8 2.8

2002 149.5 637.2 106.7 50.8 157.5 1.1 4.0

2003 118.3 607.9 132.9 62.3 195.2 1.7 3.1

2004 171.5 692 172.2 66.3 238.5 1.4 2.9

2005 123.6 450.7 106.9 43.4 150.3 1.2 3.0

2006 61.8 267.7 51.5 51.5 103 1.7 2.6

2007 126.8 653.2 48.4 24.2 72.6 0.6 9.0

2008 63 271.2 45.4 9.5 54.9 0.9 4.9

2009 67 215.5 33.5 14.4 47.9 0.7 4.5

2010 94.9 464.7 136 40.8 176.7 1.9 2.6

2011 91.7 429.2 92.4 29.7 122 1.3 3.5

2012 84.2 388.4 52.2 41 93.3 1.1 4.2

2013 91.6 362.5 65.8 28.2 94 1.0 3.9

2014 101 354.5 86 28.4 114.4 1.1 3.1

2015 131.5 568.7 132 43.2 175.2 1.3 3.2

2016 122.2 500.4 115.5 29.1 144.6 1.2 3.5

2017 77.8 313.1 56.8 28.7 85.5 1.1 3.7

2018 96.1 364.8 89.1 31 120.1 1.2 3.0

2019 101.9 384.3 81.1 21 102.3 1.0 3.8

2020 85.7 350.4 80.2 32.8 112.9 1.3 3.1
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Federal Subsistence Board - Attn: Theo Matuskowitz

Office of Subsistence Management

1011 East Tudor Road, MS-121

Anchorage, AK 99503-6199

Dear Federal Subsistence Board, 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game’s Juneau-Douglas Advisory Committee thanks you for the 
opportunity to submit written testimony on WP22-07, WP22-08, and WP22-09.

Our 15-member citizen volunteer committee represents diverse user groups and perspectives; we have 
designated seats for people who represent commercial fishing, sport fishing, hunting/personal use, hunting 
guiding, charter fishing, trapping, as well as non-consumptive users. We strive to represent the interests of 
our diverse constituencies, holding a half dozen meetings each year to both discuss fish and game issues 
as well as to create a public forum for consideration of proposed regulations that impact our region.  Un-
der the guidance of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, our body is charged with weighing propos-
als that will impact State of Alaska Game Management Units 1C, 1D, 4, and 5, but we pride ourselves in 
thinking inclusively about our broader region.    

Like the Federal Subsistence Board and the Regional Advisory committee, we believe we need to support 
rules and regulations that create equitable and sustainable fishing and hunting opportunity.  As a group, 
we are thankful to have abundant opportunity to fish, hunt, and feed our families from the land, and, for 
many of us, to earn our living from well managed and abundant fish and ungulate populations.  We also 
recognize and celebrate the cultural significance that fishing, hunting, and gathering have for so many 
people in our region.  While we live in Juneau--and we recognize that there is more pressure on our wild 
fish and animals close to town--most of us travel regionwide to hunt, fish, and work, and we are especially 
mindful of the incredibly important role that hunting plays in rural Alaska. Finally, all our discussions and 
recommendations are underscored by a strong desire to ensure equitable access to wild food well into the 
future.

We see that there are legitimate concerns raised by those who participated in the meetings that lead to 
these proposals; indeed, the lack of ferry service and the broader impacts from the Covid-19 pandemic 
have created real impacts on food security in rural communities.  We are not convinced, however, that 
these proposals best address the issues raised in the comments.

Instead of addressing these very real food security hardships, we worry the proposals could instead ampli-
fy tensions between federally qualified and non-federally qualified hunters, straining cultural and family 
ties between communities in Southeast Alaska.  Because residents of our region move between rural areas 
and especially Juneau for work and school (and demographic trends suggest this movement from rural 
to more urban areas has been especially pronounced over the last decade), there are significant numbers 
of now-Juneau-based hunters who return home to villages to hunt with family.  As such, these proposals 
could in fact reduce harvest success for those who need it most.  That is, the non-federally qualified hunt-
ers who successfully harvest animals in each of these areas are often former federally qualified hunters 
who have moved to Juneau, but return home to help put up food for their families.  
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In each of these proposals, we also concur with Alaska Department of Fish and Game’s detailed and 
well-researched position that the proposals’ respective closures to non-federally qualified users are not 
warranted for conservation concerns. We therefore see these as allocative proposals, serving to limit op-
portunity for residents of our region.   

We look forward to continuing to listen and to understand the concerns raised by federally qualified hunt-
ers, and we stand ready to create a forum to discuss ways to address these issues.  Such a forum or open 
dialogue between users across the region would strengthen our shared interest in sustaining the strong 
connections to the land provided by traditions of hunting and fishing.  We would also be happy to work 
with the Regional Advisory Committee to propose and champion changes through the Alaska Board of 
Game process that could alleviate some of the problems.   

We urge you to maintain consistent access to deer hunting opportunity for residents of our sparsely popu-
lated region by voting no on these proposals.       

Sincerely, 

Juneau Douglas Advisory Committee
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WP22–08 Executive Summary
General Description Wildlife Proposal WP22-08 requests that the Northeast Chichagof 

Controlled Use Area (NECCUA) annual deer harvest limit for non-
Federally qualified users be reduced to two male deer. Submitted by: 
Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Proposed Regulation Unit 4 - Deer
Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may 
be taken only from Sept. 15 – Jan. 31.

Non-Federally qualified users are limited 
to 2 male deer in the Northeast Chichagof 
Controlled Use Area

Aug. 1 - Jan. 31

OSM Conclusion Oppose

Southeast Alaska Subsistence 
Regional Advisory Council 
Recommendation

Support

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

The ISC acknowledges the discussion by the Council members that 
this proposal is not a complete closure but a reduction of non-Fed-
erally qualified use of resources in this area. This was one of four 
proposals for Unit 4, which overall has a healthy population of deer, 
but is experiencing subareas where subsistence users are not able to 
harvest enough deer for their needs. The Council submitted this pro-
posal because of concerns brought to them by the affected Federally 
qualified subsistence users in Hoonah about not meeting subsistence 
needs for deer. The proposal review process allowed them to review 
the available data and hear testimony from all affected users of the 
resources. During the meeting, they acknowledged that the data in the 
State reporting system used to measure effort does not reflect success 
in subsistence hunting because subsistence hunting of deer is opportu-
nistic and users generally only report when they are successful. They 
supported this proposal as a way that provided the least inconvenience 
to non-Federally qualified users while also reducing competition for 
the local subsistence users.

