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1Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting

Agenda

EASTERN INTERIOR ALASKA SUBSISTENCE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
Fall 2013 

Dates and Location To Be Determined
9:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m.

AGENDA 

*Asterisk identifi es action item.

1. Roll Call and Establish Quorum (Secretary) .................................................................................... 4

2. Call to Order (Chair) 

3. Invocation and Honoring Katie John

4. Welcome and Introductions (Chair) 

5. Review and Adopt Agenda* (Chair)  ................................................................................................. 1

6. Review and Approve Previous Meeting Minutes* (Chair).............................................................. 5

7. Reports 

A. Council member reports

B. Chair’s report 

C. Annual Report Reply from Federal Subsistence Board ............................................................24

8. Public and Tribal Comment on Non-Agenda Items

9. Old Business (Chair)

A. Customary and Traditional Use Determinations* (David Jenkins) ..........................................31

10. New Business (Chair) 

A. Wildlife Regulatory Proposals* (Chris Mckee and Pippa Kenner).......................................43

Statewide Proposals

WP14-01—Require trap marking, establish a time limit for trap/snare checks, and 
require harvest report ..................................................................................................48

PUBLIC COMMENTS: Public comments are welcome for each agenda item and for 
regional concerns not included on the agenda. The Council appreciates hearing your 
concerns and knowledge. Please fill out a comment form to be recognized by the Council 
chair. Time limits may be set to provide opportunity for all to testify and keep the meeting 
on schedule.

PLEASE NOTE: These are estimated times and the agenda is subject to change. Contact 
staff for the current schedule. Evening sessions are at the call of the chair.
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Regional Proposals

WP14-42—Establish a Federal subsistence priority and recognize the customary and 
traditional use of sheep for residents of Units20E, 25B, and 25C ..............................58

WP14-43—Establish a harvest limit and season for sheep in Units 20E, and 25B, 
25C, 25D .....................................................................................................................78

WP14-44—Extend fall season for moose in Unit 20F ................................................87

WP14-15/45—Revise caribou closure restrictions Unit 12 ........................................92

WP14-46—Revise customary and traditional use determination for caribou in 
Unit 25B for residents of Eagle .................................................................................107

WP14-47—Revise customary and traditional use determination for caribou in 
Unit 20D, 20E, 25B, 25C ..........................................................................................107

WP14-48—Revise harvest limit; require a Federal permit; close Federal land to non-
qualified users for moose in Unit 25A ......................................................................124

WP14-49—Revise season dates for fall season and establish a winter season for 
caribou in Unit 12 ......................................................................................................146

WP14-50—Allow use of bait for brown bear in Unit 25D .......................................160

WP14-51—Rescind closure in portions of Arctic Village Sheep Management Area 
Unit 25A ....................................................................................................................169

Wrangell-St. Elias Subsistence Resource Commission Proposals

WP14-14—Revise customary and traditional use determination for goat, Unit 11 ..189

WP14-16—Establish a new winter moose hunt in southern portion of Unit 11 .......198

B. Alaska State Board of Game Proposals

1. Alaska Board of Game Book online. Interior Region copy to be provided at meeting.  

C. Yukon River 2013 Salmon Season Review (Jeremy Mears) ..................................................217

D. Draft 2014 Fisheries Resource Monitoring Plan* (Trent Liebich) .........................................221

E. Partners for Fisheries Monitoring Program (OSM Fisheries staff) ........................................260

F. Rural Determination Review* David Jenkins ........................................................................262

1. Briefing Presentation .......................................................................................................274

2. Questions and Answers ....................................................................................................281

NOTE: The Council will recess on first day prior to addressing this issue. There will be a public hearing 
at 7:00 p.m., at which time the rural determination issue will be briefed to the public, and the public will 
have the opportunity to provide written and/or oral testimony. The Council will address this issue on 
second day. 

G. Identify Issues for FY 2013 Annual Report ..............................................................................22

11. Agency Reports 

A. OSM  .......................................................................................................................................285

1. Budget Update
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2. Staffing Update

3. Draft Tribal Consultation Implementation Guidelines (Update)

4. Regulatory Cycle Review Update

5. MOU Update 

B. Native Organizations 

C. USFWS 

1. Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge .............................................................................288

2. Arctic National Wildlife Refuge ......................................................................................296

3. Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge 

D. NPS

1. Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve 

2. Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve

3. Denali National Park and Preserve

E. BLM

1. Central Yukon Resource Management Plan ....................................................................301

F. ADF&G

G. Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association

12. Future Meeting Dates* ................................................................................................................... 340

A. Confirm date and location of winter 2014 meeting

B. Select date and location of fall 2014 meeting

13. Closing Comments 

14. Adjourn (Chair) 

To teleconference into the meeting, call the toll free number: 1-866-560-5984, then when 
prompted enter the passcode: 12960066

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife is committed to providing access to this meeting for those with a 
disability who wish to participate. Please direct all requests for accommodation for a disability to 
the Offi ce of Subsistence Management at least fi ve business days prior to the meeting. 
If you have any questions regarding this agenda or need additional information, please contact 
Eva Patton, Council Coordinator at 907-786-3358, eva_patton@fws.gov, or contact the Offi ce of 
Subsistence Management at 1-800-478-1456 for general inquiries.
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Roster

REGION 9—Eastern Interior Alaska Regional Advisory Council

Seat Yr Apptd
Term Expires

Member Name & Address

  1 2001
2013

Susan Louise Entsminger
Mentasta Pass

Chair

  2 2007
2013

Andrew Paul Firmin
Fort Yukon

  3 2010
2013

Larry Williams Sr.
Vene  e

  4 2007
2013

Lester Charles Erhart
Tanana

  5 2005
2014

William L. Glanz
Central

  6 2002
2014

Andrew W. Bassich
Eagle

  7 2012
2014

James E. Roberts
Tanana

  8 2013
2015

William Koehler
Horsfeld

  9 2009
2015

Donald A. Woodruff 
Eagle

10 2001
2015

Virgil Umphenour
North Pole

Vice Chair
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EASTERN INTERIOR ALASKA SUBSISTENCE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
DRAFT Meeting Minutes

February 20 - 21, 2013
Pike’s Waterfront Lodge 

Fairbanks, Alaska

Call to Order
The meeting was called to order by Chair Sue Entsminger at approximately 9:30 AM.
Invocation was led by Council member Larry Williams.

Roll Call
The following Council members were present and a quorum established: Sue Entsminger (Chair), 
Lester Erhart, William Glanz, Andrew Firmin, Virgil Umphenour, and Larry Williams, Sr.  Donald
Woodruff, James Roberts, Will Koehler.  Council member Andy Bassich excused absence.

Welcome and Introductions
The following persons were present at the start of the meeting and/or on subsequent days:

Government Agency Employees 
Eva Patton - Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, Council Coord. Anchorage
Carl Johnson - Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, Council Coord. Anchorage
David Jenkins - Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, Policy Coord. Anchorage
Jack Lorrigan - Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, Native Liaison Anchorage
Joel Hard - National Park Service, Deputy Regional Director, Federal Subsistence Board Alternate
Glen Chen – Interagency Staff Committee, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Anchorage
Nancy Swanton – Interagency Staff Committee, National Park Service, Anchorage

Fred Bue – Yukon Area Manager, Fish and Wildlife Service, Fairbanks
Gerald Maschmann - Fish and Wildlife Service, Fairbanks
Jeremy Mears - Fish and Wildlife Service, Fairbanks
Nathan Hawkaluk - Fish and Wildlife Service, Fairbanks

Steve Berendzon - - Fish and Wildlife Service, Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge
Mark Bertram - Fish and Wildlife Service, Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge
Nate Berg, Fish and Wildlife Service, Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge, Tok
Ryan Mollnow, Fish and Wildlife Service, Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge, Tok
Vince Mathews, Fish and Wildlife Service, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, Fairbanks

Barbara Cellarius – National Park Service, Wrangell-St. Elias NP, Copper Center
Amy Craver – National Park Service, Denali
Greg Dudgeon – National Park Service, Yukon- Charley NP Fairbanks
Jeff Rasic – National Park Service, Chief of Resources Yukon Charlie Rivers National Preserve
Marcy Okada – National Park Service, Yukon Charley/Gates of the Arctic, Fairbanks

Ruth Gronquist - Bureau of Land Management, Eastern Interior Field Office, Fairbanks
Jeannie Cole - Bureau of Land Management, Eastern Interior Field Office, Fairbanks
Jeff Gross - Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Tok
Torsten Bentzen - Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Tok
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Rita St. Louis-Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Fairbanks
Caroline Brown - Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Subsistence Division, Fairbanks
Steve Hayes - Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Anchorage
Beth Lenart - Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Fairbanks
Jason Caikoski - Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Fairbanks
Jennifer Yuhas – Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Anchorage

Amanda Robertson, USFWS Northwest Boreal Landscape Conservation Cooperative

Via Teleconference:
Don Rivard – Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, Anchorage
Chris McKee  - Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, Anchorage
Trevor Fox - Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, Anchorage
Pippa Kenner - Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, Anchorage
Melinda Hernandez - Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, Anchorage

Tribal Organizations
Gerald Nicholas, Tanana Tribe 
Jonas Henry, Gwich’in
Alyssa Frothingham, Tanana Chiefs Conference

NGO’s/Public
Fran Mauer, Fairbanks retired Arctic NWR biologist
Jeanie Boyl, Circle/Fairbanks
Mike Tinka, Fairbanks
Nate Turner, Kantishna River and Board of Game

Review and Adoption of Agenda
Council member Virgil Umphenour requested to discuss the recent Area M Board of Fish meeting under 
New Business.  Council member Donald Woodruff requested to have ADF&G biologist Jeff Gross on 
the agenda to discuss the Fortymile Herd on the second day of the meeting. The Council unanimously 
adopted the agenda as amended above.

Election of Officers
Chair - Susan Entsminger – nominated and re-elected as chair.
Vice Chair - Virgil Umphenour – nominated and re-elected as Vice-chair.
Secretary - Andrew Firmin – nominated and re-elected as Secretary.

Review/Approval of Minutes
The Council unanimously approved the minutes from the previous meeting as written with one correction 
as on Pg. 18 of the minutes to clarify that the ADF&G biologist Jason Caikosky was prepared to give a 
full presentation to the Council but the Council asked to defer the report until another meeting.

Council Members’ Reports and Concerns
Council members provided introductory remarks and noted the following issues and concerns:
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Donald Woodruff Expressed concern about not meeting Chinook escapement.  Attended the 
Yukon summit in Whitehorse Canada in the fall and noted the discussions there about possibly 
calling for a complete Chinook harvest moratorium for one full life cycle in efforts to rebuild 
Yukon Chinook stocks.  Stressed  that these are difficult times but the importance was to ensure 
children and grandchildren can also fish Chinook. He requested that in support of Canadian First 
Nations people each village along the Yukon River should make a commitment to reduce harvest 
voluntarily.  He felt ADFG and USFWS were doing best they can under the circumstance but felt 
it will take greater efforts by each community themselves.  Don also noted some concerns about 
the Fortymile Caribou herd that would be addressed in the meeting agenda.

James Roberts (EIRAC alternate appointed to the Council in fall 2012) noted his main concern at this 
time is that the he felt in the Tanana area the moose season was being closed to early and was 
impacting families who were unable to get enough meat for the winter.  He requests the moose 
season be extended later in the fall because it seems like the moose are running later.

Larry Williams Echoed Donald Woodruff’s concerns about Chinook returns and said serious 
thought should be given to organizing a meeting between all the villages on the Yukon from the 
mouth or the river to the border.  Larry expressed that the current salmon situation will be best 
resolved at the grassroots level by the people in the villages.  He recommended organizing the 
villages soon to come together for a summit to for working out a way to greatly reduce harvest 
together since it’s such a concern for both the elders and the younger generation. 

Lester Erhart Expressed concern about ocean conditions impact on Chinook and also concerned 
about increasing numbers of gulls seen feeding on fish fry in the eddies.

Virgil Umphenour Attended the Yukon River Panel meeting to discuss salmon escapement for 
the treaties with Canada.  He noted the community of Tesla which is near the Yukon headwaters 
in Canada have cut money to count returning salmon in that area since there are so few.

Attended the recent Board of fish meeting and submitted some proposals with his engagement on 
the Tanana/Rampart/Manley Advisory Committee.  He noted actions by the Board at this recent 
meeting including to pass a complete closure on the first pulse of kings and to not allow 
commercial sale of Chinook bycatch from the chum fishery. Virgil also discussed the upcoming 
Area M/False Pass Board of Fisheries meeting and concerns about interception of migrating 
salmon bound for other regions by the False Pass commercial fishery.  He cited a recent tagging 
study that identified Yukon River origin chum salmon caught in this fishery. 

Also concerned about gull predation on juvenile salmon and suggests studying the stomach 
contents of salmon.  Expressed concern that hatchery fish production may also be boosting gull 
populations through large quantities of fry released that the gulls can feed on.
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Bill Glanz Followed up on Dons discussion about over-grazing of the Fortymile Caribou and 
expressed based on his own aerial observations that there were other areas of abundant lichen 
and that likely the caribou would move and find these other browse area with time.

Expressed concern about potlatch hunting of moose cow in his area.  He investigated the gut pile
of 3 moose cow shot for potlatches and was very upset that all had embryos.  Bill expressed that 
elders needed to provide guidance to young hunters to not take cows with young calves and to 
self-regulate so that the local moose population would rebound.

Noted he had gotten a ruling from a solicitor general about being able to hunt on federal mining 
claims.  Bill state his understanding was that the federal mining claims were federally 
administered and not regulated by the state.

Concurs there is a real need for action by the villages all along the Yukon River to conserve 
salmon but felt the Tri-RAC and they tried but most proposals didn’t go forward.  He’s 
concerned that the salmon numbers are so low and if people keep fishing and don’t take action 
now there will only be pictures left in the future.

Will Koehler Notes he is primarily interested and concerned about harvest management and range 
control of the Fortymile, Chisana, Mentasta, and Nelchina caribou herds.

Sue Entsminger Notes she requested Andrew Firmin attend the Federal Subsistence Board
meeting in her place to represent the region on fisheries issue since he is really close to the issue 
and know the people and communities well.  Sue noted Andrew would give the report feedback.

Sue reported she has been attending many meetings being on the Subsistence Resource 
Commission for Wrangell St. Elias National Park and Preserve and additional local meetings in 
Tok and Slana on the National Park Service compendium.  Sue noted she has also been attending 
the upper Tanana Fortymile Advisory Committee meetings. 

Also expressed concern about increasing number of gulls in the region noting seeing big flocks 
in V formation flying north along the Copper River.  She said people don’t realize how many 
gulls there are and that they have an impact on salmon and ducks and geese. 

Andrew Firmin  gave his report back to the Council on his participation at the Federal Subsistence 
Board. For fisheries regulatory proposals, of the 10 Yukon River proposals the council had either 
submitted or commented on, the Board only took action on a few consensus agenda items including the 
Tri-RAC work on customary trade of Yukon River Chinook on proposal 13-06 with modification.

Federal Subsistence Board Fisheries Proposal Update:  The Council was provided with 
handouts summarizing the actions taken by the Federal Subsistence Board at the January 22 – 24,
2013 meeting on Yukon River fisheries proposals relevant to the Council’s region.  Council 
Coordinator, Eva Patton also provided the Council with an update on the 805c letter forthcoming 
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from the Board Chair, Tim Towarak on the results of the Boards actions effecting subsistence in 
the Councils region. New fisheries regulations will take effect April 1, 2013 and include:   

In Districts 1, 2, and 3, from June 1 through July 15, you may not possess king salmon taken 
for subsistence purposes unless both tips (lobes) of the tail fin have been removed before the 
person conceals the salmon from plain view or transfers the salmon from the fishing site.  
This change aligns Federal regulations with existing State regulations.
A permit is no longer required when using a drift gillnet to harvest Chinook salmon in 
portions of the Yukon River waters adjacent to Federal management units within Subdistricts 
4B and 4C.  Use of this gear is only allowed during open subsistence salmon fishing periods 
from June 10 through July 14.
Customary trade of Yukon River Chinook salmon is restricted to only transactions between 
those Federally qualified rural residents with a customary and traditional use determination 
under Federal regulations for Yukon River Chinook salmon.  

Review of Draft Annual Report:
Council discussed and agreed to add additional detail from Will Koehler on the guide concession 
concerns in Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge since he know the people and issues well. The 
council also discussed adding their concerns about gull predation on salmon fry to the annual
report by requesting a study be done to look at the potential impacts.  Some members of the 
Council thought mitigation measures to control gull populations should be investigated and other 
Council members expressed any killing of an animal not used for food or other uses was 
culturally inappropriate.  Council member Larry Williams, Sr. stressed that as an elder he teaches 
his grandchildren how to conduct their lives properly and with respect for all animals and felt 
trying to control nature would only cause more problems and imbalance.

*The council voted unanimously to approve the Annual Report as amended above.

Wildlife Closure Reviews

WCR12-22
Chris Mckee, OSM wildlife biologist, provided the Wildlife Closure Review analyses and moose 
population updated for WCR12-22 (Moose hunting closure on Federal public lands in Unit 25D 
West).  He reported that the moose population in this area has experienced steady declines for 
approximately the last 10 years even though the reported harvest for this area has not exceeded  
the established quota of 60 animals since the original closure in 1993-1994.  OSM’s preliminary 
conclusion is to maintain this closure.  

The subsistence harvest of moose by the residents of Beaver, Birch Creek and Stevens Village 
continues to be an important resource. The moose population remains stable at relatively low 
levels. It occurs at low densities and therefore can only sustain a limited harvest by local 
residents. Retaining the closure allows for continued cooperative management necessary for 
meeting management objectives and allowing for local subsistence opportunity. The next closure 
review for this area will be in 2015 and that's the end of my report for this closure review.
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Jennifer Yuhas, Alaska Department of Fish and Game,  reported that the State supported the 
OSM conclusion for WCR-12-22.

*WCR12-22 - The Council discussed the moose management and options in this area with 
Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge manager Steve Berendzon and State wildlife biologist 
Jason Caikoski and then voted unanimously to maintain the closure.

WCR12-31 (Hunting on Federal public lands in Unit 26B remainder and 26C is closed to the 
taking of moose except by Kaktovik residents holding a Federal registration permit). The closure 
was last reviewed in 2010 and OSM is currently reviewing the closure ahead of schedule due to 
recent actions by the Board of Game to open a State moose season in a portion of Unit 26C 
which includes Federal lands.

The OSM preliminary conclusion is to maintain the status quo for this area. Low moose numbers 
in Unit 26B remainder and Unit 26C continue to be a conservation concern and additional moose 
harvest beyond the harvest by Kaktovik residents may not be sustainable. The harvest quota is 
limited to only three moose and Kaktovik residents continue to utilize moose for Subsistence 
purposes.

Public testimony: The Council received both written and in person testimony from the public in 
support of the Closure being maintained. Written letters addressed to the Council from the public 
were read into the record.  

Fran Mauer, public participant in Fairbanks and retired Arctic National Wildlife biologist 
requested to provide the council with a power point presentation of moose population and 
migration data he was familiar with. The Council agreed to hear his presentation.

Glen Holt public participant from Fairbanks stated to the Council that he used to guide and hunt 
in 26B area and requested that the Council defer making a decision on the closure review until 
the Board of Game has had a chance to review it as well.

Jennifer Yuhas – Federal Subsistence Liaison, Alaska Department of Fish and Game noted 
letters from the State division of wildlife conservation addressed to the Council expressing 
concern about the expedited process of the wildlife closure review.  Ms. Yuhas requested that the 
Council consider deferring decision on WCR12-31 until the Federal wildlife regulatory cycle 
concluded and the State had a chance to formally submit their proposal through this process at 
the end of March.  The State reported that they find the conservation concerns on the continued 
closure unfounded and that keeping the current closure in place was unnecessary.

Jason Caikoski - wildlife biologist for Alaska Department of Fish and Game discussed additional 
data the State wanted to be considered in the analysis. The State position is that 3% of the 
population could be harvested with no conservation concern.

Trevor Fox, wildlife biologist, Office of Subsistence Management
According to the Board policy that closures should be reviewed or removed as soon as 
practicable when the original justification hasn't been met, so this review was expedited because 
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of the Board of Game action last year when the State decide to open up the season there. This 
closure review was done a little bit early to evaluate the current biological data and present it to 
the Councils for their consideration before the wildlife regulatory proposal deadline. The Council 
and the public then has an opportunity to submit a proposal if they wish to make any changes.

*WCR12-31 - The Council voted unanimously to defer action until the fall meeting. 

Call for Federal Wildlife Regulatory Proposals

Chris McKee, Wildlife Biologist, Office of Subsistence Management, reported proposals will be 
accepted through the 29th of March to list the changes for Federal regulations to the subsistence 
harvest of wildlife on Federal public lands. This can include changes in hunting and trapping
seasons, harvest limits, methods of harvest and C&T use determinations and includes all Federal 
public lands.

Pippa Kenner, Anthropologist, Office of Subsistence Management answered questions for the 
council on the process for consideration of Customary and Traditional use determination
proposals.

Federal Subsistence Wildlife Proposals from the Council

The Council voted to submit a proposal for C&T for Dall sheep on all Federal public 
lands in Units 25 B & C and 20E for residents of those units.

The Council voted to submit a proposal to amend the 804 analysis for the Chisana 
Caribou Herd to include residents of the hunt area and of Nabesna.

The Council voted to submit a Federal proposal to allow rural residents of Unit 25D to 
take brown bear by bait at registered bait station.

The Council voted to submit a Federal proposal to align the Federal Dall sheep season in 
Units 20E, 25B, 25C & 25D with the State season.

The Council voted to submit a Federal proposal change the C&T for caribou in Units 
20D, 20E, 25B, and 25C to allow all federally qualified users within or adjacent to the 
Fortymile Caribou Herd’s range to hunt under federal hunting regulations throughout the 
herds range.

The Council voted to submit both a State and Federal proposal to extend the moose 
season in Unit 20F remainder to September 30 (making the State season September 10-30
and the Federal season September 1-30). 
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State Wildlife Proposals to Board of Game from the Council 

The Council voted to submit a State regulatory proposal for brown bear in Unit 25D, 
modifying regulation to allow residents to take brown bear by bait at a registered bait 
station (the bait station would be registered to allow for both brown and black bear 
baiting).

The Council voted to submit a State regulatory proposal to modify the Unit 25A 
remainder moose harvest and change the boundaries of Unit 25A remainder. The moose 
harvest would be changed to a restriction of 50 inch or more with four brow tines on 
residents, non-residents would have the same restriction, plus unguided non-residents 
would only hunt by draw permit.

Fisheries proposal/ comments letter to the Alaska State Board of Fish

*The Council voted to send a letter to the Board of fish for Area M in support BOF proposals 
179-183, as amended to Southern reflect the South Peninsula Management Plan that was in 
effect in January 2001.
This was an amendment to a proposal submitted by the Bristol Bay Advisory Committee that 
would restrict the fishing time of the Area M June fishery.

*(NOTE this council action occurred too late to submit a letter to the Area M Board of Fish – the 
comment submission period had already closed and only in-person hand delivered copies could 
be accepted at the time the Council met.  Council meeting travel precluded attendance at this 
BOF meeting in person.)

*The Council discussed and voted to support a letter to the Governor for the reappointment of 
Tom Culberton to the Board of Fisheries.

Review and Comment on Draft Tribal Implementation Guidelines

Jack Lorrigan, Native Liaison, Office of Subsistence Management, gave a brief update on the 
process and timeline for review of the draft implementation guidelines. The Secretary of the 
Interior directed that the Federal agencies consult with tribes on a government-to- government 
basis and an Alaska working group was established to draft the guidelines for the Federal 
Subsistence program beginning in 2011.  The working group is comprised of tribal 
representatives, Federal agency staff and ANCSA corporations. The Federal Subsistence Board 
is requesting comment and feedback on the draft guidelines for the Councils, tribes, and public 
and will consider it at their next meeting and finalize the consultation policies.

*The Council had no comments.
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Presentation of Proposed Rule on Rural Determination Process

David Jenkins - Policy Coordinator, Office of Subsistence Management, provided a briefing on 
the upcoming public comment process for reviewing rural determination criteria. 
ANILCA mandates that rural Alaskans be given a priority for subsistence uses of fish and 
wildlife on Federal public lands. Only residents, communities or areas that are found to be rural 
are eligible for the subsistence priority under ANILCA.

The Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture tasked the Board to review the rural determination 
process and recommend changes if needed. The Federal Subsistence Board is starting the review 
with public input. The public comment period will end November 1 of this year and after the fall
Regional Advisory Council meetings. The Councils will have the opportunity to provide full 
feedback at the fall meeting. The Board has specifically asked for input on population thresholds, 
rural characteristics, aggregation of communities, timelines, and information sources.

Customary & Traditional Use Determination review Letter from Southeast RAC

David Jenkins - Policy Coordinator, Office of Subsistence Management, provided an overview 
of the C&T review process. In 2009, the Secretary of Interior directed the Federal Subsistence 
Board to do two tasks. The first was to review with RAC input, Federal subsistence procedural 
and structural regulations adopted from the State in order to ensure Federal authorities are fully 
reflected and comply with Title VIII of ANILCA. The second relevant task was to review 
customary and traditional determination process to provide clear, fair, and effective 
determinations in accord with Title VIII goals and provisions.

The Southeast Alaska Regional Advisory Council does not believe that this directive from the
Secretary of Interior has been met and believes that the current customary and traditional use 
determination process does not fulfill the goals and directives of ANILCA.

This is informational and the Southeast Council asks all of the Councils to have a very careful 
review of the customary and traditional use determination process. The eight factors that go into 
that and whether or not we should continue with this process as is, modify it or eliminate it as the 
Southeast Council suggests. The Southeast Council urges all Councils to engage in a thorough 
review of the C&T process at their fall 2013 meetings and asks OSM to prepare an adequate 
briefing for that review for your fall meetings.

Chair Susan Entsminger recalled discussions with the EIRAC in the past about the challenge of 
approaching C&T by species rather than by region.  Expressing that people live and hunt in a 
region, thus C&T by region would be aligned with subsistence activities since if people 
encounter an animal such as moose, caribou, or sheep they will likely utilize it for food.  Chair 
Entsminger felt it would be easier to group all animals for C&T consideration rather than a long 
involved species by species process.



14 Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting

Meeting Minutes

Public and Tribal Comment 
Testimony from Gerald Nicholia Tanana on C&T referred to the Tanana Tribe Council comment 
letter from the 2007 C&T review included in meeting book. Mr. Nicholia further stressed the 
federal C&T policy is too broad and gives the Federal Subsistence Board too much leeway and 
has led to misunderstanding.  He further stated that the program was designed from the Katie 
John decision to allow federally qualified subsistence users to continue to harvest natural 
resources but feels this is not working and needed to be redrafted. He stated that personally he 
felt dual management was not working and that people’s subsistence activities were being 
impacted by both sides (State and Federal).

Agency Reports

OSM Briefings:  Carl Johnson provided brief updates on OSM staffing changes, current budget 
outlook, Regional Advisory Council application/nomination process, upcoming Rural 
Determination review process, and Tribal consultation policy.

Office of Subsistence Management – briefing provided by Carl Johnson, Council Coordination 
Division Chief, Office of Subsistence Management

1. Budget Update – USFWS and OSM is operating under continuing resolution and 
sequestration with reduced budget and travel restrictions.  Operation of Regional Advisory 
Councils is central to OSM operations but would be functioning under limited budget for 
travel and staff support.

2. Staffing Update – Pete Probasco retired as Regional ARD, Kathy O’Reilly Doyle is 
currently the acting Assistant Regional Director and David Jenkins is acting as Deputy 
Director.  Long-time OSM staff Helen Armstrong, anthropologist and Michelle Chivers, 
permit specialist are retiring.

3. RFP Fisheries Monitoring Plan Proposals – Call for subsistence fisheries research 
proposals with $3.7 million available to fund research and monitoring projects.  Deadline to 
apply is April 4, 2013. Councils will review proposals in there region recommended for 
funding at the fall meeting.

4. Regulatory Cycle Review – the Federal Subsistence Board received feedback from all the 
council on recommended changes to the fish and wildlife regulatory cycle.  No clear 
consensus on a recommendation as it varied by region.  Most were in favor of extending the 
fall and spring meeting cycle to better accommodate subsistence activities and/or difficulties 
traveling for meetings during inclement weather.

5. MOU Update – The Federal Subsistence Board received and considered comment by the 
Regional Advisory Councils but was allowing time for the State Advisory Committees to 
meet and provide input on the MOU as well.

6. Council Appointments – An annual process since appointments to the RAC are staggered 
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and approximately one third of each Council membership is up for re-appointment each year.  
Appointments are made by the Secretary of the interior and the Washington D.C. 
appointment reviews were delayed this year by over 2 months for unexplained reasons.   
OSM is working with Washington D.C. to improve that process.

Regional Advisory Council Nominations
Joel Hard, Deputy Regional Director for the National Park Service and alternate on the Federal 
Board as the National Park Service alternate in the absence of the Regional Director. Thanked 
the Council for their service.  Recognizes the hard work and substantial undertaking involved but 
emphasized the program only works if knowledgeable people at the local level participate and 
represent subsistence knowledge and interests in the region.  Encourages assistance with 
reaching out to knowledgeable rural representatives in the region for this very important role.

National Park Service Compendium and other park updates, SRC appointments

Council member Bill Glanz opened the Park Service agency reports by expressing his 
appreciation to Joel Hard and the Park Service for visiting Central, Circle, and communities on 
the Yukon to assist with addressing concerns and noted this help to alleviate tensions with the 
Park Service in these communities.

Joel Hard notes he would be interesting to hear what else can be done in terms of influencing 
favorably the attitude of the public towards the National Park Service in our law enforcement 
program. He notes he came to his current position after I've been doing it for 32 years of law 
enforcement in Alaska and feels how you do it is important. I mean fidelity to the law is 
important, but how you do it determines how successful you are. Importantly the communities 
that respect conservation are the key to successful conservation and supporting the public 
willingness to participate is important.

Council members discussed the importance of ANILCA training for new staff and the need for 
supporting ongoing communications to build better understanding between the public the park 
and subsistence.  Others noted that most communities and cultures in the region also have their 
own conservation ethics such as concerns for Chinook “If we don't respect the resource, it's not 
going to be there for us”.

Denali National Park and Preserve update:
Amy Craver, Program Manager for Cultural Resources and Subsistence-Denali National Park
and Preserve, provided an update of the Park’s wildlife and subsistence project updates.   She 
also noted she is a “local hire” since she grew up in Alaska. She provided an update park 
staffing, particularly the new Park Superintendent Donald Striker.  

James Roberts, new Eastern Interior Regional Advisory Council member, was introduced as 
Denali Subsistence Resource Commission DOI representative. Mr. Roberts expressed his 
appreciation for the Denali SRC noting that they were a really great people to work with and 
they all work well together. 
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*The Council voted unanimously to appoint Lester Erhart to the Denali SRC for the EIRAC 
appointment based on his ongoing and historical subsistence use in the park. Mr. Erhart 
accepted.

*The Council also discussed and voted to send a letter to Governor Parnell supporting the 
appointment of Healy resident, Coke Wallace, to the Denali SRC (for the governor’s 
appointment position on the SRC).

Wrangell – St. Elias National Park and Preserve update:  
Barbara Cellarius, anthropologist, Wrangell St. Elias, provided an update for the Park 
Subsistence programs and specifically the Copper River fishery permit and harvest data for the 
last ten years.  Copies were distributed of a written report by the Park wildlife biologist Judy 
Putera on the Mentasta Caribou Herd, sheep in the northern portion of the park and harvest data 
for the Federal subsistence moose harvest numbers.  Ms. Cellarius described the Section 804 
ANILCA analysis for C&T determination and the permit process for the Chisana caribou hunt.  
Nine permits were issued and all people issued a permit hunted and two caribou were harvest 
from that effort. She noted the SRC was discussing other areas that would like to be considered 
for C&T for Chisana Caribou and would pursue a proposal for this Federal Wildlife proposal 
process.

A joint Park Service ADFG subsistence harvest study and use for the Copper Basin communities 
was also provided.  Ms. Cellarius noted that this was the first study of its kind in 25 years and 
other communities would also be surveyed in coming years.  She noted the study showed the 
importance of subsistence in these communities despite the fact that they are road connected.

*The Council discussed and approved a proposal to submit to the Federal Subsistence Board on 
request modification of the Chisana caribou C&T eligibility for other communities and residents 
of the hunt area (see wildlife proposals section of minutes).

Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve.
Marcy Okada, subsistence coordinator, noted the written updates in the meeting book and 
provided a brief verbal summary for the Council. Staffing updates include the retirement of Tom 
Liebscher has retired and Jeff Rasic as his replacement for Chief of Integrated Resources.

Brief summaries of the climate station data in place since 2005 were provided. Preliminary 
furbearer results for the 2012 season are: lynx, marten, otter, and wolverine tracks were fairly 
common in Yukon-Charley Rivers. No fox or coyote tracks were seen, but a few mink tracks 
were observed. Wolf population in Yukon-Charley Rivers showed that migration was basically 
in their normal home range. They weren't traveling too far out of Yukon- Charley Rivers.

Greg Dudgeon, superintendent, Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve discussed the public 
hearing in conjunction with a community meeting of the subsistence users in Eagle and Eagle 
Village. Had an opportunity to review the upcoming annual update of the Superintendent's 
Compendium. With that we included provisions that tackled the subject areas including the
recent decision by the State Board of Game to allow for the taking of brown bears over bait and 
the lengthening of seasons for the taking of wolves and coyotes.
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The process for the compendia is unique here in Alaska in that this is a process again that we've 
evolved over time in cooperation with the State. Comments are being compiled and responses
will be made from the regional office and each Park.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
Vince Mathews, Subsistence Refuge Coordinator, Arctic, Kanuti, and Yukon Flats National
Wildlife Refuge, notes that there are no new updates since the fall meeting and offered to take 
questions and concerns.

Mr. Mathews requests assistance with participation in reporting on permitted hunts for the 
region, noting the permits were in place specifically to allow subsistence to continue in an area 
where there's a biological or management concern. The Refuge requests feedback on hunt effort 
even if no animal is harvested to better understand hunt effort and success. He reported on a new 
experimental 3 step system of reminders and communications to reach out to hunters for 
cooperation in the program.  Mr. Mathews notes that collaboration with Tribal Council and 
Native Organizations as well as radio talk shows with Mimi Thomas, Yukon Flat Law 
enforcement ranger have all been very helpful.

Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge
Ryan Mollnow, Refuge Manager and Nathan Berg, wildlife biologist presented print copies and 
brief update of moose surveys. Approximately 3,000 square miles were surveyed, encompassing 
all the Refuge, part of Wrangell-St. Elias National Park as well as Northway and Tetlin Native 
corporation lands - approximately 30 percent 50 of GMU 12. The remainder of that unit was 
surveys also this last year by Fish and Game and results are comparable. The moose population 
relatively stable with an estimate of about 1,600 moose on the Refuge (approx.55 moose per 
square mile) However there was low cow/calf ratio and also low production for caribou and 
sheep that may all be linked to the severe winter and cold wet spring.

The Tetlin Refuge has also been working with the Yukon Environment, Alaska
Department of Fish and Game and Wrangell-St. Elias to finalize a management plan for the 
Chisana Caribou Herd and provided that report to the Council. Also the Refuge reported 
snowshoe hare counts continue indicate the low part of the cycle which is tracked due to the 
importance or hare as a food source for other furbearers.

Staffing changes for Tetlin include the recent retirement of longtime supervisory biologist Bud 
Johnson and Hank Timm, general biologist bot who had been with the refuge for 14 - 20 years.

Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge:
Yukon Flats Refuge manager Steve Berendzon introduced Nathan Hawkaluk, the new deputy 
refuge manager that just started in that position.  The only recent update reported was the recent 
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wolf study results which indicate very low wolf densities for the region of the Yukon Flats 
Refuge with approximately 9 wolves per 1,000 square miles. 

Yukon Fisheries Update:
Fred Bue, Fish and Wildlife Service, and Jeff Estensen Alaska Department of Fish and Game
provided a brief preseason salmon update. State and Federal fisheries regulatory updates were 
also provided.

Management Escapement Goal, for getting Chinook to the spawning grounds in Canada is 
42,500 to 55,000. The last three out of the last six years the Chinook escapement was below this 
goal. They stressed that commercial harvest of Chinook has been pretty much eliminated for and 
now we're down to just managing the fishery strictly for subsistence and escapement.

The 2012 bar for subsistence, that's still pretty preliminary information, but the estimate is 
around 28,000 to give you a perspective. The average 26 subsistence harvest is closer to 50-
55,000 drainage wide. The 2012 run was low and unprecedented management actions were 
taken. Subsistence harvest was greatly reduced and yet escapement goals were still not met.

Mr. Bue stressed the situation is looking pretty dire and that similar management actions and 
possibly more would need to be taken in 2013 in order to conserve Chinook. The managers 
recognize the hardship this poses and is working to improve the system for better conservation 
but other strategies that may allow subsistence fishers to get other species or use 6 inch mesh and 
catch smaller, predominantly male kings, but allow the larger fish to pass.

Jeff Estensen ADF&G noted the Board of Fish put in place a first pulse mandatory closure at 
least initially in the Lower River. Encouraged by the strong fall chum run and suggested fishers 
consider utilizing this fishery more.

Overall the 2012 subsistence harvest was roughly half of the historical average. However in 
order to meet escapement may require further restrictions up to 75% in the coming season. 
Recognizes many have already given up a lot and the difficulties of reducing harvest further.

Council members discuss and concur that the situation is dire and further conservation measure 
needed to conserve Chinook salmon but stress that the conservation efforts now are so that 
grandchildren and future generations can still have subsistence salmon.

Mr. Bue attended the TCC Tribal Fisheries Summit and noted a lot of people were recognizing 
that they do have a considerable voice in how management goes. He encouraged the public to 
work with the RAC and bring ideas and concerns to the Council, noting that The Federal 
Subsistence Board gives deference to Council management recommendations.
 
Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association
YRDFA provided a handout on the Bering Sea by-catch salmon by-catch updates and provided a 
sample draft resolution for the council to consider to submit to the North Pacific Fisheries 
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Management council at their upcoming meeting to be held in Anchorage in April.

The Council discussed both Chinook and Chum by-catch concerns and noted that in addition to 
being an important subsistence food, chum plays a role in the energetics of the whole Yukon 
River system for other species such as whitefish, grayling, and food for bears and other wildlife.

*The Council unanimously passed a motion to draft a letter to the North Pacific Fisheries 
Management Council in support of the YRDFA draft resolution.

Native Organizations 

Tanana Chiefs Conference Partners for Fisheries Monitoring Program
Alyssa Frothingham of TCC gave an update on their FRMP program projects conducted this past 
Fall meeting.  Provided updates on the ongoing discussions at the TCC Tribal fish summit 
meeting occurring.  Dire concerns by all on the river looking at the potential need to cut back on 
overall subsistence harvest by 75% in order to conserve the low Chinook runs.  Tribes and 
communities along the river agreed to work together as a group – many conservation efforts have 
been made but it will require more than the efforts in place already.

TCC is working on securing funding to send delegates to the North Pacific Management Council 
to testify on by-catch concerns.  Also many delegates expressed concern about 6-inch mesh 
catching more kings and not a sound conservation tool.

Bureau of Land Management 

BLM Eastern Interior Field Office Draft Resource Management Plan EIS
Jeanie Cole, Bureau of Land Management, planning and environmental coordinator in the 
Fairbanks District Office. A full presentation was provided at the fall Council meeting on the 
Eastern Interior Resource Management Plan, currently out in a draft format and open for public
comment. Gave a brief update on that planning process. Expected completion in approximately a 
year and half it will provide management direction for BLM lands on about 6.7 million acres of 
BLM land. A supplemental draft EIS which amends Alternative D of the draft RMP to include 
an option to lease hard rock minerals, which would be gold in the White Mountains.

The BLM management mandate is multi-use and BLM areas under the Federal Land Policy 
Management Act includes uses such as mining and oil and gas leasing, recreational activities as 
well as Wild and Scenic Rivers.  As a Federal land management agency they are subject to and 
receive guidance form ANILCA. The BLM conducted a subsistence Section .810 finding on this 
supplement to the draft to evaluate all land actions and how they might impact subsistence 
including abundance, availability and access to subsistence resources. More hearings will be held 
in rural communities and public comment is open through April 11, 2013.

The Council discussed the Working Group that was formed at a previous meeting to develop 
comment letters on the draft EIS – one for the Black River subunit in support of Alternative B 
and another general comment letter on subsistence concerns for all subunits of the Draft EIS. The 
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Council Working Group will be attending additional BLM EIS meetings in their communities 
and complete compiling the subsistence comments from feedback in the region to include in the 
comment letters to BLM.

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Wood bison reintroduction 
Rita St. Louis, environmental planner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, provided history 
on the bison reintroduction efforts on-going since 2009 in partnership with U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service to make wood bison a non-essential experimental population (10(j) rule). The 
proposed rule must be passed in order release wood bison out onto the landscape. ADF&G will 
be the lead agency in the reintroduction management. The final comment period ends March 18th

and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will review all comments and make the final decision.

The council discussed the proposed 10-j experimental population rule and recalled their previous 
letter in support of wood bison reintroduction.  *The council The Council voted to support the 
reintroduction of Wood bison and the related 10(j) Rule.

Forty Mile Caribou herd update
Jeff Gross, wildlife biologist, ADF&G, discussed cooperative efforts to expand the herd to its 
former range. Notes they have had good success since the 70’s. Having come back from just a 
few thousand animals to over 50,000 in 2010 during our census. The herd continues to grow, but 
it doesn't seem to be expanding its calving range. Low birth rates may be a sign of nutritional 
stress.  They continue to monitor the condition of the herd and will hold public teleconference 
meeting with the Harvest Management Coalition.

ADF&G Federal Subsistence Liaison
Jennifer Yuhas, State's Federal Subsistence Liaison team leader, noted she speaks for the State in 
a policy capacity at public meetings. Wanted to provide an update from the ADF&G office to 
make sure the record was accurately representing the State’s viewpoint. Provided additional 
detail from the State on their involvement and comments to the Park Service on the 
Compendium.  The position of the State is that they feel the consultation has not been 
meaningful and the State has provided many comments over several years in regards to the 
National Park Service Compendium Process.  Ms. Yuhas provide a brief summary of some of the 
State’s comments and concerns.

USFWS Northwest Boreal Forest Landscape Conservation Cooperative

Amanda Robertson, science coordinator for the Northwest Boreal Landscape Conservation 
Cooperative (LCC) provided an overview of the LCC programs throughout the nation and then 
how the Alaska LCC’s are working specifically. Notes that it was started by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service with an overall goal of collaborative participatory conservation Equal 
participation among Federal agencies, State agencies, non-profits, tribal and First Nation 
governments, local governments and more.
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The LCC focusses on coordinating at the ecosystem scale rather than by individual management 
unit, or State including working across borders with Canada. LCC’s serve as a communication 
platform – they have no management authority and are currently working on establishing 
research priorities with the input of all participants. Encourages feedback, engagement by the 
Council and highlight community observations and interests and will provide updates of interest 
on research results at subsequent meetings.

Public and Tribal Participation

The Council was honored by a drum and dance performance in the evening after the meeting by 
the Di’haii Gwich’in Dancers of Arctic Village led by Kenneth Frank and his family.

Future Meeting Dates

*The Council reconfirmed its fall meeting for October 16-17, 2013 in Fairbanks.

*The Council chose February 26 and 27 for the Winter 2014 meeting to be held in Fairbanks 
and requested March 5 - 6 as a back-up date if needed.

Council members provided closing remarks.
The meeting adjourned by unanimous consent.

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge, the foregoing minutes are accurate and complete.

Eva Patton, Designated Federal Officer
USFWS Office of Subsistence Management 

Sue Entsminger, Chair
Eastern Interior Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

*These minutes will be formally considered by the Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional 
Advisory Council at its fall 2013 public meeting.  Any corrections or notations will be 
incorporated in the minutes of that meeting. 
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GUIDANCE ON ANNUAL REPORTS

Background

ANILCA established the Annual Reports as the way to bring regional subsistence uses and needs to 
the Secretaries’ attention.  The Secretaries delegated this responsibility to the Board.  Section 805(c) 
deference includes matters brought forward in the Annual Report. 

The Annual Report provides the Councils an opportunity to address the directors of each of the four 
Department of Interior agencies and the Department of Agriculture Forest Service in their capacity as 
members of the Federal Subsistence Board.  The Board is required to discuss and reply to each issue in 
every Annual Report and to take action when within the Board’s authority. In many cases, if the issue 
is outside of the Board’s authority, the Board will provide information to the Council on how to contact 
personnel at the correct agency.  As agency directors, the Board members have authority to implement 
most of the actions which would effect the changes recommended by the Councils, even those not 
covered in Section 805(c).  The Councils are strongly encouraged to take advantage of this opportunity.

Report Content  

Both Title VIII Section 805 and 50 C.F.R. 100.11 (Subpart B of the regulations) describe what may be 
contained in an Annual Report from the councils to the Board.  This description includes issues that are 
not generally addressed by the normal regulatory process:  

 ● an identification of current and anticipated subsistence uses of fish and wildlife populations 
within the region;

 ● an evaluation of current and anticipated subsistence needs for fish and wildlife populations from 
the public lands within the region; 

 ● a recommended strategy for the management of fish and wildlife populations within the region to 
accommodate such subsistence uses and needs related to the public lands; and 

 ● recommendations concerning policies, standards, guidelines, and regulations to implement the 
strategy.

Please avoid filler or fluff language that does not specifically raise an issue of concern or information to 
the Board.    

Report Clarity

In order for the Board to adequately respond to each Council’s annual report, it is important for the annual 
report itself to state issues clearly.  

 ● If addressing an existing Board policy, Councils should please state whether there is something 
unclear about the policy, if there is uncertainty about the reason for the policy, or if the Council 
needs information on how the policy is applied.  

 ● Council members should discuss in detail at Council meetings the issues for the annual report and 
assist the Council Coordinator in understanding and stating the issues clearly.

 ● Council Coordinators and OSM staff should assist the Council members during the meeting in 
ensuring that the issue is stated clearly.
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Thus, if the Councils can be clear about their issues of concern and ensure that the Council Coordinator 
is relaying them sufficiently, then the Board and OSM staff will endeavor to provide as concise and 
responsive of a reply as is possible.   

Report Format 

While no particular format is necessary for the Annual Reports, the report must clearly state the following 
for each item the Council wants the Board to address:  

1. Numbering of the issues,
2. A description of each issue,
3. Whether the Council seeks Board action on the matter and, if so, what action the Council 

recommends, and 
4. As much evidence or explanation as necessary to support the Council’s request or statements 

relating to the item of interest.
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CUSTOMARY AND TRADITIONAL USE DETERMINATION BRIEFING

The Federal Subsistence Board, and the Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council, would 
like your recommendations on the current customary and traditional use determination process.  The 
Board last asked the Councils a similar question in 2011 as directed by the Secretary of the Interior and 
the Secretary of Agriculture.  All Councils, with the exception of the Southeast Council, indicated that 
the existing customary and traditional use determination process was working.  At the request of the 
Southeast Council, this additional review is being conducted for your input.

We will briefly describe the history of customary and traditional use determinations, and illustrate 
the differences between those determinations and an ANILCA Section 804 analysis.  We will then 
ask for Council discussion and recommendations.  Our focus is not on how customary and traditional 
use determinations are made, but on why they are made.  The Southeast Council would like you to 
recommend, as a Council, to eliminate, amend, or make no changes to the current customary and 
traditional use determination process.

The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) does not require customary and 
traditional use determinations.  Customary and traditional use regulations were adopted from the State 
when the Federal Subsistence Management Program was established in 1990.  In the 1992 Record of 
Decision, the Federal Subsistence Board considered four customary and traditional use options and 
recommended to the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture that State customary and traditional use 
determinations continue to be used.  The State’s eight criteria for determining customary and traditional 
use were subsequently slightly modified for use in Federal regulations.  Since the establishment of the 
Federal Subsistence Management Program, the Board has made some 300 customary and traditional use 
determinations.

The Board initially adopted the State’s customary and traditional use criteria (renaming them “factors”), 
anticipating the resumption of State management of subsistence on Federal public lands, and intending to 
“minimize disruption to traditional State regulation and management of fish and wildlife” (55 FR 27188 
June, 29, 1990).  The State has not resumed subsistence management on Federal public lands, and it 
appears the Federal Subsistence Management Program will be permanent. (See Appendix A for a listing 
of the eight factors.)

Note that the Board does not use customary and traditional use determinations to restrict amounts of 
harvest.  The Board makes customary and traditional use determinations, relative to particular fish 
stocks and wildlife populations, in order to recognize a community or area whose residents generally 
exhibit eight factors of customary and traditional use.  The Southeast Council is concerned that the effect 
is to exclude those Federally qualified rural residents who do not generally exhibit these factors from 
participating in subsistence harvests in particular areas.  

In 2009, Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar announced a review of the Federal subsistence program.  
Part of that review focused on customary and traditional use determinations.  Specifically, in 2010, 
the Secretary of the Interior, with the concurrence of the Secretary of Agriculture, asked the Board 
to “Review, with RAC input, the customary and traditional use determination process and present 
recommendations for regulatory changes.”

All ten Regional Advisory Councils were asked for their perspectives on customary and traditional use 
determinations during the 2011 winter meeting cycle.  Nine Councils did not suggest changes to the 
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process (see Appendix B).  The Southeast Council, however, suggested one modification, which was 
included in its annual report.  The modified regulation reads as follows:

§100.16 (a) The Board shall determine which fi sh stocks and wildlife populations have been 
customarily and traditionally used for subsistence. These determinations shall identify the specifi c 
community’s or area’s use of specifi c fi sh stocks and wildlife populations all species of fi sh and 
wildlife that have been traditionally used, in their (past and present) geographic areas. For 
areas managed by the National Park Service, where subsistence uses are allowed, the determina-
tions may be made on an individual basis.

In other words, once a customary and traditional use determination is made for an area, residents in that 
area would have customary and traditional use for all species.  There would be no need for customary and 
traditional use determinations for specifi c fi sh stocks and wildlife populations, or on a species-by-species 
basis.

Subsequently, the Southeast Council formed a workgroup to analyze the customary and traditional 
use determination process. The Southeast Council workgroup, after conducting an extensive review of 
Regional Advisory Council transcripts, determined that Councils were not adequately briefed on the 
Secretaries’ request for Council recommendations on the process.  The Southeast Council drafted a letter 
and a briefi ng document, which were provided to the other Regional Advisory Councils during the 2013 
winter meeting cycle; these are included in your meeting materials.  

Pursuant to the workgroup fi ndings, the Southeast Council emphasized the following:

The current customary and traditional use determination process is being used to allocate 
resources between rural residents, often in times of abundance.  This is an inappropriate method 
of deciding which residents can harvest fi sh or wildlife in an area and may result in unneces-
sarily restricting subsistence users.  The SE Council has a history of generally recommending a 
broad geographic scale when reviewing proposals for customary and traditional use determina-
tions. Subsistence users primarily harvest resources near their community of residence and there 
is normally no management reason to restrict use by rural residents from distant communities.  If 
there is a shortage of resources, Section 804 of ANILCA provides direction in the correct method 
of allocating resources.

The Southeast Council does not support retaining the current customary and traditional use determina-
tion process.  Instead, the Southeast Council suggests that, when necessary, the Board restrict harvests by 
applying ANILCA Section 804 criteria:

 Customary and direct dependence upon the populations as the mainstay of livelihood;

 Local residency; and

 The availability of alternative resources.

The Federal Subsistence Board, and also the Southeast Council, would like your recommendations on the 
current customary and traditional use determination process.  Specifi cally, the Southeast Council would 
like you to consider whether to 

(1) eliminate customary and traditional use determinations and instead use, when necessary, 
ANILCA Section 804 criteria,

(2) change the way such determinations are made, by making area-wide customary and traditional 
use determinations for all species (not species-by-species or by particular fi sh stocks and wildlife 
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populations),

(3) make some other change, or 

(4) make no change.

Council input will provide the basis for a briefi ng to the Federal Subsistence Board in response to the 
Secretaries’ directive to review the customary and traditional use determination process and present 
recommendations for regulatory change, if needed.  The Board could then recommend that the Secretaries 
eliminate, amend, or make no change to the current customary and traditional use determination process.
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APPENDIX A

For reference, here are the eight factors currently used in Federal regulations for making customary and 
traditional use determinations (36 CFR 242.16 and 50 CFR100.16):

(a) The Board shall determine which fi sh stocks and wildlife populations have been customar-
ily and traditionally used for subsistence. These determinations shall identify the specifi c com-
munity’s or area’s use of specifi c fi sh stocks and wildlife populations. For areas managed by the 
National Park Service, where subsistence uses are allowed, the determinations may be made on 
an individual basis.

(b) A community or area shall generally exhibit the following factors, which exemplify customary 
and traditional use. The Board shall make customary and traditional use determinations based on 
application of the following factors:

(1) A long-term consistent pattern of use, excluding interruptions beyond the control of the 
community or area;

(2) A pattern of use recurring in specifi c seasons for many years;

(3) A pattern of use consisting of methods and means of harvest which are characterized by 
effi ciency and economy of effort and cost, conditioned by local characteristics;

(4) The consistent harvest and use of fi sh or wildlife as related to past methods and means of 
taking; near, or reasonably accessible from, the community or area;

(5) A means of handling, preparing, preserving, and storing fi sh or wildlife which has been tra-
ditionally used by past generations, including consideration of alteration of past practices 
due to recent technological advances, where appropriate;

(6) A pattern of use which includes the handing down of knowledge of fi shing and hunting 
skills, values, and lore from generation to generation;

(7) A pattern of use in which the harvest is shared or distributed within a defi nable community 
of persons; and

(8) A pattern of use which relates to reliance upon a wide diversity of fi sh and wildlife 
resources of the area and which provides substantial cultural, economic, social, and nutri-
tional elements to the community or area.



35Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting

Customary and Traditional Use Determination Briefing

APPENDIX B

Summary of Winter 2011 Council Comments on the 
Customary and Traditional Use Determination Process

(Note that summaries were drafted by OSM LT members or the Council Coordinator that attended the 
meetings; see the Council transcripts for details.)

The Seward Peninsula Council is satisfied with the current Federal subsistence customary and 
traditional use determination process. The Council noted that C&T determinations are important and that 
the Federal Subsistence Management Program provides ways to modify C&T determinations if needed.

The Western Interior Council is satisfied with the process used by the Federal Subsistence Board 
to make C&T determinations and thinks it works well. The Council felt that the Board is sensitive to 
local concerns, and there is room for the public to be involved. The Council felt that getting rid of the 
existing process would be problematic (i.e., what to do with the roughly 300 C&T determinations that 
have already been made), and inventing a new system could be counterproductive. The Council felt that 
maintaining the Councils’ and AC’s involvement in C&T determinations public process is key and the 
current process does just that.

The Eastern Interior Council is comfortable with the existing process and believes that it works well. In 
most cases there is no need to change the process. One member expressed the thought that the only time 
the process doesn’t work well is when it is used to pit user against user.

The North Slope Council was fine with the current C&T process and had no suggestions for changes.

The Yukon Kuskokwim Delta Council was fine with the current C&T process, even though one member 
noted not always agreeing with the determinations.

The Bristol Bay Council observed that the C&T process works wonderfully in their region and noted that 
there is no burning need for change. There was discussion about the closure to hunting and subsistence 
uses in Katmai National Park.

The Southcentral Council is generally satisfied with the process used by the Federal Subsistence Board 
to make C&T determinations, stating that it is not perfect but it has worked. The Council liked the process 
because it puts the information on customary and traditional use in front of the Councils and the Board, 
and that is valuable. The process gives a good understanding of how the rural subsistence process works. 
The Council felt that it could be tweaked a bit, for example, if you have C&T for a variety of species, you 
shouldn’t have to do a separate C&T finding for every other species – there should be a way to streamline 
the process. The Council also discussed the disparity of information needed in some parts of the state 
versus in other parts of the state (i.e., Ninilchik). The Council sees C&T as being inclusive, not exclusive. 
The Board needs to defer to Councils on their recommendations on C&T. The Council also reminded 
itself that it could do a better job by building a solid record in support of its decisions. 

The Northwest Arctic Council discussed this topic at length. In the end, the Council stated that the 
current process is working and it did not have any recommended changes at this time.

The Kodiak/Aleutians Subsistence Council discussed this subject at length. It generally supported the 
overall process, though had a lot of comments. One Council member stated that he thinks that the process 
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is good. Sometimes the process is too liberal and other times it is too literal, but it has been improving 
and overall it is good. Another Council member noted that the method used for making customary and 
traditional use determinations isn’t perfect, but he couldn’t think of another way to do it. He added that 
it would be nice if more concrete words were used, for example, what do “long term use” and “seasonal 
use” really mean? Another Council member asked about the process with regard to how introduced 
species fit in, especially with regard to the factor including “long term use”. Finally, a Council member 
noted that we need to ensure that the process works, and that the subsistence priority remains. 

The Southeast Council is drafting a letter to the Board concerning this issue. The Council noted that 
the eight factor analysis is a carryover from State of Alaska regulations and recommends that the 
Federal Subsistence Management Program draft new more suitable Federal regulations which adhere to 
provisions contained within Section 804 of ANILCA. The Council recommends that: 

 ● The Board give deference to the Council recommendation for customary and traditional use 
determinations. 

 ● 50 CFR100.16(a) read: “The Board shall determine which fish stocks and wildlife populations 
have been customarily and traditionally used for subsistence. These determinations shall 
identify the specific community’s or area’s use of [specific fish stock and wildlife population] 
all species of fish and wildlife that they have traditionally used, in their (past and present) 
geographical areas”. 

 ● If and eight factor approach is continued, then the regulations should be modified to include 
specific language for a holistic approach. 
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Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 

                                                  January 22, 2013 
 

Customary and Traditional Use Determination Recommendation Briefing 

Issue: 

The Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (SESRAC) does not agree that the current 
process of restricting access to fish and wildlife resources through a customary and traditional use (C&T) 
determination process was intended in ANILCA. 

Although SESRAC recognizes that there are a number of possible solutions, its preferred solution is to 
eliminate the C&T determination regulations (36 CFR 242.16 and 50 CFR 100.16) and allocate resources 
as directed in section 804 of ANILCA. 

Background:  

The current Federal C&T determination regulations, including the eight factors, were adopted from pre-
existing State regulations.  The Federal program adopted this framework, with some differences, when it 
was thought that Federal subsistence management would be temporary. 

The primary purpose of C&T determinations by the State is to limit the subsistence priority by adopting 
"negative" determinations for specific fish and wildlife species in specific areas.  The C&T determination 
process is also used to establish non-subsistence use areas where NO species are eligible for subsistence 
use.  

A “positive” C&T determination in State rules recognizes subsistence use and provides residents with a 
legal protection to engage in priority subsistence activities. 

Unlike the State process, in which some lands are excluded from subsistence use (non-subsistence use 
areas); all Federal lands are available for subsistence use by rural residents. 

The Federal program uses the C&T determination process to restrict which rural residents can 
participate in subsistence.  The abundance of fish or wildlife is not the primary factor in deciding which 
rural residents can participate in subsistence and some residents may be restricted in times of 
abundance. 

The Federal C&T determination process is actually a means of closing an area to some rural residents 
but there are no provisions for periodic review of this action similar to the review policy on other 
closures. 
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A draft policy on C&T determinations was subject to public comment during the fall 2007 Regional 
Advisory Council meeting window.  The Federal Subsistence Board deferred finalization on the policy in 
March of 2008. 

In October of 2009, Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar announced that there would be “a review of 
the Federal subsistence program to ensure that the program is best serving rural Alaskans and that the 
letter and spirit of Title VIII are being met”. 

In a detailed report from the U.S. Department of the Interior in September 2010, the Secretary of the 
Interior with concurrence of the Secretary of Agriculture, directed the subsistence Board to do several 
tasks. 

The first relevant task was to “review, with RAC input, federal subsistence procedural and 
structural regulations adopted from the state in order to ensure federal authorities are fully 
reflected and comply with Title VIII (changes would require new regulations)”. 

The second relevant task was to “review customary and traditional determination process to 
provide clear, fair, and effective determinations in accord with Title VIII goals and provisions 
(changes would require new regulations)”. 

In a letter to Mr. Tim Towarak in December 2010, Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar requested that 
the FSB; “review, with RAC input, the customary and traditional use determination process and present 
recommendations for regulatory changes”. 

In their 2011 Annual Report, the SESRAC suggested that the Board consider modifying current 
regulations to be more representative of the way people use subsistence resources.  The SESRAC 
suggested the following specific regulatory change:  

Modify 50 CFR 100.16 (a). The regulation should read: “The Board shall determine which fish and 
wildlife have been customarily and traditionally used for subsistence. These determinations shall 
identify the specific community’s or area’s use of [specific fish stocks and wildlife populations] all 
species of fish and wildlife that have been traditionally used, in their (past and present) 
geographic areas.” 

In the Annual Report reply, the Board encouraged the SESRAC to develop recommendations in a 
proposal format for additional review.  The Office of Subsistence Management pledged staff assistance 
if the Council wished to pursue the matter further. 

During the March 2012 meeting in Juneau, an update on the Secretarial Review stated that 9 Councils 
felt the C&T determination process was adequate and only the SESRAC had comments for changes to 
the process. 

The SESRAC formed a workgroup to review materials and provide a report on the issue during the March 
2012 SESRAC meeting and develop a recommendation for consideration by the SESRAC at the 
September 2012 meeting. 
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Southeast Council Findings:  

An eight factor framework for Federal C&T determination analysis was first adopted by the Alaska Board 
of Fisheries and is not found in ANILCA. 

Although there are clearly some instances where it is appropriate to provide a preference to local 
residents (for instance, an early start to the moose season in Yakutat), the SESRAC has a history of 
recommending C&T determinations for a large geographic area. 

When necessary, the Federal Subsistence Board can restrict who can harvest a resource by applying 
ANILCA Section 804 criteria: 

Customary and direct dependence upon the populations as the mainstay of livelihood; 
Local residency; and 
The availability of alternative resources. 

The ANILCA Section 804 process is a management tool that allows seasons on Federal public lands and 
waters to remain open to all rural residents until there is a need to reduce the pool of eligible 
harvesters.  

Replacing the Federal C&T determination eight factors with ANILCA Section 804 three criteria may be a 
preferred method of restricting who can harvest a resource. 

Action:  

In January 2013, the SESRAC sent a letter to the other Federal regional advisory councils regarding the 
deficiencies in the current C&T determination process.  This letter asks the other councils to review, 
during their fall 2013 meetings, whether the process is serving the needs of the residents of their region 
and report their findings to the SESRAC.  If it is the desire of the other councils, a proposal for amending 
or eliminating current regulations could be developed for consideration by all the councils. 

Key Contacts: 
Bert Adams, Chair SESRAC – 907-784-3357 
Robert Larson – SESRAC Coordinator – 907-772-5930 
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Customary and Traditional Use Determinations
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Letter from Southeast Council on
Customary and Traditional Use Determinations
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Unit 12 Map

Chistochina

Chisana

Lower Tonsina

McCarthy

Chitina

Northway Junction

Tok Tetlin Junction

Tanacross

Tetlin

Cathedral Rapids

Slate Creek
Upper Slate Creek

Mentasta
Lake

Slana

Nabesna

Dot Lake

Northway



45Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting

Unit 13 Map
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Unit 20 Map
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Unit 25 Map
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WP14-01 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP14-01 requests the establishment of new statewide 

provisions for Federal trapping regulations that require trapper 
identification tags on all traps and snares, establish a maximum 
allowable time limit for checking traps, and establish a harvest/
trapping report form to collect data on non-target species captured in 
traps and snares.  Submitted by Kevin Bopp.

Proposed Regulation §___.26  Subsistence taking of wildlife

(d) The following methods and means of trapping furbearers for 
subsistence uses pursuant to the requirements of a trapping license 
are prohibited or required, in addition to the prohibitions listed at 
paragraph (b) of this section.

* * * *

(7) Traps and snares must be individually marked with a permanent 
metal tag upon which is stamped or permanently etched the 
trapper’s name and address, or the trapper’s Alaska driver’s license 
number or State identification card number, or is set within 50 
yards of a sign that lists the trapper’s name and address, or the 
trapper’s Alaska driver’s license number or State identification card 
number.  If a trapper chooses to place a sign at a trap/snaring site 
rather than tagging individual trap/snares, the sign must be at least 
3 inches by 5 inches in size, be clearly visible, and have numbers 
and letters that are at least one-half inch high and one-eighth inch 
wide in a color that contrasts with the color of the sign.

(8) All traps and snares must be checked within 6 days of setting 
them and within each 6 days thereafter.

(9) Trappers must record and report all non-targeted species taken 
and their condition when found.  Non-targeted species harvest 
reports must be turned in within 30 days of the end of the trapping 
season.

continued on next page
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WP14-01 Executive Summary (continued)
Units 1–5—Special Provisions

Trappers are prohibited from using a trap or snare unless the trap 
or snare has been individually marked with a permanent metal tag 
upon which is stamped or permanently etched the trapper’s name and 
address, or the trapper’s permanent identification number, or is set 
within 50 yards of a sign that lists the trapper’s name and address, or 
the trapper’s permanent identification number.  The trapper must use 
the trapper’s Alaska driver’s license number or State identification 
card number as the required permanent identification number.  If a 
trapper chooses to place a sign at a snaring site rather than tagging 
individual snares, the sign must be at least 3 inches by 5 inches in 
size, be clearly visible, and have numbers and letters that are at least 
one-half inch high and one-eighth inch wide in a color that contrasts 
with the color of the sign. 

OSM Preliminary Conclusion Oppose

Southeast Regional Council 
Recommendation Oppose

Southcentral Regional Council 
Recommendation

Kodiak/Aleutians Regional 
Council Recommendation Oppose

Bristol Bay Regional Council 
Recommendation

Yukon/Kuskokwim 
Delta Regional Council 
Recommendation

Western Interior Regional 
Council Recommendation

Seward Peninsula Regional 
Council Recommendation

Northwest Arctic Regional 
Council Recommendation Oppose

Eastern Interior Regional 
Council Recommendation

North Slope Regional Council 
Recommendation Oppose

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

ADF&G Comments

Written Public Comments 3 Oppose
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
WP14-01

ISSUES

Proposal WP14-01, submitted by Kevin Bopp, requests the establishment of new statewide provisions 
for Federal trapping regulations that require trapper identification tags on all traps and snares, establish a 
maximum allowable time limit for checking traps, and establish a harvest/trapping report form to collect 
data on non-target species captured in traps and snares.  

DISCUSSION

The proponent states the regulatory changes would result in more responsible trappers and trapping.  
Requiring identification tags with the trapper’s name and license number may increase accountability 
of trappers.  Some trappers may be less likely to set traps and snares close to people’s homes and high 
public-use areas, which could ease tension between user groups.  The trap checking interval requirement 
will ensure that animals do not remain in traps or snares too long, which could help ensure furs are found 
in good condition and increase the likelihood of releasing any captured non-target species.  The proponent 
also recommends that all non-target species caught in traps and snares be recorded on a new harvest 
report form.  Information included on the form would include the species captured, whether the animal 
was found dead or alive, and whether it was released in good or bad condition.  If animals are found dead, 
the report would also include information on whether the animal was consumed by other animals.

Existing Federal Regulation

No Statewide regulations currently exist that require the marking of traps and snares with identification 
tags, trap-check intervals, and reporting of non-target species captured in traps and snares.  

Units 1–5—Special Provisions

Trappers are prohibited from using a trap or snare unless the trap or snare has been individually 
marked with a permanent metal tag upon which is stamped or permanently etched the trapper’s 
name and address, or the trapper’s permanent identification number, or is set within 50 yards of a 
sign that lists the trapper’s name and address, or the trapper’s permanent identification number.  
The trapper must use the trapper’s Alaska driver’s license number or State identification card 
number as the required permanent identification number.  If a trapper chooses to place a sign at 
a snaring site rather than tagging individual snares, the sign must be at least 3 inches by 5 inches 
in size, be clearly visible, and have numbers and letters that are at least one-half inch high and 
one-eighth inch wide in a color that contrasts with the color of the sign.  

Proposed Federal Regulation

§___.26  Subsistence taking of wildlife

(d) The following methods and means of trapping furbearers for subsistence uses 
pursuant to the requirements of a trapping license are prohibited, in addition to the 
prohibitions listed at paragraph (b) of this section:

…
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 (7) Traps and snares must be individually marked with a permanent metal tag upon 
which is stamped or permanently etched the trapper’s name and address, or the 
trapper’s Alaska driver’s license number or State identification card number, or is set 
within 50 yards of a sign that lists the trapper’s name and address, or the trapper’s 
Alaska driver’s license number or State identification card number.  If a trapper 
chooses to place a sign at a trap/snaring site rather than tagging individual trap/
snares, the sign must be at least 3 inches by 5 inches in size, be clearly visible, and have 
numbers and letters that are at least one-half inch high and one-eighth inch wide in a 
color that contrasts with the color of the sign. 

(8) All traps and snares must be checked within 6 days of setting them and within each 
6 days thereafter.

(9) Trappers must record and report all non-targeted species taken and their condition 
when found.  Non-targeted species harvest reports must be turned in within 30 days of 
the end of the trapping season. 

Units 1–5—Special Provisions

Trappers are prohibited from using a trap or snare unless the trap or snare has been individually 
marked with a permanent metal tag upon which is stamped or permanently etched the trapper’s 
name and address, or the trapper’s permanent identification number, or is set within 50 yards of a 
sign that lists the trapper’s name and address, or the trapper’s permanent identification number.  
The trapper must use the trapper’s Alaska driver’s license number or State identification card 
number as the required permanent identification number.  If a trapper chooses to place a sign at 
a snaring site rather than tagging individual snares, the sign must be at least 3 inches by 5 inches 
in size, be clearly visible, and have numbers and letters that are at least one-half inch high and 
one-eighth inch wide in a color that contrasts with the color of the sign.  

Existing State Regulation

Units 1–5—Trappers are prohibited from using a trap or snare unless the trap or snare has been 
individually marked with a permanent metal tag upon which is stamped or permanently etched 
the trapper’s name and address, or the trapper’s permanent identification number, or is set 
within 50 yards of a sign that lists the trapper’s name and address, or the trapper’s permanent 
identification number; the trapper must use the trapper’s Alaska driver’s license number or state 
identification card number as the required permanent identification number; if a trapper chooses 
to place a sign at a snaring site rather than tagging individual snares, the sign must be at least 3 
inches by 5 inches in size, be clearly visible, and have numbers and letters that are at least one-
half inch high and one-eighth inch wide in a color that contrasts with the color of the sign.

Unit 1C, Gustavus, that portion west of Excursion Inlet, north of Icy Passage—All traps/snares 
must be checked within 3 days of setting them and within each 3 days thereafter.

Units 12 and 20E—You may not trap within one-quarter mile of any publicly maintained road, by 
using a snare with a cable diameter of 3/32 inch or larger that is set out of water, unless the snare 
has been individually marked with a permanent metal tag upon which is stamped or permanently 
etched the trapper’s name and address, or the trapper’s permanent identification number, or is 
set within 50 yards of a sign that lists the trapper’s name and address, or the trapper’s permanent 
identification number; the trapper must use the trapper’s Alaska driver’s license number or state 
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identification card number as the required permanent identification number; if a trapper chooses 
to place a sign at a snaring site rather than tagging individual snares, the sign must be at least 3 
inches by 5 inches in size, be clearly visible, and have numbers and letters that are at least one-
half inch high and one-eighth inch wide in a color that contrasts with the color of the sign.  

Incidental Catch—Continuing to take, or attempting to take, furbearers at a site where a moose, 
caribou, or deer has been taken incidentally is a violation.  Any moose, caribou, or deer that dies 
as a result of being caught in a trap or snare, whether found dead or euthanized, is the property 
of the state.  The trapper who set the trap or snare must salvage the edible meat and surrender 
it to the state.  No trapper may use any part of a moose, caribou or deer caught incidentally in a 
trap or snare.  If such an incidental take occurs, the trapper must move all active traps and snare 
at least 300 feet from the site for the remainder of the regulatory year.

Extent of Federal Public Lands

The proposal would apply to all Federal public lands in Alaska.  Federal public lands comprise 
approximately 65% of Alaska and consist of 23% BLM, 21% FWS, 15% NPS, and 6% USFS managed 
lands.  

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations

Customary and traditional use determinations for specific areas and species are found in subpart C of 50 
CFR part 100, §___.24(a)(1) and 36 CFR 242 §___.24(a)(1).  

Regulatory History

The Alaska Board of Game adopted a marking requirement for traps and snares in Units 1–5 in 2006.  
Federal regulations were aligned with the State requirements in Units 1–5 when the Federal Subsistence 
Board adopted Proposal WP12-14 in 2012.  The Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
(Council) supported the proposal due to the benefit of aligning State and Federal regulations and reducing 
the uncertainty of whether current regulations required traps to be marked.  However, the Council 
expressed concern that there was a lack of evidence as to why traps should be marked under either State 
or Federal regulations (FWS 2012)

Trapping Background

In an overview of trapping controversies, Andelt et al. (1999; references therein) listed recommended 
trap-check intervals of daily or almost daily for live-capture traps set on land in response to animal 
welfare concerns; however, daily trap checks would not be practicable in much of Alaska due to the 
remoteness of areas, length of trap lines, and harsh weather conditions.  Some considerations for 
how often traps should be checked include the intent of the trap (live capture or kill trap), ambient 
temperatures, and placement of traps, which could allow rodents or scavengers to destroy the pelt (Stanek 
1987).  Other considerations for trap check schedules includes work schedules, distance to traplines, river 
ice conditions, price of fuel (Scotton 2013, pers. comm.).  The average trapline was 23.1 miles long in 
2006/2007, and the longest reported trapline was 250 miles (ADF&G 2010).  Trap-checking intervals of 
two to three days were generally used by trappers near Kaiyuh Flats, Alaska to prevent pelt damage from 
scavengers, and beaver sets were also checked frequently to prevent any captured beavers from being 
frozen in the ice (Robert 1984).  Trappers from Skwentna, Stevens Village, and Fort Yukon reportedly 
checked trap lines “once a week or every few days”, but some trappers “waited ten days to two weeks” 
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(Wolfe 1991:27).  During 2010/2011, 79% of trappers from across the state reportedly conducted trapping 
activities 1–3 days per week (ADF&G 2012a).   

Effects of the Proposal

If the proposal is adopted, Federally qualified subsistence users trapping under Federal regulations 
throughout the State will be required to mark traps and snares with identification tags, check snares 
and traps every 6 days or less, and record any non-target species caught in traps or snares on a newly 
established trapping report form.  The proposed requirements have the potential to benefit all users by 
promoting responsible and ethical trapping techniques and practices.  However, dramatic differences 
in land ownership, population concentrations, terrain, and habitats would limit the effectiveness of 
the proposed statewide regulations.  Individual traplines can span across Federal and State managed 
lands and, therefore, could have different regulatory requirements.  Alternatively, Federally qualified 
subsistence users could simply chose to trap under State regulations and avoid the proposed requirements, 
as both Federal and State trapping regulations are applicable on Federal public lands, as long as the State 
regulations are not inconsistent with or superseded by Federal regulations.  