ADF&G Comments Oppose

Written Public Comments 44 Oppose, 2 Neutral
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
WP22-08

ISSUES

Wildlife Proposal WP22-08, submitted by the Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
(Council), requests that the Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use Area (NECCUA) annual deer harvest 
limit for non-Federally qualified users be reduced to two male deer. 

DISCUSSION

The proponent states that it recently became more challenging for subsistence hunters in Hoonah to 
harvest sufficient deer to meet their subsistence needs due to increased hunting pressure from non-
Federally qualified users. They state that regulatory change is needed to protect the deer population from 
further depletion and increase opportunity for Federally qualified subsistence users. 

Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 4 - Deer

Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may be taken only from       
Sept. 15 – Jan. 31.

Aug. 1 - Jan. 31

Proposed Federal Regulation

Unit 4 - Deer
Unit 4 — 6 deer; however, female deer may be taken only from Sept. 15 
– Jan. 31.

Non-Federally qualified users are limited to 2 male deer in the 
Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use Area

Aug. 1 - Jan. 31

Existing State Regulation

Unit 4 - Deer

Chichagof Island east of Port Frederick and north of 
Tenakee Inlet

Residents and Nonresidents - 
3 deer total

Bucks

Any deer

HT

HT

Aug. 1 - Sept.14

Sept. 15 - Dec. 
31
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Unit 4 - Deer

Remainder

Residents and Non-residents - 
6 deer total

Bucks

Any deer

HT

HT

Aug. 1 - Sept.14

Sept. 15 – Dec. 
31

Extent of Federal Public Lands

Unit 4 is comprised of approximately 96% Federal Public Lands and consists of 95% U.S. Forest 
Service (USFS) managed lands and less than 1% National Park Service or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
managed lands (Map 1).

Customary and Traditional Use Determination

Rural residents of Units 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 have a customary and traditional use determination for deer in 
Unit 4.

Regulatory History

See Proposal WP22-07 analysis.

Biological Background

See Proposal WP22-07 analysis.

Habitat
See Proposal WP22-07 analysis.

Population Information
McCoy (2017) outlines the limitations of estimating deer populations, while Bethune (2020) discusses the 
most recent deer population status in Unit 4. Overall, the deer population in Unit 4 has recovered from 
the mortality incurred during the severe winters of 2006-2008 and is probably reaching winter carrying 
capacity in some areas. There have not been any significant mortality events recorded since 2008 and 
recent winters have been mild with no significant snowfall. McCoy (2019) explained that Unit 4 deer 
pellet-group counts in 2019 were higher than previous counts in all three survey areas. Pavlov Harbor, 
within the proposal analysis area (Map 1), was surveyed in 2019. Results indicate a 39% increase in 
pellet-groups from the last survey conducted in 2010 (McCoy 2010).

Annual harvest is one indication of deer population status. The average annual legal deer harvest in Unit 
4 is 5,579 (Figure 1). Deer harvest was below average in 2007-2010, probably due to high deer mortality 
from several consecutive harsh winters. Unit 4 annual deer harvest has increased to pre-2007 levels, 
suggesting that the Unit 4 deer population has recovered from those harsh winters.
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Figure 1. Unit 4 estimated annual legal deer harvest, 2000-2019.

Cultural Knowledge and Traditional Practices

Deer are an important subsistence resource for rural residents throughout southeast Alaska. In a 2012 
survey of Hoonah residents, 59% of households reported attempting to harvest deer, 48% of households 
reported successfully harvesting deer, and 77% of households reported using deer (Sill and Koster 2017). 
An estimated 470 deer were harvested, for a total of 37,558 pounds, or 51 pounds per capita. The deer 
hunting areas documented in the survey were primarily northeast Chichagof Island east of Port Frederick 
and north of Tenakee Inlet (Figure 2). Sill and Koster (2017) also report that Hoonah respondents 
expressed concern about deer populations and harvests. Some respondents expressed concern that non-
local hunters were taking too many deer and causing competition from over-crowding in the local areas 
and roads.
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Figure 2. Reported deer hunting locations used by residents of Hoonah in 2012. From Sill and Koster 2017.

Hoonah and nearby communities maintain strong ties to Juneau as a commercial and economic hub, and 
many rural residents of the area move to Juneau for economic opportunities. Hoonah is the most populat-
ed place in the Hoonah-Angoon census area. The population has been stable since 2000 and was 782 in 
the 2019 census (Sill and Koster 2017; Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 2020). 
Based on year-to-year changes in residency of Permanent Fund Dividend applicants, an average of 61 
residents of the Hoonah-Angoon census area moved to Juneau each year between 2009 and 2020, while 
an average of 47 moved from Juneau to the Hoonah-Angoon census area (Alaska Department of Labor 
and Workforce Development 2021).

Harvest History

Through 2010, deer harvest data provided by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) 
are based on a sample of hunters. In general, 35% of hunters from each community are surveyed each 
year and, while response rates vary by community, the overall response rate across communities is 
approximately 60%. Harvest numbers are extrapolated using expansion factors calculated as the total 
number of harvest tickets issued to a community divided by the total number of survey responses for that 
community. If response is low from a community, an individual hunter may have a disproportionate effect 
on the data. As confidence intervals are not available for these data, exact numbers should be considered 
estimates and used with caution. Trends, however, especially at larger scales, should be indicative of 
general population change. Since 2011, harvest data have been gathered through mandatory reporting. 
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ADF&G expands the harvest estimate based on the number of reports returned to account for unreturned 
harvest reports (Bethune 2020).