In most situations, the requirement to individually mark traps and snares with identification tags would 
result in inconsistent State and Federal regulations on Federal public lands that would necessitate an 
outreach effort to avoid confusion among users.  Under Federal regulations, traps and snares are required 
to be marked with identification tags only in Units 1–5, but these marking requirements were adopted to 
align with State regulations to reduce regulatory complexity (see Regulatory History).  Within portions 
of Unit 15, over 60 percent which lies within Kenai National Wildlife Refuge, and those portions of Unit 
7 that are contained within Kenai NWR, a trapping permit is required and a stipulation of Kenai NWR’s 
permit includes the marking of traps and snares.  Also, under State regulations, all snares within a ¼ mile 
of a public road in Units 12 and 20E are required to be marked.  Federally qualified subsistence users 
trapping on Federal public lands outside of these specific areas would be required to mark traps and 
snares with identification tags that include the trapper’s name and license number.  However, Federally 
qualified subsistence users or non-Federally qualified users trapping on Federal public lands would not be 
required to mark traps and snares under State regulations.  

The requirement to mark traps and snares would also result in additional burden and cost for Federally 
qualified subsistence users trapping under Federal regulations.  Copper tags stamped with a trapper’s 
identification information, including fasteners, cost approximately $26 per 100 tags (including shipping) 
or less (approximately $15–$20) for “write-your own” tags (FWS 2012).  In addition, trappers often 
trade or borrow equipment from family members or friends, and changes of identification tags on large 
numbers of traps or snares would require significant effort (Scotton 2013, pers. comm.). 

Frequent trap checks are beneficial for animal welfare and can decrease the likelihood of pelt damage 
of trapped furbearers.  The trap check time requirement would also result in inconsistent State and 
Federal regulations, and would require significant law enforcement and public educational efforts.  The 
requirement could result in human health and safety issues by requiring trappers to check traps during 
periods of inclement weather, especially in remote units where trap  lines are long.  The back cover of 
the State trapping regulations includes a Code of Ethics, reprinted from the Alaska Trappers Manual, 
which includes checking traps regularly and trapping in the most humane way possible.  While the items 
listed in the Code of Ethics are not regulatory in nature, they provide general guidelines for responsible 
trapping.  

Few requirements for trap check intervals are currently in State or Federal regulations, and those 
regulations have been put in place in response to specific incidents or in areas with high potential for user 
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conflict.  Under State regulation in Alaska, the only trap check time requirement in regulation is a 72-hour 
trap check in a small area near Gustavus in Unit 1C under State regulations, which was adopted due to 
multiple moose being incidentally caught in snares (ADF&G 2012b).  A 4-day trap check requirement 
is required on the more accessible and heavily trapped portions of the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge 
(Kenai NWR) as a stipulation of the Refuge Special Use Permit in order to increase the potential for safe 
release of incidentally-caught non-target animals including bald eagles, moose and domestic dogs.  

If the proposal is adopted, a new trapping report form would be established to report any non-target 
species caught under Federal trapping regulations.  Trapping reports may provide useful information 
regarding which non-target species are captured and how often they can be released in good condition.  
However, some of the information requested for the report form may be difficult to interpret, especially 
subjective observations such as the condition of trapped animals.  In addition, it is unknown what the 
data from the proposed form would be used for, as there is no indication of any management agency that 
is requesting information on the incidental capture of non-target species across the state.  To limit the 
capture of non-target species, trappers can review informational sources such as the Best Management 
Practices for Trapping in the United States, which evaluate traps and trapping systems based on animal 
welfare, efficiency, selectivity, practicality, and safety (AFWA 2006).  Overall, it is in the best interest of 
trappers to minimize the capture of non-target animals, as those traps or snares become unavailable for 
capturing target animals.

The new trapping report form for non-target species would require additional time commitments 
for Federally qualified subsistence users and staff of Federal land management agencies.  The time 
commitment for Federally qualified subsistence users would be minimal, but may be an incentive to 
simply trap under State regulations where a report is not required.  The time commitment for Federal staff 
could be substantial, as trapping reports from Federal lands across the state may have to be collected and 
analyzed.  

The establishment of a new trapping report form would have to meet the information collection 
requirements subject to approval by the Office of Management and Budget, 50 CFR § 100.9 [2009], and 
in accordance with the Paperwork Reduction Act, OMB Control Number 1018-0075.  

OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION

Oppose Proposal WP14-01.

Justification

The proposed requirements for individually marking traps and snares, setting maximum trap check 
intervals, and reporting the incidental harvest of non-target species could lead to more humane trapping 
methods under Federal regulations; however, these regulatory provisions would not likely be manageable 
on a statewide basis due to vast differences in land ownership, population concentrations and habitats.  
Regulations of this nature would be better suited in response to issues on an area-specific basis (e.g., 
Kenai NWR Refuge Special Use Permit requirements), like similar restrictions currently in State and 
Federal trapping regulations.  Alignment issues would require a substantial increase in law enforcement 
and public educational efforts, and requiring trappers to check traps during inclement weather could lead 
to health and safety issues.  In many instances, Federally qualified subsistence users may simply trap 
under State regulations to avoid the additional proposed Federal restrictions.  

While the information gathered from a harvest report form of non-target species caught in traps and 
snares could provide useful information, it would be an unnecessary requirement for Federally qualified 
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subsistence users.  In addition, the report would require additional time commitments for Federally 
qualified subsistence users and Federal staff that are currently unwarranted.  Similar reports would 
be more useful in areas with specific issues with the capture of non-target species, such as areas with 
threatened or endangered species or significant user-conflict issues. 
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Oppose Statewide Proposal WP14-01: With kind personal regards to Kevin Bopp, who gave us
one of the best lead dogs we ever had, I strongly disagree with this. Trap tags might work for
short traplines, but when you run 80 miles of traps, tags for every trap would be very onerous and
also subject to loss when an animal is caught. The time limit proposal is utterly unworkable for
many people. It usually takes us 10-12 days by dog team to make the round trip of up to 130
miles to check our traps. If we had to check every trap every 6 days, we would have to cut the
length of our line in half, which would eliminate the most profitable distant areas, cutting profit
more than in half; AND we’d be forced to travel even when it was not safe, eg -60° or blowing in 
excess of 50 mph. Additionally there are times travel is physically impossible due to flooding,
bad ice or other hazards. That’s why previously proposed time limitshave never been established.
This becomes even more unworkable for fly-in pilots for whom travel in weather extremes can
quickly prove fatal. Neither of these even actually directly address the mentioned problem of
trapping near settlements/highways.

Miki and Julie Collins, Lake Minchumina

Oppose Statewide Proposal WP14-01: We oppose Statewide Proposal WP14-01 to create new 
regulations for requiring that identification tags be put on traps and snares and that traps and snares 
be checked every 6 days. It will be cumbersome, unnecessary and burdensome for federally 
qualified trappers to have constraints placed upon them to have to put identification tags on snares 
and traps and to check traps and snares every 6 days. Incidental catch of non-target species and 
reporting it is good, and should be done voluntarily by trappers. Traps and snares should only be 
checked if weather conditions are safe to check snares and traps. In rural areas, temperature 
conditions can be minus forty to fifty for 3 consecutive weeks. It would be unsafe to have regulations 
in place stating that snares and traps must be checked every six days.

                                                                                   Ahtna Inc. Customary and Traditional Use Committee

Oppose Statewide Proposal WP14-01:  The release of live animals from traps is a huge safety 
issue and is very dangerous.  A state wide regulation to mark your traps and check traps on a 6 
day schedule is also a safety issue and very dangerous for the trapper.  I’ve trapped the same area 
for 32 years in the Eastern Interior and a 6 day check would put the trapper in extreme risk at 50 
and 60 degrees below when the fur is not moving and also dies very quickly in a trap.  Trapper 
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know how often to check their trap in a specific area, they want the fur in the best possible 
condition.  If Mr. Bopp has issues with the trappers in his area he can meet with them at Fish and 
Game Advisory meetings, Federal Subsistence meeting and City Council meetings in his area.  It 
is a shame that people who know nothing about trapping want to impose regulations on the 
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WP14–42 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP14-42 requests a customary and traditional use 

determination for sheep in Units 20E, 25B, and 25C. A related 
analysis, WP14-43, addresses hunting seasons and harvest limits 
for sheep. Submitted by the Eastern Interior Subsistence Regional 
Advisory Council.

Proposed Regulation Customary and Traditional Use Determinations—Sheep

Unit 20E All rural residents Residents of Units 20E, 
25B, and 25C

Unit 25B and 25C No Federal subsistence priority Rural 
Residents of Units 20E, 25B, and 25C

OSM Preliminary Conclusion Support Proposal WP14-42 with modifi cation.

Unit 20E All rural residents. Rural Residents of Units 20E, 25B, 
25C, and Circle, Dot Lake, Healy Lake, Northway, 
Tanacross, Tetlin, and Tok

Unit 25B No Federal subsistence priority Rural Residents of 
Units 20E, 25B, 25C, and Chalkyitsik and Circle 

Unit 25C No Federal subsistence priority Rural Residents of 
Units 20E, 25B, 25C

Eastern Interior Regional 
Council Recommendation

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

ADF&G Comments

Written Public Comments 1 Support
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
WP14-42

ISSUES

Proposal WP14-42 submitted by the Eastern Interior Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (Council) 
requests a customary and traditional use determination for sheep in Units 20E, 25B, and 25C. A related 
analysis, WP14-43, addresses hunting seasons and harvest limits for sheep.

DISCUSSION

Currently, there are no open Federal seasons for sheep in Units 20E, 25B, and 25C. According to the 
proponent, establishing a subsistence priority for sheep is important to the residents of the area. Residents 
of local communities have harvested sheep on many of the parcels of Federal public lands in the 
management units, and Council members are aware of this use through local oral history. The proponent 
continues that people are looking for alternative resources to Chinook salmon because of the decade-long 
decline in Chinook salmon stocks in the Yukon River drainage. The Council member who introduced the 
motion said the intent of the proposal is to open a Federal hunting season in the Yukon-Charley Rivers 
National Preserve. Subsequently, the Council amended the proposal to include all Federal public lands in 
the management units.

The Federal Subsistence Board (Board) has never reviewed the customary and traditional uses of sheep 
in Units 20E, 25B, or 25C. Additionally, Central, Chicken, Eagle City, and Eagle Village are situated in 
Units 20E, 25B, or 25, and this analysis is the fi rst review of their customary and traditional uses of sheep. 

Existing Federal Regulation

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations—Sheep

Unit 20E All rural residents

Unit 25B and 25C No Federal subsistence priority

Proposed Federal Regulation

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations—Sheep

Unit 20E All rural residents Residents of Units 20E, 25B, and 25C

Unit 25B and 25C No Federal subsistence priority Rural Residents of Units 20E, 
25B, and 25C

Extent of Federal Public Lands

Federal public lands in each management unit are described in Table 1 (see also Unit 20 Map and Unit 
25 Map). 
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Regulatory History

In Unit 20E, all rural residents of the state are eligible to hunt sheep under Federal regulations because 
the Federal Subsistence Board did not adopt a specifi c customary and traditional use determination. The 
situation is different in Units 25B and 25C; currently, no rural residents are eligible to hunt sheep under 
Federal regulations because the Board adopted a determination of “no Federal subsistence priority” (72 
FR 22961; May 29, 1992).

The proponent requested a customary and traditional use determination for sheep. “Customary and 
traditional uses” were described in the Alaska National Interest Land Claims Act. The term “subsistence 
uses” means the customary and traditional uses by rural Alaska residents of wild renewable resources 
for direct personal or family consumption as food, shelter, fuel, clothing, tools, or transportation; for the 
making and selling of handicraft articles out of nonedible byproducts of fi sh and wildlife resources taken 
for personal or family consumption; for barter, or sharing for personal or family consumption; and for 
customary trade.

Eight Factors for Determining Customary and Traditional Uses

A community or area’s customary and traditional use is generally exemplifi ed through eight factors: (1) a 
long-term, consistent pattern of use, excluding interruptions beyond the control of the community or area; 
(2) a pattern of use recurring in specifi c seasons for many years; (3) a pattern of use consisting of methods 
and means of harvest which are characterized by effi ciency and economy of effort and cost, conditioned 
by local characteristics; (4) the consistent harvest and use of fi sh or wildlife as related to past methods 
and means of taking near, or reasonably accessible from the community or area; (5) a means of handling, 
preparing, preserving, and storing fi sh or wildlife which has been traditionally used by past generations, 
including consideration of alteration of past practices due to recent technological advances, where 
appropriate; (6) a pattern of use which includes the handing down of knowledge of fi shing and hunting 
skills, values, and lore from generation to generation; (7) a pattern of use in which the harvest is shared 
or distributed within a defi nable community of persons; and (8) a pattern of use which relates to reliance 
upon a wide diversity of fi sh and wildlife resources of the area and which provides substantial cultural, 
economic, social, and nutritional elements to the community or area. 

The Board makes customary and traditional use determinations based on a holistic application of these 
eight factors (50 CFR 100.16(b) and 36 CFR 242.16(b)). In addition, the Board takes into consideration 

Table 1. Federal public lands in Units 20E, 25B, and 25C.

Management Unit Percentage Federal 
Public Lands

Percentage Managed by Each 
Agency

20E 29% 20% National Park Service
9% Bureau of Land Management

25B 70% 36% Fish and Wildlife Service
26% Bureau of Land Management
8% National Park Service

25C 74% 63% Bureau of Land Management
9% National Park Service
2% Fish and Wildlife Service
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the reports and recommendations of any appropriate Regional Advisory Council regarding customary and 
traditional use of subsistence resources (50 CFR 100.16(b) and 36 CFR 242.16(b)). The Board makes 
customary and traditional use determinations for the sole purpose of recognizing the pool of users who 
generally exhibit the eight factors. The Board does not use such determinations for resource management 
or restricting harvest. If a conservation concern exists for a particular population, the Board addresses 
that concern through the imposition of harvest limits or season restrictions rather than by limiting the 
customary and traditional use fi nding.

Specifi c information on each of the eight factors is not required because a community or area seeking a 
customary and traditional use determination only has to “generally exhibit” the eight factors (50 CFR 
100.16(b) and 36 CFR 242.16(b)). 

Demographic History

Units 20E, 25B, and 25C encompass upper Yukon River drainages. Han Athabascan territory extended 
along the Yukon River on both sides of the U.S. and Canadian border, upstream from the Yukon Flats 
(Crow and Obley 1981). Settlement patterns in the upper Yukon region were heavily impacted by the 
gold rush in the 1890s that brought tens of thousands of miners. Large numbers of Han and Peel River 
Gwich’in were attracted to the Eagle area and Dawson. Their descendants are the primary residents of 
Eagle Village. The enforcement of the U.S-Canada boundary since the 1940s has cut them off from much 
of their hunting and trapping areas in Canada. Eagle City, Chicken, and Central were established as gold 
mining supply sites, however, most miners had left the area by 1910. Native and non-Natives worked on 
steamboats, in mines, and in wood chopping camps, as well as on traplines. In the 1970s land auctions 
attracted new residents to Eagle City, and the construction of the oil pipeline, development of oil and 
gas in the area, and road construction provided wage employment. Gold miners continue to return to the 
area seasonally. The communities rely on subsistence resources, government wage employment, such 
as in fi refi ghting, and other seasonal work, such as mining and handicrafts. The decline of the Fortymile 
caribou herd has meant the loss of the most signifi cant resource available in the area. Roads have 
linked Eagle with the Alaska Highway since the 1950s, and the Steese Highway connected Central with 
Fairbanks in 1927. Additionally, the Yukon River continues to be used as a water “highway” (ADCCED 
2013, Caulfi eld 1979, Crow and Obley 1981, Hosley 1981). 

The population in the management units was about 256 people living in 130 households according to the 
2010 US Census (see Table 2 below). There was a small number of people living along the Yukon River 
from Eagle to Circle outside of any organized community. In 1979, about 70% had lived on the river only 
since 1971, and the number was growing (see Caulfi eld 1979) .

Table 2. The human population in communities located in Units 20E, 25B, and 25C, 1960–2010.
US CENSUS POPULATION

Unit of 
residence Community

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

Number of people Number of 
households

25C Central 28 26 36 52 134 96 53
20E Chicken 17 7 5
20E Eagle City 92 36 110 168 129 86 41
20E Eagle Village 54 35 68 67 31
Total 120 62 200 255 348 256 130
Blank=not available  
Source: ADCCED 2013     
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Ethnographic Information

Sheep hunting is a well-documented Athabascan tradition. Descriptions of the knowledge of sheep 
possessed by Han, Gwich’in, Tanacross, and Upper Tanana Athabascans included the location of mineral 
licks used by sheep. In the past, sheep were most often caught with babiche (long strips of caribou or 
moose skin) snares, but hunters sometimes took them with bows and arrows. Men hunted sheep in late 
summer and early fall when sheep were fat and their meat was in good condition, and to obtain sheepskins 
for winter. Tallow-rich ribs were favored and eaten fresh. Women dried much of the meat and cached it 
for later use and made the skins into sleeping blankets or into warm winter pants and coats. Sheep horns 
were steamed and bent and made into highly-prized spoons and dippers. Descriptions of sheep were 
repeated in stories  and songs. Interior Alaska Athabascans were known to barter and sell the meat of 
sheep and other animals to feed people from outside of Alaska who were moving into the area. In years 
when caribou were not available in signifi cant numbers, moose, sheep, and fi sh were often taken in larger 
numbers to compensate. In contemporary times, fall continued to be a an important sheep hunting season 
(Caulfi eld 1979, Haynes and Simeone 2007, Mishler and Simeone 2004, McKennan 1981, Pedersen and 
Caulfi eld 1981).

Residents of the management units that are, or are the descendants of people, originally from outside 
Alaska have relied heavily on the take of wild resources in the area, especially the Charley, Kandik, 
Nation, Tatonduk, Fortymile and Seventymile rivers in the Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve, 
during the twentieth century (see Caulfi eld 1979). 

Eagle Village Sheep Harvests in Units 20E and 25B

The Yukon River fl ows from Canada and immediately passes by Eagle Village. Eagle Creek and Tatonduk 
River (also known as Sheep Creek) leave Canada and fl ow into the Yukon River here. Conversations with 
Han elder Sarah Malcolm provided documentary evidence of sheep hunting in the area. She remembered 
that “as a girl, her family hunted sheep during the fall in the Ogilvie. Today, if people want to hunt sheep 
they go into the Glacier Mountains located south of Eagle or travel up to Eagle Creek in Unit 25B” 
(Mishler and Simeone 2004:69–70). “Two families would often travel with dogs to camp near the mouth 
of the Tatonduk River in the fall to hunt sheep and moose” (Caulfi eld 1979:19). “Two sheep were taken 
[at Glacier Mountains] by residents [of Eagle Village] in the fall of 1976. People have also gone up the 
Charley [River] looking for sheep, although this is not common” (1979: 28). “Sheep come down out of 
the higher elevation in winter and have been hunted along Mission Creek” (1979:34). 

Eagle City Sheep Harvests in Units 20E and 25B

Ethnographic information indicates that subsistence resources used by Eagle City residents included 
fi rewood, salmon, moose, bear, sheep, and/or running a trapline in winter. “Eagle people occasionally 
take Dall sheep, generally from the Glacier Peak area to the west of Eagle. Two sheep were taken there 
by residents in the fall of 1976. People have also gone up the Charley and Tatonduk Rivers looking for 
sheep, although this is not as common” (Caulfi eld 1979:28).

People-Living-along-the-Yukon-River Sheep Harvests in Units 20E and 25B

People living along the river from Circle to Eagle not in an established community in Units 20E, 25B, 
and 25C were described by Caulfi eld (1979). “Dall sheep are occasionally taken by river residents from 
the Charley River and from the Ogilvie Mountains (near Tatonduk River). Two sheep were taken off the 
Charley River bluffs by river people in 1975, and one Dall sheep has taken from Twin Mountain in the 
Charley [River drainage] in 1976. Other sheep are occasionally taken from Glacier Peaks near Eagle” 
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(1979: 49). The “river people” were shown to be heavily reliant on a wide range of subsistence resources.

Chalkyitsik Sheep Harvests in Unit 25B

The Black River Gwich’in (or Tranjik) primarily occupied the Black River drainage, Little Black River 
drainage, and Porcupine River drainage in historical times. They spent fall and winter months at the 
headwaters of the Black River drainage harvesting moose, caribou, and sheep in the mountainous area, 
specifi cally at the head of the Salmon Fork of the Black River. “Hunters traveled upstream to the head of 
navigation in small canoes, and then proceeded overland to sheep hunting areas” (Caulfi eld 1983:141). 
They then moved down river for fi shing in the spring and summer months. Tranjik settled in the 
contemporary community of Chalkyitsik. The Black River drainage and Porcupine River drainage, in Unit 
25B, continued to be primary subsistence use areas of contemporary Chalkyitsik residents (Van Lanen et 
al. 2012). 

Circle Sheep Harvests in Unit 25B

Residents of Circle were primarily Gwich’in with strong ties to Fort Yukon. They historically hunted 
sheep from the slopes of Kathul Mountain located on the north side of the Yukon River upriver from 
Circle (Caulfi eld 1983). Contemporary Circle residents use primarily both the Yukon Flats National 
Wildlife Refuge down river, and the Yukon-Charley Rivers National Park upriver to harvest wild 
resources (Van Lanen et al. 2012).

Dot Lake Village, Healy Lake, Northway, Tanacross, and Tetlin Sheep Harvests in Unit 20E

The historical harvest areas of Tanacross and Upper Tanana Athabascans included the Fortymile River 
drainage where caribou, moose, and sheep were harvested (Haynes and Simeone 2007). Their descendants 
reside in the contemporary villages of Dot Lake, Healy Lake, Northway, Tanacross, and Tetlin. 
Contemporary hunters accessed caribou and moose hunting areas primarily using highway vehicles, 
boats, and off-road vehicles, including up the Taylor Highway (Holen et al. 2012).

Harvest Reporting Systems

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (ADF&G/FWS) maintain 
a harvest reporting database (FWS 2013). However, complete records were not kept until the mid-1980s, 
and it is likely that some hunters have not reported their harvests (see the discussions in Van Lanen et al. 
2012 and Anderson and Alexander 1992 for an understanding).

There is a State general hunt for sheep in all three units, Units 20E, 25B, and 25C. Additionally, the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game distributes draw permits to hunt sheep in the Mount Harper area of 
Unit 20E (see Table 3 and Table 4 for seasons and harvest limits).

Unit 20E Reported Harvest of Sheep

Sheep in Tanana Hills in Unit 20E comprise several small groups separated by unsuitable habitat. Most 
sheep habitat in the area is remote and diffi cult to access. Sheep are described as two populations: Mount 
Harper, requiring a State drawing permit; and Tanana Hills, all other sheep, requiring a State harvest 
ticket. Most sheep hunters in Unit 20E were residents of the state. No motorized access is allowed in the 
Glacier Mountain Controlled Use Area, adjacent to Eagle. Most hunters used aircraft (DuBois 2011). In 
2012, 273 people applied for the drawing permit to hunt sheep around Mount Harper, and 4 permits were 
available, a 1% draw rate (ADF&G 2013). Almost all of the sheep harvest reported in Unit 20E occurred 
through the general hunt. 
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Table 5 is based on the ADF&G/FWS harvest reporting database and shows that people from all over 
Alaska have harvested or tried to harvest sheep in Unit 20E since 1983. It is clear that residents of rural 
communities were responsible for much of the hunting effort (102 of 448 hunters, about 23%) and sheep 
taken (32 of 149 sheep, about 22%) (see Table 6). (It should be noted that Healy Lake does not have a 
post offi ce and its harvest is not enumerated by the ADF&G/FWS harvest reporting database.)

Additionally, in 2011, the community of Tok harvested an estimated 17 sheep in September based on the 
results of a household harvest survey. The location of harvest was not reported for each sheep but Tok 
residents described generally harvesting sheep and caribou from the Taylor Highway north to Eagle and 
east to the border with Canada (Holen et al. 2012).

 

Table 3. Unit 20E—State of Alaska hunting regulations for residents and nonresidents of the state 
since 2000.

STATE OF ALASKA HUNTING REGULATIONS
Unit 20E Sheep

Regulatory Year Management Unit Hunt 
Type

Harvest 
Limit/Season

2007–2012

Nonresident hunters 
must be accompanied 
by a guide

20D/20E north of the Alaska Hwy; and 
north and west of the north bank of the 
Middle Fork of the Fortymile River 
upstream from and including the Joseph 
Creek drainage

Draw 1 ram with full-
curl horn or larger
Aug. 10–Sept. 20

20 remainder Harvest
Ticket

1 ram with full-
curl horn or 
larger,  Aug. 10–
Sept. 20

2000–2006

Nonresident hunters 
must be accompanied 
by a guide

20E encompassing Mt. Harper south of 
Joseph Creek and the headwaters of the 
Charley River

Draw 1 ram with full-
curl horn or larger
Aug. 10–Sept. 20

20 remainder Harvest
Ticket

1 ram with full-
curl horn or larger
Aug. 10–Sept. 20

Table 4. Unit 25B and 25C—State of Alaska hunting regulations for residents and nonresidents of 
the state since 2000.

STATE OF ALASKA HUNTING REGULATIONS
Units 25B and 25C Sheep

Regulatory Year Hunt Type Season Harvest Limit

2000–2012

Nonresident hunters must 
be accompanied by a 
guide

Harvest Ticket Aug. 10–Sept. 20 1 ram with full-curl horn or 
larger
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Unit 25B Reported Harvest of Sheep

Most sheep hunters in Unit 25B were Alaska residents. Hunting occurred primarily in an area in the 
southeastern portion of Unit 25B, between the Yukon River and the Canada border. Most of the area is in 
the Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve. All of the reported harvests by Eagle residents in Unit 25B 
(4 sheep) were taken there (see Table 7). The area is adjacent to the communities of Eagle City and Eagle 
Village. 

Table 7 is based on the ADF&G/FWS harvest reporting database and shows that people from all over 
Alaska have harvested or tried to harvest sheep in Unit 25B since 1983 (FWS 2013). It is clear that 
residents of rural communities were responsible for much of the hunting effort (25 of 145 hunters, about 
17%) and sheep taken (10 of 52 sheep, about 19%) (see Table 8). 

 

 

 

Table 5. Unit 20E: the harvest of sheep by residents and nonresidents of Alaska, based on the 
ADF&G/FWS reporting system, 1983–2010 cumulative.

UNIT 20E SHEEP HARVEST 1983–2010

Unit of 
residence Community

Number 
of 

hunters

Number of 
sheep 

harvested
Unit of 

residence Community
Number 

of 
hunters

Number 
of sheep 

harvested

Nonresident 39 27 14C Eagle River 11 1
Residency 
unknown 4 2 14C

Fort 
Richardson 1 0

1C Juneau 30 11 15A Kenai 1 0
1C Auke Bay 2 1 15A Nikiski 1 0
1C Gustavus 7 2 15A Soldotna 7 3
1D Haines 1 0 15C Homer 5 4
3 Wrangell 1 0 15C Ninilchik 1 0

3 Petersburg 3 2 15C
Anchor 
Point 1 1

4 Sitka 5 1 16A
Trapper 
Creek 1 0

6D Valdez 6 1 20A Nenana 2 0
8 Kodiak 3 1 20B Ester 1 1
9C King Salmon 1 0 20B Fairbanks 105 32
9D Cold Bay 1 1 20B North Pole 24 8
12 Tok 28 11 20B Two Rivers 5 4
13A Chickaloon 2 1 20B Eielson AFB 14 7

14A Palmer 5 2 20B
Fort 
Wainwright 11 0

14A Wasilla 11 1 20D
Delta 
Junction 7 2

14A Big Lake 2 0 20D Fort Greely 1 0
14B Talkeetna 1 0 20E Eagle  29 11
14C Chugiak 6 1 25C Central 5 0
14C Anchorage 53 10 25D Circle 4 0

(continue next column) TOTAL 448 149
Bold=rural communities.
Source:  FWS 2013
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Unit 25C Reported Harvest of Sheep

In Unit 25C, most sheep habitat is in the White Mountains area within the White Mountains National 
Recreational Area, managed by the Bureau of Land Management. Most sheep hunters in the White 
Mountains were Alaska residents. There are trails and mining roads off the Steese Highway. Since 1988, 
most of the range has been closed to off-road vehicles, and the majority of successful hunters used planes. 
Contact with hunters suggests that many hunters who used 4-wheelers and highway vehicles intended 
mainly to hunt caribou or moose but would take sheep opportunistically (Hollis 2011). The community of 
Central is located nearby the area.

Table 9 is based on the ADF&G/FWS harvest reporting database and shows that people from all over 
Alaska have harvested or tried to harvest sheep in Unit 25C since 1983 (FWS 2013). It is clear that 
residents of rural communities were responsible for a small portion of the hunting effort (34 of 921 
hunters, about 4%) and sheep taken (10 of 171 sheep, about 6%) (see Table 10). 

Summary

Table 11 describes the interior Alaska communities for which an effort to harvest sheep in Units 
20E, 25B, or 25C has been documented based in the ADF&G/FWS harvest reporting database and 
ethnographic descriptions that were described above. There is no available information indicating that the 
harvests by rural residents of communities outside of interior Alaska should be included in the customary 
and traditional use determination for sheep. Rural residents from outside of interior Alaska who hunt 
sheep in Units 20E, 25B, or 25C may be reasonably excluded from a customary and traditional use 
determination. 

Table 6. Unit 20E: the harvest of sheep by residents of only rural
communities, based on the ADF&G/FWS reporting system, 1983–2010 
cumulative.

UNIT 20E SHEEP HARVEST 1983–2010

Unit of 
Residence Rural Community Number of 

hunters
Number of sheep  

harvested
01C Gustavus 7 2
01D Haines 1 0
3 Wrangell 1 0
3 Petersburg 3 2
4 Sitka 5 1
8 Kodiak 3 1
09C King Salmon 1 0
09D Cold Bay 1 1
12 Tok 28 11
14A Chickaloon 2 1
14B Talkeetna 1 0
15C Ninilchik 1 0
20A Nenana 2 0
20D Delta Junction 7 2
20D Fort Greely 1 0
20E Eagle  29 11
25C Central 5 0
25D Circle 4 0

TOTAL 102 32
Source: FWS 2013.
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Three appendices contain information to help evaluate who is eligible to be included in a customary 
and traditional use determination for sheep. Appendix A describes the customary and traditional use 
determinations for other resources (brown bear, moose, and caribou) in the management units. Appendix 
B describes customary and traditional use determinations for sheep in surrounding units. Appendix C 
describes the areas used to hunt sheep. 

Unit 20E Summary

Most sheep habitat in Unit 20E is remote and diffi cult to access. Hunting sheep in the Mount Harper area 
requires a State draw permit that is diffi cult to get, and motorized vehicles are not allowed in the Glacier 
Mountain Controlled Use Area. The Glacier Mountain area has been used by nearby Eagle City and Eagle 
Village; and Dot Lake Village, Healy Lake, Northway, Tanacross, and Tetlin have used tributaries of the 
Fortymile River to access nearby sheep habitat, as described by residents and documented in ethnographic 
accounts (Caulfi eld 1979, Haynes and Simeone 2007, Mishler and Simeone 2004). Hunting records begin 
in 1983. Most successful hunters were residents of nonrural areas (see Table 5) who used airplanes to 
access sheep habitat (DuBois 2011). The drawing permit hunt and prohibitions against motorized access 
in some areas likely limited the harvest of sheep by rural residents of the state.

Table 7. Unit 25B: the harvest of sheep by residents and nonresidents of Alaska, 
based on the ADF&G/FWS reporting system, 1983–2010 cumulative.

UNIT 25B SHEEP HARVEST 1983–2010

Unit of 
residence Community Number of 

hunters
Number of 

sheep
harvested

Nonresident 16 10
Unknown 3 0

01C Auke Bay 2 1
01C Douglas 1 0
01C Gustavus 1 0
01C Juneau 4 0
04 Sitka 1 0
06D Valdez 6 6
09D Cold Bay 1 1
12 Tok 2 2
14A Palmer 5 2
14A Wasilla 15 7
14C Anchorage 26 5
14C Eagle River 18 4
20B Fairbanks 22 8
20B North Pole 2 0
20D Delta Junction 1 1
20D Dot Lake 1 0
20E Eagle 17 4
23 Kotzebue 1 1
TOTAL 145 52
Bold=rural communities.
Source: FWS 2013
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Table 8. Unit 25B: the harvest of sheep by residents of only rural 
communities, based on the ADF&G/FWS reporting system, 
1983–2010 cumulative.

UNIT 25B SHEEP HARVEST 1983–2010

Unit of residence Rural community Number of 
hunters

Number of 
sheep 

harvested
01C Gustavus 1 0
04 Sitka 1 0
09D Cold Bay 1 1
12 Delta Junction 1 2
12 Tok 2 2
20D Dot Lake 1 0
20E Eagle 17 4
23 Kotzebue 1 1
TOTAL 25 10
Source: FWS 2013.

Table 9. Unit 25C: the harvest of sheep by residents and nonresidents of Alaska, based on the 
ADF&G/FWS reporting system, 1983–2010 cumulative.

UNIT 25C SHEEP HARVEST 1983–2010

Unit of 
residence Community

Number 
of 

hunters

Number
of sheep

harvested
Unit of 

residence Community
Number 

of 
hunters

Number
of sheep

harvested
Nonresident 24 7 15A Sterling 2 0
Unknown 8 3 15C Anchor Point 4 0

01C Juneau 2 0 15C Homer 3 0

01D Haines 1 0 16A Trapper Creek 1 0
01D Klukwan 1 1 17C Dillingham 5 2
04 Sitka 4 2 18 Nunapitchuk 1 1
06D Valdez 2 0 19A Chuathbaluk 1 0
08Z Kodiak 4 1 20A Anderson 1 0

09B
Port 
Alsworth 2 0 20A Nenana 4 0

12 Tok 1 0 20B Eielson AFB 25 1
13D Copper Center 1 0 20B Ester 5 0
14A Big Lake 2 1 20B Fairbanks 555 114
14A Palmer 11 0 20B Fort Wainwright 42 6
14A Sutton 1 0 20B North Pole 119 12
14A Wasilla 12 1 20B Salcha 9 0
14C Anchorage 34 6 20B Two Rivers 2 0

14C Chugiak 5 2 20C
Denali National
Park Hdqters 1 0

14C Eagle River 9 3 20E Eagle  1 1

14C
Fort 
Richardson 4 2 20F Rampart 1 0

15A Kenai 2 1 23 Kotzebue 1 1
15A Soldotna 4 2 25C Central 4 1

(continue next column) TOTAL 921 171
Bold=rural communities.
Source:  FWS 2013
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Table 11 shows the rural interior Alaska communities for which an effort to harvest sheep in Unit 20E has 
been documented (based on the ADF&G/FWS harvest reporting database and ethnographic descriptions 
that were described above). They are Northway, Tetlin, and Tok in Unit 12; Nenana in Unit 20A; Dot 
Lake Village, Delta Junction, Fort Greely, Healy Lake, and Tanacross in 20D; Eagle City and Eagle 
Village in 20E; Central in 25C; and Circle in 25D. 

Unit 25B Summary

Hunting for sheep in Unit 25B occurs primarily in the southeastern portion, which is adjacent to Eagle 
City and Eagle Village, with a harvest permit. The majority of sheep were taken by nonrural residents 
of the state (see Table 7). The mountainous sheep habitat near the headwaters of the Salmon Fork of the 
Black River have been used by Chalkyitsik to take sheep. The area of Kathul Mountain has been used by 
residents of Circle to take sheep (Caulfi eld 1979). Table 11 shows the rural interior Alaska communities 
for which an effort to harvest sheep in Unit 25B has been documented (based in the ADF&G/FWS harvest 
reporting database and ethnographic descriptions described above). They include Tok in Unit 12; Delta 
Junction, Dot Lake, and Dot Lake Village in Unit 20D; Eagle City and Eagle Village in Unit 20E; and 
Chalkyitsik and Circle in Unit 25D.

Unit 25C Summary

Most sheep habitat is in the White Mountains area within the White Mountains National Recreational 

Table 10. Unit 25C: the harvest of sheep by residents of only rural 
communities, based on the ADF&G/FWS reporting system, 1983–
2010 cumulative.

UNIT 25C SHEEP HARVEST 1983–2010

Unit of 
residence Rural community Number of 

hunters
Number 

harvested

01D Haines 1 0
01D Klukwan 1 1
04 Sitka 4 2
08 Kodiak 4 1
09B Port Alsworth 2 0
12 Tok 1 0
13D Copper Center 1 0
17C Dillingham 5 2
18 Nunapitchuk 1 1
19A Chuathbaluk 1 0
20A Anderson 1 0
20A Nenana 4 0
20C Denali National Park 1 0
20E Eagle  1 1
20F Rampart 1 0
23 Kotzebue 1 1
25C Central 4 1
TOTAL 34 10
Source: FWS 2013
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Table 11. The rural interior Alaska communities for which an effort to 
harvest sheep in Units 20E, 25B, or 25C has been documented (based 
in the ADF&G/FWS harvest reporting database and ethnographic 
descriptions).

2010 US CENSUS

Unit of 
Residence Community Number of 

people
Number of 

households

Unit 20E
12 Northway Village 98 30
12 Northway Junction 54 20
12 Tanacross 136 53
12 Tetlin 127 43
12 Tok 1,258 532
20A Nenana 378 171
20D Delta Junction 958 377
20D Dot Lake Village 63 19
20D Fort Greely 539 236
20D Healy Lake 13 7
20E Eagle City 86 41
20E Eagle Village 67 31
25C Central 96 53
25D Circle 104 40
Unit 25B
12 Tok 1,258 532
20D Delta Junction 958 377
20D Dot Lake 13 7
20D Dot Lake Village 62 19
20E Eagle City 86 41
20E Eagle Village 67 31
25D Chalkyitsik 69 24
25D Circle 104 40
Unit 25C
12 Tok 1,258 532
20A Anderson 246 90
20A Nenana 378 171
20C Denali National Park Hdq unknown unknown
20E Eagle City 86 41
20E Eagle Village 67 31
20F Rampart 24 10
25C Central 96 53
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Area, and the majority of sheep are taken by nonrural Alaska residents (see Table 9). Since 1988, most 
of the range has been closed to off-road vehicles, and the majority of successful hunters accessed the area 
by plane (Hollis 2011). The community of Central is adjacent to the area. Customary and traditional takes 
of sheep have likely been impacted by prohibitions against motorized access. Table 11 shows the rural 
interior Alaska communities for which an effort to harvest sheep in Unit 25C has been documented (based 
in the ADF&G/FWS harvest reporting database and ethnographic descriptions described above). They 
include Tok in Unit 12; Anderson and Nenana in Unit 20A; Denali National Park Headquarters in Unit 
20C; Eagle City and Eagle Village in Unit 20E; Rampart in Unit 20F; and Central in Unit 25C.

Effects of the Proposal

If the proposal is adopted, those eligible to hunt sheep under Federal regulations in Units 25B and 
25C would increase from no rural residents of the state to residents of Units 20E, 25B, and 25C. In 
contrast, eligibility to hunt sheep under Federal regulations in Unit 20E, would be reduced from all 
rural residents of the state, to residents of only Units 20E, 25B, and 25C. This would have no effect on 
people’s eligibility to hunt sheep under State regulations. People could continue to hunt sheep under State 
regulations.

If this proposal is not adopted, there would continue to be no priority for rural residents of the state to 
hunt sheep in Units 25B and 25C, and the Board would be unable to adopt Federal hunting seasons. The 
priority for sheep hunting in Unit 20E would continue to include all rural residents of the state, and the 
Board could go forward and adopt a hunting season and harvest limit for sheep in Unit 20E. 

OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION

Support Proposal WP14-42 with modifi cation to recognize the customary and traditional uses of sheep 
by rural interior Alaska areas for which customary and traditional uses have been documented, based on 
harvest reporting systems and ethnographic descriptions.

The modifi ed regulation would read:

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations—Sheep

Unit 20E All rural residents. Rural Residents of Units 20E, 25B, 25C, and 
Circle, Dot Lake, Healy Lake, Northway, Tanacross, Tetlin, and 
Tok

Unit 25B No Federal subsistence priority Rural Residents of Units 20E, 
25B, 25C, and Chalkyitsik and Circle 

Unit 25C No Federal subsistence priority Rural Residents of Units 20E, 
25B, 25C

Justifi cation

Rural residents of Units 20E, 25B, and 25C exemplify customary and traditional uses of sheep in the 
Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve. Documented evidence in the harvest reporting database from 
1983–2010 demonstrated this (see Table 6, Table 8, and Table 10). Additional documentation was 
presented in ethnographic information. 

Ethnographic documentation was heavily weighted towards descriptions of Han, Gwich’in, Tanacross, 
and Upper Tanana Athabascan customary and traditional uses. The Gwich’in community at Chalkyitsik 
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was shown to rely on the Black River drainage where they harvested sheep (Caulfi eld 1983). The 
area continues to be an important harvesting area for wild resources (Van Lanen et al. 2012). The 
contemporary community of Circle that was settled by Gwich’in was shown to hunt sheep at Kathul 
Mountain historically (Caulfi eld 1979), and Circle residents continue to use the Yukon-Charley Rivers 
National Preserve to harvest sheep and other wild resources (Van Lanen et al. 2012). The contemporary 
communities of Dot Lake Village, Healy Lake, Northway Village, Tanacross, and Tetlin were settled 
by Tanacross and Upper Tanana Athabascans who used the Fortymile River drainage to harvest sheep 
and other resources historically (Haynes and Simeone 2007) and continue to use the area to harvest 
caribou and moose (Van Lanen et al. 2012). Additionally, some documentation existed that residents not 
associated with established communities, mostly living along the Yukon River, are also eligible to be 
considered in the proposed customary and traditional use determinations for sheep. They were known to 
rely heavily on subsistence harvests that included harvests of sheep in the Yukon-Charley Rivers National 
Preserve (Caulfi eld 1979).

All interior Alaska communities larger than 500 residents were represented in the harvest reporting 
databases except Fort Yukon (see Table 11). They were Delta Junction, Fort Greely, Nenana, and Tok. 
Except for Tok, the reported use by them was minimal, one or two unsuccessful attempts to harvest sheep 
since 1983 (see Table 6, Table 8, and Table 10). Additionally, minimal use was demonstrated by the 
smaller communities of Anderson, Rampart, and the Denali National Park Headquarters. Ethnographic 
descriptions of their subsistence uses in the Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve, or on other Federal 
public lands in Units 20E, 25B, or 25C, were not found, and the analysis conclusion does not include 
them in the customary and traditional use determinations for sheep in Units 20E, 25B, or 25C.
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Appendix A. Existing customary and traditional use determinations for 
brown bear, moose, and caribou, for rural interior Alaska communities for 
which an effort to harvest sheep in Units 20E, 25B, or 25C has been
documented (based on harvest reporting databases and ethnographic 
information described in the analysis).

CUSTOMARY AND TRADIITONAL USE DETERMINATIONS

Unit of 
residence Rural community Brown bear Moose Caribou

MANAGEMENT UNIT 20E
12 Northway Yes Yes Yes
12 Tanacross Yes Yes Yes
12 Tetlin Yes Yes Yes
12 Tok Yes Yes Yes 
20A Nenana
20D Delta Junction Yes Yes
20D Dot Lake Yes Yes Yes
20D Fort Greely Yes
20D Healy Lake Yes Yes
20E Eagle Yes Yes
25C Central Yes
25D Circle Yes

MANAGEMENT UNIT 25B
12 Tok nd
20D Delta Junction nd
20D Dot Lake nd
20E Eagle Yes nd
25D Chalkyitsik Yes nd Yes
25D Circle Yes nd Yes

MANAGEMENT UNIT 25C
12 Tok nd
20A Anderson nd
20A Nenana nd
20C Denali National Pk. Hq. nd
20E Eagle Yes nd
20F Rampart nd
25C Central Yes nd Yes
nd=No customary and traditional use determination. All rural residents are 
eligible to harvest moose under Federal regulations.

APPENDIX A
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Appendix B. Sheep: existing customary and traditional use determinations for sheep, rural interior Alaska 
communities for which an effort to harvest sheep in Units 20E, 25B, or 25C has been documented (based 
on harvest reporting databases and ethnographic information described in the analysis).

SHEEP 

Unit of 
residence Rural community

Customary and traditional use 
determination 

for sheep

12 Northway Units 11 (north of Sanford River) and 12
12 Tanacross Units 11 (north of Sanford River) and 12
12 Tetlin Units 11 (north of Sanford River) and 12
12 Tok Units 11 (north of Sanford River) and 12
20A Anderson
20A Nenana
20C Denali National Park Headquarters
20D Delta Junction
20D Dot Lake Units 11 (north of Sanford River) and 12
20D Fort Greely
20D Healy Lake Units 11 (north of Sanford River) and 12
20F Rampart
20E Eagle City 
20E Eagle City
25C Central
25D Chalkyitsik Units 25A, 26A, and 26C
25D Circle

 

  

APPENDIX B
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Appendix C. Sheep hunting areas based on the FWS/ADF&G harvest reporting system, 1983–2010.
(Rural interior Alaska communities for which an effort to harvest sheep in Units 20E, 25B, or 25C
has been documented, based on harvest reporting databases and ethnographic information 
described in the analysis.)

SHEEP HARVEST AREAS 1983–2010

Unit of 
residence Community Management unit hunted Unit most 

used

12 Northway and
Northway Juction

11

12 Tanacross 20D
12 Tetlin 11, 12
12 Tok 06, 07, 11, 12, 13, 14A, 14B, 14C, 20D, 20E, 20F, 

24A, 25A, 25B, 25C, 26B, 26C
11, 12

20A Anderson 7, 11, 12, 13, 14C, 20A, 20C, 20D, 25C, 26B 20A

20A Nenana 7, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15B, 15C,19C, 20A, 20C, 20D, 
20E, 24A, 25A, 25C, 26B, 26C 

20A

20C Denali National Park 
Headquarters

11, 12, 13, 14A, 14C, 19C, 20A, 20C, 20D, 20F, 
25A, 25C, 26B

20A

20D Delta Junction 11, 12, 13, 14A, 14C, 19C, 20A, 20B, 20C, 20D, 
20E, 23, 24A, 25A, 25B, 26B, 26C

12, 13, 20A, 
20D

20D Dot Lake and Dot 
Lake Village

12, 20D, 25B

20D Fort Greely 11, 12, 13, 14C, 16B, 20A, 20D, 20E, 24A, 25A, 
26A, 26B, 26C

20A, 20D

20D Healy Lake Not covered by harvest reporting system

20F Rampart 20A, 25C, 26B

20E Eagle City and Eagle 
Village

11, 20E, 25B, 25C 25B

25C Central 12, 14, 20A, 20E, 25C, 26C 26C

25D Chalkyitsik None reported

25D Circle 20E, 25A, 26B, 26C

Bold=Unit in the request.

APPENDIX C
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Support Proposals WP14-42 and WP14-43:  These proposals allow traditional use of the 
resource by Federally Qualified Subsistence users a long documented tradition since early 1900 
by local people.

Donald Woodruff, Eagle 
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WP14–43 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP14-43 requests establishment of a hunting season and 

harvest limit for sheep in Units 20E, 25B, 25C, and 25D. Submitted 
by the Eastern Interior Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council.

Proposed Regulation Unit 20 – Sheep

Unit 20E – 1 ram with full-curl horn or larger Aug. 10 – Sept. 20

Unit 20 remiander No Federal open 
season

Unit 25 – Sheep

Unit 25B – No Federal open season1 ram with 
full-curl horn or larger Aug. 10 – Sept. 20 

Unit 25C – No Federal open season1 ram with 
full-curl horn or larger

Aug. 10 – Sept. 20

Unit 25D – No Federal open season1 ram with 
full-curl horn or larger 

Aug. 10 – Sept. 20

OSM Preliminary Conclusion Support

Eastern Interior Regional 
Council Recommendation

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

ADF&G Comments

Written Public Comments 1 Support
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
WP14-43

ISSUES

Proposal WP14-43, submitted by the Eastern Interior Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council, 
requests establishment of a hunting season and harvest limit for sheep in Units 20E, 25B, 25C, and 25D.

DISCUSSION

The proponent states that there is a need to establish a season for sheep in Units 20E, 25B, 25C, and 25D 
as there are currently no Federal open seasons and establishing a Federal season in these units would 
provide for a subsistence priority over other uses on Federal public lands.  The proposed regulatory 
changes would also align with current State seasons and harvest limits.  

Note: A companion proposal WP14-42, requests a customary and traditional use determination for sheep 
in Units 20E and 25B and 25C.

Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 20 – Sheep 
No Federal open 
season.

Unit 25 – Sheep 
Units 25B, 25C, and 25D No Federal open 

season

Proposed Federal Regulation

Unit 20 – Sheep 

Unit 20E – 1 ram with full-curl horn or larger Aug. 10 – Sept. 20

Unit 20 remsinder No Federal open 
season

Unit 25 – Sheep 

Unit 25B – No Federal open season1 ram with full-curl horn or 
larger

Aug. 10 – Sept. 20 

Unit 25C – No Federal open season1 ram with full-curl horn or 
larger

Aug. 10 – Sept. 20

Unit 25D – No Federal open season1 ram with full-curl horn or 
larger

Aug. 10 – Sept. 20
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Existing State Regulation

Unit 20E — Sheep

Residents and nonresidents – one ram with full-curl horn or 
larger by drawing permit

Aug. 10 – Sept. 20

Unit 20 remainder — Sheep

Residents and nonresidents – one ram with full-curl horn or 
larger

Aug. 10 – Sept. 20

Unit 25 remainder – Sheep 

Residents and nonresidents – one ram with full-curl horn or 
larger

Aug. 10 – Sept. 20

Extent of Federal Public Lands

Federal public lands comprise approximately 30% of Unit 20E and consist of 21% National Park Service 
(NPS) managed lands and 9% Bureau of Land Management (BLM) managed lands (Unit 20 Map).  

Federal public lands compromise approximately 70% of Unit 25 and consist of 56% US Fish and Wildlife 
Service managed lands, 12% BLM lands, and 2% NPS managed lands (Unit 25 Map).  

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations

The customary and traditional use determination for sheep in Unit 20 includes all rural residents (see Staff 
Analysis WP14-42).  

There is no customary and traditional use determination for sheep in Units 25B and 25C (see Staff 
Analysis WP14-42).  All rural residents have a customary and traditional use determination for sheep in 
Unit 25D.  

Regulatory History

Since the beginning of the Federal subsistence management program in 1990, there has never been a 
Federal hunting season for sheep in either Unit 20 or in Units 25B, 25C, and 25D.  

Biological Background

The Dall sheep population in Units 20B, 20D, and 20E is composed of several small, discrete 
subpopulations that are somewhat isolated from one another by large areas of unsuitable habitat.  Much of 
the sheep habitat in this area is remote and difficult to access and there has been little historical use of the 
sheep populations (DuBois 2011).  Subpopulations outside of Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve 
are centered around Mount Harper, Glacier Peak, and West Point (Herriges 2013, pers. comm.).  Between 
2003 and 2009, sheep surveys were flown on the Mount Harper-upper Goodpaster River portion of Unit 
20E.  During that time, a total of 78–108 sheep were counted with six to ten legal rams and between 11 
and 35 lambs per 100 ewes (DuBois 2011) (Table 1).
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The Glacier Mountain Controlled Use Area within Unit 20E has a somewhat isolated sheep population. 
Sheep surveys have been flown in the area in 1981, 82, 92, 93, and 1998-2005.  An average of 76 sheep 
were observed during these surveys with an average of 4 legal rams as well.  Twelve years of harvest 
data collected between 1996 and 2012 showed an average of 2.2 legal rams being harvested from the area 
(Gronquist 2013, pers. comm.). 

There is also a small population of sheep that ranges between West Point in the Upper Salcha River 
drainage and Big Windy Creek in the Steese National Conservation Area (NCA).  The West Point portions 
of this population inhabit Unit 20B and the Steese NCA portions of Unit 25C.  Movement occurs between 
this subpopulation and those within Yukon Charley Rivers National Preserve to the east (Herriges 2013, 
pers. comm.).  

Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve covers portions of Units 20E, 25B, and 25C.  Dall sheep 
inhabit the mountains in the southwestern portion of the preserve, and the bluffs and hills along the 
Charley River, upper Seventymile River and upper Woodchopper Creek areas.  Sheep also occur in the 
northeastern portion of the preserve in the Ogilvie Mountains along the Alaska-Canada border (Burch 
2010).  Sheep surveys were flown in the southwestern portion of the preserve between 1983 and 2009.  
However, due to extensive and frequent movement of sheep between survey units, evaluating trends from 
these surveys is difficult at best, especially years when the entire survey area was not flown (Burch 2010).  
With this in mind, Burch (2010) stated that comparable years include 1997, 1998, 1999, 2001, 2002, and 
2009.  Based on these surveys, the sheep population appears stable with good lamb survival and yearling 
recruitment (Figure 1) (Burch 2010).  

Table 1.  Mount Harper (DS206) drawing permit sheep harvest, regulatory years 1990-1991 through 
2009—2010 (DuBois 2011).   

Regulatory Year Permits Issued Did Not 
Hunt 

Unsuccessful 
Hunters 

Successful 
Hunters 

Total Harvest 

1990-1991 4 2 1 1 1 
1991-1992 4 1 1 2 2 
1992-1993 4 2 0 2 2 
1993-1994 4 0 3 1 1 
1994-1995 4 1 3 0 0 
1995-1996 4 0 0 4 4 
1996-1997 4 1 1 2 2 
1997-1998 4 2 0 2 2 
1998-1999 4 1 2 1 1 
1999-2000 4 0 1 3 3 
2000-2001 4 1 1 2 2 
2001-2002 4 0 1 3 3 
2002-2003 4 0 2 2 2 
2003-2004 4 1 2 1 1 
2004-2005 4 3 1 0 0 
2005-2006 4 1 1 2 2 
2006-2007 4 2 0 2 2 
2007-2008 4 2 2 0 0 
2008-2009 4 3 1 0 0 
2009-2010 4 2 1 1 1 
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Dall sheep populations in the White Mountains (portions of Units 20B, 20F, 25C and 25D) are the 
largest involved in this proposal, with little reported harvest until recent decades.  However, beginning in 
1980, sheep harvest started to increase, peaking in the late 1990s and 2000s (Seaton 2008).  Survey data 
indicated that sheep populations increased from a low in 1977 to a peak in 1999.  Population numbers 
have remained in the upper portion of that range from 2000 through 2012 (Figure 2) and Herriges 2013, 
pers. comm.).  The mean ratio of lambs:ewes was 26:100 from 1970 to 2006 but increased to 44:100 
and 34:100 in 2007 and 2008 respectively. The percentage of legal rams has ranged from 3–7% of the 
population since the 1970s.  However, caution should be used when interpreting this composition data 
since different areas were surveyed in different years due to weather precluding complete coverage of the 
survey area each year (Hollis 2011).  

Harvest History

Between 1990 and 2010, an average of 1.5 sheep were harvested per year under the State drawing permit 
(DS206), which includes a portion of Unit 20E (Table 1).  Most individuals participating in this hunt have 
been nonlocal residents (DuBois 2011).  There is very little Federal land within this hunt area, with only 
a small portion of Bureau of Land Management land near the Mount Harper area.  Harvest in the Tanana 
Hills in Unit 20E averaged 5 sheep between 1990 and 2010 (Table 2).  Access for both hunt areas has 
been mostly by aircraft due to the remote nature of the country (DuBois 2011).  

 

Figure 1.  Sheep population trends for all 7 survey units in Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve 
(Burch 2010).   
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Within the boundaries of Yukon-Charley National Preserve (portions of Unit 20E, 25B, 25C), an average 
of 4 rams were harvested per year between 1983 and 2007.  An increase in sheep harvest within the 
Preserve took place after hunting regulations changed from a drawing permit to an open hunt in 1993, 
though the sheep population appears to have remained stable (Burch 2010).  

Sheep harvest in the White Mountains (portions of Units 20B, 20F, 25C and 25D) averaged 10 sheep 
per year between 2000 and 2010.  The majority of harvest in this area is by residents.  There has been a 
consistent percentage of legal rams harvested from this population since the 1970s, indicating that current 
harvest levels will most likely not result in overharvest (Hollis 2011).  

Effects of the Proposal

If this Proposal is adopted it would establish a Federal season for sheep in Units 20E, 25B, 25C, and 
25D.  No increase in harvest is anticipated since there is already an existing State season in the areas in 
question.  Sheep populations in the proposed areas have been hunted under State regulations for decades 
and the populations in all of the affected units appear to be stable, with the possible exception of Unit 
25C, which may be starting to experience declines.  Federal and State seasons would be aligned under 
this proposal, thereby minimizing regulatory complexity for users.  Establishment of a Federal season 

 

Figure 2.  White Mount ns aerial sheep counts, 1970-2008 (DuBois 2011).   
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Table 2.  Tanana Hills sheep harvest, regulatory years 1990-1991 through 2009-2010 (DuBois 2011).   

Regulatory Year Total Sheep Harvested 
1990-1991 1 
1991-1992 3 
1992-1993 1 
1993-1994 5 
1994-1995 3 
1995-1996 8 
1996-1997 5 
1997-1998 9 
1998-1999 5 
1999-2000 10 
2000-2001 5 
2001-2002 7 
2002-2003 8 
2003-2004 10 
2004-2005 3 
2005-2006 8 
2006-2007 2 
2007-2008 7 
2008-2009 3 
2009-2010 0 

 

could provide more hunting opportunities to Federally qualified users should seasons or harvest limits be 
liberalized in the future.  Additionally, Federally qualified users would not have to get a drawing permit to 
hunt sheep in Unit 20E should if this proposal is adopted.    

OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION

Support Proposal WP14-43.

Justification

Dall sheep populations in the proposed units are stable and have withstood hunting pressure for several 
decades without any apparent detriment.  Much of the areas proposed for a Federal season are remote and 
hard to access, and there is already an existing State hunting season, so harvest pressure should remain 
the same.  Harvest of sheep in any of the affected individual units has not exceeded 10 legal rams for at 
least the last 10 to 20 years, depending upon the area.  Establishment of a Federal season would allow 
for hunting opportunities for Federally qualified users should seasons or harvest limits be liberalized in 
the future, and State and Federal would also be aligned, although Federally qualified subsistence users 
would not have to get a drawing permit to hunt sheep in Unit 20E if hunting under these proposed hunting 
regulations .   
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Support Proposals WP14-42 and WP14-43:  These proposals allow traditional use of the 
resource by Federally Qualified Subsistence users a long documented tradition since early 1900 
by local people.

Donald Woodruff, Eagle 
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WP14–44 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP14-44 requests a five day extension of the moose season 

in Unit 20F remainder from Sept. 1 – 25 to Sept. 1-30. Submitted by 
the Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council,

Proposed Regulation Unit 20F remainder – Moose 

Unit 20F remainder – 1 antlered bull Sept. 1 – Sept. 2530

OSM Preliminary Conclusion Support

Eastern Interior Regional 
Council Recommendation

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

ADF&G Comments

Written Public Comments 2 Support
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 DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
WP14-44

ISSUES

Proposal WP14-44, submitted by the Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council, 
requests a five day extension of the moose season in Unit 20F remainder from Sept. 1 – 25 to Sept. 1-30.  

DISCUSSION

The proponent states that the weather is too warm in early September with temperatures in recent years 
reaching into the 60s and that hunters who harvest a moose during this time are having difficulty keeping 
the meat from spoiling under these warm conditions.  The proponent requests extension of the fall season 
to compensate for lost hunting days during the early part of the season due to warm temperatures.  

Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 20F remainder – Moose 

Unit 20F remainder – 1 antlered bull Sept. 1 – Sept. 25

Proposed Federal Regulation

Unit 20F remainder – Moose 

Unit 20F remainder – 1 antlered bull Sept. 1 – Sept. 2530

Existing State Regulation

Unit 20F remainder – Moose 

Residents – one bull Sept. 1 – Sept. 15

Extent of Federal Public Lands

Federal public lands comprise approximately 24% of Unit 20F and consist of 23% Bureau of Land 
Management managed lands and 1% US Fish and Wildlife Service managed lands (Map 1).

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations

Rural residents of Unit 20F and residents of Manley, Minto, and Stevens Village have a customary and 
traditional use determination for moose in Unit 20F.  The affected Federal lands in Unit 20F include all 
BLM lands excluding the Dalton Highway Corridor Management Area.  

Regulatory History

Proposal 32 was adopted by the Federal Subsistence Board in 1991/92 and established the current fall 
hunting season for moose in Unit 20F remainder.  The proposal requested the harvest season be changed 
from Sept. 16 – Sept. 26 to Sept. 1 – Sept. 25, which more accurately reflected actual harvest patterns and 
traditional hunting times of the villages in the region.     
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Biological Background

Moose densities in Unit 20F have been low for many years, with predation by wolves and bears and 
habitat limitations seen as the likely reasons (Gassaway et al. 1992).  Moose densities are thought to 
fluctuate between 0.2-0.7 moose/mi2 and predators are thought to be lightly harvested, which may 
be contributing to the low moose densities observed in the unit (Hollis 2010).  The State of Alaska 
management objective in Unit 20C and 20F is to maintain a bull:cow ratio of ≥ 30:100 in areas with aerial 
surveys and ≥ 20% large bulls in the harvest in areas without aerial surveys (Hollis 2010).  Population 
composition data for Unit 20F is limited to the percentage of large bulls (antlers wider than 50 inches) 
in the harvest.  Harvest of large bulls (antlers larger than 50 inches) in Unit 20F was 24%-55% of the 
reported harvest, suggesting that overharvest of bulls was not a concern (Hollis 2010).  

Habitat

Unit 20F contains tracks of mature black spruce that are poor habitat for moose but there are many 
riparian areas, subalpine hills and burns that have habitat capable of supporting moose at higher densities 
than currently exist (Hollis 2010).  Fire is the most effective means for improving moose habitat in Unit 
20F although moose densities are thought to be limited by predation rather than forage (Hollis 2010).  
Habitat that has been enhanced by wildfire may help the growth of moose populations by increasing 
reproductive rates, while wildfires may also decrease the efficiency of predators due to increases in 
deadfall (Boertje et al. 1995).  

Harvest History

Moose harvest has steadily increased in Unit 20F over the last ten years from a low of 20 moose in 2003 
to a high of 56 moose in 2009 (Figure 1).  Harvest has declined slightly in the last few years, but there is 
still an increasing harvest trend in the unit for the last decade.  Hunting pressure has remained low in Unit 
20F relative to other areas of Unit 20 (Hollis 2010).  

Effects of the Proposal

If adopted this proposal would extend the fall moose hunt in Unit 20F remainder by five days.  This 
would create a longer season, providing additional opportunity for Federally qualified users to harvest 
moose during potentially cooler temperatures later in the season, thereby helping to minimize the spoiling 
of meat in the field.  Adding an additional 5 days to the existing season should not have an effect on the 
moose population since hunting pressure in the subunit is already low relative to other areas of Unit 20C, 
with the harvest of bulls over the last several years not seen as a conservation concern.  

OSM Preliminary Conclusion

Support Proposal WP14-44.

Justification

Adopting this proposal would add five days to the end of the fall moose season in Unit 20F remainder.  
Extension of the season may help Federally qualified users harvest moose later in the season, thereby 
reducing the risk of meat spoilage associated with the warmer temperatures that rural users have 
experienced in recent years.  The moose population should not be adversely effected by this short 
extension of the season as harvest pressure has been relatively low in the subunit.   
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Figure 1.  Moose harvest in Unit 20F, 2003-2012 (OSM 2013, ADF&G 2013).   
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Support Proposal 14-44:  Support this proposal – we have the same problems in our area of 
seasons being too early and meat not keeping due to warm weather and meat not keeping due to 
warm weather, and the longer season we got has helped a great deal.  The last half of September 
moose are easier to find (more active, leaves gone from trees) and the meat can usually be hung 
through freeze-up.  However, I’d prefer to see the season stay the same length , i.e. starting 5 
days later.

Miki and Julie Collins, Lake Minchumina

Support Proposal 14-44:  I support this proposal moves the season to a later date.  Over the last 
10 years, early September temps are way too warm to properly care for our moose meat.  This 
proposal is very sound reasoning.

Donald Woodruff, Eagle 
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WP14-15/45 Executive Summary
General Description Proposals WP14-15 and 45 request changes to the pool of Federally 

eligible users of the Chisana Caribou Herd. In 2012, a determination, 
based on Section 804 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation 
Act, was adopted by the Federal Subsistence Board in response to 
conservation concerns for the Chisana Caribou Herd. The Management 
Plan indicates a harvestable surplus of 14 bulls, 7 of which can be taken 
on the U.S. side of the border.

Proposal WP14-15 requests the Board to include in the pool of eligible 
users of the Chisana Caribou Herd, residents of Nabesna (defi ned as 
the Nabesna Road from mileposts 25 to 46) and residents of the hunt 
area (that portion of Unit 12 east of the Nabesna River and the Nabesna 
Glacier and south of the Winter Trail running southeast from Pickerel 
Lake to the Canadian border). Submitted by the Wrangell-St. Elias 
National Park Subsistence Resource Commission.

Proposal WP14-45 requests the Board to include residents of Nabesna 
and residents of the hunt area not affi liated with a community in the pool 
of eligible subsistence users of the Chisana Caribou Herd.  Submitted by 
the Eastern Interior Subsistence Regional Advisory Council. 

Proposed Regulation–WP14-15 Unit 12—Caribou

Unit 12, that portion east of the Nabesna 
River and the Nabesna Glacier and south 
of the Winter Trail running southeast from 
Pickerel Lake to the Canadian border.

1 bull by Federal 
registration permit 
only. Sept. 1–30

Federal public lands are closed to the 
harvest of caribou except by residents of 
Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta Lake, 
Northway, Tetlin, and Tok, Unit 12 along 
the Nabesna Road (mileposts 25–46), and 
that portion of Unit 12 east of the Nabesna 
River and the Nabesna Glacier and south 
of the Winter Trail.

Proposed Regulation–WP14-45 Unit 12—Caribou

Unit 12, that portion east of the Nabesna 
River and the Nabesna Glacier and south 
of the Winter Trail running southeast from 
Pickerel Lake to the Canadian border.

1 bull by Federal 
registration permit 
only. Sept. 1–30

Federal public lands are closed to the 
harvest of caribou except by residents of the 
area and residents of Chisana, Chistochina, 
Mentasta Lake, Nabesna, Northway, Tetlin, 
and Tok.

continued on next page
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WP14-15/45 Executive Summary (continued)

OSM Preliminary Conclusion
Support Proposal 15 with modification to add the residents of 
Nabesna to the Section 804 determination concerning the Chisana 
Caribou Herd; Proposal 45 Take no Action

Southcentral Regional Council 
Recommendation

Eastern Interior Regional 
Council Recommendation

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

ADF&G Comments

Written Public Comments 2 Support
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
WP14-15/45

ISSUES

Proposals WP14-15 and -45 request changes to the pool of Federally eligible users of the Chisana Caribou 
Herd. In 2012, a determination, based on Section 804 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation 
Act (ANILCA), was adopted by the Federal Subsistence Board (Board) in response to conservation 
concerns for the Chisana Caribou Herd. The Management Plan (CCHWG 2012) indicates a harvestable 
surplus of 14 bulls, 7 of which can be taken on the U.S. side of the border.

Proposal WP14-15, submitted by the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park Subsistence Resource 
Commission, requests the Board to include in the pool of eligible users of the Chisana Caribou Herd, 
residents of Nabesna (defined as the Nabesna Road from mileposts 25 to 46) and residents of the hunt 
area (that portion of Unit 12 east of the Nabesna River and the Nabesna Glacier and south of the Winter 
Trail running southeast from Pickerel Lake to the Canadian border).

Proposal WP14-45, submitted by the Eastern Interior Subsistence Regional Advisory Council, requests 
the Board to include residents of Nabesna and residents of the hunt area not affiliated with a community 
in the pool of eligible subsistence users of the Chisana Caribou Herd. The two proposals are essentially 
the same.

Another proposal (WP14-49) requests to lengthen the hunting season for the Chisana Caribou Herd.

DISCUSSION

The Chisana Caribou Herd hunt area was established by the Board in 2012. The Board also adopted a 
Section 804 determination to include residents of only  Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta Lake, Northway, 
Tetlin, and Tok in the pool of eligible users of Chisana caribou under Federal regulations. Both 
proponents recommend that Nabesna residents and residents of the hunt area (in addition to Chisana 
residents) be eligible to hunt Chisana caribou because of their close proximity to the herd and reliance on 
the herd, adding that they live in remote locations near or within the hunt area and depend on nearby wild 
resources.

Concerning Nabesna, it should be noted that the Board has adopted other customary and traditional use 
determinations that include residents of  “mileposts 25–46 of the Nabesna Road.” It is helpful to know 
that mileposts 25–46 fall within Unit 12. Mileposts 1–25 of the Nabesna Road are in Unit 11.

Since the initial Section 804 analysis was written (FWS 2012a), staff have accessed additional 
information describing the uses of the Chisana Caribou Herd by residents of Nabesna (LaVine 2013, pers. 
comm.).
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Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 12—Caribou

Unit 12, that portion east of the Nabesna River and the Nabesna 
Glacier and south of the Winter Trail running southeast from 
Pickerel Lake to the Canadian border 

Federal public lands are closed to the harvest of caribou except 
by residents of Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta Lake, Northway, 
Tetlin, and Tok.

1 bull by Federal registration 
permit only. Sept. 1–30.

Proposed Federal Regulation WP14-15

Unit 12—Caribou

Unit 12, that portion east of the Nabesna River and the Nabesna 
Glacier and south of the Winter Trail running southeast from 
Pickerel Lake to the Canadian border 

1 bull by Federal registration 
permit only. Sept. 1–30

Federal public lands are closed to the harvest of caribou except 
by residents of Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta Lake, Northway, 
Tetlin, and Tok, Unit 12 along the Nabesna Road (mileposts 
25–46), and that portion of Unit 12 east of the Nabesna River 
and the Nabesna Glacier and south of the Winter Trail.

Proposed Federal Regulation WP14-45

Unit 12—Caribou

Unit 12, that portion east of the Nabesna River and the Nabesna 
Glacier and south of the Winter Trail running southeast from 
Pickerel Lake to the Canadian border 

1 bull by Federal registration 
permit only. Sept. 1–30

Federal public lands are closed to the harvest of caribou 
except by residents of the area and residents of Chisana, 
Chistochina, Mentasta Lake, Nabesna, Northway, Tetlin, 
and Tok.

Existing State Regulation 

 Unit 12—Caribou

Unit 12 remainder No open season
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Extent of Federal Public Land

The focus of the proposals (Unit 12 east of the Nabesna River and the Nabesna Glacier and south of the 
Winter Trail running southeast from Pickerel Lake to the Canadian border) is approximately 99% Federal 
public lands, all of which are managed by the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve (Map 1).

Customary and Traditional Use Determination

For Unit 12 caribou, the Board has recognized the customary and traditional uses of Unit 12 residents 
(including Tanacross, Tok, Tetlin, Northway, and Nabesna) and residents of Chistochina, Dot Lake, Healy 
Lake, and Mentasta Lake. 

Regulatory History

From 1994 to 2011 the State and Federal hunts for Chisana caribou were closed. In 2010, the Board 
deferred Proposal WP10-104 that requested the Board open a Federal hunting season. In 2012, Proposals 
WP12-65 and 66 were submitted to open a Federal hunting season. As recommended by the Southcentral 
Regional Advisory Council and the Eastern Interior Regional Advisory Council, the Board took no action 
on Proposals WP10-104 and WP12-65.  

The Southcentral Council recommended adopting WP12-66 with modification recommended by OSM 
staff after performing a Section 804 analysis to determine the eligible hunters, and contingent on the 
formation of a subcommittee to consist of representatives from the Southcentral Council, the Eastern 
Interior Council, representatives from the communities of Chistochina, Mentasta Lake, Northway, and 
Tetlin, plus three or four additional interested members of the public from the other villages considered 
or areas between to determine allocation. The OSM recommendation to the Board was that residents 
of Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta Lake, Northway, Tetlin, and Tok should be in the pool of eligible 
subsistence users of Chisana caribou.

The Eastern Interior Council also recommended adopting WP12-66 with modification to include residents 
of Nabesna and Tanacross as well as Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta Lake, Northway, Tetlin, and Tok in 
the pool of eligible users of Chisana caribou. The Board adopted the OSM recommendation to include 
only the residents of Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta Lake, Northway, Tetlin, and Tok in the pool of 
eligible users (FWS 2012a).  At the time, information was not available to describe the caribou use 
patterns of Nabesna, and at its meeting in January 2012, the Board indicated it would consider further 
research and analysis presented to the Board in the future (FSB 2012a:148). 

The authority to manage the Federal hunt was granted to the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and 
Preserve Superintendent by letter of delegation from the Board.  

Community Characteristics

Nabesna

The settlement patterns of the Upper Tanana and Copper Basin areas are diverse; some residents live 
in “recognized” communities and many households are dispersed along the road system between 
communities (Cellarius 2013, pers. comm.). Nabesna residents share a zip code with Gakona. For the 
purposes of the Federal program, the Nabesna area has been described as the area of milepost 25–46 of 
the Nabesna Road. The area of milepost 25–46 falls within Unit 12 while mileposts 1–25 of the Nabesna 
Road are in Unit 11. 



WP14-15/45

97Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

WRANGELL - ST. ELIAS
NATIONAL PRESERVE

WRANGELL - ST. ELIAS
NATIONAL PARK

WRANGELL - ST. ELIAS
NATIONAL PRESERVE

WRANGELL - ST. ELIAS
NATIONAL PRESERVE

WRANGELL - ST. ELIAS
NATIONAL PARK

WRANGELL - ST. ELIAS
NATIONAL PRESERVE

TETLIN NATIONAL
WILDLIFE REFUGE

Legend
Unit Boundary
FWS Refuge Lands
NPS Preserve Lands
NPS Park Lands
BLM Lands
Road
Trail

0 10 20

Miles

WP14-15/45 Map 1
Unit 12

Chisana Caribou Herd

¹

Chistochina

Slana

McCarthy

Nabesna

Mentasta
Lake

Tok
To

k C
uto

ff

Nabesna  Rd

12

Northway

Pickerel Lake  Winter Trail

Tanacross

Tetlin

N
ab

es
na

  G
la

ci
er

Chisana

Healy
Lake

Dot
Lake

Nab
esn

a  
Rive

r

Ptarmigan
Lake

Horsfeld



WP14-15/45

98 Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

This area is primarily comprised of home sites along the Nabesna Road. Nabesna Road is a state 
maintained road, much of which is located in Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve. The 
road was constructed to access the Nabesna gold mine in the 1930s. Generally, when people refer to 
“Nabesna,” they are referring to the end of the road where the mine was located. There are a number of 
localities along the road that are culturally significant, including the Ahtna Athabascan family settlement 
of Twin Lakes in the Unit 12 portion of the road and Batzulnetas (Ahtna) in Unit 11 (Cellarius 2013, pers. 
comm.; Reckord 1983a:146–150). 

In her early 1980s study on subsistence in Wrangell-St. Elias National Park, Reckord described the 
Nabesna Road area:

At Slana, a dirt road parallels the Copper River and its mass of arteries for 20 miles . . . to 
the Old Nabesna Mine . . . . Approximately 10–12 families live along the road  . . .  most 
live in the area year round. At least seven of the families are involved principally in the 
guiding business (1983a:269–270).