Deer harvest in Unit 4 in 2007/08 (1,858 ± 236) was down significantly from 2006/07 (7,746 ± 594) 
and was the lowest harvest in Unit 4 in over a decade due to significant mortality from preceding severe 
winters (McCoy et al. 2007). Prior to 2007/08, Unit 4 deer harvest was mostly stable, fluctuating around 
7,000 deer. Harvest data indicates that the annual Unit 4 deer harvests increased beginning around 2008-
2009 and was 5,969 in 2019 (Figure 1).

The proposal analysis area for WP22-08 relative to Unit 4 in shown in Map 1. The harvest data presented 
is specific to wildlife analysis areas (WAA) encompassing the area of northeast Chichagof Island north of 
Tenakee and Idaho Inlets, collectively called NECCUA (Map 2). 
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Map 1. Unit 4 management map with proposal analysis area (NECCUA) encircled in red. 
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Map 2. Wildlife analysis areas (NECCUA) used for harvest and effort data analysis. 
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Harvest and effort by Federally qualified subsistence users and non-Federally qualified users in the 
relevant WAAs is presented in Figures 3 and 4 below. Federally qualified harvest is higher in most years 
compared to other users (Figure 3) while effort, expressed in hunter days, is generally lower (Figure 4). 
Non-Federally qualified users have a lower success rate which results in higher hunting effort compared 
to Federally qualified subsistence users. Between 2007 and 2019, Federal subsistence harvest increased to 
a high in 2016 before dropping slightly (Figure 3). Over the same period, effort in days hunted appears to 
be decreasing from a high in 2015, with Federally qualified subsistence user hunt days dropping the most. 
Eighty-two percent of non-Federally qualified users harvest 2 deer or less annually from Unit 4 (Figure 
5). Female deer harvest by non-Federally qualified users has averaged 17% since 2000, with a peak of 
33% in 2017 (Figure 6). 

Figure 3. Annual deer harvest in the proposal analysis area, 2000-2019 (ADF&G unpublished data).
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Figure 4. Annual effort, in hunter days, in the proposal analysis area, 2000-2019 (ADF&G unpublished data).

Figure 5. Average number of non-Federally qualified users harvesting 0-4 deer annually in Unit 4, 2000-2019 (AD-
F&G unpublished data).
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Figure 6. Number of male and female deer harvested by non-federally qualified users in NECCUA, 2000-2019. Fe-
male deer harvest was restricted 2007-2012. (ADF&G unpublished data).

The chronology of deer hunting effort in all of Unit 4 is probably similar to effort in the proposal analysis 
area, varying by user group. November is the most popular hunting month for both groups, particularly 
for non-Federally qualified users (Figure 7). 

Figure 7. Average number of days hunted annually by Federally qualified subsistence users and non-Federally quali-
fied users in Unit 4, 2000-2019 (ADF&G unpublished data).

Hunter success rate and the number of deer harvested per hunter, are indicators of whether user nutritional 
needs are being satisfied. For data management purposes, a hunt is considered successful when any num-
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ber of animals is harvested on a single hunt. The success rate for residents of Hoonah and the number of 
deer per hunter has been trending up since 2009 (Figure 8). 

Figure 8. Hunter success rate and deer harvested per hunter for Hoonah residents hunting in Unit 4, 2000-2019 
(ADF&G unpublished data).

Effects of the Proposal

This proposal would restrict non-Federally qualified users on Federal public lands within the NECCUA 
by limiting harvest to two male deer. Restricting non-Federally qualified users could decrease both deer 
harvest and competition with Federally qualified subsistence users in the area. Lower harvests by and 
competition with non-Federally qualified users may result in more deer harvested by Federally qualified 
subsistence users. Non-Federally qualified users may shift some effort to areas of Unit 4 outside of 
NECCUA, possibly displacing hunters in other areas. Non-Federally qualified users may also concentrate 
more efforts on the State managed lands within the NECCUA, including lands immediately surrounding 
Hoonah. However, considering that very few non-Federally qualified users harvest more than two deer in 
Unit 4, and most of the deer harvested within the analysis area are males, this restriction would probably 
have little impact on the hunting effort, location, or harvest of non-Federally qualified users within the 
analysis area.

OSM CONCLUSION

Oppose Proposal WP22-08. 

Justification

Section 802(2) of ANILCA requires that subsistence uses by rural residents of Alaska shall be “the 
priority consumptive uses of all such resources on the public lands of Alaska.” Section 804 provides 
a preference for subsistence uses, specifically “…the taking on public lands of fish and wildlife for 
nonwasteful subsistence uses shall be accorded priority over the taking on such lands of fish and wildlife 
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for other purposes.” Section 815(3) provides that the Board may restrict nonsubsistence uses on Federal 
public lands if “necessary for the conservation of healthy populations of fish and wildlife, for the reasons 
set forth in section 816, to continue subsistence uses of such populations, or pursuant to other applicable 
law.” 

Restricting non-Federally qualified users to two male deer annually in the proposal area does not appear 
necessary because deer populations in Unit 4 are high and may be approaching carrying capacity in some 
locations. 

Restricting non-Federally qualified users to two male deer annually in the proposal area does not appear 
necessary for the continuation of subsistence uses. The average annual success rate for Hoonah deer 
hunters has been increasing since 2008 and the deer harvested per hunter had rebounded to pre-2007 
levels. Further, few non-Federally qualified users harvest more than 2 deer in Unit 4 and they harvest 
primarily males in the analysis area; therefore, the proposed restriction is not likely to significantly affect 
effort by non-Federally qualified users or the hunting experience of Federally qualified subsistence users.
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SUBSISTENCE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS

Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Support WP22-08. The restriction is necessary for the continuation of subsistence uses based on public 
and written testimony from residents and is supported by local and traditional knowledge. This proposal 
benefits Federally qualified subsistence users because it 1) reduces the harvest limit and restricts the 
harvest to bucks only for non-Federally qualified users, which reserves does for Federally qualified 
subsistence users, 2) provides additional harvest opportunities, and 3) may help limit hunting competition 
around Hoonah during the hunting season. Limiting non-Federally qualified users to two bucks would not 
be an inconvenience as these users rarely take more than 2 deer. 