According to the Division of Subsistence, Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), the 
population along the entire Nabesna Road in 1983 was approximately 44 people living in 10 households 
(Stratton and Georgette 1984). The population from milepost 7–46 was 37 people living in 13 households 
in 1988 (McMillan and Cuccarese 1988). In 2010, 5 people in 3 households were living in the Nabesna 
census designated area (approximately milepost 25–46 of the Nabesna Road, the area called “Nabesna” 
in the analysis) according to the U.S. Census. In 2011, the National Park Service and ADF&G conducted 
a community harvest survey that included the Nabesna Road. They identified 9 households making their 
permanent residence on the Unit 12 portion of the road, and estimated that approximately 18 people lived 
in the area (LaVine 2013, pers. comm.).

Residents of the Hunt Area

The people living in the hunt area outside the community of Chisana number probably less than 5 people 
residing at Horsfeld and at Ptarmigan Lake (Map 1); however, an enumeration has not been done. It is 
likely that some are employed seasonally as guide/outfitters (Cellarius 2013, pers. comm.).

Section 804 Analysis

An analysis based on Section 804 of ANILCA shall be conducted whenever a proposal to change   
Federal regulations requests a prioritization for harvest of a subsistence resource among rural residents 
having customary and traditional use of that resource. In 2012, the Board opened a hunting season for 
the Chisana Caribou Herd. Because of the small harvestable surplus of animals, only 14 permits were 
available to distribute, and a Section 804 analysis was necessary to determine who would be eligible 
to receive a permit. The customary and traditional use determination for caribou in Unit 12 includes 10 
communities: Chisana, Nabesna, Northway, Tanacross, Tetlin, and Tok in Unit 12; Dot Lake and Healy 
Lake in Unit 20; and Chistochina and Mentasta Lake in Unit 13. In 2012, the 804 analysis determined 
which residents of the 10 communities, as well as which rural residents not living in a community but 
residing in Unit 12, would be eligible to harvest caribou from the Chisana Herd during the September 
2012 hunting season. The Section 804 determination concluded that residents of only Chisana, 
Chistochina, Mentasta Lake, Northway, Tetlin, and Tok should be in the pool of eligible users of the 
Chisana Herd under Federal regulations. The conclusion was adopted by the Board.

Both proponents of the proposals, WP14-15/45, recommend that Nabesna residents and residents of the 
hunt area not affiliated with a community be eligible to hunt Chisana caribou.
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Section 804 of ANILCA provides a subsistence priority for the taking of fish and wildlife on Federally 
administered lands and waters. A subsistence priority will be implemented through appropriate limitations 
whenever it is necessary to restrict the taking of populations of fish and wildlife on these lands for 
subsistence uses in order to protect the continued viability of fish and wildlife populations, or to continue 
such uses. These limitations are based on the application of three criteria: 1) customary and direct 
dependence upon the populations as the mainstay of livelihood, 2) local residency, and 3) the availability 
of alternative resources. 

1. Customary and Direct Dependence upon the Populations as a Mainstay of Livelihood

If “customary and direct dependence” is narrowly interpreted to mean that Chisana caribou provide 
necessary nutritional elements for “a mainstay of livelihood,” then none of the residents of Unit 12 or 
of the communities outside of Unit 12 with a customary and traditional use determination for caribou in 
Unit 12 meet this criterion: before the 2012 Federal season was opened by the Board, the hunt for Chisana 
caribou had been closed since 1994; presumably, all rural residents with customary and traditional use 
determinations for caribou in Unit 12 managed without using Chisana caribou for food between 1994 and 
2011.

If “customary and direct dependence” on Chisana caribou for “a mainstay of livelihood” is more broadly 
interpreted to mean that Chisana caribou provide necessary cultural and social elements to local peoples’ 
existence, then there are rural residents for whom this criterion applies. Based on evidence presented 
in the analysis for Proposal WP12-68 (FWS 2012b), which relied on Haynes and Simeone’s (2007) 
conclusion that the ancestors of residents of Northway, Mentasta, and Chistochina were part of the Upper 
Chisana-Upper Nabesna band, and on Guédon’s (1974) ethnographic description of Tetlin, it appears that 
Northway, Mentasta, Chistochina and Tetlin are the communities in Unit 12 and adjacent units whose 
residents exhibit customary and direct dependence on Chisana caribou. 

Based on available ADF&G harvest data, between 1977 and 1993 residents of Northway, Tok and Chisana 
hunted Chisana caribou and thereby exhibit a “customary and direct dependence” on Chisana caribou. 

In 2012 when the Board reviewed the Section 804 analysis, there was little evidence available to suggest 
that residents of Nabesna, Tanacross, Dot Lake and Healy Lake have a customary and direct dependence 
on Chisana caribou. Research uncovered neither documentary evidence relating to any cultural or social 
ties between residents of these communities and the Chisana Caribou Herd nor any harvest data to 
indicate that residents of these communities hunted the Chisana Caribou Herd. 

In 2012, based on the available evidence, it appeared that residents of 6 of 10 communities exhibited a 
customary and direct dependence on Chisana caribou, including Tok, Northway, Chistochina, Chisana, 
Mentasta, and Tetlin. The available evidence did not indicate which, if any, rural residents of Unit 12 not 
affiliated with a community are eligible for consideration under the “customary and direct dependence” 
criterion. 

In 2011, residents of Nabesna participated in research with the Division of Subsistence, ADF&G (LaVine 
2013, pers. comm.). New information was documented concerning caribou use patterns. Some of the 
families living at Nabesna first moved to the area in the 1950s. Transportation for most of the year was 
by sleds pulled by dogs and by small airplanes. Some were guiding hunters for seasonal employment, 
not just in Unit 12, but in other areas of the state as well. Up to 5 caribou and 5 moose were needed each 
year to support a family. Sheep meat was obtained from guided hunters. All meat was hung to freeze 
in a meat house. A generator supplied some electricity, but could not run a freezer for wild meat. Other 
wild resources, such as salmon, trout, grayling, and ptarmigan, were harvested. People also maintained 
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trap lines from which many of their outer clothes were made and cash obtained from selling furs. Food 
was preserved by canning. Caribou was eaten fresh or fresh frozen. Caribou were harvested in August 
and September. Food shortages occurred sometimes in March. People would try to find caribou if this 
happened. When a family purchased a snow machine they could search in a larger area than had been 
possible with dogs.  The larger more dependable snow machines were first used in the early 1970s. 

During an interviews with LaVine (2013, pers. comm.), one family said that the Nelchina Caribou Herd 
was their primary source of caribou. Nelchina caribou migrated through the Nabesna area through winter. 
Chisana caribou migrated over Cooper Pass and came down to the Nabesna River across from Nabesna 
from where they were harvested. The herd then turned and migrated back over Cooper Pass. Both herds 
could be present in the area at the same time, but by the early 1990s, the Chisana Caribou Herd had 
shrunk, and its migration no longer took it as far as the Nabesna River.

Interviewees described that an influx of people arrived in the mid-1970s. The reduced opportunity to 
harvest caribou (and moose) since Slana was established in the early 1980s was noted during interviews 
at Nabesna. A steady lowering in the local populations of all game species was also noted. In 2011, some 
were getting most of their wild meat from the hunters they guided. It was mentioned that people who 
live in the village of Chisana find they must leave in winter because there are not enough wild resources 
locally for them to make it through winter, according to respondents from Nabesna (LaVine 2013, pers. 
comm.).

The current proposals suggest residents of Nabesna and residents of the hunt area not affiliated with a 
community are eligible for consideration under this criterion. Since the Board adopted the Section 804 
determination in 2012, new information from recent research (LaVine 2013, pers. comm.), noted above, 
has become available, indicating that Nabesna residents hunted Chisana caribou and thereby exhibit a 
“customary and direct dependence” on Chisana caribou. There is no new information however indicating 
that residents of the hunt area not affiliated with a community hunted Chisana caribou.

2. Local Residency 

Chisana, Nabesna, Tanacross, Tetlin, and Tok are within Unit 12, Chistochina is on the border between 
Unit 11 and Unit 13, but falls in Unit 13, Dot Lake and Healy Lake are in Unit 20, and Mentasta Lake 
is within Unit 13 (Unit 12, 13 and 20 Maps). From the point of view of customary and traditional use 
determinations for caribou, all of these communities may be considered to have local residency.1 

From the point of view of geographic proximity, Chisana is closest to the herd area. If geographic 
proximity is the only measure of local residency, then only Chisana residents clearly qualify as local 
residents. Residents of Dot Lake and Healy Lake, by contrast, are at the greatest distance from the herd 
area and could be excluded from local residency. Based on the available evidence, it appears that residents 
of 8 communities exhibit “local residency” if the criteria is geographic proximity. These communities 
include Chisana, Nabesna, Northway, Tanacross, Tetlin, Tok, Mentasta Lake and Chistochina. In 2012 
when the Board adopted the Section 804 determination, the available evidence did not indicate which, 
if any, rural residents of Unit 12 not affiliated with a community are eligible for consideration under the 
“local residency” criterion. 

1  A customary and traditional use determination is based on a holistic assessment of eight factors. Factor 4 refers to 
“the consistent harvest and use of fish or wildlife as related to past methods and means of taking: near, or reasonably 
accessible from the community or area.” “Near or reasonably accessible” may be interpreted to indicate local 
residency.
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The current proposals suggest residents of the hunt area not affiliated with a community are eligible 
for consideration under this criterion. Concerning the residents of only the hunt area not affiliated with 
a community, because of their direct proximity to the hunt area, it is reasonable they are eligible for 
consideration under the “local residency” criterion. 

3. Availability of Alternative Resources

If availability of alternative resources refers to the availability of harvestable caribou in other areas, 
then all of the residents of the communities in the customary and traditional use determination have 
alternative resources. Residents of  Chistochina and Mentasta, who reside in Unit 13, have a customary 
and traditional use determination for caribou in Unit 13, which includes the opportunity to subsistence 
hunt caribou from the Nelchina Caribou Herd. Residents of  Dot Lake and Healy Lake, who reside in 
Unit 20D, have a customary and traditional use determination for caribou, which includes the opportunity 
to subsistence hunt caribou from the Fortymile Caribou Herd; along with other residents of Unit 20D, 
they also have a customary and traditional use determination for caribou in Unit 13B. Rural residents 
in Unit 12 north of Wrangell-St. Elias National Preserve (Northway, Tetlin, Tanacross), in addition to 
having a customary and traditional use determination for that unit, have a customary and traditional use 
determination for caribou in Unit 20D and Unit 20E. Rural residents in Unit 12 along the Nabesna Road, 
in addition to a customary and traditional use determination for that unit, have a customary and traditional 
use determination for caribou in Units 13A, 13C, 13D, and 13E; rural residents in Unit 12 along the 
Nabesna Road and Tok Cutoff Road have a customary and traditional use determination for caribou in 
Unit 13B. 

Because harvest opportunities exist for caribou other than Chisana caribou, it appears that residents of 
these communities have alternatives if the availability of alternative resources is based solely on food 
considerations. 

The Section 804(3) question could also be interpreted to ask whether local peoples perceive any 
alternative to Chisana caribou, or whether there are no alternatives. The existing literature, including 
oral histories of people who traditionally hunted Chisana caribou, is suggestive (cf. FWS 2012b) (Ahtna 
1988; Case 1986; de Laguna and McKennan 1981; Grinev 1992; Guédon 1974; Haynes and Simeone 
2007; Kari 1986, 1990; Ketz 1983; Joe 2011, pers. comm.; McKennan 1959; Reckord 1983b; Rohn 1900; 
SCRSAC 2010:340–341; Simeone 2006; Skoog 1968; Wrangell [1839] 1980). Based on the literature, 
Chisana caribou appear to be unique and occupy a particularly special status for descendants of the Upper 
Chisana-Upper Nabesna band. The descendants of the Upper Chisana-Upper Nabesna band live today in 
Chistochina, Northway, Mentasta and Tetlin. For residents of these communities, other caribou may not 
provide an alternative to the Chisana caribou when viewed from the perspective of its cultural importance 
to these residents.  

The caribou may also be unique from the perspective of other local subsistence users. Local guides who 
used to hunt the herd indicate that Chisana caribou are particularly large with unusually large antlers and 
are therefore especially valued (D. Overly 2011, pers. comm.; T. Overly 2011, pers. comm.; Joe 2011, 
pers. comm.). Former guides of the Chisana Caribou Herd currently reside in Chisana, Chistochina, 
Mentasta and Tok. For these guides, the Chisana Caribou Herd has a particular importance other than 
providing food. 

If the availability of alternative resources is solely based on considerations of calories, then all of the 
communities in the customary and traditional use determination have alternatives, even within the same 
species. If, however, the measure of an alternative resource includes cultural and social considerations, 
then it appears that for descendants of the Upper Chisana-Upper Nabesna band, there are no alternatives. 
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For this reason, in 2012, the Board considered residents of Chistochina, Northway, Mentasta and Tetlin to 
have no alternatives to Chisana caribou, and under Section 804(3) should be given a subsistence priority 
for Chisana caribou over residents of Tok, Dot Lake, Healy Lake, Chisana, Nabesna and Tanacross. 
However, other cultural and social values are also prevalent and are associated with the history of 
guiding in the area. For former guides who currently live in Mentasta, Tok and Chisana, there may be 
no alternatives to Chisana caribou. For this reason, in 2012 the Board considered residents of Tok and 
Chisana should be included with residents of Chistochina, Northway, Mentasta, and Tetlin under this 
criterion. The available evidence does not indicate which, if any, rural residents of Unit 12 not affiliated 
with a community are eligible for consideration under the “alternative resources” category. 

The current proposals suggest residents of Nabesna are eligible for consideration under this criterion. 
Since the Board adopted the Section 804 determination, new information from recent research (LaVine 
2013, pers. comm.), noted above, has become available indicating that for guides and their families who 
currently live in Nabesna, there may be no alternatives to Chisana caribou. Residents of  Nabesna should 
be included with residents of Chistochina, Northway, Mentasta, Tetlin, Tok, and Chisana under this 
criterion.

Concerning the residents of the hunt area that are not affiliated with a community, it appears some are 
currently guide/outfitters and may have a history of guiding in the area; however, no new information has 
been identified since the Board adopted the Section 804 determination in 2012, which did  not include 
residents of the hunt area not affiliated with a community under this criterion.

Summary of Section 804 Analysis

The Section 804(1) analysis determines that residents of Chisana, Chistochina, Northway, Mentasta, 
Nabesna, Tetlin, and Tok exhibit the greatest customary and direct dependency on the Chisana Caribou 
Herd. The Section 804(2) analysis makes the determination that Chisana, Chistochina, Nabesna, 
Northway, Tanacross, Tetlin, Tok, Mentasta Lake, and residents of the hunt area not associated with a 
community should be included based on local residency. The Section 804(3) analysis determines that 
there are no alternatives to Chisana caribou for residents of Chisana, Chistochina, Nabesna, Northway, 
Mentasta, Tetlin, and Tok, and that these communities should be granted a subsistence priority over Dot 
Lake, Healy Lake, and Tanacross. 

On balance, the Section 804 analysis determines that Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta, Nabesna, 
Northway, Tetlin, and Tok and should be provided a subsistence priority over Dot Lake, Healy Lake, and 
Tanacross. 

Distribution of Permits

At its January 2012 meeting, the Board authorized a limited harvest of Chisana caribou consistent with 
the herd’s management plan (CCHWG 2012).  The Board delegated authority to the Wrangell-St. Elias 
National Park and Preserve superintendent to open the season, announce the harvest quota, the number of 
permits to be issued and the reporting period, and to close the season.  Based on the estimated population 
size and the guidance in the management plan, the harvest quota for the 2012 was set at 7 animals. The 
National Park Service met with participating communities and associated tribal governments to ask for 
their input regarding permit distribution.  As a result, a decision was made to allocate 2 permits to each of 
Chistochina, Mentasta Lake, Northway, and Tetlin. Any remaining permits were be made available to Tok 
and Chisana residents on a first come-first served basis. In 2012, the number of permits was limited to 14 
and the reporting period requirement was set at within 3 days of harvest.  Nine permits were issued and 2 
animals were harvested (Cellarius 2012).  
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Effects of the Proposal

 If this proposal is adopted, residents of Nabesna and residents of the hunt area not affiliated with a 
community would be included in the pool of eligible hunters of the Chisana Caribou Herd. The National 
Park Service would have to adjust its permit distribution system to accommodate more users. The herd 
would not be affected. 

If this proposal is not adopted, the pool of eligible users would remain the same, and permits would be 
distributed amongst the 6 communities of Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta Lake, Northway, Tetlin, and 
Tok. People whose primary residence is within the boundaries of the hunt area (other than Chisana) would 
not have an opportunity to harvest caribou in the hunt area. Residents of Nabesna who live within a few 
miles of the hunt area boundary similarly would be excluded. The herd would not be affected. Other users 
would not be affected.

OSM PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION

Take no action on Proposal 45.

Support Proposal 15 with modification to add the residents of Nabesna to the Section 804 determination 
concerning the Chisana Caribou Herd. The modified regulation would read:

Unit 12—Caribou

Unit 12, that portion east of the Nabesna River and the 
Nabesna Glacier and south of the Winter Trail running 
southeast from Pickerel Lake to the Canadian border 

1 bull by Federal registration permit 
only. Sept. 1–30

Federal public lands are closed to the harvest of caribou 
except by residents of Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta 
Lake, Northway, Tetlin, and Tok, and Unit 12 along the 
Nabesna Road (mileposts 25–46).

Justification

In 2012, a season and harvest limit were established in Federal regulations for the Chisana Caribou 
Herd for the first time since 1994. The area remains closed to nonFederally qualified users. In addition, 
the pool of eligible users was reduced to residents of 6 communities. One of the communities, Chisana, 
is located in the hunt area. The Section 804 analysis, above, offers a rationale to provide residents of 
Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta, Nabesna, Northway, Tetlin, and Tok a subsistence priority over residents 
of Chistochina, Dot Lake, Healy Lake, Nabesna and Tanacross. The two proposals, WP14-15 and WP14-
45, are essentially the same. The recommendation is to support Proposal WP14-15 with modification 
because no new information is available indicating that the residents of the hunt area not affiliated with 
a community are eligible for consideration under Criteria 1 and 3. New information is available however 
concerning the eligibility of Nabesna residents. Information from recent research (LaVine 2013, pers. 
comm.) indicates that residents of Nabesna hunted Chisana caribou and thereby exhibit a “customary and 
direct dependence” on Chisana caribou under Criterion 1, and some residents of Nabesna are guides and 
their families for whom there may be no alternatives to Chisana caribou. Thus, residents of Nabesna are 
eligible for consideration under Criteria 3. Nabesna is located just outside the boundary of the hunt area 
and is eligible for consideration under Criteria 2. 
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Support Proposal WP14-15:  We support Proposal WP14-15 and WP14-45 to add residents 
along Nabesna Road (mileposts 25-46) and residents of this hunt area to "the list of communities 
eligible to participate in the Unit 12 Caribou hunt that takes place east of the Nabesna River and 
Glacier and south of the Winter Trail". Residents of Unit 12 along the Nebesna Road live close 
to the hunt area and have hunted for and harvested caribou in this area. Residents of the hunt area 
have harvested caribou in this area and should be eligible to hunt for Unit 12 caribou in this area.

Ahtna Inc. Customary and Traditional Use Committee

Support Proposal WP14-15:  This proposal will give residents of the area a chance to hunt that 
were overlooked in past regulation.  Often the process of establishing regulation on who can 
hunt, areas are overlooked.  This is a housekeeping proposal.

Donald Woodruff, Eagle

 
WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Support Proposal WP14-45: We support proposals WP14-15 and WP14-45 to add residents 
along Nabesna Road (mileposts 25-46) and residents of this hunt area to "the list of communities 
eligible to participate in the Unit 12 Caribou hunt that takes place east of the Nabesna River and 
Glacier and south of the Winter Trail". Residents of Unit 12 along the Nebesna Road live close 
to the hunt area and have hunted for and harvested caribou in this area. Residents of the hunt area 
have harvested caribou in this area and should be eligible to hunt for Unit 12 caribou in this area.

Ahtna Inc. Customary and Traditional Use Committee

 

Support Proposal WP14-45:  I support this proposal is a housekeeping issue that left out 
residents from the hunt area.  This oversight is a condition that is slowly being corrected through 
this process as people can express their traditional use and residence. 

Donald Woodruff, Eagle 
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WP14–46/47 Executive Summary

General Description

Proposal WP14–46 requests that the Federal Subsistence Board 
recognize the customary and traditional uses of caribou in Unit 25B 
by residents of Eagle. Submitted by Steven Hamilton of Eagle.

Proposal WP14–47 requests the Board to recognize the customary 
and traditional uses of caribou in Units 20D and 20E by residents 
of Units 20F and 25, and the communities of Eureka, Livengood, 
Manley, and Minto. Additionally, the Council requests the Board 
to recognize the customary and traditional uses of caribou in Units 
25B and 25C by residents of Unit 12 north of Wrangell-St. Elias 
National Preserve, 20D, 20E, 20F, and Eureka, Livengood, Manley, 
and Minto. Submitted by the Eastern Interior Subsistence Regional 
Advisory Council

Proposed Regulations WP14-46 Customary and Traditional Use Determinations—
Caribou

Units 20D and 
20E

Residents of Units 20D, 20E, and 12 north of the 
Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve.

Unit 25A Residents of Units 24A and 25.

Unit 25B Residents of Unit 25 and Eagle.

Unit 25C Residents of Unit 25

Unit 25D Residents of Units 20F, 25D, and Manley.

WP14-47 Customary and Traditional Use Determinations—
Caribou

Units 20D and 
20E

Residents of Units 12 north of Wrangell-St. 
Elias National Preserve, 20D, 20E, 20F, 25, and 
Eureka, Livengood,  Manley, and Minto

Unit 25A Residents of Units 24A and 25.

Unit 25B and 
25C

Residents of Units 12 north of Wrangell-St. 
Elias National Preserve, 20D, 20E, 20F, 25, and 
Eureka, Livengood,  Manley, and Minto

Unit 25D Residents of Units 20F, 25D, and Manley.

OSM Preliminary Conclusion

Eastern Interior Regional 
Council Recommendation

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

continued on next page
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WP14-46/47 Executive Summary (continued)
ADF&G Comments

Written Public Comments 2 Support
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
 WP14-46/47

ISSUES

Proposal WP14-46, submitted by Steven Hamilton of Eagle, requests that the Federal Subsistence Board 
(Board) recognize the customary and traditional uses of caribou in Unit 25B by residents of Eagle. 

Proposal WP14-47 submitted by the Eastern Interior Subsistence Regional Advisory Council requests 
the Board to recognize the customary and traditional uses of caribou in Units 20D and 20E by residents 
of Units 20F and 25, and the communities of Eureka, Livengood, Manley, and Minto. Additionally, the 
Council requests the Board to recognize the customary and traditional uses of caribou in Units 25B and 
25C by residents of Unit 12 north of Wrangell-St. Elias National Preserve, 20D, 20E, 20F, and Eureka, 
Livengood, Manley, and Minto.

DISCUSSION

Concerning WP14-46, the proponent from Eagle, Alaska, indicated that residents of Eagle have a long 
history hunting both sides of the Yukon River, and therefore, should be allowed to hunt caribou under 
Federal regulations north of the Yukon River in Unit 25B. Currently, Eagle people are not allowed under 
Federal regulations to hunt in half of their traditional hunting range because they are not included in the 
customary and traditional use determination.

The focus of Proposal WP14-47 is the Fortymile caribou herd, which expanded its range and now 
migrates as far west as Unit 25C. According the Eastern Interior Council, caribou move throughout 
the year and are not consistently and continuously available to harvest in all areas of their range during 
hunting season, and subsistence hunters can access caribou in most of the herd’s range using the 
Alaska road system. The intent of Proposal WP14-47 is to modify the customary and traditional use 
determinations for caribou in Units 20D, 20DE, 25B, and 25C to allow all rural residents living within 
or adjacent to the Fortymile caribou herd’s range to hunt under Federal regulations throughout the herd’s 
range, rather than being restricted to hunting in only in a portion of the herd’s range. 

It is important to know that there are early Federal fall and winter caribou hunting seasons. The Federal 
fall season in Units 20E and 25C opens 19 days before the State season. The Federal winter season in the 
entire range of the Fortymile caribou herd opens 30 days before the State season. The current patchwork 
of customary and traditional use determinations for caribou is limiting who can participate, and where, in 
the early Federal fall and winter caribou hunting seasons.

The customary and traditional uses of caribou by residents of all the communities in the proposal 
have been recognized by the Board. Consequently, the focus of the analysis is expanding the existing 
customary and traditional use determinations for each community to the proposed management units.  The 
28 communities included in the request are listed in Table 1 below. Appendix A shows the effects of the 
proposal on each community. 
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Existing Federal Regulation

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations—Caribou

Units 20D and 20E Residents of Units 20D, 20E, and 12 north of the Wrangell-St. 
Elias National Park and Preserve.

Unit 25A Residents of Units 24A and 25.

Unit 25B and 25C Residents of Unit 25.

Unit 25D Residents of Units 20F, 25D, and Manley.

Proposed Federal Regulation WP14-46

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations—Caribou

Units 20D and 20E Residents of Units 20D, 20E, and 12 north of the Wrangell-St. 
Elias National Park and Preserve.

Unit 25A Residents of Units 24A and 25.

Unit 25B Residents of Unit 25 and Eagle.

Unit 25C Residents of Unit 25

Unit 25D Residents of Units 20F, 25D, and Manley.

Proposed Federal Regulation WP14-47

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations—Caribou

Units 20D and 20E Residents of Units 12 north of Wrangell-St. Elias National 
Preserve, 20D, 20E, 20F, 25, and Eureka, Livengood,  Manley, 
and Minto

Unit 25A Residents of Units 24A and 25.

Unit 25B and 25C Residents of Units 12 north of Wrangell-St. Elias National 
Preserve, 20D, 20E, 20F,  25, and Eureka, Livengood,  Manley, 
and Minto

Unit 25D Residents of Units 20F, 25D, and Manley.
Note: Appendix A describes the existing and proposed customary and traditional caribou use 
determinations for each of the 28 communities in the proposal.
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Extent of Federal Public Land  

Federal public lands in each management unit are described on the Unit 20 Map, Unit 25 Map and in 
Table 2 below. 

Regulatory History

Units 20D and 20E

At the beginning of the Federal Subsistence Management Program in Alaska in 1992, the Board adopted 
the State’s customary and traditional use determination in Units 20D and 20E for only the Fortymile 
caribou herd. The customary and traditional use determination was for rural residents of Unit 12 north 
of Wrangell-St. Elias National Preserve, 20D, and 20E. The Board did not make a specific customary 
and traditional use determination for other caribou in Unit 20D, and all rural residents of the state were 
eligible to hunt other caribou in Unit 20D, excluding residents of McKinley Village, the area along the 
Parks Highway between mileposts 216 and 239, and households of the Denali National Park Headquarters 
(72 FR 22961; May 29, 1992). 

Table 1

Management
unit Community

Table 2

Management 
unit

Percentage Federal 
public lands

Percentage of Federal public lands
managed by each agency
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Between 1991 and 1998, the Board received many proposals requesting changes to the customary and 
traditional use determinations for caribou in Unit 20. Most were deferred. In 1996, the Board revised, 
among other changes, the customary and traditional use determination in Unit 20D. The Board adopted 
the Eastern Interior Council’s recommendation to include residents of McKinley Village and the area 
along the Parks Highway between mileposts 216 and 239 (Proposal WP96-19) (61 FR39705; July 30, 
1996). In 1997, deferred proposals were combined in Proposal 97-71. The proponents were the Stevens 
Village Council (Proposal 96-027), Upper Tanana/Fortymile Fish and Game Advisory Committee 
(Proposal 96-049), Bureau of Land Management Kobuk District (Proposal C140), Native Village of Dot 
Lake (Proposal C022), and Minto/Nenana Fish and Game Advisory Committee (Proposal 93-024). The 
Eastern Interior Council recommended no changes to the customary and traditional use determinations 
for caribou in Units 20D and 20E, but the Board deferred the proposal (97-71). In its justification, the 
Interagency Staff Committee said it was “uncomfortable with the information and analysis provided to 
the Regional Council, and felt that action on the proposal at this time was premature” (FWS 1997:960). 
In 1998, deferred proposals were combined in Proposal 98-102. For Units 20D and 20E, the proposal 
requested the Board to exclude residents of Unit 12 north from the customary and traditional use 
determinations for caribou. The Board adopted the Eastern Interior Council’s recommendation and did not 
exclude the residents of Unit 12 north (63 FR 35304; June 29, 1998). The Interagency Staff Committee 
concluded in its justification:

Heretofore, residents of all the management units, areas, or communities, identified in the 
conclusions, have been recognized as having a customary and traditional use of resources 
in the specific units. In all cases the data indicate that the individuals from the afore 
identified communities have used caribou. In the cases of units 20D and 20E, residents of 
the communities identified above already have been recognized as having a subsistence 
use of Fortymile caribou within these units. Moreover, communities recommended for 
recognition of customary and traditional use of caribou in this proposal have positive 
customary and traditional use determinations for other species in the subunits at issue 
(FWS 1998:1352).

Units 25B and 25C

Concerning Units 25B and 25C, in 1992 the Board did not make a specific customary and traditional 
caribou use determination, and all rural residents of the state were eligible to hunt caribou under Federal 
regulations in Unit 25 (72 FR 22962; May 29, 1992). In 2012, the Board adopted the Eastern Interior 
Council’s recommendation to change the customary and traditional use determination in Units 25B and 
25C to include rural residents of Unit 25 (Proposal WP12-69).

Fortymile Caribou Herd

The historic range of the Fortymile caribou herd stretches from Whitehorse, Yukon Territory, in the east 
to Unit 25C past Fairbanks in the west, both north and south of the Yukon River. (see Map 1). In 1920, 
Murie (1935) estimated the herd size at 250,000–300,000 caribou. By the 1970s, the herd had declined 
to an estimated 5,000 caribou. Since 1995, the herd size has been stable or growing. In 2010, the herd 
size was estimated at almost 52,000 caribou. Currently, the herd has expanded south of the Yukon River 
only. The herd extends about 50 miles into the Yukon Territory to the east, and as far as Unit 25C to the 
west (see Map 2). Between 2006 and 2012 the Fortymile caribou herd expanded its range in the White 
Mountains north of the Steese Highway (in Unit 25C). It is expected to eventually absorb the White 
Mountains caribou herd (Gross 2011, Harvest Management Coalition 2012).
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Since 1990, competition among Alaska hunters has increased because of reduced quotas and complex 
regulations. Since 1995, the herd has become increasingly available along the Alaska road system. 
This resulted in some fall harvest quotas being reached or exceeded in 1–10 days.  A team of people 
representing the public and management agencies in Canada and Alaska wrote the first management plan 
for the herd in 1995. A revised management plan has been completed every 5 to 6 years. The goal of  
management plans has been to restore the herd to its traditional range in Alaska and Canada and increase 
the harvest as the herd grows.

In 2010, the Board adopted the Eastern Interior Council’s recommendation to adopt WP10-105 to provide 
for take by Federally qualified hunters not to exceed 100 caribou during an August 10–28 Federal season 
that occurred in Units 20E and 25C before a State season opened on August 29. A similar proposal was 
adopted by the Alaska Board of Game at its February 2010 meeting. The Alaska Board of Game proposal 
requested a change in the harvest limit to prevent excessive harvest of the Fortymile caribou herd when 
the herd is migrating past major roads. The intent of the proposal was to improve the field conditions 
caused by overcrowding of hunters and decrease the large harvest of Fortymile caribou near the Steese 
Highway and Taylor Highway. Both proposals were submitted with the intent of aligning State and 

Map 1. Historic range of Fortymile caribou herd (Harvest Management Coalition 2012).
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Federal hunting regulations. Since 1995, State and Federal managers in Units 20E and a portion of 25C 
have managed the fall and winter Fortymile caribou hunts using a joint Federal-State registration permit. 
One permit is used for all hunts and harvest reports are returned to ADF&G. Additionally, the “Fortymile 
Caribou Herd Harvest Plan 2012-2018” recommends that ADF&G announce a 1 to 3-day season between 
October 20 and November 30 with permits available only at Eagle. This hunt is intended to accommodate 
residents of Eagle. 

Currently, there are early Federal fall and winter caribou seasons. The Federal fall season in Units 20E 
and 25C opens 19 days before the State season. The Federal winter season in the entire range of the 
Fortymile caribou herd opens 30 days before the State season. The current patchwork of customary and 
traditional use determinations for caribou is limiting who can participate, and where, in the early Federal 
fall and winter caribou seasons.

Customary and Traditional Uses

A community or area’s customary and traditional use is generally exemplified through eight factors: (1) a 
long-term, consistent pattern of use, excluding interruptions beyond the control of the community or area; 
(2) a pattern of use recurring in specific seasons for many years; (3) a pattern of use consisting of methods 
and means of harvest which are characterized by efficiency and economy of effort and cost, conditioned 
by local characteristics; (4) the consistent harvest and use of fish or wildlife as related to past methods 
and means of taking: near, or reasonably accessible from the community or area; (5) a means of handling, 
preparing, preserving, and storing fish or wildlife which has been traditionally used by past generations, 

Map 2. White Mountains-Fortymile caribou herd hunt management zones in Alaska (ADF&G 2013).
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including consideration of alteration of past practices due to recent technological advances, where 
appropriate; (6) a pattern of use which includes the handing down of knowledge of fishing and hunting 
skills, values, and lore from generation to generation; (7) a pattern of use in which the harvest is shared 
or distributed within a definable community of persons; and (8) a pattern of use which relates to reliance 
upon a wide diversity of fish and wildlife resources of the area and which provides substantial cultural, 
economic, social, and nutritional elements to the community or area. 

The Board makes customary and traditional use determinations based on a holistic application of these 
eight factors (50 CFR 100.16(b) and 36 CFR 242.16(b)). In addition, the Board takes into consideration 
the reports and recommendations of any appropriate Regional Advisory Council regarding customary and 
traditional use of subsistence resources (50 CFR 100.16(b) and 36 CFR 242.16(b)). The Board makes 
customary and traditional use determinations for the sole purpose of recognizing the pool of users who 
generally exhibit the eight factors. The Board does not use such determinations for resource management 
or restricting harvest. If a conservation concern exists for a particular population, the Board addresses 
that concern through the imposition of harvest limits or season restrictions rather than by limiting the 
customary and traditional use finding.

Specific information on each of the eight factors is not required because a community or area seeking 
a customary and traditional use determination only has to “generally exhibit” the eight factors (50 CFR 
100.16(b) and 36 CFR 242.16(b)). 

Introduction

The customary and traditional uses of caribou by residents of each community in the proposals have been 
recognized by the Board. Consequently, the focus of the analysis is expanding the existing customary 
and traditional use determinations for each community to the proposed management units.  Appendix A 
shows the effects of the proposal on each community. 

The Fortymile caribou herd currently migrates through the management units in the request (Units 20E, 
20F, and 25A) except Unit 25B (see Map 2). Over the past 20 years, the Fortymile caribou herd has 
expanded its range into areas south of the Yukon River. Currently, the herd has not crossed to the north 
side of the Yukon River. The historical range of the Fortymile caribou herd extends north of the Yukon 
River into Unit 25B, adjacent to the community of Eagle (see Map 1), but in 2012, only the Porcupine 
caribou herd migrated through Unit 25B, according to the Harvest Management Coalition for the 
Fortymile caribou herd; however, an Eagle resident in a personal communication said Fortymile caribou 
have been seen crossing the Yukon River north into Unit 25B. 

Community Characteristics and Subsistence History

 The 28 communities in the proposal consisted of 5,338 people living in 2,189 households, according 
to the 2010 U.S. Census (see Table 3). The population is comprised of members of several Athabascan 
groups and immigrants, or their descendants, from other places who entered the area to work in military, 
mining, communication, and recreation industries. Table 4 describes communities by origins and cultural 
affiliations, that is, Athabascan languages and settlement patterns over the last century or so. Sources of 
descriptions of the subsistence economy can be found in the Literature Cited at the back of the analysis 
and include: Andersen and Alexander 1992; Andrews 1986; Caulfield 1979, 1983; Clark 1981; Crow and 
Obley 1981; Haynes and Simeone, 2007; Holen et al. 2012; Hosley 1981; Guédon 1974; Martin 1983; 
McKennan 1959; Slobodin 1981; VanStone and Goddard 1981; and Van Lanen et al. 2012.
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The villages in the proposal are generally described as culturally affiliated with Koyukon, Gwich’in, Han, 
Tanana, Tanacross, and Upper Tanana Athabascans (see Table 4). For centuries, caribou comprised a 
large part of the harvest of wild resources for food. Large numbers of migratory caribou were available 
from the Porcupine and Fortymile caribou herds. Communal hunting of caribou was common. Fences 
were used to guide caribou or funnel them into corrals to be killed. Large quantities of caribou meat (from 
harvests of sometimes hundreds of caribou) were dried for winter. Since the mid-1800s, agents of change 
included a growing emphasis on trapping furs to be used in trade and barter, the introduction of sleds 
pulled by dogs to work trap lines that required the harvest of more fish to feed dogs, and the introduction 
of accurate rifles that made communal hunting methods less necessary. Settlement patterns since 1900 
have been characterized by movement from nomadism to permanent settlements at important harvesting 
sites, around trading posts, to send children to school, for employment in the developing mining industry, 

Table 3

Unit of 
residence Community

US Census
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

Number of people Number of 
households

Total 2,607 4,486 5,655 5,657 5,603 5,338 2,189
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or building highways and communication systems (Hosley 1981, VanStone and Goddard 1981). The 
collapse of the Fortymile caribou herd between 1950 and 1970 had an enormous effect on the ability of 
many villages to harvest caribou (Van Lanen et al. 2012).

The communities established more recently were originally supply sites for construction of the Alaska 
Highway, such as, Northway Junction and Tok; mining operations, such as, Eagle and Chicken; and 
telegraph line maintenance, such as Manley and Delta Junction (Hosley 1981) (see Table 4). Gold miners 
continue to return to the area seasonally, and economies based on recreation are developing in some 
communities. Additionally, there are people living on the road system or on the Yukon River, for example, 
who are not affiliated with a community.

Table 4
Unit of 

residence Community Origin of community

Upper Tanana

Upper Tanana

Upper Tanana

Tanana

Tanacross

Tanacross

Han
Koyukon
Koyukon

Gwich’in

Gwich’in
Gwich’in
Gwich’in
Gwich’in
Gwich’in
Koyukon/Gwich’in
Gwich’in
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The Alaska Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (ADF&G/FWS) maintain 
a harvest reporting database (FWS 2013). However, complete records were not kept until the mid-
1980s, and it is likely that some hunters have not reported their harvests (see the discussions in Van 
Lanen et al. 2012 and Anderson and Alexander 1992 for an understanding). Because of the potential for 
underreporting, conventional ADF&G and FWS harvest reporting systems do not always reflect the true 
level of harvest. On the other hand, low harvest levels in some communities reflect low populations of 
caribou. The management units used to hunt caribou based on the harvest reporting database, are shown 
in Appendix B. 

Summary

The proposal seeks to add 15 communities to the customary and traditional use determination for caribou 
in Units 20D and 20E. Table 5 lists the 15 communities in the proposal. The communities are: Eureka, 
Livengood,  Manley, and Minto in Unit 20B; Rampart and Tanana in Unit 20F; and Arctic Village, 
Beaver, Birch Creek, Chalkyitsik, Central, Circle, Fort Yukon, Stevens Village, and Venetie in Unit 25. 

The proposal seeks to add the 18 communities in Table 6 to the customary and traditional use 
determination for caribou in Units 25B and 25C: Tanacross, Tetlin, Tok, Northway, and Northway 
Junction in Unit 12; Delta Junction, Healy Lake, Dot Lake, and Fort Greely in Unit 20D; Chicken, Eagle 
City, and Eagle Village in Unit 20E; Rampart and Tanana in Unit 20F; and Eureka, Livengood,  Manley, 
and Minto in Unit 20B. 

Table 5

Management
units Communities

Table 6

Management
units Communities
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Subsistence users hunt for caribou in areas they can access based on the modes of access available to 
them, such as, on foot or using highway vehicles, off-road vehicles, or airplanes. As well as other modes, 
people using highway vehicles on the Alaska road system can easily access caribou hunting areas in Units 
20D, 20E, 25B, and 25C; the Alaska Highway crosses Unit 20D, the Taylor Highway crosses Unit 20E, 
ending at the Yukon River across from Unit 25B, the Elliot highway crosses Unit 25B, and the Steese 
Highway crosses Unit 25C. 

Effects of the Proposal

This proposal, if adopted, would allow all rural residents living within or adjacent to the Fortymile 
caribou herd’s range to hunt under Federal regulations throughout the herd’s range, rather than being 
restricted to hunting in only in a portion of the herd’s range. They would be able to hunt in the early 
Federal fall and winter caribou seasons that open before the State seasons. This would have no effect on 
people’s eligibility to hunt caribou under State regulations. People could continue to hunt caribou under 
State regulations. 

If this proposal is not adopted, the current patchwork of customary and traditional use determinations for 
caribou will limit who can participate, and where, in the early Federal fall and winter hunting seasons for 
the Fortymile caribou.

OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION

Support Proposal WP14-46.

Support Proposal WP14-47 

Justification

Eagle is situated on the south bank of the Yukon River and its residents cannot hunt caribou across the 
river, according to Federal regulations. Adopting Proposal WP14-47 would allow Eagle residents to hunt 
caribou in an area nearby and easily accessible to them, across the river in Unit 25B.

The Eastern Interior Council requests that residents of communities that traditionally or currently rely on 
the Fortymile caribou herd be allowed to hunt in the entire range of the herd under Federal regulations 
(see the list of communities in Table 1). Additionally, through its proposal, the Council requests the 
Board to adopt customary and traditional caribou use determinations based on management units. Unit 
20B is an exception because the Fairbanks North Star Borough is situated in Unit 20B, and under Federal 
regulations was determined to be nonrural. Federal hunting seasons and harvest limits cannot apply 
to people living in nonrural areas. The Council requested that residents of only Eureka, Livengood, 
Manley, and Minto in Unit 20B be included in the revised customary and traditional use determinations. 
The residents of the areas or communities in the proposal harvest caribou for subsistence purposes. The 
Alaska road system provides access to caribou hunting areas in each of the four management units in 
the proposal, Units 20D, 20E, 25B, and 25C. The Fortymile caribou herd’s population and migratory 
range has been growing. Current customary and traditional use determinations exclude some people from 
hunting areas they used historically and from hunting areas they can easily access today using the Alaska 
road system. 
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APPENDIX A

Appendix A

CUSTOMARY AND TRADITIONAL USE DETERMINATION
CARIBOU

Unit of 
residence Communities Existing Proposal WP14-

46/47
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS
Support Proposal WP14-46:  I support this C&T proposal is another example of a housekeep-
ing issue when Eagles traditional use of caribou in 25-B was overlooked.  I’ve hunted in this area 
32 years and have harvested caribou in 25-B.

Donald Woodruff, Eagle

Support Proposal 14-46:  I have no personal knowledge of this but IF the statements are accu-
rate, I support it.  Those who haven’t experienced subsistence lifestyles tend to underestimate 
the importance of a wide variety of local traditionally-used natural resources, including access to 
them.  

Miki and Julie Collins, Lake Minchumina 

WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Support Proposal WP14-47: This proposal is a correction issue to allow us to hunt caribou, 
which we have hunted traditionally.  As a member of the Fortymile Herd Management Coalition 
it was our intent to allow this type of hunt to continue. 

Donald Woodruff, Eagle
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WP14-48 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP14-48 requests that a portion of Federal lands in Unit 

25A be closed to the taking of moose except by rural residents of 
Arctic Village, Venetie, Chalkyitsik, and Fort Yukon with a Federal 
registration permit, and that a harvest quota be established for that 
portion of the unit. Submitted by Joe Matesi,

Proposed Regulation Unit 25A - Moose

Unit 25A – 1 antlered bull that portion consisting 
of the drainage of Sheenjek River upstream 
from and including Monument Creek, and the 
drainages of the Coleen River and Old Crow 
River (including Bilwaddy Creek),  — 5 bulls by 
Federal registration permit by residents of Arctic 
Village, Venetie, Chalkyitsik, and Fort Yukon 
only. Only 5 Federal registration permits will be 
issued.  Federal public lands described above 
are closed to the taking of moose except by a 
resident of Arctic Village, Venetie, Chalkyitsik, 
or Fort Yukon holding a Federal registration 
permit and hunting under these regulations.

Aug. 25 – Sept. 
25

OSM Preliminary Conclusion Oppose

Eastern Interior Regional 
Council Recommendation

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

ADF&G Comments

Written Public Comments 2 Support; 1 Oppose
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
WP14-48

ISSUES

Proposal WP14-48, submitted by Joe Matesi, requests that a portion of Federal lands in Unit 25A be 
closed to the taking of moose except by rural residents of Arctic Village, Venetie, Chalkyitsik, and Fort 
Yukon with a Federal registration permit, and that a harvest quota be established for that portion of the 
unit.  

DISCUSSION

The proponent states that moose populations in Unit 25A have declined significantly over the last 22 
years and have yet to recover from these declines.  Additionally, it is stated that the migratory population 
of moose move into the unit during the fall hunting season and are more vulnerable to harvest due to the 
low shrub cover and open tundra present in the area, along with the fact that migratory routes are well 
defined and have resulted in high hunter success.  The proponent feels that a reduction in hunting pressure 
is needed to conserve the moose population and aid in recovery.  

Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 25A – Moose 

Unit 25A – 1 antlered bull Aug. 25 – Sept. 25
Dec. 1 – Dec. 10

Proposed Federal Regulation

Unit 25A - Moose

Unit 25A – 1 antlered bull that portion consisting of the drainage of 
Sheenjek River upstream from and including Monument Creek, and the 
drainages of the Coleen River and Old Crow River (including Bilwaddy 
Creek),  — 5 bulls by Federal registration permit by residents of Arctic 
Village, Venetie, Chalkyitsik, and Fort Yukon only. Only 5 Federal 
registration permits will be issued.  Federal public lands described above 
are closed to the taking of moose except by a resident of Arctic Village, 
Venetie, Chalkyitsik, or Fort Yukon holding a Federal registration permit 
and hunting under these regulations.

Aug. 25 – Sept. 25

Dec. 1 – Dec. 10

Existing State Regulation

Unit 25A remainder – Moose 

Residents – one bull Sept. 5 – Sept. 25 
Nonresidents – one bull with 50-inch antlers or 4 or more brow tines on at 
least one side

Sept. 5 – Sept. 25 
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Extent of Federal Public Lands

Federal public lands comprise approximately 76% of Unit 25A and consist of 74% US Fish and Wildlife 
Service managed lands and 2% Bureau of Land Management managed lands (Map 1).

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations

Rural residents of Unit 25A and Unit 25D have a customary and traditional use determination for moose 
in Unit 25A.  

Regulatory History

The Federal Subsistence Board (Board) adopted the State hunting regulations for moose in Unit 25A 
when the Federal program was established, with a fall season of Aug. 25 – Sept. 25 and a winter season of 
Dec. 1 – Dec. 10 open to all rural residents.  

In 1996, Proposal 96, submitted by the Native Village of Fort Yukon, requested a customary and 
traditional use determination for moose in Unit 25A for all communities within Unit 25A and Unit 25D.  
The Board adopted the proposal at its April 1996 meeting.  

Current Events Involving the Species

The Eastern Interior Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (RAC) submitted a proposal to the 
Alaska Board of Game in May of 2013 to create another hunt area for moose in Unit 25A, that portion 
consisting of the Sheenjek River, upstream but not including the Koness River and the drainages of the 
Coleen River and Old Crow Rivers.  The season would be Sept. 5 – 25 and for residents, the harvest limit 
would be one bull with 50-inch antlers or four or more brow tines on at least one side.  Nonresidents 
would have the same season and antler restrictions but the hunt would be by drawing permit.  The 
proposal was submitted due to conservation concerns for the small, migratory moose population of the 
area.  

Biological Background

Periodic surveys suggested that moose numbers in Unit 25A declined in the area from the late 1980s 
through the early 2000s (Caikoski 2010).  Surveys along the Sheenjek and Coleen Rivers within Unit 
25A have been done sporadically since 1977.  Both drainages have seen declines in moose populations 
since 1991 (Table 1), though the population in the Sheenjek River appears to have stabilized at a low 
level since 2000 (Wald 2012).  Composition surveys on the Coleen and Sheenjek River drainages in 1991, 
2000, and 2002 showed an average bull:cow ratio of .87 on the Coleen River and 1.9 on the Sheenjek, 
while calf:cow ratios averaged .39 on the Coleen and .75 on the Sheenjek (Wertz and Payer 2003).  The 
most recent survey along the Sheenjek River showed a calf:cow and bull:cow ratio of 0.38 and 1.23 
respectively, while a recent survey on the Coleen River had a calf:cow and bull:cow ratio of 0.38 and 
1.09 respectively (Wald 2012, Lenart 2013, pers. comm., preliminary data).  Moose habitat in Unit 25A 
is limited to narrow corridors which support a low density population of moose. Harvest is low due to 
the remoteness of the area and the time, distance, and expense of accessing hunting grounds.  Population 
dynamics of the area are poorly understood but predation may be serving to maintain moose populations 
at a low density (Caikoski 2010).  The moose in the Coleen and Sheenjek River drainages are thought 
to be part of a larger meta-population that includes animals in the Firth, Mancha, and Kongakut River 
drainages of Unit 26 (Payer 2013, pers. comm.) and the most recent available surveys for these areas has 
shown an increase in moose numbers (Caikoski, 2011, unpublished preliminary data).  
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A study of moose movements and population identity in the southeastern Brooks Range from 1995 to 
1998 indicated a population with a high proportion of migratory animals.  A majority of migrants moved 
to the Old Crow Flats region in the Yukon Territory of Canada beginning in March, where they calved 
and spent the summer.  These moose then moved to winter ranges in the upper Sheenjek and Coleen River 
drainages of Unit 25A in late August, with the migration completed by the rut in early October (Mauer 
1998).  An additional study was conducted in 2007-2009 using satellite (GPS) collars to track individual 
moose movements at finer temporal and spatial scales (Cooley 2013, pers. comm.).  Data analysis is not 
yet complete, but preliminary results corroborate the seasonal movements identified by Mauer (1998), 
along with high fidelity to wintering and rutting areas and straight line migration routes to and from 
winter and summer areas in Alaska and Canada, making them highly susceptible to harvest (Cooley 2013, 
pers. comm., Mauer 1998).    

Harvest History

An average of 9 moose have been harvested per year on the upper Sheenjek River and 12 moose per year 
on the Coleen and Old Crow River drainages over the last two decades (ADF&G 2013a).  There has been 
a decline in moose harvest on the Sheenjek River, while harvest on the Coleen and Old Crow Rivers has 
increased slightly since 1990 (Figures 1 and 2), though hunter success has declined in both areas over the 
last twenty years (Figures 3 and 4).  However, decreased hunter success might be due to larger number 
of hunters in the field, rather than an actual decline in the number of legal animals for harvest.  Bull:cow 
ratios indicate a surplus of bulls available for harvest in the Coleen and Sheenjek River drainages (Wertz 
and Payer 2003).  Harvest by commercially guided moose hunters over the last decade has been low with 
an average of 2.4 moose harvested per year (Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 2013).  Between 1983 and 
2010, the majority of moose harvested in the Sheenjek, Coleen and Old Crow drainages of Unit 25 has 
been by nonresident hunters (Figure 5).  Annual nonresident harvest ranged from 13-71% and averaged 
44% over the 27 year time period for which data is available, with an average of 7 moose harvested per 
year (OSM 2013).  Of the communities with a customary and traditional use determination for moose 
in Unit 25A, only Fort Yukon reported any harvest in the drainages in question with a total of 61 moose 
being harvested between 1983 and 2010 and an average of 2 moose harvested per year.  

Section 804 Analysis

An analysis based on Section 804 of ANILCA shall be conducted whenever a proposal to change Federal 
regulations requests a prioritization for use of a subsistence resource among rural residents having 
customary and traditional use of that resource. In this case, such an analysis is required because of the 
small harvestable surplus of animals in the proposed hunt area: the portion of Unit 25A consisting of 
the drainage of Sheenjek River upstream from and including Monument Creek, and the drainages of the 
Coleen River and Old Crow River (including Bilwaddy Creek) (see Map 1). The proponent requests 
that the distribution of harvest permits be limited to 5 permits. Ultimately, the number of available 
permits would be determined based on several biological parameters. Further, the proponent requests 
that residents of only 4 villages be eligible to hunt moose in the proposed hunt area: Arctic Village, 
Chalkyitsik, Fort Yukon, and Venetie. The customary and traditional use determination for moose in the 
hunt area is for rural residents of Units 25A and 25D, which includes the villages of Arctic Village in 
Unit 25A and Beaver, Birch Creek, Chalkyitsik, Circle, Fort Yukon, Stevens Village, and Venetie in Unit 
25D. If the closure in the proposed hunt area is adopted by the Board, this Section 804 analysis would 
determine which of the 8 villages, as well as which rural residents not living in a community but residing 
in Units 25A and 25D, would be eligible to harvest moose in the proposed hunt area, in the event a 
harvest opportunity is provided by the Board. 
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Section 804 of ANILCA provides a subsistence priority for the taking of fish and wildlife on Federally 
administered lands and waters. A subsistence priority will be implemented through appropriate limitations 
whenever it is necessary to restrict the taking of populations of fish and wildlife on these lands for 
subsistence uses in order to protect the continued viability of fish and wildlife populations, or to continue 
such uses. These limitations are based on the application of three criteria: 1) customary and direct 
dependence upon the populations as the mainstay of livelihood, 2) local residency, and 3) the availability 
of alternative resources. The following section addresses these criteria as they relate to rural residents 
with a customary and traditional use determination for moose in the proposed hunt area. 

1. Customary and Direct Dependence upon the Populations as a Mainstay of Livelihood

Eight villages, roughly 1,269 people, are included in the customary and traditional use determination for 
moose in the proposed hunt area: Arctic Village, Beaver, Birch Creek, Chalkyitsik Circle, Fort Yukon, 
Stevens Village, and Venetie (Table 2, see Unit 25 Map). None of the villages lie within the area that is 
the focus of this proposal. 

Descriptions of the customary and traditional uses of moose in the proposed hunt area include: Braund 
and Associates (2007), Caulfield (1983), Holen et al. (2012), Kofinas et al. (2010), Nelson (1973), 
Osgood (1936, 1970), Stevens and Maracle (2011), Sumida and Alexander (1985), Sumida (1988, 1989), 
Sumida and Andersen (1990), and Van Lanen et al. (2012). The 8 villages are commonly referred to as the 
Yukon Flats Region. The 8 villages and Rampart are the entire membership of the Council of Athabascan 
Tribal Governments. Residents of the villages are primarily Gwich’in Athabascan, related culturally 
and linguistically. Beaver, Stevens Village, and Fort Yukon also contain residents of Koyukon ancestry, 
and Beaver contains residents of Inupiaq Eskimo ancestry (Holen et al. 2012 and Van Lanen et al. 
2012). Historical and contemporary Gwich’in Athabascan territories encompass Unit 25A including the 
proposed hunt area (Caulfield 1983, Slobodin 1981, and Van Lanen 2012). Gwich’in Athabascan territory 
extends beyond Arctic Village to the north and westward into Canada. Moose and caribou are important 
components of the diet (Slobodin 1981). Van Lanen et al. (2012: 20) explain the contemporary importance 
of moose to Yukon Flats villages this way:

In terms of effort, use, and social significance, moose is the single most important game 
resource for Yukon Flats villages. Both ethnographic research and harvest assessments 
demonstrate that for many Yukon Flats residents, moose hunting is the primary fall 
hunting activity and moose provides the primary source of wild meat (Thomas and 
Fleener 2003, Thomas 2004, Thomas and Fleener 2004, Stephen R. Braund & Associates 
2007, Thomas and Fleener 2007, Thomas 2008, Caulfield 1983, and Sumida 1989). 
Moose hunting in the Yukon Flats has been described as “deliberate and sustained” 
throughout the fall season (Sumida 1988) and moose meat “the one meat they 
[Chalkyitsik residents] could least think of doing without” (Nelson 1973:85). Similarly, 
ethnographic respondents during this study from Beaver, Chalkyitsik, Fort Yukon, and 
Venetie echoed this sentiment, that moose meat is critical for long-term survival. An elder 
from Beaver recalled that the community’s interest in moose hunting and dependence 
upon moose meat as a food source has never diminished over the course of his life 
[brackets as seen in the original]. 

Another source of information is the Alaska Department of Fish and Game/U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(ADF&G/FWS) harvest reporting database (FWS 2013). It should be noted that many rural interior 
Alaska villages have low compliance with harvest ticket systems (see the discussions in Van Lanen et al. 
2012 and Anderson and Alexander 1992 for an understanding). The harvest report rate to ADF&G and 
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FWS as compared to estimates from household harvest surveys during the same or similar years ranges 
from 0% to 64% for the 8 villages, which means some residents of the villages did not report their moose 
hunting activities to ADF&G or FWS (see Table 3 and Table 4). For example, no one from Arctic Village 
reported harvesting a moose to ADF&G or FWS between 1983 and 2010. Because of the potential for 
underreporting, conventional ADF&G and FWS harvest reporting systems do not always reflect the true 
level of harvest.  Harvest ticket data for the time period from 1983 to 2010 indicate that residents of Fort 
Yukon reported harvesting moose in the proposed hunt area (Table 3). Fort Yukon residents reported 
harvesting 61 moose from the proposed hunt area, out of their total reported harvest of 558 moose from 
1983 to 2010. According to the ADF&G/FWS database, a range of other units and areas, primarily areas 
in Unit 25D, were used to harvest moose by residents of Unit 25D (FWS 2013). Additional information 
from a household harvest survey indicates that residents of Fort Yukon reported harvesting moose in the 
proposed hunt area, an estimated 2 moose in 2009 (see Stevens and Maracle 2011). 

In summary, the proposed hunt area was used in historical and contemporary times by Gwich’in. 
Gwich’in reside in the 8 villages that are in the customary and traditional use determination for moose. 
Since 1983 there is evidence of use by residents of Fort Yukon (FWS 2013, Stevens and Maracle 2011, 
Van Lanen et al. 2012), and it is likely that residents of other villages have used the area but have not 
reported their harvests. Additionally, based on ethnographic descriptions (Osgood 1936, 1970; Slobodin 
1981), residents of the 8 villages have cultural and social ties to the hunt area. They are eligible to be 
considered under the “customary and direct dependence” criterion. 

2. Local Residency

As mentioned previously, residents of Units 25A and 25D, including 8 villages, are in the customary 
and traditional use determination for moose in the proposed hunt area. None are located in the proposed 
hunt area.  From the point of view of customary and traditional use determinations for moose, all of 
these people may be considered to have local residency. Additionally, “proximity” may be subject to 
local cultural values of accessibility relative to the cultural significance of a population of animals 
and constrained by the economic wherewithal to travel to that population. Physical distance is always 
experienced in terms of the technology used to get from point A to point B. As a practical matter, distance 
is greater if you walk, less if you ride a snow machine, and even less if you fly in an airplane. Based 
on the available evidence, it appears that residents of Units 25A and 25D, including residents of the 8 
villages, are eligible for consideration under the “local residency” criterion.

3. Availability of Alternative Resources

This section concerns alternative moose populations that are available to hunters (see Memorandum of 
Decision Bobby v State of Alaska, 1989, on file at OSM). The customary and traditional use determination 
for moose in the proposed hunt area is for residents of Units 25A and 25D, including 8 villages. All of 
the villages are situated in the Yukon Flats area. The villages are known to harvest moose throughout the 
region, primarily in Unit 25D (FWS 2013, Stevens and Maracle 2011, Van Lanen et al. 2012) . Based on 
available evidence, it appears that residents of Units 25A and 25D, including residents of the 8 villages, 
are eligible for consideration under this criterion.

Conclusion of Section 804 Analysis

Due to the customary and traditional use determination in the proposed hunt area, people eligible to 
hunt moose in the proposed hunt area is already restricted to only residents of Units 25A and 25D. 
Additionally, the communities that are situated in the management units are primarily Gwich’in 
Athabascan villages, and historical and contemporary Gwich’in territories encompass the proposed 
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hunt area. Therefore, when limiting the number of permits available to hunt moose in the hunt area, all 
residents of the management units are eligible to receive permits.

Distribution of Permits

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, would be the Federal agency 
responsible for distributing Federal permits for the moose hunt.

Effects of the Proposal

If this proposal is adopted, it would have a minimal impact on Federally qualified users as historical 
harvest by local users has been low.  This proposal would implement a Federal registration permit which 
would allow managers to better monitor and manage the hunt on this small migratory moose population.  
Non-local hunters including guides would be eliminated through closure of Federal lands to moose 
hunting except by residents of Units 25A and 25D, including residents of Arctic Village, Beaver, Birch 
Creek, Chalkyitsik, Circle, Fort Yukon, Stevens Village, and Venetie. Commercial guiding for moose 
would be eliminated by the closure but might benefit in the long-term if the moose population is built up 
as a result of the closure to non-residents.  Since the Federal moose season opens almost two weeks prior 
to the State season, it is unlikely that nonlocal resident hunting has been impacting Federally qualified 
subsistence users.  

Moose numbers have declined in the Coleen and Sheenjek River drainages over the last 20 years, but 
closure of the area to non-Federally qualified users is unlikely to result in larger numbers of moose for 
harvest since bull:cow ratios indicate that hunting is not the cause of the observed declines.  Without more 
data on moose numbers, managers should be cautious about moving forward with a hunting closure.  

If adopted, this proposal would designate a portion of Unit 25A open to moose hunting to Federally 
qualified subsistence users only.  This would result in a boundary change and designation of the 
remaining portions of the unit as Unit 25A remainder.  

OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION

Oppose Proposal WP14-48.

Justification

Moose populations on the Sheenjek and Coleen Rivers in Unit 25A have experienced declines over the 
last 20 years and have remained at a low but stable level for the past 10 years.  The moose in this area are 
a migratory population moving between Alaska and Canada during summer and winter with high fidelity 
to migration routes, rutting areas and winter ranges, making them highly susceptible to harvest.  However, 
composition surveys show that there is a surplus of bulls for harvest, so hunting is unlikely to be a 
limiting factor to population growth.  Hunter success has declined in both drainages over the last 20 years 
and guided hunting has remained low, while the majority of successful hunters have been nonresidents.  
However, decreases in hunting success are most likely related to more hunters in the field rather than a 
decline in the number of legal animals available for harvest.  The current earlier Federal season should 
help to minimize any potential impact on local hunters by nonlocal and nonresident hunters.  Moose 
habitat in the area is limited and predation may be serving to maintain moose numbers at low densities.  
The moose found on the Coleen and Sheenjek River drainages are thought to be part of a larger overall 
population that includes animals in the Firth, Mancha, and Kongakut River drainages in Unit 26, where 
recent surveys have shown increased numbers of moose.  Management of the species should be based on 
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these biological realities rather than by management units.  More data on moose numbers in the affected 
areas is needed prior to managers moving forward with a hunting closure as requested by the proponent.  
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Figure 1.  Reported moose harvest in the Sheenjek River of Unit 25A, 1990-2012 (ADF&G 2013).   
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Figure 2.  Reported moose harvest on the Coleen and Old Crow River drainages of Unit 25A, 1990-2012 
(ADF&G 2013).   
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Figure 3.  Moose hunting success on the Sheenjek River, 1990-2012 (ADF&G 2013).   
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Figure 4.  Moose hunting success on the Coleen and Old Crow Rivers, 1990-2012 (ADF&G 2013).   
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Table 1.  Total moose counted by fall aerial surveys between 1977 and 2012 on the Sheenjek and Coleen 
Rivers, Alaska.   

Year Sheenjek River Coleen River 
19771 104 219 
19782 125 No Survey 
19793 151 245 
1983 No Survey No Survey 
1984 No Survey No Survey 
1985 No Survey No Survey 
1986 No Survey No Survey 
19874 149 No Survey 
19895 147 220 
19916 81 233 
20007 21 129 
20028 21 103 
20089 22 No Survey 
2011 No Survey No Survey 
2012 2610 7911 

1Haggstrom 1977 
2Spindler 1978 
3Spindler 1980 
4Nowlin 1987 
5Mauer 1989 
6Mauer and Akaran 1991 
7Mauer 2000 
8Bucholtz 2002 
9Wertz 2008 
10Wald 2012 
11Lenart 2013 (preliminary data) 
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Table 2.  The human population of communities in the customary and traditional use 
determination for moose in the proposed hunt area.

Community

U.S. CENSUS POPULATION
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

Number of People Number of 
Households

Arctic Village 110 85 111 96 152 152 65
Beaver 101 101 66 103 84 84 36
Birch Creek 32 45 32 42 28 33 17
Chalkyitsik 57 130 100 90 83 69 24
Circle 41 54 81 73 100 104 40
Fort Yukon 701 448 619 580 595 583 246
Stevens Village 102 74 96 102 87 78 26
Venetie 107 112 132 182 202 166 61
Total 1,251 1,049 1,237 1,268 1,331 1,269 515

Table 3.  The harvest of moose, based on the ADF&G/FWS reporting system, in 
communities included in the customary and traditional use determination for moose 
in the proposed hunt area, 1983-2010 cumulative.

Community

MOOSE HARVEST
1983-2010 cumulative

Proposed hunt area Statewide
Number of moose 

harvested Number of moose harvested

Arctic Village 0 0
Beaver 0 218
Birch Creek 0 44
Chalkyitsik 0 59
Circle 0 73
Fort Yukon 61 558
Stevens Village 0 92
Venetie 0 9
Source: FWS 2013
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Table 4. The harvest of moose, based on household surveys, at communities in the customary and 
traditional use determination for moose in the proposed hunt area. 

HOUSEHOLD HARVEST SURVEY

Community Study 
Year 

MOOSE HARVEST

Estimated 
Harvest (number)

Lower 
Estimate   
(number)

Higher Estimate  
(number)

Per Capita 
(pounds)

Beaver 2011 16 16 16 118
2010 6 3 9 NA
2009 9 8 10 140
2008 2 2 3 20
1985 15 13 17 127

Birch Creek 2010 5 1 9 NA
2009 5 5 5 113
2008 5 5 6 92

Chalkyitsik 2010 19 2 36 NA
2009 7 6 10 162
2008 8 7 10 75

Circle 2010 22 22 23 NA
2009 10 5 16 103
2008 5 5 5 28

Fort Yukon 2010 36 31 41 NA
2009 64 49 79 103
2008 61 43 79 76
1987 150 119 181 168

Stevens Village 2010 2 1 3 NA
2009 5 4 6 56
2008 1 1 3 12
1984 7 7 7 54

Venetie 2010 5 4 7 NA
2009 24 17 39 86
2008 22 21 24 80

Source: ADF&G 2013b, Van Lanen et al. 2012, Stevens and Maracle 2011.
NA=not available
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Oppose Proposal WP14-48: Not-support.  As presented to the Eastern Interior RAC spring 2013 meeting 
the moose in this area travel over 300 miles between ranges.  These moose should be further studied 
before a season and bag limit is set.

Donald Woodruff, Eagle

Support Proposal WP14-48:  The Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government is in support of this 
proposal as it addresses a conservation concern that is shared by many people in the Yukon Flats, Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge and Venetie Tribal Lands. Many of these concerns originate from the lands we 
use and the common resources that we as local users have access too as Federally Qualified Subsistence 
Users and caretakers of the land for a millennia. 

The area in question is a natural migratory route for moose populations in the area; add the openness of 
the terrain, and it results in a high success rate for moose hunters in these areas. Due to that equation and 
lack of survey data, and other factors leading to a lack of information we would like to see this proposed 
permit system implemented until a time in the future more information could be gathered to determine 
that a healthy moose population is sustainable in the area. At such a time the harvest quota can be adjusted 
accordingly.

There is a similar proposal in to the State Board of Game that will only place an antler restriction on 
hunters during the state season. This is supported by Federal Users to show that we are concerned about 
this population and that we would like to practice conservation when necessary. 

Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government, Natural Resources Department – Fort Yukon

Support Proposal WP14-48:  I am writing in support of WP14-48 because it would limit the harvest of 
moose in the upper Sheenjek, Coleen and Old Crow river drainages where populations have significantly 
declined. I am opposed to WP14-55 because it would increase hunting pressure on the same population. 
This is a critical conservation concern that warrants appropriate actions by the Federal Subsistence Board 
in order to restore a unique migratory moose population that is especially vulnerable to harvest pressure.

During the period of 1981to 2002, I worked as a wildlife biologist with  the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge where  I was responsible for studies and monitoring of caribou, Dall sheep, and moose 
populations. From 1995 to 1999 I led a study of moose movements within the area addressed by WP14-
48 and WP14-55.  Results of the study revealed that most moose inhabiting this area migrate to Old 
Crow Flats in Canada where they give birth, remain through the summer season, and return to the upper 
drainages of the Coleen, Sheenjek rivers in Game Management Unit (GMU) 25A, and the Firth and 
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Kongakut rivers in GMU 26C where they rut and spend the winter (Mauer 1998).  These migrations are 
the longest that have been reported for moose in North America.

Moose numbers in the upper Sheenjek, Coleen, Kongakut and Firth drainages have been monitored by 
consistent aerial survey methods since 1977.  From 1977 to 1991, moose numbers were relatively stable; 
however, a significant decline was  detected in 2000 when overall numbers for these areas were down by 
57%. This decline coincided with a widespread decline in moose throughout northern Alaska. The Alaska 
Board of Game closed all of GMU 26 (including the Kongakut and Firth areas) to moose harvest in 1996.  
Moose hunting in the upper Sheenjek and Coleen river drainages, however, has remained open.  Results 
of surveys conducted since 2000 show that moose numbers in the upper Sheenjek have remained very 
low during the past 13 years (21to 26 moose counted). This represents an 84% decline from previous 
levels.  For the Coleen area, the number of moose counted has dropped from a previous average of 229 
during 1977 to 1991, to 79 in 2012, representing a decline of 65%. During this same period, moose counts 
in the Kongakut and Firth areas, where hunting has remained closed, show increases of 53% and 92% 
respectively.

There has been a steady increase in hunting pressure in the Sheenjek and Coleen areas that is having a 
significant negative influence on recovery of the moose population. A long-time local resident to the 
Coleen area reported increasing numbers of hunters and decreasing numbers of moose.  Since 2000 I have 
had the opportunity to visit the Sheenjek, Coleen and Firth areas on several occasions during the summer 
season and have observed evidence of moose abundance such as intensity of browsing, shed antlers, and 
pellet groups that are consistent with the low moose counts for the Sheenjek and Coleen areas, and the 
higher counts of moose in the Firth and Kongakut areas.

I am concerned that some may claim that action on WP14-48 should be postponed due to uncertainties 
and variability of the survey data. I would like to point out that the aerial survey methodology that has 
been applied in this region was developed during the 1970’s by biologists of both the Alaska Department 
of Fish and Game (ADF&G) and the Arctic Refuge working under the guidance of Dr. William Gasaway, 
a renowned moose research scientist at ADF&G. Further refinements were provided by Dr. Roy Nowlin 
(ADF&G) and Dr. Gerald Garner (Arctic Refuge) in the 1980’s, which resulted in the survey trend areas 
that are currently used. Because of the sparse forest and open tundra environments found here, moose are 
highly visible under favorable snow conditions.  I have reviewed all moose survey reports for the period 
of 1977 to 2012 and find a high degree of consistency and therefore conclude that the data is sufficiently 
reliable to base management decisions. Confidence in the reliability of this multi-year data set has been 
significantly enhanced by moose movement studies completed during 1995- 1998 and more recently with 
studies conducted by the Yukon Renewable Resources Department using GPS technology (2007- 2009). 
Both studies verified that most moose of this region are migratory, and that individuals demonstrate a 
very high degree of fidelity to seasonal ranges and migratory routes. Therefore, changes in moose count 
data in the trend areas are not likely due to shifts in moose from one area to another in different years, but 
are indicative changes in moose numbers.

Within the area addressed by WP14-48 we have a unique situation where moose are predominately 
migratory, a strategy that enables moose to optimize the use of seasonal habits and achieve significantly 
higher population density that would be afforded by a non-migratory strategy. Prior to the decline of 
moose during the 1990’s,a minimum number of moose that wintered in the upper Sheenjek, Coleen, 
Kongakut and Firth river areas was over 800 animals. Aerial surveys of neighboring areas to the south, 
where no migratory strategy has been detected, found much lower densities of moose.
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It is imperative to consider that while the moose migration that has been documented is capable of 
attaining relatively high densities, they are extremely vulnerable to hunting pressure due to the open 
nature of the landscape, and the highly predictable movement of moose during the hunting season. 
Studies have shown that moose consistently move along the same trails and migration routes every fall 
when hunters are present. Thus, it is possible for hunting to continue to show relatively high success rates 
even when the number of moose are declining, as is the case for moose destined for the Sheenjek and 
Coleen areas. As these moose populations dwindle, the possibility of extermination of moose having the 
migratory tradition becomes greater.

It is also important to consider that the State of Alaska is recommending that the current wildlife closure 
of moose hunting in the upper Kongakut and Firth areas be lifted by the Federal Board (WP14-55). 
Moose movement studies have documented that many of the migratory moose that are destined for the 
Sheenjek and Coleen areas, where moose numbers are very low, pass through the Firth and Kongakut 
areas during the fall hunting season. WP14-55 would expose these moose to additional hunting pressure 
at a time when the Sheenjek and Coleen population is already susceptible to further decline. Therefore, I 
am opposed to WP14-55. Instead, I support development of a conservation plan that addresses the unique 
nature of moose migrations in northeast Alaska and northwest Canada and integrates regulatory actions 
focused to sustain populations at a healthy level rather than the current piecemeal approach that threatens 
this important resource.

In 1995 I had the opportunity to discuss the moose migrations of northeast Alaska with the late Dr 
Gasaway.  He concurred with the concern for migratory moose of this region being especially vulnerable 
to hunting pressure. Dr Gasaway also indicated that excessive hunting in the Yukon Flats during the 
1950’s and 1960’s by hunters accessing the area with floatplanes in August, extirpated or severely 
depleted formerly robust moose migrations in the Flats.  Today, we find very low densities of mostly non-
migratory moose in the Yukon Flats.

There is still time to prevent such a loss for the Sheenjek and Coleen areas. By enacting the provisions of 
WP14-48 and maintaining the wildlife closure in the Kongakut and Firth areas, the Federal Subsistence 
Board would be taking significant conservation actions that would help to restore the moose population 
and enable a sustainable harvest in the future.

Reference: Mauer, F.J. 1998. Moose migration: northeastern Alaska to northwestern Yukon Territory, 
Canada. Alces Vol. 34(1): 75-81.

Fran Mauer, Arctic Refuge wildlife biologist (Retired), Fairbanks



WP14-49

146 Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

WP14–49 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP14-49 requests modifi cation of the fall season dates 

for the Unit 12 caribou hunt that takes place east of the Nabesna 
River and Nabesna Glacier and south of the winter trail, and also 
requests the establishment of a winter hunt and a meat on the bone 
requirement.  The proposal requests that the fall season be changed 
from Sept. 1 – Sept. 30 to Aug. 10 – Sept. 20 and a Feb. 1 – Mar. 31 
winter season be established. Submitted by Gilliam Joe.

Proposed Regulation _.26(n)(iii) You must leave all edible meat on the bones of the front 
quarters, hind quarters, and ribs of the caribou until you remove the 
meat from the field or process it for human consumption.

Unit 12 - Caribou

Unit 12 – that portion east of the 
Nabesna River and the Nabesna 
Glacier and south of the Winter Trail 
running southeast from Pickerel 
Lake to the Canadian border – 1 
bull by Federal registration permit 
only.  