INTERAGENCY STAFF COMMITTEE COMMENTS

The ISC acknowledges the discussion by the Council members that this proposal is not a complete closure 
but a reduction of non-Federally qualified use of resources in this area. This was one of four proposals 
for Unit 4, which overall has a healthy population of deer, but is experiencing subareas where subsistence 
users are not able to harvest enough deer for their needs. The Council submitted this proposal because 
of concerns brought to them by the affected Federally qualified subsistence users in Hoonah about not 
meeting subsistence needs for deer. The proposal review process allowed them to review the available 
data and hear testimony from all affected users of the resources. During the meeting, they acknowledged 
that the data in the State reporting system used to measure effort does not reflect success in subsistence 
hunting because subsistence hunting of deer is opportunistic and users generally only report when they are 
successful. They supported this proposal as a way that provided the least inconvenience to non-Federally 
qualified users while also reducing competition for the local subsistence users.

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME COMMENTS

Wildlife Proposal 22-08

This proposal would reduce the bag limit for non-federally qualified users (NFQU) to 2 bucks within the 
Northeast Chichagof Controlled Use Area (NECCUA, Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Map of the NECCUA proposal and boundaries of the ADF&G WAAs for deer hunter data used to analyze 
effects of the proposal. 

Background
The Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (SERAC) claims that NFQUs are unfairly 
competing with federally qualified users (FQU) when hunting Sitka black-tailed deer. Currently within 
the NECCUA, NFQUs have a bag limit of 3 deer east of Port Frederick and 6 deer west of Port Frederick 
(bucks only August 1 – September 14). This proposal does not affect the current FQU bag limit for deer 
within the NECCUA (6 deer).  

GMU 4 encompasses the ABC Islands (Admiralty, Baranof and Chichagof) and the surrounding 
archipelago. Hunters residing in Southeast Alaska (GMUs 1-5) excluding Juneau and Ketchikan are 
eligible to harvest deer in GMU 4 under federal subsistence regulations. The current federal deer season 
for this area is August 1 to January 31 with a bag limit of 6 deer (bucks only August 1 – September 14). 
The current State season is August 1 to December 31 with a bag limit of 6 deer (bucks only August 1 
– September 14) west of Port Frederick and 3 deer east of Port Frederick. In 2019, the Alaska Board of 
Game (BOG) increased the deer bag limit in GMU 4 from 4 to 6 deer (except the NECCUA east of Port 
Frederick which remained 3 deer) because there is such a healthy deer population within this GMU.

Under State regulations the NECCUA east of Port Frederick and north of Tenakee Inlet is treated 
separately from the remainder of GMU 4 with a more conservative bag limit. This area has been 
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extensively logged and features a network of logging roads that facilitate access for hunting. It is also 
prone to heavy snow and much of the deer winter range has been altered by clearcut logging.

The BOG has made positive customary and traditional use findings for deer in GMU 4 and established 
an annual amount reasonably necessary for subsistence (ANS) for deer in GMU 4 of 5,200–6,000 
deer. ANS differs from the undefined term “subsistence need” used in Title VIII of the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). Under Alaska law ANS is the harvestable portion of a 
game population that is sufficient to provide a reasonable opportunity for subsistence uses. “Reasonable 
opportunity” is that which allows a normally diligent hunter a reasonable expectation of success. The 
BOG establishes an ANS for a game population through review of long-term population and harvest 
information. A portion of the state-designated Juneau Nonsubsistence Area extends into GMU 4 on 
northern and eastern Admiralty Island.

The indices of deer abundance, deer hunter effort and harvest in GMU 4 and withing the NECCUA are 
all important aspects to consider when reviewing this proposal. Deer abundance and trend are derived 
from annual deer pellet group transects, aerial alpine surveys, and spring mortality surveys. Hunter 
effort and harvest data are derived from the annual deer hunter survey (1997-2010) and mandatory deer 
harvest ticket reports (2011 - present). Collectively, these data gathered by the Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game (ADF&G) are the only annually collected, objective, and quantitative information on deer 
abundance, hunter effort and harvest available for Southeast Alaska.

GMU 4-Wide Population and Harvest
Monitoring deer abundance in forested habitat is challenging as deer cannot be directly counted through 
ground or aerial surveys. We present several types of survey data. Since the 1980s ADF&G has used 
spring pellet group counts to monitor broad (>30%) changes in deer abundance. Spring pellet group 
surveys are conducted in numerous US Forest Service Value Comparison Units across Southeast Alaska 
after snow melts and before spring green-up. 

GMU 4 consistently has the highest pellet group counts in Southeast Alaska (Figure 2). Pellet group 
counts <1.0 groups/plot generally correspond to low density populations, 1.0 – 1.99 groups/plot to 
moderately dense populations and > 2.0 groups/plot correspond to high density populations. Pellet 
group counts in GMU 4 are usually well above the high-density threshold and are often double the 
counts in other GMUs. Although the area affected by this proposal is rarely sampled, this broad index 
of deer abundance suggests the GMU 4 population remains at high levels with no indication of depleted 
populations or conservation concerns. 
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Figure 2. Mean number of deer pellet groups/plot for Southeast Alaska by GMU, 2010-2019. 

In 2013 ADF&G began evaluating mid-summer aerial counts of deer in alpine habitat as an index of deer 
abundance. Surveys were conducted for 2 locations in GMU 4, Southern Admiralty Island (2015-2017) 
and Northeast Chichagof Island (2017-2018). The findings of those surveys were summarized as deer 
counted per hour of survey time (Figure 3). Southern Admiralty had the highest deer/hour of any survey 
area in Southeast Alaska. Estimates from Northeast Chichagof were similar to Prince of Wales Island 
(POW) and higher than all other survey areas except Southern Admiralty and POW. 