Sept. 1Aug. 10 – Sept. 3020 
Feb. 1 –Mar. 31

Federal public lands are closed to the harvest of caribou except by 
residents of Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta, Northway, Tetlin, and 
Tok.

OSM Preliminary Conclusion Support Proposal WP14-49 with modification to change the fall 
season to the dates requested in the proposal, but not establish a 
winter season, and revise the current delegation of authority to 
include opening and closing of the winter season

Southcentral Regional 
Council Recommendation

Eastern Interior Regional 
Council Recommendation

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

ADF&G Comments

Written Public Comments 1 Support; 1 Oppose; 1 Neutral
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
WP14-49

ISSUES

Proposal WP14-49, submitted by Gilliam Joe, requests modification of the fall season dates for the Unit 
12 caribou hunt that takes place east of the Nabesna River and Nabesna Glacier and south of the winter 
trail, and also requests the establishment of a winter hunt and a meat on the bone requirement.  The 
proposal requests that the fall season be changed from Sept. 1 – Sept. 30 to Aug. 10 – Sept. 20 and a Feb. 
1 – Mar. 31 winter season be established.  

DISCUSSION

The proponent states that the fall season dates should be adjusted to provide Federally qualified users 
an opportunity to harvest caribou before the rut, as the rut approaches in late September, meat quality 
declines significantly.  Additionally, the proponent states that establishing a winter hunt would give 
subsistence users more opportunity and easier access to hunt the Chisana caribou herd (CCH) since the 
affected area is remote and difficult to access without the aid of a snowmachine.  The proponent states the 
area is remote and the meat on the bone requirement will ensure that all the edible meat is removed from 
the field.  

Note:  Proposal WP14-45 has been submitted that would add the community of Nebesna and residents of 
the hunt area  to the customary and traditional use determination for caribou in the area of interest.  

Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 12 - Caribou
Unit 12 – that portion east of the Nabesna River and the Nabesna 
Glacier and south of the Winter Trail running southeast from Pickerel 
Lake to the Canadian border – 1 bull by Federal registration permit 
only.  

Sept. 1 – Sept. 30

Federal public lands are closed to the harvest of caribou except by 
residents of Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta, Northway, Tetlin, and 
Tok.

Proposed Federal Regulation

_.26(n)(iii) You must leave all edible meat on the bones of the front quarters, hind quarters, 
and ribs of the caribou until you remove the meat from the field or process it for human 
consumption.

Unit 12 - Caribou
Unit 12 – that portion east of the Nabesna River and the Nabesna 
Glacier and south of the Winter Trail running southeast from Pickerel 
Lake to the Canadian border – 1 bull by Federal registration permit 
only.  

Sept. 1Aug. 10 – Sept. 
3020
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Federal public lands are closed to the harvest of caribou except by 
residents of Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta, Northway, Tetlin, and 
Tok.

Feb .1 – Mar. 31

Existing State Regulation

Unit 12 remainder - Caribou
Residents and nonresidents No open season

Extent of Federal Public Lands

Unit 12 east of the Nabesna River and the Nabesna Glacier and south of the Winter Trail running 
southeast from Pickerel Lake to the Canadian border is approximately 99% Federal public lands, all of 
which are managed by the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve (Map 1).

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations

For Unit 12 caribou, the Board has recognized the customary and traditional uses of Unit 12 residents 
(including Tanacross, Tok, Tetlin, Northway, and Nabesna) and residents of Chistochina, Dot Lake, Healy 
Lake, and Mentasta Lake. 

In 2012, the Board adopted an ANILCA Section 804 determination further limiting who can participate in 
the hunt to residents of Chisana, Chistochina, Mentasta, Northway, Tetlin, and Tok.

Regulatory History

Because of its small population size, the CCH has never supported a large harvest. Between 1989 
and1994 under State regulations, the harvest limit was 1 bull caribou and the annual harvest ranged 
between 16–34 animals (Gross 2007). Furthermore, between 1991 and 1994 under Federal regulations, 
the harvestlimit was 1 bull caribou [_.23(n)(12)(ii)]. By 1991, due to declining population numbers the 
harvestwas reduced through voluntary compliance by guides and local hunters. In 1994 the bull portion of 
the population declined below the ADF&G’s management objective and hunting of Chisana caribou was 
closed by both the Alaska Board of Game and the Federal Subsistence Board. There has been no legal 
harvest of Chisana caribou in Alaska between 1994 and 2011.

In 1989 and 1990 the reported harvest of Chisana caribou in the Yukon was 18 and 11 animals, 
respectively (Gross 2007). Gross also reported that the estimated unreported harvest of Chisana caribou 
between 1989 through 2002 ranged from 1 – 20 animals each year. After 2001, Yukon First Nation 
members voluntarily stopped harvesting Chisana caribou and there continues to be no legal harvest of 
Chisana caribou in the Yukon.

In 2010, the State of Alaska Board of Game approved a hunt for residents and nonresidents from 
September 1 through 30 on the CCH for one bull by drawing permit. The hunt is authorized in the portion 
of Unit 12 within the White River drainage and that portion within the Chisana River drainage upstream 
from the winter trail that runs southeast from Pickerel Lake to the Canadian Border (5 AAC 85.025(a)(7). 
However, on Federal Public Land the Federal closure supersedes the existing State regulation and thus

Federal public lands are closed to hunting of the CCH under State regulations at this time.
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In 2012, the combined proposals WP10-104 and WP12-65/66 were addressed by the Federal Subsistence 
Board (Board).  WP10-104 requested establishment of a joint Federal/State draw permit for the CCH 
in Unit 12 with a harvest limit of one bull and a season of Sept. 1 – Sept. 30.  WP12-65 requested 
establishment of a Federal registration hunt for the CCH with a harvest limit of one bull and a season of 
Aug. 10 – Sept. 30, while WP12-66 requested establishment of a Federal registration hunt with a harvest 
limit of one bull and a season of Sept. 1 – Sept. 30, with the hunt restricted to Federal public lands in 
Unit 12 east of the Nabesna River and the Nabesna Glacier.  The Board took no action on WP10-104 and 
WP12-65 and adopted WP12-66 with modification to list the communities allowed to harvest caribou in 
Unit 12, that portion east of the Nabesna River and Nabesna Glacier, and lands south of the Winter Trail 
running southeast from Pickerel Lake to the Canadian border: Northway, Mentasta, Tetlin, Tok, Chisana, 
and Chistochina .  The authority to manage the Federal hunt was granted by delegation of authority to the 

Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve Superintendent by letter of delegation from the Board.  

Proposal WP12-68, submitted by the Cheesh’na Tribal Council, requested the residents of Chistochina 
be added to the Unit 12 caribou customary and traditional use determination.  The Board adopted the 
proposal.   

Biological Background

A fi ve-year management plan for the CCH has been developed through a cooperative effort between the 
Government of Yukon, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, White River First Nation, Kluane First 
Nation, National Park Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  The plan was finalized in October of 
2012 and provides a framework for monitoring the CCH population and criteria for implementing a hunt 
through 2015.  In addition to a stable or increasing population trend, the plan also requires the observed 
bull:cow ratio be no less than 35 bulls per 100 cows with a three year calf:cow ratio above 15 calves per 
100 cows.  If the CCH population falls below these guidelines, no harvest will be allowed.  If population 
goals indicate a harvest is sustainable, the plan calls for an annual bulls-only harvest not exceeding 2% of 
the estimated population, with the harvest being equally distributed among the Yukon and Alaska.  Har-
vest allocation within Alaska would be determined through the respective Federal and State regulatory 
process (Chisana Caribou Herd Working Group 2012).  

The CCH is a small, nonmigratory herd inhabiting eastcentral Alaska and southwestern Yukon, Canada 
on the Klutlan Plateau and near the headwaters of the White River.  Genetic analysis conducted by Zittlau 
et al. (2000) indicated that the herd is genetically similar to woodland caribou herds and that the genetic 
distance between the CCH and five other nearby caribou herds was large, suggesting that herd has been 
distinct for thousands of years.  Little is known about CCH population trends prior to the 1960s.  The herd 
was first surveyed in 1977 and has been continuously tracked since 1988.  Since this tracking began, the 
majority of Chisana caribou have been located east of the Nabesna River (Bentzen 2011).  

The CCH increased through the 1980s and reached a peak of 1,900 caribou in 1988. Beginning in 1990, 
the CCH experienced a decline in population size. Concern over the decline led to implementation of an 
intensive captive rearing program in Canada, conducted between 2003 to 2006 by USGS and the Cana-
dian Wildlife Service. The recovery effort was designed to increase recruitment and calf survival resulting 
in overall population growth. The radio-collaring program intensifi ed in 2003 as a result of the captive 
rearing program, and survey methods became more effective, therefore sex and age composition and 
herd size estimates before and after 2003 are not comparable (Table 1). Past declines were attributed to 
poor calf recruitment and high adult mortality associated with adverse weather conditions, poor habitat 
and predation (Gross 2007). Results from the 2010 census show the CCH population is stable, with an 
estimated herd size of 682 caribou (Chisana Caribou Herd Working Group 2012) (Table 1). The 3-year 
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average bull:cow ratio of 43:100 is above the minimum 35:100 ratio stated in the Management Plan. The 
number of calves in the herd increased in 2010, but decreased again in 2011. The 3-year average calf:cow 
ratio of 18:100 is above the minimum 15:100 ratio set in the Management Plan. However, no surveys 
or composition counts were conducted in 2011 due to adverse weather conditions (Putera 2013, pers. 
comm.), so use of three year old data to make management decisions must be done with caution given the 
tenuous nature of this herd.

Harvest History

The CCH has historically been an important food source for the Athabascans of Alaska and the First 
Nations of the Yukon in Canada (Gross 2007). During the early to mid-1900s, the CCH was used as a 
subsistence food source by the Ahtna and Upper Tanana Athabascans.  Although subsistence hunting has 
declined in recent years, the CCH continues to be an important aspect of Upper Tanana and Ahtna Atha-
bascan culture.  Subsistence use of the CCH declined after 1929.  For the last 60 years, few people in 
Alaska or the Yukon have depended on the CCH as a food source (Bentzen 2011), although First Nation 
members continued to harvest from the CCH in the Yukon through the 1990s.

In addition to providing an important subsistence resource, in the late 1920s, Chisana caribou became 
economically important to local hunters as guided hunting became common in the Chisana area. The 
caribou from the Chisana herd were harvested by nonresident hunters guided by local guides through 
1994 when hunting was closed. Primarily fi ve guide/outfi tters hunted the herd (4 operated in Alaska and 1 
in the Yukon). Bulls were desired by sport hunters because of their large stature. From 1990-1994, 43% of 
the hunters participating in hunting CCH were nonresidents, who took 58% of the harvest. Local subsis-
tence users accounted for 9% of the harvest during that time period (Gross 2007).

At its January 2012 meeting the Federal Subsistence Board (Board) authorized a limited harvest of the 
CCH consistent with the herd’s management plan.  The Board delegated authority to the Wrangell-St. 
Elias

National Park and Preserve Superintendent to open the season, announce the harvest quota, the number of 

Table 1.  Fall sex and age composition of the Chisana Caribou Herd, 2000-2011 (Chisana 
Caribou Herd Working Group 2012).  

Date
Total 

Bulls:100 
Cows

Calves:100 
Cows

Calves 
(%)

Cows 
(%)

Bulls 
(%)

Composition 
Sample Size

Estimated 
Herd Size

2000a 20 6 5 80 15 412 425
2001a 23 4 3 79 18 356 375
2002a 25 13 10 72 18 258 315
2003b 37 25 15 62 23 603 720
2005b 46 23 14 59 27 646 706
2006b 48 21 13 59 28 628 N/A
2007b 50 13 8 61 30 719 766
2008 44 21 13 61 27 532 N/A
2009 48 15 9 61 30 505 N/A
2010 42 23 14 61 25 622 682
2011 38 16 14 66 25 542 N/A

a Surveys conducted by ADF&G based on a visual search of the herd range.
b USGS survey results.  
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permits to be issued and the reporting period, and to close the season.  Based on the estimated population 
size and the guidance in the management plan, the harvest quota for the 2012 was set at seven animals.

The National Park Service met with participating communities and associated tribal governments to ask 
for their input regarding permit distribution.  As a result, a decision was made to allocate two permits to 
each of the four eligible communities with federally recognized tribal governments (Chistochina, Men-
tasta Lake, Northway, and Tetlin) with the understanding that all community residents, not just tribal 
members, would be considered for permit distribution.  Any remaining permits would be made available 
to Tok and Chisana residents on a fi rst come-fi rst served basis.  The number of permits was limited to 
fourteen and the reporting period requirement was set at within three days of harvest.  Nine permits were 
issued and two animals were harvested (Cellarius 2012).  

Effects of the Proposal

If this proposal is adopted, it would modify the existing fall hunting season, changing it from Sept. 1 – 
Sept. 30 to Aug. 10 – Sept. 20 and would also establish a winter season from Feb. 1 – Mar. 31 as well as 
requiring all edible meat to remain on the bone until out of the field or processed for human consumption.  
Making the fall season earlier should help alleviate some of the concerns users have about quality of meat 
later in the fall during the rut, while a meat on the bone requirement will ensure that all edible meat is 
removed from the field.  A winter season would give Federally qualified users better access to the CCH in 
a remote area through the use of snowmachines and create more hunting opportunities as well.  

OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION

Support Proposal WP14-49 with modification to change the fall season to the dates requested in the 
proposal, but not establish a winter season, and revise the current delegation of authority to include 
opening and closing of the winter season (Appendix 1).  

The modified regulation should read: 

_.26(n)(iii) You must leave all edible meat on the bones of the front quarters, hind quarters, 
and ribs of the caribou until you remove the meat from the field or process it for human 
consumption.

Unit 12 - Caribou
Unit 12 – that portion east of the Nabesna River and the Nabesna 
Glacier and south of the Winter Trail running southeast from Pickerel 
Lake to the Canadian border – 1 bull by Federal registration permit 
only.  

Aug. 10 – Sept. 20

Justification

The current data on the CCH indicate a population that is stable.  In addition, bull:cow and cow:calf 
ratios are above the minimum thresholds established in the management plan for the herd.  However, the 
most recent survey data is three years old and management decisions should be conservative in nature.  
Moving the fall season dates to earlier in the season should satisfy the proponents concerns about quality 
of meat so close to the rut and having a meat on the bone requirement should help ensure that all edible 
meat is removed from the field.  A winter hunt would be provide easier access to hunters and thus increase 
hunting success.  However, establishment of a winter season is not advisable at this time due to a lack of 
more recent population data.  
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Appendix 1

Superintendent Rick Obernesser
Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve
PO Box.439 
Copper Center, Alaska 99573

Dear Superintendent Obernesser:

This letter delegates specific regulatory authority from the Federal Subsistence Board (Board) to
the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve Superintendent, to issue emergency special
actions if necessary to ensure the continued viability of a wildlife population, to continue
subsistence uses of wildlife, or for reasons of public safety; or temporary special actions if the
proposed temporary change will not interfere with the conservation of healthy wildlife
populations, will not be detrimental  to the long-term subsistence use of wildlife resources, and is
not an unnecessary restriction on non-subsistence users. Authority is also given to open and close 
the winter season. This delegation only applies to the Federal public lands subject to ANILCA
Title VIII within the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve and all Federal Public lands 
with the range of the Chisana Caribou Herd (CCH).

It is the intent of the Federal Subsistence Board that special actions related to the
management of the CCH by Federal officials be coordinated, prior to implementation, with
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), the Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge
and the Eastern Interior and Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory
Councils as stipulated in 36 CFR 242.19 and 50 CFR 100.19 and under the guidelines of
the Memorandum of Understanding between the Federal Subsistence Board and the State of
Alaska. Federal managers are expected to work with State managers and the Council to
minimize disruption to resource users and existing agency programs, consistent with the
need for special action.

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY

1. Delegation: The Wrangell-St. Elias Superintendent is hereby delegated authority to issue
emergency or temporary special actions affecting the  CCH on Federal lands as outlined
in Scope of Delegation. An emergency action may not exceed 60 days and may not be 
extended unless the procedures for adoption of a temporary special action have been
followed. A temporary special action requires adequate notice and public hearing. 
Special actions are governed by Federal regulation at 36 CFR 242.19 and 50 CFR 100.19. 
Authority is also given to open and close the winter season.  

2. Authority: This delegation of authority is established pursuant to 36 CFR 242.10(d)(6)
and 50 CFR 100.10(d)(6).

3. Scope of Delegation: The regulatory authority hereby delegated is limited to the
following authorities within the limits set by regulation at 36 CFR 242.26 and 50
CFR 100.26.
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You may open the season, announce the harvest quota, the number of permits and the 
reporting period, and close the season for the CCH.

This delegation to issue special actions may be exercised under the conditions as
defined in 36 CFR 242.19(a) and (b)(1) and 50 CFR 100.19(a) and (b)(1).

All other proposed changes to codified regulations including, but not limited to,
customary and traditional use determinations, adjustments to methods and means of
take, or customary trade, shall be directed to the Federal Subsistence Board.

The Federal lands subject to this delegated authority are those within the Wrangell-St. 
Elias National Park and Preserve and all Federal Public lands with the range of the Chisana 
Caribou Herd (CCH).

4. Effective Period: This delegation of authority is effective until superseded or rescinded.

5. Guidelines for Review of Proposed Special Actions: The Superintendent will use
the following guidelines to determine the appropriate course of action when
reviewing proposed special actions.

A. Does the proposed special action fall within the geographic and regulatory scope of 
delegation?

B. Does the proposed regulation need to be implemented immediately as a special action, 
or can the desired conservation  or subsistence use goal be addressed by deferring the 
issue to the appropriate time in the normal regulatory cycle?

C. Does the supporting information in the proposed special action substantiate the need 
for the action?

D. Are the assertions in the proposed special action confirmed by biological information 
and/or by other affected subsistence users?

E. Is the proposed special action supported in the context of historical information on 
population status and harvests by affected users?

F. Is the proposed special action likely to achieve the expected results?

G. Have the perspectives of ADF&G managers and the Council been fully considered in
the review of the proposed special action?

H. Have the potential effects of the proposed special action on all affected users been 
considered?

I. Can public announcement of the proposed special action be made in a timely manner 
to accomplish the management objective?
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J. After evaluating all information and weighing the merits of the special action against 

other actions, including no action, is the special action reasonable, rational and 
responsible?

6. Guidelines for Delegation:

A. The Superintendent will become familiar with the management history of wildlife 
populations in the region, with the current State and Federal regulations and 
management plans, and be up-to-date on population and harvest status information.

B. The Superintendent will review special action requests or situations that may require a
special action and all supporting information to determine (1) if the request/situation 
falls within the scope of authority, (2) if significant conservation problems or subsistence
harvest concerns are indicated, and (3) what the consequences of taking or not taking an
action may be on subsistence users and non-subsistence users. Requests not within the
delegated authority of the Superintendent will be forwarded to the Federal Subsistence
Board for consideration. The Superintendent will keep a record of all special action
requests and their disposition. A copy of documents associated with each record will be
provided to the Office of Subsistence Management no later than sixty days after
development of the document.

C. The Superintendent will immediately notify the Federal Subsistence Board through the 
Assistant Regional Director for the Office of Subsistence Management, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and notify/consult with local ADF&G managers, the Tetlin Wildlife 
Refuge and the Regional Advisory Council Chairs, and other affected Federal conservation 
unit managers concerning special actions being considered.

D. The Superintendent will issue timely decisions. Users, affected State and Federal 
managers, law enforcement personnel, and the Regional Advisory Council Chairs
should be notified before the effective date/time of decisions. If an action is to 
supersede a State action not yet in effect, the decision will be communicated to affected
users, State and Federal managers, and the Regional Advisory Council Chairs at least
six hours before the State action would be effective. If a decision is to take no action,
the proponent of the request will be notified immediately.

E. There may be unusual circumstances under which the Superintendent will determine that
he/she should not exercise the authority delegated, but instead request that the Federal
Subsistence Board address the special action request. This option should be exercised
judiciously and when time allows. Such a decision should not be considered when
immediate management actions are necessary for wildlife conservation purposes. The
Federal Subsistence Board may also determine that a special action request should not
be handled by the delegated official but by the Board itself and rescind the delegated
authority for that specific action only.

This delegation of authority will provide subsistence users in the region a local point of contact 
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and will facilitate a local liaison with State managers and other user groups to modify the take of 
wildlife regulations outside of the regulatory proposal period. A timely management decision, 
made locally, can optimize the opportunity for users to harvest wildlife and can ensure the 
continued viability of a wildlife population.

Should you have any questions about this delegation of authority, please feel free to contact the 
Assistant Regional Director for the Office of Subsistence Management at 1-800-478-1456 or 
(907) 786-3888.

Sincerely,

Tim Towark
Chair, Federal Subsistence Board

cc: Interagency Staff Committee
Chair, Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council
Chair, Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council
Manager, Tetlin National Wildlife Refuge
Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Regional Director, USFWS
ARD, Office of Subsistence Management
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Support Proposal WP14-49:  We support Proposal 14-49 to “modify the season dates for the 
Unit 12 caribou hunt that takes place east of the Nabesna Road and Glacier and south of the 
Winter Trail”, with a fall season from August 1Oth  to September 20th and adding a winter 
season from February 1 to March 31st. Changing the Unit 12 Caribou season dates in this area 
will provide for subsistence needs. Federally qualifi ed subsistence users will be able to access 
hunting areas to harvest a caribou during the winter months. Snow machines could be used to 
hunt with during the winter months to harvest a Unit 12 caribou in this remote, inaccessible area.

Ahtna Inc. Customary and Traditional Use Committee

Neutral  Proposal WP14-49:  Requests that if the proposal submitted by Gillam Joe recom-
mending an additional winter hunt period  is adopted, that the language similar to WP14-45 be 
added to include all qualifi ed residents of the hunt area in any future hunts.

Jessica Braga, Ptarmigan Lake

Oppose Proposal WP14-49:  There should not be a Chisana caribou herd harvest for the follow-
ing concerns: 

 With the limited biological data (three years old) the current caribou hunt in Unit 12 
should not take place.  The lack of recent bull-cow or cow-calf rations does not support a 
harvest let alone a proposed winter hunt.

 The past history of poor calf populations, adverse weather conditions, limited winter 
habitat and calf predation do not support this hunt with limited biological data.

 The continued harvest of Chisana caribou would reduce the current small population that 
basically stays in a small habitat area.

 There has not been any caribou hunting since 1994 due to declining population.  To my 
knowledge the Yukon Territory Canada First Nation members have stopped the harvest of 
the Chisana caribou herd due to the small population.

 Harvest information indicates that most of the past harvest was taken by non-residents 
and only nine percent by subsistence users.

 A proposed winter hunt is questionable with only three year old data on a small herd. 

  A hunt will potentially displace the caribou from their limited natural winter habitat and 
cause more stress.  

 If a hunt takes place current survey information is critical to the herd dynamics and future 
growth.
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 If the proposed hunt takes place Ahtna Native members should be given priority for 
customary and traditional use of the caribou resource similar to First Nation People in the 
Yukon Territory.

Jim Hannah, retired Chitina District Ranger/Pilot
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WP14–50 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP14-50 requests that brown bears be allowed to be 

hunted over bait in Unit 25D.  Submitted by the Eastern Interior 
Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council,

Proposed Regulation Unit 25D – Brown Bear

(iii)(A) You may use bait to hunt black bear and brown bear 
between April 15 and June 30 and between August 1 and 
September 25; you may use bait to hunt wolves on FWS and BLM 
lands.  

OSM Preliminary Conclusion Oppose

Southcentral Regional 
Council Recommendation

Eastern Interior Regional 
Council Recommendation

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

ADF&G Comments

Written Public Comments 1 Support
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
WP14-50

ISSUES

Proposal WP14-50, submitted by the Eastern Interior Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council, 
requests that brown bears be allowed to be hunted over bait in Unit 25D.  

DISCUSSION

The proponent states that hunters should be allowed to harvest brown bears that show up at black bear 
bait stations and that brown bears are at high densities in the unit.  Furthermore, the proponent states that 
hunting of brown bears over bait has been done in the area for generations in both the spring and fall 
seasons.  The proponent has submitted a similar proposal to the Alaska Board of Game for Unit 25D with 
the intention of aligning Federal and State regulations currently in place in Units 12, 20C, 20E, and 21D.  

Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 25D – Brown Bear

Unit 25D – 2 bears every regulatory year Aug. 10 – June 30 

(iii) Unit-specific regulations

(A) You may use bait to hunt black bear between April 15 and June 30 and 
between August 1 and September 25; you may use bait to hunt wolves on 
FWS and BLM managed lands.  

Currently harvesting a brown bear over bait is not allowed under Federal 
regulations in any unit. 

Proposed Federal Regulation

Unit 25D – Brown Bear

(iii)(A) You may use bait to hunt black bear and brown bear between April 
15 and June 30 and between August 1 and September 25; you may use bait 
to hunt wolves on FWS and BLM lands.  

Existing State Regulation

Units 12, 13D*, 15*, 16*, 20C, 20E, and 21D allow brown bears to be taken 
at bait stations during open black bear baiting seasons with a bear bait 
station permit.  The same restrictions that apply to black baiting apply to 
brown bear baiting.  The edible meat of brown bears taken in these units 
over bait must be salvaged.
*New units added to regulations at Alaska Board of Game meeting, 
February 2013.
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Extent of Federal Public Lands

Federal public lands comprise approximately 63% of Unit 25D and consist of 62% US Fish and Wildlife 
Service managed lands and 1% Bureau of Land Management managed lands (Unit Map 25).

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations

Rural residents of Unit 25D have a customary and traditional use determination for brown bear in Unit 
25D.

Cultural Knowledge

Members of these Athabascan communities recognized and continue to recognize brown bear as an 
important subsistence resource. Bears were harvested using spears, bow and arrows, and snares. Snares 
were sometimes baited (Nelson et al. 1982, Van Lanen et al. 2012). Rifles have replaced traditional 
methods of killing bears (Nelson 1973, Van Lanen et al. 2012). At the Council meeting on February 21, 
2013, in Fairbanks, a Council member from a Qwich’in village said:

In the springtime you’ll find the bears just coming out of their dens and the trappers . . . 
would use [carcasses] as bait . . . whatever didn’t get eaten by the dogs, they would use 
that for bait in the springtime to get the spring bears.  And you’d use whatever was left 
from your moose kill in the fall for bait to get a fall bear (EIRAC 2013: 255-256). 

Those were the two times of year that [bear were] normally taken, which the State season 
reflects. But I’d just like to see it in the Federal reg book as well so I don’t have to play 
that lawyer GPS “where am I” game to go from State and Federal land . . . and I could 
leave my bait stations where they are and not have to move camp miles to get back onto 
Federal land or back onto State land. We have a checkerboard of land ownership in the 
Yukon Flats (EIRAC 2013: 255-256). 

According to Van Lanen et al. (2012), use of brown bears has been historically low and harvest of the 
species was often incidental to other activities.  No mention was made of brown bear baiting being used 
as a traditional method of harvest.  

Regulatory History

Currently, harvesting a brown bear over bait is not allowed under Federal subsistence regulations. 

At its March 2012 meeting, the Alaska Board of Game addressed several proposals looking to allow 
harvesting of brown bears at bait sites:  Proposal 168 to allow baiting of brown bears in Unit 21D was 
adopted.  Proposal 196 to allow brown bear baiting in Units 12 and 20E with the same season and 
restrictions as black bear baiting was adopted.  Proposal 232 to allow the harvest of grizzly bears over a 
black bear bait site with the requirement to salvage the meat and hide in Unit 20C was also adopted.  

Current Events Involving the Species

The Eastern Interior Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council submitted a proposal to the Alaska 
Board of Game, which will be addressed by the Board in early 2014, to allow baiting of brown bears in 
Unit 25D with the intent to align State and Federal regulations if WP14-50 is approved by the Federal 
Subsistence Board.  



WP14–50

163Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

Biological Background

Brown bears are widely distributed in northeastern Alaska. The brown bear population in Unit 25 
declinedin the 1960s primarily from aircraft-supported hunting associated with guiding. As a result, 
regulations were implemented to limit harvest starting in 1971. As the population recovered, regulations 
were gradually liberalized. Population trend data for Unit 25 are currently sparse; however, there is 
a possibility that the population has increased or expanded into new habitat based on an increase in 
sightings of brown bears by local residents on the Yukon River compared to years prior to 2000 (Lenart 
2011).

The current population estimates of brown bears in Units 25A, 25B, and 25D are based on extrapolations 
from studies done in the 1980s and 1990s, with an estimated 1,200 brown bears (2.4 bears/100 mi2) 
(Lenart 2011).  Estimated densities and population size varies slightly between the units. In the 
mountainous portion of Unit 25C, Eagan (1995) (cited in Young 2007) determined that there was a 
medium density (1.3-2.6 bears/100 mi2) based on extrapolations from studies done in Unit 20A in the 
1980s and 1990s.

In northern Alaska, female brown bears do not successfully reproduce until they are older than 5 years 
(Reynolds 1987). The delay in reproduction, as well as small litter sizes, long intervals between successful 
reproductive events and short potential reproductive periods lead to the low rates of successful production 
in brown bears in northern Alaska (USFWS 1982). In addition, female brown bears exhibit high fidelity 
to home ranges and little emigration or immigration (Reynolds 1993). Therefore, brown bears are often 
managed conservatively.

Brown bears in Unit 25D have been identified as a significant predator on moose calves contributing to 
maintaining a low density of moose. In their moose mortality study, Bertram and Vivion (2002) found 
predation was responsible for 97% of known calf mortality, with brown bears causing 39% of it, second 
only to black bear at 45%. As a result, the Yukon Flats Cooperative Moose Management Plan (ADF&G 
2002) prescribes increasing brown bear harvest.

The Yukon Flats Cooperative Moose Management Plan notes the following about the brown bear 
population in Unit 25D:

There are an estimated 380 grizzly bears in Unit 25D, or about 1 bear per 46 mi². Based 
on a 5% sustainable harvest rate, the estimated sustainable harvest is about 19 bears, 
assuming some harvest of female bears. The reported harvest of grizzly bears averages 
3-4 each year and some additional bears are taken but not sealed. Increased awareness 
and concern about the effects of bear predation on moose has resulted in greater local 
interest in harvesting bears (Yukon Flats Cooperative Moose Management Plan, 2002: 
25).

The State management objectives for Unit 25D are to manage for a temporary reduction in grizzly bear 
numbers and predation on moose.  After this reduction is achieved, bear harvest will be reduced to allow 
the bear population to recover (Lenart 2011).  

Harvest History

Brown bear mortality in Units 25B and 25D has been low in most years.  Between 2000 and 2012 an 
average of 4 brown bears were killed annually in these units (Table 1).  There was a spike of 11 bears 
killed in regulatory year 2002/03, most likely in response to increased effort to harvest bears as prescribed 
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Table 1.  Units 25B and 25D brown bear reported mortality, RY 2000-2010 (Lenart 2011,
Crawford 2013, pers. comm.).

Regulatory Year Total Reported Mortality
2000-2001 1
2001-2002 1
2002-2003 11
2003-2004 2
2004-2005 3
2005-2006 1
2006-2007 4
2007-2008 6
2008-2009 6
2009-2010 6
2010-2011 2
2011-2012 3

Table 2.  Unit 25B and 25D brown bear mortality (Lenart 2007,  Young 2007, Van Lanen et al. 
2012) from household survey data.

Regulatory Year Household Survey Data Mortalitya

1995-1996 1
1996-1997 0
1997-1998 1
1998-1999 0
1999-2000 -
2000-2001 -
2001-2002 -
2002-2003 5
2003-2004 -
2004-2005 22
2005-2006 -
2006-2007 37
2007-2008 17
2008-2009 22
2009-2010 16

aHousehold survey data does not include nonlocal harvest of brown bears.  

in the Yukon Flats Cooperative Moose Management Plan (Lenart 2011).  Underreporting of harvest 
is suspected due to the difficulty in getting a bear sealed in this remote area and there is a discrepancy 
between reported harvest and harvest recorded during household surveys (Van Lanen et al. 2012, Stevens 
and Maracle 2012).  For example, annual harvest of brown bears between 2006 and 2010 averaged 23 
animals according to household survey data (Table 2), while the annual reported harvest during this same 
period averaged just 6 animals.  The average annual harvest as reported by household surveys exceeds 
the sustainable harvest for Unit 25D.  There are two registered guides on Yukon Flats National Wildlife 
Refuge that harvest bears in Unit 25D.  Currently guided harvest of brown bears is just a few animals 
per year but refuge staff have been told that brown bear harvest would increase if baiting were allowed 
(Bertram 2013, pers. comm.).
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Effects of the Proposal

If this proposal is adopted, brown bears will be allowed to be harvested using bait on Federal lands 
by Federally qualified users.  This would be the first regulation of its kind for brown bears on Federal 
lands in Alaska.  If adopted, it would provide increased opportunities for Federally qualified users to 
harvest brown bears in the unit.  The effect of the proposal on brown bear populations is difficult to 
predict given that the latest population estimates for the species in Unit 25D are now 20 years old and 
based on extrapolations from studies done in the 1980s and 1990s .  Indeed, without recent population 
estimates, managers have been relying on detecting trends in brown bear populations based on sex and 
age composition of bears harvests, which can be problematic due to vulnerability to harvest of different 
cohorts, patchy distribution of harvest as a result of differences in hunter accessibility, and detected trends 
in the Yukon Flats Cooperative Moose Management Plan (Lenart 2011).  Underreporting of harvest 
is suspected due to the difficulty in getting a bear sealed in this remote area and there is a discrepancy 
between reported harvest and harvest recorded during household surveys (Van Lanen et al. 2012, Stevens 
and Maracle 2012).  For example, annual harvest of brown bears between 2006 and 2010 averaged 23 
animals according to household survey data (Table 2), while the annual reported harvest during this same 
period averaged just 6 animals.  The average annual harvest as reported by household surveys exceeds 
the sustainable harvest for Unit 25D.  There are two registered guides on Yukon Flats National Wildlife 
Refuge that harvest bears in Unit 25D.  Currently guided harvest of brown bears is just a few animals 
per year but refuge staff have been told that brown bear harvest would increase if baiting were allowed 
(Bertram 2013, pers. comm.).

Effects of the Proposal

If this proposal is adopted, brown bears will be allowed to be harvested using bait on Federal lands 
by Federally qualified users.  This would be the first regulation of its kind for brown bears on Federal 
lands in Alaska.  If adopted, it would provide increased opportunities for Federally qualified users to 
harvest brown bears in the unit.  The effect of the proposal on brown bear populations is difficult to 
predict given that the latest population estimates for the species in Unit 25D are now 20 years old and 
based on extrapolations from studies done in the 1980s and 1990s .  Indeed, without recent population 
estimates, managers have been relying on detecting trends in brown bear populations based on sex and 
age composition of bears harvests, which can be problematic due to vulnerability to harvest of different 
cohorts, patchy distribution of harvest as a result of differences in hunter accessibility, and detected trends 
being affected by changes in bag limits, seasons and other hunt parameters rather than any actual trends in 
population size (Miller et al. 2011).  

Hunting brown bears over bait would most likely lead to an increase in hunter success versus a “spot 
and stalk” hunt because it is an efficient method of hunting (Dunkley and Cattet 2003, Gore 2003).  
Additionally, the harvest limit for brown bears in Unit 25D was changed from one to two bears every 
regulatory year in 2012.  There is a proposal before the State Board of Game that would allow for baiting 
of brown bears in Unit 25D starting in 2014.  There is potential for a further increase in brown bear 
harvest by non-local hunters if both the State and Federal proposals are approved. Opening up brown 
bears to baiting, combined with a doubling of the brown bear harvest limit in such a short period of time 
could have an adverse impact on the species, especially in northern portions of the state where brown 
bears are known to have low reproductive rates.  

OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION

Oppose Proposal WP14-50.  
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Justification

Brown bear population estimates for Unit 25D are now 20 years old and based on extrapolations from 
studies done in the 1980s and 1990s.  It is difficult to predict what the effect of allowing baiting for the 
species on Federal land would be.  Population trends are being estimated based on harvest, which is 
problematic for a variety of reasons.  Bear baiting is an efficient method of hunting and would likely lead 
to an increase in hunting success versus the “spot and stalk” hunting method now used.  This, coupled 
with the recent doubling of the harvest limit in Unit 25D under Federal regulations, the preponderance of 
underreporting of harvest in Unit 25, the potential for increased harvest by non-local hunters should the 
State and Federal proposals allowing brown bear baiting in Unit 25D be approved, and the already low 
reproductive rates of the species in northern Alaska would indicate caution in opening up the species to 
the method of hunting requested by the proponent.  A conservative approach to an increase in harvest for 
this species is warranted prior to the initiation of more efficient methods of harvest such as baiting.  
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Support Proposal WP14-50: Support the taking of black bear over bait has been a traditional 
practice in the area.  This area has an exceptionally low moose population and the locals are 
trying to get meat from bears that is not available from moose.  As on Eastern Interior RAC 
member said: we could legalize a practice that has been a traditional practice. 

Donald Woodruff, Eagle
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WP14-51 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP14-51 requests that the Red Sheep and Cane Creek 

drainages be opened to non-Federally qualified users Aug. 10 – 
Sept. 20 in the Arctic Village Sheep Management Area (AVSMA) 
of Unit 25A, and that a person hunting within the Red Sheep Creek/
Cane Creek portion of the AVSMA of Unit 25A possess proof of 
completion of a department-approved hunter ethics and orientation 
course (to include land status and trespass information) upon hunting 
in this area. Submitted by the State of Alaska.

Proposed Regulation Unit 25A — Sheep
Unit 25A — Arctic Village Sheep Management 
Area – 2 rams by Federal registration permit 
only. Federal public lands are closed to 
the taking of sheep except by rural Alaska 
residents of Arctic Village, Venetie, Fort 
Yukon, Kaktovik, and Chalkyitsik hunting 
under these regulations. 