0

50

100

150

200

250

Lin
de

nbe
rg

West
 Kup

rean
of

Horn
/Th

und
er 

Mt
Kuiu

So
uth 

Etolin

Cen
tra

l  P
OW

So
uth 

Adm
ira

lty

North
 POW

NE C
hich

ago
f

Dou
gla

s Is
lan

d

M
ea

n 
De

er
/H

ou
r

Survey Locations

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

Figure 3. Mean number of deer counted per hour during mid-summer aerial alpine deer surveys in Southeast Alaska, 
2013-2018.
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Management biologists in GMU 4 began conducting beach mortality transects in the early 1990s. 
Although these mortality surveys are a relatively insensitive indicator of population trend, they are an 
indicator of mortality resulting from severe winters, which is the most limiting factor for Sitka black-
tailed deer populations in GMU 4. In addition to the total count of carcasses per mile, the proportion 
of adult male, adult female and fawn mortalities also indicates winter severity. Usually fawns die first, 
followed by adult males and then adult females. The winter of 2006/2007 was the most severe on record, 
and in some parts of GMU 4 managers estimated up to 75% of deer died. Note the very high number of 
carcasses found during spring 2007 surveys (Figure 4). In the years since then, few carcasses were found 
indicating high overwinter survival and no winter related population declines. 
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Figure 4. Mortalities per mile of beach transect conducted in GMU 4. 

Taken together, these indices of deer abundance (pellet group surveys, alpine counts, mortality transects) 
suggest the GMU 4 deer population is high and stable. None of these indices suggests a decline in deer 
abundance or a conservation concern for the GMU 4 deer population. 

Hunter Effort and Harvest
GMU 4 managers also use harvest as an indicator of trend in the deer population. ADF&G estimates 
hunter effort and harvest using information provided by hunters. To hunt deer in Southeast Alaska all 
hunters must obtain harvest tickets. Prior to 2011 ADF&G mailed survey forms to one third of the hunters 
in each community who obtained harvest tickets. Since 2011 harvest tickets have come with a mandatory 
reporting requirement. People who obtain harvest tickets are required to report whether they (or a proxy 
or federal designated hunter) hunted or not. Those who did hunt are required to report where they hunted, 
days of hunting effort, and information about deer they harvested. 

Since 1997 the estimated average annual harvest in GMU 4 has been 5,643 deer taken by 3,275 hunters 
(Figure 5). GMU 4 supports the highest deer harvest in the state. Harvest has remained fairly stable 
with between 5,000-7,000 deer harvested annually. The exception being the severe winter of 2006/2007 
when high harvest was followed by significant overwinter mortality of deer in GMU 4. This resulted 
in a precipitous decline in harvest from 7,734 deer in 2006 to 1,933 deer in 2007. Based on harvest and 
other indicators of deer abundance, managers believe the deer population had fully recovered by the 2013 
season. 
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Figure 5. Numbers of people hunting deer and estimated deer harvest for GMU 4, RY97-RY20. 

Data Summaries for Impacted Area
The following analyses present data summarized for FQUs and NFQUs in the 8 ADF&G Wildlife 
Analysis Areas (WAAs 3523-3526, 3551, 4222, 4252 and 4253) that intersect with the area this proposal 
covers (Figure 1). WAA boundaries generally correspond with watersheds and are the finest scale at 
which data can be meaningfully summarized. For this proposal, WAA boundaries directly correspond to 
the proposal area. 

Long-term records indicate a declining trend in harvest for FQUs and a stable trend for NFQUs (Figure 
6). From 1997 to 2006, FQUs harvested an average of 747 deer annually. Harvest by FQUs declined 
following the severe winter of 2006/2007. Since 2013, when ADF&G considered the deer population 
recovered, average annual harvest by FQUs grew to an average of 401 deer annually but remains about 
50% lower than prior to RY07. Harvest by NFQUs also declined following the winter of 2006/2007 but 
has returned to approximately 90% of pre-2007 levels (Figure 6). 
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Figure 6. Trends of estimated deer harvest by FQUs and NFQUs, NECCUA, RY97-RY20. 

To evaluate potential reasons for the decline in deer harvest by FQUs we examined trends in the numbers 
of FQU and NFQU hunters and days of hunting effort by those hunters. The number of FQUs hunting 
in the NECCUA has declined approximately 50% since the late 1990s. Prior to the winter of 2006/2007 
an average of 333 FQUs took to the field. The number of FQUs participating in this hunt never fully 
recovered and since 2013 has only averaged 239 hunters. The number of NFQUs hunting in the NECCUA 
also declined after the winter of 2006/2007 but returned to pre-2006 levels by 2012 (Figure 7). 
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Figure 7. Trends in number of FQUs and NFQUs, NECCUA, RY97-RY20.

In Hoonah specifically, there has been an approximate 10% declining trend in the number of Hoonah 
residents who have obtained deer harvest tickets (Figure 8).  

Figure 8. Deer harvest tickets issued to Hoonah residents RY97-RY20.

Trends in days hunted approximate the trends for number of hunters for both user groups. Since 1997 
the number of days of hunting effort by FQUs has declined by over 50% while days of hunting effort by 
NFQUs has remained stable (Figure 9). Similar to the number of hunters, days of hunting effort by FQUs 
never recovered from the steep decline following the winter of 2006/2007. The number of hunters along 
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with the number of days hunted both indicate decreased deer hunting effort for this area of GMU 4 by 
FQU hunters.

Figure 9. Trends in estimated days of hunting effort by FQUs and NFQUs, NECCUA, RY97-RY20.

Trends in Hunter Efficiency 
Hunter efficiency, or the days of hunting effort required to harvest 1 deer, is another indicator of deer 
availability to GMU 4 hunters. FQUs in the NECCUA are consistently more efficient than NFQUs 
(Figure 10). Since 2013, NFQUs required an average of 3.4 days to harvest 1 deer, but FQUs required 
only 2.2 days to harvest one deer. This metric is trending slightly down for FQUs (becoming more 
efficient) and has been below 2.0 days/deer for 3 of the past 5 seasons.  

Compared to deer hunting effort required to harvest a deer elsewhere in the state, this is an extremely 
efficient hunt. Hunters in GMU 4 require approximately 2.4 days/deer. In comparison, hunters on Prince 
of Wales Island (GMU 2) average 4.0 days of hunting per deer harvested, Kodiak (GMU 8) averages 
3.6 days/deer, GMU 1A (Ketchikan) averages 5.0 days/deer, GMU 3 (Petersburg/Wrangell) averages 
6.1 days/deer, GMU 6 (Prince William Sound) averages 3.0 days/deer, and in GMU 1C (Juneau) hunters 
average 7.9  days/deer (ADF&G 2013-2020). Hunters in GMU 4 experience the most efficient deer 
hunting of anywhere in Alaska. FQU hunters in the NECCUA have a better days/deer average than Unit 4 
as a whole. 
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Figure 10. Trends in estimated days of hunting effort by FQUs and NFQUs required to harvest 1 deer, NECCUA, 
RY97-RY20. 

The number of deer harvested per hunter is another gauge of deer abundance and hunting success. Since 
1997 the number of deer harvested per NFQU has averaged 1.2. FQUs report harvesting about 1.9 deer/
hunter. Prior to the winter of 2006/2007 FQU hunters averaged 2.2 deer/hunter. Since RY13, FQU hunters 
are only harvesting 1.7 deer/hunter. NFQU deer/hunter numbers have generally returned to pre-RY07 
levels. Although the deer/hunter numbers for FQU hunters is trending down, this is more a function of 
fewer hunters spending less days afield than it is an indicator of hunting efficiency. Particularly in light of 
days/deer and that NFQU harvests have nearly reached pre-RY07 levels. (Figure 11). 
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Figure 11. Trends in mean number of deer harvested per FQU and NFQU, NECCUA, RY97-RY20. 

Within the NECCUA, the bag limit for NFQUs is 6 deer west of Port Frederick and 3 deer east of Port 
Frederick. This proposal seeks to reduce that bag limit to 2 bucks for the entire NECCUA. ADF&G 
collects data on the number of deer individual hunters report taking relative to the bag limit in areas they 
report hunting. Within GMU 4, 83.5% of NFQUs take 2 or fewer deer (Figure 12, ADF&G RY19-RY20). 
Eight and a half percent of NFQUs take 3 deer and 5% take 4 deer. The percentage of hunters who took 5 
or 6 deer (legal as of RY19) was 1.5% for each. 
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Figure 12. Percentages of NFQUs who report harvesting 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6 deer in , GMU 4, RY19-RY20.

Under federal regulations, FQU hunters were able to harvest six deer prior to RY19 when the State 
bag limit was raised to six. On average, more FQU hunters take multiple deer than NFQU hunters. For 
example, 37% of FQU hunters take three or more deer (Figure 13) compared to 16.5% of NFQU hunters.
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Figure 13. Percentages of FQUs who report harvesting 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6 deer in GMU 4, RY11-RY20.

Doe harvest accounts for approximately 25% of both the FQU and NFQU annual harvest. Since RY13 
FQUs have averaged approximately 87 does annually and NFQUs about 93.  These calculations do not 
include RY07-RY12 when doe harvests were restricted to facilitate recovery of the deer herd following 
the winter of 2006/2007. 

Analysis
The analyses presented here are based on several different metrics that come from the only annually 
collected, objective, and quantitative information available on deer abundance, hunter effort and harvest 
in the area affected by this proposal. Deer abundance data is not only gathered by ADF&G, but hunters 
report their effort and harvest to ADF&G, including the local residents of Hoonah. 

The proposal asserts that the deer population within the NECCUA is “depleted” and that in recent years 
FQUs have had difficulty meeting their subsistence needs for deer because of increasing competition from 
NFQUs. The term, “subsistence need”, as used in Title VIII of ANILCA has no quantitative benchmark 
analogous to ANS in state regulations. ANILCA also does not require the federal program to quantify 
historical levels of harvest for subsistence uses. Consequently, there is no objective way of verifying 
whether the existing federal regulations continue to provide for adequate subsistence harvest opportunity. 
Therefore, our analysis focuses on measures of deer abundance and trend in GMU 4 and on trends in 
effort and harvest by FQUs and NFQUs in the proposal area. Conditions that would support the assertion 
that NFQUs are hindering deer harvest by FQUs would include increasing numbers of hunters, days of 
hunting effort, and harvest by NFQUs that coincide with declining harvest by FQUs while numbers and 
effort by FQU hunters remained stable or increased.
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ADF&G monitors deer abundance at the scale of the GMU or subunit, so we can only note that the 
available data indicate GMU 4 deer populations are currently at high and stable levels. Winter severity, 
particularly deep and lingering snowpack, is the biggest limiting factor for Sitka black-tailed deer in 
GMU 4. The last winter with above average snowfall occurred in 2011/2012. Since then, winters have 
been average to mild with little overwinter mortality. Pellet group and aerial alpine deer counts also 
support the conclusion that deer remain abundant in GMU 4.  

The proposal is predicated on the idea that FQUs in the NECCUA area are having an increasingly 
difficult time meeting their subsistence needs. Because no similar proposal has been submitted before, 
we can presume that previously FQUs were able to meet their needs. Therefore, to evaluate the need for 
this restriction of NFQUs opportunity we evaluated harvest and measures of hunter effort for trends of 
increasing effort and harvest by NFQUs. 

We found that harvest by FQUs and NFQUs declined in response to the severe winter of 2006/2007. 
Since then, harvest by NFQUs has recovered to pre-2007 levels, but harvest by FQUs remains much 
lower than before RY07. To investigate reasons for declining harvest after the deer population recovered, 
we examined numbers of FQUs and NFQUs participating in this hunt and days of hunting effort by both 
groups of hunters. We found that since RY07 the number of individual FQUs within the NECCUA has 
declined by 50%, whereas the number of NFQUs has returned to pre-2007 levels. Days of hunting effort 
by FQUs showed a similar trend while days of hunting effort by NFQUs returned to pre-2007 levels. 
This finding directly contradicts the assertion in the proposal that increasing competition from NFQUs 
is hindering harvest by FQUs. In fact, total deer hunting effort and the potential for competition between 
hunters in this area has substantially declined.

To evaluate whether FQUs are having an increasingly difficult time harvesting deer we looked for trends 
in the number of days of hunting effort required to harvest one deer and number of deer harvested per 
hunter. Since RY13, FQUs require 2.2 days of hunting effort per deer compared to 3.5 days of effort for 
NFQUs. Since RY13 days of hunting effort required to harvest a deer has been trending down for FQUs 
and has been below 2.0 days/deer for 3 of the past 5 seasons. 

If harvesting deer was becoming more difficult for FQUs, we would expect to see an increase in the 
number of days of hunting effort required to harvest a deer and a decline in the number of deer harvested 
per FQU hunter. While there has been a decline in the number of deer/hunter (2.2 to 1.7 between RY97-
RY06 and RY13-RY20), there hasn’t been a corresponding increase in days/deer. These measures of 
hunter success based on hunt reports provided by FQUs, including residents of Hoonah, indicate that deer 
hunting conditions in the NECCUA remain very good and that in recent years FQUs have enjoyed very 
good hunting success. 

Potential effects of the proposed change on the deer population or FQU harvest are difficult to project. 
NFQ hunters take on average 93 does annually in the NECCUA. By applying the percentage of NFQUs 
who take 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6 (only hunters west of Port Frederick can harvest more than three) deer 
to previous harvests by NFQUs in the NECCUA, the average annual reduction in harvest would be 
approximately 25 deer west of Port Frederick and 40 deer East of Port Frederick.  But, those calculations 
do not take into account deer harvested below mean high tide and on other State and private lands, or 
whether hunters would harvest additional bucks if does were not legal.  Because NFQUs take an average 
of only 1.2 deer per hunter, and harvest 75% bucks, the proposed regulatory change is unlikely to affect 
the deer population or result in any substantial increases in opportunity for FQUs.  
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Summary
The proposal asserts that the deer population within the NECCUA is depleted and that in recent years 
FQUs have had difficulty meeting their subsistence needs because of increasing competition from 
NFQUs. Our analysis of the deer population, hunter effort and harvest trends found no support for either 
contention. Instead, the available information indicates that deer remain abundant throughout GMU 4. 
Within the NECCUA it is unlikely that hunter harvest has reduced deer abundance because total hunting 
effort is relatively light, and over the last 2 decades total hunter effort and harvest have both declined. 

We could find no support for the contention that competition from NFQUs has increased or that NFQUs 
are hindering harvest by FQUs. In fact, the number of NFQUs and days of hunting effort by NFQUs 
has remained stable over the past 2 decades. Further, days of hunting effort required to harvest one deer 
remains very low. 

Our analysis does indicate a long-term decline in the number of deer harvested by FQUs within the 
NECCUA. However, that decline is attributable to a decline in the number of FQUs and days of effort 
by those hunters. Over the last 20 years the number of FQUs and days of hunting effort by those hunters 
has declined by more than half. Deer remain abundant and competition from NFQUs is unchanged, so we 
conclude that the decline in federal subsistence harvest of deer results from a decline in participation and 
effort by FQUs, not depleted deer populations or increasing competition from NFQUs.

Impact on Subsistence Users

The reduction in the bag limit of NFQUs would not have any impact on FQUs given the data showing 
how many deer NFQUs typically harvest.

Impact on Other Users

Opportunity for NFQUs to harvest deer on federal public lands in the NECCUA would be reduced. Bag 
limits west of Port Frederick would decline from 6 deer per hunter to 2 bucks. East of Port Frederick the 
NFQU bag limit would be reduced from 3 deer to 2 bucks. 

Opportunity Provided by the State 
The State season and bag limit for the NECCUA in GMU 4 is:

GMU 4 NECCUA East of Port Frederick
Bag Limit 3 deer (bucks only to 
Sep 14th)

Resident Open Season Aug1-Dec 
31

(Harvest ticket)

Resident Open Season Aug1-Dec 
31

(Harvest ticket)

GMU 4Remainder
Bag Limit 6 deer (bucks only to 
Sep 14th)

Resident Open Season Aug1-Dec 
31

(Harvest ticket)

Resident Open Season Aug1-Dec 
31

(Harvest ticket)
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Conservation Issues
There are   conservation issues for the deer population in GMU 4. Following 9 consecutive mild winters, 
the available population indices suggest the GMU 4 deer population remains high and stable. Deer harvest 
remains within the historical range and state ANS is met in most years. Population indices and measures 
of hunter effort and success indicate that GMU 4 has the highest population of deer and highest hunting 
success of anywhere in in the state.

Based on the information provided to ADF&G by GMU 4 deer hunters, population indices, anecdotal 
reports by local hunters and field observations by management biologists we conclude that there is no 
conservation concern for the GMU 4 deer population. 

Enforcement Issues
Passage of this proposal will create increasingly complex regulations for NFQUs. Enforcement will be 
challenging because NFQU’s will remain eligible to hunt deer (including does) on state-owned tidelands 
below the line of mean high tide and private property. The tideline is not marked, so NFQUs and 
enforcement officers will have difficulty determining when deer are above or below that line of mean high 
tide.

Position
ADF&G OPPOSES this proposal because there is no evidence that hunting by NFQUs has affected 
FQUs ability to harvest deer. There is no conservation concern and therefore no biological justification 
for reducing the bag limit of NFQUs. Adopting this proposal would deprive NFQUs of sustainable deer 
hunting opportunity contrary to terms in Title VIII of ANILCA. 

Approximately 90% of land in GMU 4 is federally managed, and current federal regulations provide 
greater opportunity for FQUs compared to NFQUs. FQUs are eligible to hunt an entire month longer than 
NFQUs with a season extending through January. In the NECCUA, east of Port Frederick (where 70% 
and 80% of FQU and NFQU harvest occurs, respectively), FQUs have a much more liberal bag limit (6 
deer compared to 3 deer for NFQUs) as well as a very liberal designated hunter program. 

In Alaska v. Federal Subsistence Bd., 544 F.3d 1089, 1100 (9th Cir. 2008), the Ninth Circuit ruled that, 
under ANILCA, the Federal Subsistence Board may regulate subsistence use but is prohibited from 
limiting nonsubsistence use. A bag limit reduction for NFQUs for deer in GMU 4 is inconsistent with 
ANILCA under applicable case law on federal preemption. As directed by Congress in Section 802 of 
ANILCA, subsistence uses of wildlife shall be the priority consumptive use on federal public lands “when 
it is necessary to restrict taking in order to assure the continued viability of a fish or wildlife population 
or the continuation of subsistence uses of such population.” Section 815 of ANILCA authorizes federal 
restrictions on nonsubsistence uses on the public lands only if “necessary for the conservation of healthy 
populations of fish and wildlife” or if necessary to “continue subsistence uses.” Based on ADF&G’s 
analysis of the only annually collected, objective, and quantitative data available, neither of those reasons 
apply. There is no conservation concern for the NECCUA deer population, and no restrictions on NFQU 
bag limit are needed to continue subsistence uses of deer. Data largely provided by FQUs residing in the 
NECCUA clearly indicate that the decline in harvest by that user group resulted from substantially lower 
participation and effort by FQU deer hunters. 
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Data Tables

Table 1. Number of GMU 4 NFQUs that harvest 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6 deer.

Reg Year Total 
Hunters

Zero 
Deer

One Deer Two Deer Three 
Deer

Four 
Deer

Five Deer Six Deer

2011 1533 433 419 296 218 166 0 0

2012 1546 637 446 250 119 94 0 0

2013 1660 579 520 286 170 100 1 0

2014 1808 762 534 287 148 78 0 0

2015 1875 588 559 340 232 155 0 2

2016 1872 596 589 325 220 141 0 0

2017 1783 663 558 303 168 90 0 1

2018 1779 645 550 327 173 83 0 0

2019 1750 664 569 274 124 76 26 18

2020 1793 697 504 253 171 108 29 30

Average 1740 626 525 294 174 109 28 24

Table 2. Number of GMU 4 FQUs who harvest 0,1,2,3,4,5, or 6 deer.

Reg Year Total 
Hunters

Zero Deer One Deer Two Deer Three 
Deer

Four Deer Five Deer Six Deer

2011 1644 246 304 282 200 247 115 251

2012 1578 424 328 256 234 155 73 108

2013 1644 408 402 291 174 184 91 95

2014 1662 536 375 280 178 157 66 71

2015 1903 412 472 328 235 243 104 108

2016 1883 340 386 281 235 322 123 196

2017 1717 462 400 305 217 175 76 83

2018 1684 414 441 302 215 144 80 88

2019 1646 277 404 278 198 201 121 167

2020 1464 402 339 251 186 138 64 86

Average 1683 392 385 285 204 207 91 125

Table 3. Summary Table Federally Qualified Deer Hunters WAAs 3523-3526, 3551, 4222, 4252 and 4253.

Regulatory 
Year

No. of 
Hunters

Total Hunt 
Days

Bucks

Harvested

Does 
Harvested

Total 
Harvest

Deer per 
Hunter

Days per 
Deer

1997 345 1692 545 159 704 2.04 2.40

1998 347 1586 545 168 713 2.05 2.22

1999 391 1640 482 228 711 1.82 2.31

2000 334 2933 517 164 682 2.04 4.30

2001 378 2215 531 270 800 2.12 2.77

2002 325 2246 710 53 763 2.35 2.94

2003 276 1134 528 183 711 2.58 1.59
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Regulatory 
Year

No. of 
Hunters

Total Hunt 
Days

Bucks

Harvested

Does 
Harvested

Total 
Harvest

Deer per 
Hunter

Days per 
Deer

2004 261 1429 513 194 708 2.71 2.02

2005 358 1609 707 357 1064 2.97 1.51

2006 319 2026 466 150 616 1.93 3.29

2007 230 879 115 25 141 0.61 6.23

2008 192 1190 177 10 187 0.97 6.36

2009 161 759 182 0 1825 1.13 4.17

2010 192 989 283 32 348 1.81 2.84

2011 196 1010 378 12 390 1.99 2.59

2012 220 894 296 33 331 1.50 2.70

2013 213 853 267 94 361 1.69 2.36

2014 260 1004 275 83 358 1.38 2.80

2015 314 1527 435 113 548 1.75 2.79

2016 246 889 462 77 540 2.20 1.65

2017 223 726 235 71 306 1.37 2.37

2018 238 803 324 98 422 1.77 1.90

2019 214 643 283 70 353 1.65 1.82

2020 203 719 229 88 316 1.56 2.28

Table 4. Summary Table NFQU Deer Hunters WAAs 3523-3526, 3551, 4222, 4252 and 4253.

Regulatory 
Year

No. of 
Hunters

Total Hunt 
Days

Bucks

Harvested

Does 
Harvested

Total 
Harvest

Deer per 
Hunter

Days per 
Deer

1997 206 850 200 34 234 1.14 3.63

1998 290 993 275 113 388 1.34 2.56

1999 311 1482 226 136 362 1.16 4.09

2000 360 1345 363 72 435 1.21 3.09

2001 244 1067 219 82 301 1.23 3.54

2002 383 1475 302 77 378 0.99 3.90

2003 331 1318 435 135 570 1.72 2.31

2004 303 1095 333 118 451 1.49 2.43

2005 293 1106 308 115 424 1.45 2.61

2006 326 1372 386 93 479 1.47 2.86

2007 155 641 39 5 44 0.28 14.57

2008 202 823 125 0 125 0.62 6.58

2009 92 416 57 0 57 0.62 7.30

2010 188 805 157 0 157 0.84 5.13

2011 157 843 172 11 184 1.17 4.58

2012 262 1142 217 14 232 0.89 4.92

2013 249 1048 212 76 287 1.15 3.65

2014 293 1310 248 78 325 1.11 4.03



 Federal Subsistence Board Public Meeting April 2022 733

WP22-08

Regulatory 
Year

No. of 
Hunters

Total Hunt 
Days

Bucks

Harvested

Does 
Harvested

Total 
Harvest

Deer per 
Hunter

Days per 
Deer

2015 320 1405 313 114 427 1.33 3.29

2016 331 1339 327 100 427 1.29 3.14

2017 337 1334 274 127 400 1.19 3.34

2018 323 1270 305 62 366 1.13 3.47

2019 269 995 231 68 299 1.11 3.33

2020 275 1005 243 121 364 1.32 2.76
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