Aug. 10 – Apr. 30

OSM Preliminary Conclusion Oppose

Eastern Interior Regional 
Council Recommendation

North Slope Regional Council 
Recommendation

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

ADF&G Comments

Written Public Comments 1 Oppose
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
WP14-51

ISSUES

Proposal WP14-51, submitted by the State of Alaska, requests that the Red Sheep and Cane Creek 
drainages be opened to non-Federally qualified users Aug. 10 – Sept. 20 in the Arctic Village Sheep 
Management Area (AVSMA) of Unit 25A, and that a person hunting within the Red Sheep Creek/Cane 
Creek portion of the AVSMA of Unit 25A possess proof of completion of a department-approved hunter 
ethics and orientation course (to include land status and trespass information) upon hunting in this area.

DISCUSSION

In January 2012, the Federal Subsistence Board closed the Red Sheep Creek and Cane Creek drainages 
to sheep hunting except by Federally qualified residents of Arctic Village, Venetie, Fort Yukon, Kaktovik 
and Chalkyitsik. The proponent states that the Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages were closed 
unnecessarily. The proponent further states that the area was closed because of user conflicts focused 
mainly on issues of trespass. The proponent proposes lifting the closure to non-Federally qualified users 
and requiring hunters to complete an ethics and orientation course prior to hunting sheep in the Red 
Sheep and Cane Creek drainages. The Alaska Board of Game adopted an ethics and orientation course 
requirement to safeguard against user conflicts in this area in March 2012. The proponent states that an 
ethics and orientation course would alleviate the need for closing the Red Sheep Creek and Cane Creek 
drainages to non-Federally qualified sheep hunting. 

Title VIII, § 815(3) of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) addresses the 
restriction on the take of fish and wildlife for nonsubsistence uses. The Secretaries have empowered the 
Federal Subsistence Board (Board) to implement Title VIII of ANILCA. Title § 815(3) of ANILCA states, 

Nothing in this title shall be construed as—

(3) authorizing a restriction on the taking of fish and wildlife for nonsubsistence uses on 
the public lands (other than national parks and park monuments) unless necessary for the 
conservation of healthy populations of fish and wildlife, for the reasons set forth in §816, to 
continue subsistence uses of such populations, or pursuant to other applicable law;

The Board’s 2007 closure policy notes the following:

Proposed closures of Federal public lands and waters will be analyzed to determine whether 
such restrictions are necessary to assure conservation of healthy populations of fish and wildlife 
resources or to provide a meaningful preference for qualified subsistence users. The analysis 
will identify the availability and effectiveness of other management options that could avoid or 
minimize the degree of restriction to subsistence and non-subsistence users (FSB 2007). 

The full closure policy is included as Appendix A.
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Existing Federal Regulation 

Unit 25A — Sheep

Unit 25A — Arctic Village Sheep Management Area – 2 rams by 
Federal registration permit only. Federal public lands are closed to 
the taking of sheep except by rural Alaska residents of Arctic Village, 
Venetie, Fort Yukon, Kaktovik, and Chalkyitsik hunting under these 
regulations. 

Aug. 10 – Apr. 30

Proposed Federal Regulation

Unit 25A — Sheep

Unit 25A — Arctic Village Sheep Management Area — 2 rams by 
Federal registration permit only. Federal public lands, except the 
drainages of Red Sheep Creek and Cane Creek during the period 
of Aug. 10–Sept. 20 in accordance with State regulation 5AAC 
92.003(i), are closed to the taking of sheep except by rural Alaska 
residents of Arctic Village, Venetie, Fort Yukon, Kaktovik, and 
Chalkyitsik hunting under these regulations.1 

Aug. 10 – Apr. 30

Existing State Regulations

Unit 25A — Sheep

Residents, one ram with full-curl horn or larger Aug. 10 –Sept. 20

OR

Three sheep by permit available online at hunt.alaska.gov or in person 
in Fairbanks and Kaktovik beginning Sept. 19. The use of aircraft for 
access to hunt sheep and to transport harvested sheep is prohibited in 
this hunt except into and out of the Arctic Village and Kaktovik airports. 
No motorized access from the Dalton Highway.

Oct. 1 – Apr. 30

One ram with full-curl or larger for nonresidents Aug. 10 – Sept. 20

Extent of Federal Public Lands

Federal public lands comprise approximately 76% of Unit 25A and consist of 74% U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service managed lands and 2% Bureau of Land Management managed lands. 

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations

Residents of Arctic Village, Chalkyitsik, Fort Yukon, Kaktovik, and Venetie have a positive customary 
and traditional determination for sheep in Unit 25A.

1 5 AAC 92.003 Hunter education and orientation requirements. (i) Before a person hunts within the Red Sheep Creek/Cane 
Creek portion of the Arctic Village Sheep Management Area of Unit 25A, that person must possess proof of completion of a 
department-approved hunter ethics and orientation course, including land status and trespass information.
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Regulatory History

Requests to open and close the Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages in the Arctic Village Sheep 
Management Area (AVSMA) to non-Federally qualified users have been before the Federal Subsistence 
Board nine times since 1991. The issue has been contentious. See Map 1. 

In 1995, the AVSMA, which is closed to all but Federally qualified subsistence users, was expanded 
to include the Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages. The initial closure was established to provide 
for continued subsistence use of sheep in the area (FSB 1995). In 2006, the Board addressed Proposal 
WP06-57, submitted by Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), which requested removal of 
the Federal closure within the AVSMA. The Board rejected the proposal in May 2006, but requested that 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge staff conduct a sheep population survey within the affected area. The 
Board intended to revisit the issue at its May 2007 meeting, pending the results of a population survey 
and a revised analysis.

In July 2006, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service submitted Special Action WSA06-03, which requested 
that the closure to non-Federally qualified users for harvesting sheep in the Red Sheep and Cane Creek 
drainages be lifted during the Aug. 10–Sept. 20 portion of the 2006 season. This request followed a 
commitment by the Board to address the closure following completion of a sheep population survey. 
Results of the survey found that the sheep population in these drainages was healthy, so the Board 
adopted the Special Action to lift the closure effective for the 2006 season. Subsequent to action on 
Special Action WSA06-03, ADF&G submitted Proposal WP07-56, which requested lifting the Federal 
closure within the Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages. The Board adopted this proposal in May 2007 
because sheep populations in these drainages were determined to be healthy (FSB 2007:305). 

In January 2012, the Board adopted wildlife proposal 12-76 to close the Red Sheep and Cane Creek 
drainages to non-Federally qualified users for sheep hunting. Both the Eastern Interior and the North 
Slope Regional Advisory Councils supported this closure. Eight Arctic Village residents testified in 
favor of the closure in person at the Eastern Interior Council meeting and ten residents testified by 
teleconference; four people testified in favor of the closure at the Board meeting (FSB 2012:191). The 
Yukon Flats Fish and Game Advisory Committee supported closing the area. One Board member (the 
Regional Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) emphasized at the Board meeting that the Red 
Sheep and Cane Creek area falls entirely within the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge or Native allotments. 
He made a motion to support the closure with the following in his justification: 1) “Pressure from non-
local hunting is affecting the use of and access to traditional prime sheep hunting areas and camp area[s]”; 
2) the State’s proposal to require hunter education and ethics orientation did not “go far enough”; 3) the 
activities in the area by non-Federally qualified users “have resulted in displacement of sheep, pushing 
them out of range which has then prevented Federal subsistence hunters from being able to harvest 
sheep”; and 4) the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge staff supports the closure (FSB 2012:224–226). The 
Board passed the motion.

For additional regulatory history on this closure see Appendix B.

Biological Background

The current ADF&G management objectives for the Unit 25 sheep population are to manage for a maxi-
mum sustainable harvest of Dall sheep rams with full-curl or larger horns (Caikoski 2011). 

Surveys were conducted in 2006, 2007, 2008, and 2012 within the Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages. 
Densities of sheep have remained stable with a density of 1.7 sheep/mile2 in 2006 (Payer 2006) and 1.8 
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sheep/mile2 in 2012 (Wald 2012). In 2006, a total of 188 sheep were counted from Red Sheep and Cane 
Creek, while 197 sheep were counted in 2012. Although densities of sheep in the area are low relative to 
other areas in the Brooks Range, this is probably a refl ection of the poor habitat quality of the area (Payer 
2006). In 2008, during a sheep population-composition survey, 130 sheep in 20 groups were observed 
(Payer 2008) with a ratio of 59 lambs:100 ewes, suggesting good productivity. A 2012 survey from Red 
Sheep to Cane Creek counted 113 ewe-like animals, 35 lambs, 35 “other” rams, and 14 mature rams 
(Wald 2012). 

In 1991, the density of Dall sheep in the Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages was estimated to be 2.25 
sheep/mile2 (Mauer 1996), which was higher than that found during surveys in 2006 (1.7 sheep/mile2 
and 2012 (1.8 sheep/mile2). The sheep population may have declined during this interval despite harvest 
restrictions for non-Federally qualifi ed users. This is consistent with trends observed in other Brooks 
Range sheep populations, and likely refl ects incomplete recovery from weather-related declines during 
1990–1994 (Mauer 1996). Thirty-two of 96 rams (33%) were classifi ed as “mature” in the 2006 survey 
(Payer 2006) and 6 of 14 rams (43%) were classifi ed as “mature” in the 2007 survey. The “mature” cat-
egory included rams with full-curl horns as well as larger-bodied rams having horns with massive bases 
and horn tips pointing upwards. These latter rams may have been less than full curl, but could not be dif-
ferentiated from full-curl rams from a fi xed-wing aircraft.

Mauer (1996) estimated sheep density in the southern part of the AVSMA between Cane and Crow Nest 
Creeks to be only 0.2 sheep/mile2. Most of the sheep that Mauer (1996) observed in this area were clus-
tered around mineral licks between Crow Nest and Ottertail Creeks. Similarly, Payer (2006) surveyed 
the area between Ottertail and Crow Nest Creeks (but not the remainder north of Ottertail Creek to Cane 
Creek), and observed 87 sheep, 85 of which were associated with two mineral licks.

There are significant differences in sheep abundance and distribution within the AVSMA (Mauer 1990). 
Specifically, the region north of Cane Creek has supported a sheep density approximately eight times 
greater than the region between Crow Nest and Cane Creeks. This is probably related to differences in 
geology and vegetation; shale formations that occur more commonly north of Cane Creek support more 
vegetation and therefore this area supports more sheep (Smith 1979).

Harvest History

Arctic National Wildlife Refuge staff members have engaged in outreach efforts to encourage Federally 
qualified users to document their harvests in general, as well as their use of the AVSMA for sheep 
hunting. Nonetheless, data on reported use of the AVSMA by Federally qualified users is sparse, and just 
how many sheep are harvested by Federally qualified subsistence users in the AVSMA is not known. 
Compliance with the harvest permit system is generally low for residents of Arctic Village, consistent 
with harvest reporting in other parts of rural Alaska (cf. Andersen and Alexander 1992). A total of six 
Federal permits to harvest sheep in the AVSMA sheep were issued between 1991 and 2004; none were 
returned (USFWS 2007). Between 2005 and 2007, 27 Federal registration permits were issued for the 
AVSMA; 4 sheep were reported harvested and 23 harvest reports were not returned. No permits were 
issued in 2008 and 2009. Four permits were issued in 2010 for the AVSMA, and of these, one sheep was 
reported harvested (USFWS 2011). 

Some information from household surveys is available on sheep harvests by Arctic Village, Fort Yukon, 
and Kaktovik residents (Table 1), although the data does not specify location of harvest. ADF&G 
household survey data indicates that Arctic Village residents harvested three sheep in 1993, one in 1996, 
and five in 1997 (Table 2) (ADF&G 2011). Dinero (2003) reported that 5 (14%) of 35 Arctic Village 
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Community
Study 
Year 

Arctic Village 1997 5

1996 1

1995 0

1994 0

1993 3

Fort Yukon 1998 0

1997 0

1996 0

1995 0
1994 0

1993 0

1987 9 3 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0

Kaktovika 1992 70 28 32 64 33 44 32 56 27

1986 75 9 9 68 15 17 10 24 41

1985 79 21 21 74 37 47 28 66 40
Blank cell=question not asked or information not available.
a The majority of the harvest of Dall sheep by residents of Kaktovik was in Unit 26 (Jacobson and Wentworth 1982).

Percentage of Households

Using 
Sheep   

(%)

Hunt- 
ing 

Sheep   
(%)

Harvest-
ing    

Sheep    
(%)

Giving 
Sheep   

(%)

Lower 
Estimate   
(Number)

Table 1. The use and harvest of Dall sheep based on household surveys (ADF&G 2011).

Receiv-
ing 

Sheep   
(%)

Reported   
(Number)

Expanded 
to House-
holds Not 
Surveyed 
(Number)

Higher 
Estimate  
(Number)

95% Con-
fidence 
Interval    
(+/- %)

Dall Sheep Harvest

Community 
Name 

Study 
Year Resource 

Percent 
Harvesting 

Percent 
Receiving Units 

Estimated 
Harvest 

Estimated 
Pounds 
Harvested 

Arctic Village 1993 Dall Sheep unkwn unkwn Individual 3 312

Arctic Village 1993 Dall Sheep, Male unkwn unkwn Individual 3 312

Arctic Village 1996 Dall Sheep unkwn unkwn Individual 1 104

Arctic Village 1996 Dall Sheep, Male unkwn unkwn Individual 1 104

Arctic Village 1997 Dall Sheep unkwn unkwn Individual 5 520

Arctic Village 1997
Dall Sheep, Sex 
Unknown unkwn unkwn Individual 5 520

Table 2 . Summary of Dall Sheep Harvests from Household Surveys in Arctic Village 1993-1997 ADF&G 
2011, CSIS Database
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households (out of 40 total households in the community) harvested sheep during the year of his study 
(1998–1999). At the Board meeting in January 2012, Bob Childers noted that typically between two and 
five sheep are harvested each year. He also noted that adult rams are generally harvested, although elders 
prefer ewes or younger sheep because they are easier to eat (FSB 2012:193). Giddeon James from Arctic 
Village testified that there are about two to four good sheep hunters, who then share what they harvest 
with the Arctic Village residents as well as other villages, including Ft. Yukon (FSB 2012:202). 

Harvest success by non-Federally qualified hunters in Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages averaged 
69% from 2006 to 2009 (2010 data not yet available). Sheep harvests under State regulations ranged from 
2–7 sheep annually between 2006 and 2009 (Table 3). However, between 2006, when the Red Sheep 
and Cane Creek drainages were re-opened, and 2009, a total of 18 rams were harvested by non-Federally 
qualified hunters (Payer 2011, pers. comm.). 

Year
Number 
Hunters

Number 
Successful 
Hunts

2006 9 7
2007 5 5
2008 8 4
2009 4 2
2010 Not yet available

Average 6.5 4.5

Table 3. Summary of Dall Sheep 
Harvest for Red Sheep & Cane Creek 
Drainages under State regulations  
ADF&G 2011

Subsistence Considerations

Of the five communities with recognized customary and traditional uses of Dall sheep in Unit 25A, the 
residents of Arctic Village have the strongest ties to and are the primary users of the Red Sheep and 
Cane Creek drainages (USFWS 1993; see also Reed et al. 2008, Gustafson 2004, Dinero 2003). Sheep 
hunting is a “longstanding” tradition for Arctic Village residents, most of whom are Gwich’in Athabascan 
(Caulfield 1983:68; Dinero 2003; Gustafson 2004; EIRAC 2006, 2007, 2011), and the Red Sheep and 
Cane Creek areas have been a longstanding focus of this activity. Sheep are a prestigious subsistence 
resource and providing sheep meat to the community is highly respected (cf. Caulfield 1983 and Dinero 
2003 for discussion). Sheep are also known as an important “hunger food,” that is, a food source that 
is critical when caribou are unavailable (Caulfield 1983, Dinero 2011, pers. comm.; Gilbert 2011, pers. 
comm.). Local people report increasing uncertainty of caribou migrations in recent years, declining 
quality of caribou meat, and increasing difficulty and travel distance to obtain moose in recent years: in 
light of this, local residents claim that sheep are an increasingly important resource (Gilbert 2011 pers. 
comm.; Swaney 2011, pers. comm.) As noted by one prominent elder, “…when we have no caribou, that’s 
the time we have to go up [to get sheep]” (Gilbert 2011, pers. comm.). 

The public record supports the fact that Arctic Village residents have a long history of using the Red 
Sheep and Cane Creek drainages, and that these areas continue to be culturally significant to them. 
Extensive discussion included in previous proposal analyses (cf. Proposal 58 in 1993, Proposal 54 in 
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1994, and Proposal WP14-51 in 2012) pointed to regular use of these drainages by residents of Arctic 
Village (USFWS 1993, 1995). Gustafson (2004), in study of traditional ecological knowledge, discusses 
the importance and continued use of the Red Sheep Creek Area for sheep hunting. Testimony by Arctic 
Village residents in 2006, 2007, and 2011 at the Eastern Interior Regional Advisory Council meeting 
about hunting in the Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages demonstrates continued hunting in these areas. 
Discussions with Refuge Information Technicians from Arctic Village, other Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge staff, researchers working in the area, and subsistence hunters from Arctic Village also confirm 
continued sheep hunting in the Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages (Bryant 2011, pers. comm.; Dinero 
2011 pers. comm.; Mathews 2011, pers. comm.; John 2011, pers. comm.).

The trip from Arctic Village to Red Sheep Creek is over 100 miles and residents use great effort both 
physically and economically to hunt sheep in these drainages (Bryant 2011, pers. comm., John 2011, 
pers. comm., Gilbert 2011, pers. comm., Swaney 2011, pers. comm.). The residents of Arctic Village have 
repeatedly expressed concerns about non-Federally qualifi ed users hunting sheep in Red Sheep and Cane 
Creek drainages and have provided testimony and public comment at numerous Council and Federal Sub-
sistence Board meetings to attest to the importance of Red Sheep Creek, to describe their use of the area, 
and to explain that the presence of non-Federally qualifi ed users has affected their access and reduced 
their harvest opportunities (EIRAC 2006, 2007, 2011; FSB 1991, 1995, 2006, 2007, and 2011; USFWS 
1993, 1995, 1996, 2006, 2007; Swaney 2011, pers. comm.; Gilbert 2011, pers. comm.; John 2011, pers. 
comm.; and see Appendix B). 

Among the Gwich’in, there is a story about how Red Sheep Creek was named, which illustrates the 
link between subsistence and religious practices and beliefs. It also underscores the importance of this 
area to the residents of Arctic Village. The story relates Red Sheep Creek to the Episcopalian Church, 
an influential factor in establishing Arctic Village, and sheds some light on why Arctic Village residents 
consider Red Sheep Creek a revered place (Dinero 2007, 2011, pers. comm.). The story begins with 
people who were hungry. One day at the church someone spotted caribou moving in the brush. Upon 
closer inspection people realized they were looking at unusual sheep with red markings, or what many 
say were crosses on their coats. The next day, the people followed the red sheep far into the mountains 
where they were finally able to harvest them. The hides of the sheep were kept and passed down because 
of their distinctive markings (Dinero 2011, pers. comm.). The story of the red sheep links a prestigious 
subsistence resource to traditional and modern beliefs and practices, and demonstrates the complementary 
nature of subsistence to place, tradition, culture, and modern beliefs. 

Traditionally Arctic Village residents have harvested sheep in early fall (late August or early September) 
or in early winter (November) (Caulfi eld 1983; FSB 2007). “Sheep taste best in the fall,” as documented 
in earlier research (USFWS 1994:353, Proposal 54). Residents generally travel to hunt sheep by boat, 
then by foot from hunting camps in the fall or by snowmachine in late fall, but not in winter given the 
dangerous terrain and winter weather (USFWS 1993, Proposal 58). 

Arctic Village residents have commented that allowing non-Federally qualifi ed users to harvest sheep in 
Red Sheep Creek and Cane Creek during the time when Arctic Village residents customarily and tra-
ditionally harvested sheep (with the exception of November) affects Arctic Village residents’ ability to 
access an important sheep hunting area. Since 1993, Arctic Village residents have noted to the Board that 
plane traffi c and use by non-Federally qualifi ed users have interfered with their ability to successfully 
hunt sheep in the Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages. Residents reported that plane fl y-overs “spooked” 
sheep and that, “older rams can climb to higher elevations, making them more diffi cult to hunt” (USFWS 
1993: 4, Proposal 58; see also USFWS 1994, Proposal 54 for additional discussion). Giddeon James 
from Arctic Village explained that Red Sheep and Cane Creek are both very narrow valleys, and conse-
quently fl ights through the area disturb the sheep (FSB 2012:201). These disturbances have continued to 
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be described by Arctic Refuge staff (Voss 2011, pers. comm.; Matthews 2011, pers. comm.), and local 
residents (Swaney 2011, pers. comm., John 2011 pers. comm., Gilbert pers. comm.). Frid (2003) found 
that fi xed-wing aircraft disrupted resting or caused fl eeing behavior in Dall sheep in the Yukon Territory 
during overfl ights. This disruption was of a longer duration during direct fl ight approaches. Results of this 
study could help provide managers with guidelines for determining spatial and temporal restrictions to 
aircraft in areas frequented by this species. 

While there may be no clear conservation reasons to close Red Sheep and Cane Creek to non-Federally 
qualified users, from the perspective of Arctic Village residents, there are reasons related to adverse 
impacts on subsistence users to do so. Arctic Village residents have testified that allowing non-Federally 
qualified users to harvest sheep in Red Sheep Creek and Cane Creek during August 10 to September 
20 adversely affects their ability to hunt in their traditional hunting area, and impairs their ability to 
successfully harvest sheep. 

Other Alternative Considered

One alternative to a closure would be to move the season opening from August 10 to July 31. Arctic 
Village residents have stated that the influx of non-Federally qualified users has interfered with their 
traditional subsistence uses and practices, especially if airplanes displace sheep to higher elevations. The 
season extension would allow ten additional days at the beginning of the season without competition 
from non-Federally qualified users. The timing of the season extension may not be preferred by Arctic 
Village residents as they generally harvest sheep in early fall (late August or early September) or early 
winter (November). Concerns also have been raised by Arctic Village residents in the past that opening 
the season too early makes it too hot to care for the sheep meat adequately (FSB 1995:623). Federally 
qualified subsistence users already have priority to harvest later in the season as the Federal season is 
currently Aug. 10 – Apr. 30, whereas the State season is Aug. 10–Sept. 20. The Board considered, but did 
not adopt, this alternative in 2012 (FSB 2012).

Effects of Proposal

If adopted, this proposal would open the Aug. 10 – Sept. 20 sheep hunting season to non-Federally 
qualified hunters in Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages and require all sheep hunters, including 
Federally qualified users, in these drainage to possess proof of completion of an ADF&G-approved hunter 
ethics and orientation course, thereby incorporating State regulations (5AAC 93.001(i)) directly into 
Federal regulations. The State has not developed this course, which makes it difficult to anticipate any 
effects on subsistence users. Details of the State course are needed prior to adopting any proposal based 
on such a course.

Adopting this proposal and opening this area to non-Federally qualified users may adversely affect 
subsistence users’ access and ability to harvest sheep in the area and thereby fail to provide a meaningful 
preference for Federally qualified subsistence users. 

If adopted, this proposal would not affect the Dall sheep population in the proposal area. The most recent 
population surveys indicate good productivity of the sheep population. Allowing sheep hunting by non-
Federally qualified users in these drainages is not a conservation concern because non-Federally qualified 
users would be limited to one full curl ram during the hunting season. A harvest of full curl rams would 
not be expected to reduce the productivity of the local sheep population. 
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OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION

Oppose Proposal WP14-51. 

Justification

Section 815(3) of ANILCA authorizes restrictions on the taking of fish and wildlife for nonsubsistence 
uses on Federal public lands only if necessary for the conservation of healthy populations of fish and 
wildlife, to continue subsistence uses of such populations, or pursuant to other applicable law. The 
proposal under consideration addresses the subsistence use clause of Section 815(3), which provided the 
basis for the Board’s action to close the area to non-Federally qualified users in 2012.

While there may be no clear conservation reasons to close Red Sheep and Cane Creek to non-Federally 
qualified users, there are reasons based on potential adverse effects to subsistence users to do so. Arctic 
Village residents have testified that allowing non-Federally qualified users to harvest sheep in Red Sheep 
 Creek and Cane Creek during August 10 to September 20 adversely affects their ability to hunt in their 
traditional hunting area and impairs their ability to successfully harvest sheep. While the efforts of the 
proponent to require hunter education and ethics orientation are recognized as good-faith efforts, such 
efforts do not go far enough to assure that Arctic Village residents have continued opportunity to harvest 
sheep in the Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages and to receive the benefits of a subsistence priority.

In addition, adopting this proposal would require Federally qualified subsistence users to take a State-
approved hunter ethics and orientation course, which to date has not been developed. However, the State 
intends to work with the affected users to develop the course.
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APPENDIX B
REGULATORY HISTORY FOR UNI T 25A SHEEP.

Regulatory Year Initiated: 1991

Proposal number of initial closure and any subsequent proposals: The establishment of the Arctic 
Village Sheep Management Area (AVSMA) closed Federal public lands to non-Federally qualified 
users in 1991. The establishment of the AVSMA did not include the Cane Creek and Red Sheep Creek 
drainages. OSM was not able to find the original proposal for the establishment of the AVSMA. The 
Federal Subsistence Board (Board) meeting transcript for June 4, 1991 mentions the establishment of the 
AVSMA at the “last meeting;” however, the previous Board meeting transcript (December 17, 1990) does 
not include proceedings regarding the AVSMA.

1991 — Proposal 91-21, submitted by Brooks Range Arctic Hunts, requested that the Board remove the 
closure restriction to allow for the harvest of sheep by non-Federally qualified users in the closure area. 
The Board rejected the proposal. 

1991 — Proposal 91-25, submitted by the Arctic Village Council, requested that the Board include the 
drainages of Cane Creek and Red Sheep Creek into the Federal closure area. The Board rejected this 
proposal.

1993 — Proposal P93-58, submitted by the Arctic Village Council, again requested the Board to include 
the drainages of Cane Creek and Red Sheep Creek within the Management Area. The Board rejected the 
proposal on the basis that the drainages of Cane Creek and Red Sheep Creek supported adequate numbers 
of sheep to provide for both subsistence and nonsubsistence harvest. 

1995 — Proposal 95-54, submitted by the Arctic Village Council, again requested the Board to include 
the drainages of Cane Creek and Red Sheep Creek into the Federal closure area. A representative of 
Arctic Village told the Board that Cane Creek and Red Sheep Creek drainages contain many allotments 
and traditional cultural sites and that this area is the key sheep hunting area for the village. The Board 
was told by the proponents that the issue was one of displacement of the subsistence users because of 
considerable air traffic causing the sheep to remain high in the mountains where Arctic Village hunters 
cannot get to them; and because Arctic Village hunters could not compete with nonlocal hunters using 
more sophisticated equipment such as more powerful scopes and the use of aircraft to track sheep. The 
Board recognized that the issue was not one of resource abundance, as staff reported the population 
could support both subsistence and nonsubsistence harvests. The Board tabled the proposal in April 
14, 1995 until they could revisit it in June 1995, after the Arctic Refuge staff had worked with Arctic 
Village residents. The Board adopted the proposal with a commitment to review the issue the following 
year. Following that Board’s decision, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) submitted a 
Request for Reconsideration 96-06, which was rejected by the Board. 

1996 — Proposal 96-55, submitted by the ADF&G, requested to exclude Cane Creek and Red Sheep 
Creek from the Federal closure area. The analysis of Proposal 96-55 included the results of an Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge monitoring project: In a 30-day period during the previous sheep hunting 
season, forty-two aircraft events by guides based in Red Sheep Creek, who were guiding hunts in 
drainages east of Red Sheep Creek, were observed. The Board rejected the proposal, expressing 
disappointment with the absence of dialogue between the State and Arctic Village.
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2005 — A 2005 analysis of the Federal closure of the Unit 25A sheep regulations for the Management 
Area was conducted by OSM staff. The closure was evaluated using three criteria: 1) How the current 
resource abundance is related to the management objectives for the species, 2) the current resource 
population trend, and 3) the current hunter harvest trend and/or hunter effort. OSM staff reached a 
preliminary conclusion that there was no current need for the regulatory closure based on the evaluation 
of the three criteria, and recommended the affected Councils initiate a proposal to modify or eliminate the 
closure. OSM staff presented the closure review analysis at the fall 2005 Council meetings. The North 
Slope and Eastern Interior Regional Councils recommended maintaining the closure after reviewing the 
closure analysis at their fall 2005 meetings. The Councils felt that the information presented in the closure 
review analysis did not support the need to eliminate the closure. 

2012 — In the motion to close the Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages,  Federal Subsistence Board 
member Geoff Haskett noted the following: “The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge supports the closure 
of Red Sheep and Cane Creek drainages in the Arctic Village Sheep Management Area of Unit 25A to 
non-Federally qualified users during the August 10th, September 20th season to ensure the continuation 
of traditional subsistence uses of sheep by Arctic Village hunters.  Pressure from non-local hunting is 
affecting the use of and access to traditional prime sheep hunting areas and camp area.  These areas have 
a long history of cultural and subsistence use and are important to residents of Arctic Village.  This is 
clearly evidenced by the number and location of Native allotments, cultural sites and ethnographic studies 
documenting a long, rich history in this area.  They [Arctic Refuge staff] go on to say the user conflict in 
these drainages is both perceived and real.  Arctic Village sheep hunting is carried out in these drainages 
when other resources, caribou, moose and sheep, are not readily available closer to the community.  The 
hunt is very costly and difficult logistically, therefore the village generally pools its resources to support 
only their best hunters.  To return unsuccessful posed financial hardship on families and the communities.  
Hunters have stated they’ve turned around because non- local hunters were present on or near the prime 
area for camping and sheep hunting and the low flying aircraft activity in the drainages has resulted in 
displacement of sheep to higher elevations and to more distant locations.  Complaints of displacement 
of Arctic Village hunters in this area have been recurring and are a major topic of discussion at annual 
Refuge/village informational meetings since these drainages were reopened to local – non-local hunters 
in 2006 and my Refuge folks are telling me this has been a major point of discussion and just a major 
concern for the…five years since then,. . .(FSB 2012:226-227).”  The Board subsequently voted to close 
the drainages to non-Federally qualified users.

Justification for original closure (Section 815(3) criteria): The Board established the AVSMA in 
1991 in response to concerns raised by residents of Arctic Village, who felt that non-Federally qualified 
hunters interfered with sheep hunting by Arctic Village residents. In 1995, the Board extended the 
original boundary of the AVSMA to include the Cane Creek and Red Sheep Creek drainages, but then 
eliminated these areas from Federal closure in 2007. The Board also established the management area to 
facilitate better harvest reporting. The AVSMA was established in response to social concerns of Federally 
qualified users to continue subsistence uses (Section 815(3) criteria), and not in response to any biological 
concerns about the status and trends in the sheep population.
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Oppose Proposal WP14-51: Not-support.  As a RAC member we met in this area and dealt with 
sheep in this area over and over again.  The current regulations are good and have sound reason-
ing with years of discussions with the people of this area.  The people of Arctic Village d epend 
on this resource and the state fails to listen to their testimony.

Donald Woodruff, Eagle
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WP14-14 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP14-14 requests a positive customary and traditional use 

determination for goat in Unit 11 for the residents of Kenny Lake. 
Submitted by the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park Subsistence 
Resource Commission,

Proposed Regulation Customary and Traditional Use Determination Unit 11—Goat

Residents of Unit 11, and Chitina, Chistochina, Copper Center, Dot 
Lake, Gakona, Glennallen, Gulkana, Kenny Lake, Mentasta Lake, 
Slana, Tazlina, Tok Cutoff Road (mileposts 79–110 Mentasta Pass), 
and Nabesna Road (mileposts 25–46) and Tonsina.

OSM Preliminary Conclusion Support

Southcentral Regional 
Council Recommendation

Eastern Interior Regional 
Council Recommendation

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

ADF&G Comments

Written Public Comments 2 Support
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS 
WP14-14

ISSUES

Proposal WP14–14, submitted by the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park Subsistence Resource 
Commission, requests a positive customary and traditional use determination for goat in Unit 11 for the 
residents of Kenny Lake.

DISCUSSION

The proponent states that residents of Kenny Lake have subsistence use patterns that closely resemble 
those of other communities that have positive customary and traditional use determinations for goat 
in Unit 11 and therefore should be added to the customary and traditional use determination.  Further, 
the proponent states that the residents of Kenny Lake may have been inadvertently omitted from the 
current customary and traditional use determinations.  Under current Federal subsistence regulations, 
the customary and traditional uses of the residents of the proposal area also have been recognized by the 
Federal Subsistence Board for moose, caribou, black and brown bear, sheep, and wolf in Unit 11.  The 
proposed regulation change would more closely align the customary and traditional use determination for 
goat with these other species. 

Existing Federal Regulation

Customary and Traditional Use Determinations Unit 11—Goat 

Residents of Unit 11, Chitina, Chistochina, Copper Center, Dot Lake, Gakona, Glennallen, 
Gulkana, Mentasta Lake, Slana, Tazlina, Tok Cutoff Road (mileposts 79–110 Mentasta Pass), and 
Nabesna Road (mileposts 25–46) and Tonsina.

Proposed Federal Regulation 

Customary and Traditional Use Determination Unit 11—Goat

Residents of Unit 11, and Chitina, Chistochina, Copper Center, Dot Lake, Gakona, Glennallen, 
Gulkana, Kenny Lake, Mentasta Lake, Slana, Tazlina, Tok Cutoff Road (mileposts 79–110 
Mentasta Pass), and Nabesna Road (mileposts 25–46) and Tonsina.

Extent of Federal Public Lands

Federal public lands comprise approximately 81% of Unit 11 and include lands managed by Wrangell St. 
Elias National Park and Preserve (79%), Chugach National Forest (2%) and Bureau of Land Management 
(0.1%), (Unit 11 Map).

Regulatory History

When the Federal Subsistence Board (Board) assumed management of subsistence wildlife resources on 
Federal public lands in 1990, it adopted State of Alaska customary and traditional use determinations.  
In 1990, in Unit 11, there was a “no subsistence” determination for goat under State regulations, and 
therefore a “no subsistence” determination was adopted into Federal regulation.
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In 1997, the Board adopted Proposal 22, which addressed customary and traditional uses of goat in Unit 
11.  The Board recognized customary and traditional use of goat for the residents of Unit 11 and the 
residents of Chistochina, Chitina, Copper Center, Gakona, Gulkana, Mentasta Lake, the Native Village of 
Dot Lake, Tonsina, and Tazlina.  Most of these communities are in Unit 13 situated on or near the border 
of Unit 11. 

In 1997, the State submitted a Request for Reconsideration (RFR) opposing the new regulation; however, 
the RFR was rejected by the Board.  In 1998, further amendments were made to the customary and 
traditional use determination for goat in Unit 11.  Glennallen was added to the list of communities with 
a positive customary and traditional use determination for goat in Unit 11. Also in 1998, Proposal 25 
was submitted to request individual customary and traditional use determinations for several individual 
families who were not part of the communities with positive customary and traditional use determinations 
to have their uses recognized for goat in Unit 11.  Proposal WP98-70 was deferred until the following 
year.  In 1999, Proposal WP98-25 was adopted with modification to recognize the customary and 
traditional uses of the Grangaard and Entsminger families.  In 2000, the Board supported adding 
members of the Entsminger family, who had been left out of the positive customary and traditional use 
determination decision in 1997, because they reside in Unit 12. 

In 2013, the Federal Subsistence Board adopted WP 12-27 which added Tok Cutoff Road (mileposts 
79 –110, Mentasta Pass), and Nabesna Road (mileposts 25–46) to the list of communities with positive 
customary and traditional use determination for goat in Unit 11.

Kenny Lake is physically located within Unit 13, but it is close to the border of Unit 11, and traditionally, 
people from there have hunted in Unit 11.  Adding Kenny Lake to the list of positive customary and 
traditional use determinations was discussed at the Southcentral Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council meeting in October 2011.  Barbara Cellarius pointed out at the meeting “…that Kenny Lake 
is not on the list is correct and best I have been able to figure out it’s simply never been evaluated” 
(Cellarius 2011, pers. comm.).  

Biological History

Mountain goats occur in the Wrangell and Chugach mountains of Unit 11.  These areas of Southcentral 
Alaska, along with small populations in the Talkeetna Mountains in Unit 13A and the Chulitna Mountains 
near Cantwell in Unit 13E, represent the northernmost extent of the mountain goat range in Alaska 
(Coltrane 2008, Tobey 2008).  Mountain goat habitat consists of alpine and subalpine areas, and access 
to cliffs or rocky ledges is important for goats to escape predators (Cote and Festa-Bianchet 2003).  Good 
habitat is limited in Unit 11, although areas north of the Chitina River and west of the Lakina River 
have suitable habitat (Tobey 2008).  The largest numbers of mountain goats have been observed near the 
Kennicott, Hawkins, and Barnard glaciers, McCarthy Creek, and MacColl Ridge (Tobey 2008).  Goats 
are primarily located in the southern part of Unit 11, from the Chitina River drainage and south (Cellarius 
2011, pers. comm.).

Harvests

Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve, in cooperation with ADF&G, conducted subsistence 
harvest surveys in the winter of 2013 in Kenny Lake and Willow Creek and data is still being processed.  
Residents in these two communities were asked if they had ever hunted goat and if so where.  Analysis of 
preliminary data showed that 10 households harvested 25 goats in a 43 year period.  Three of the harvests 
took place in Unit 11 (Cellarius 2013, pers. comm.).  The frequency of goat hunting is much lower than 
for species such as moose.  Goats are harder to hunt due to their location which is often more difficult 
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to reach than is the case for moose or caribou which can be hunted not far off the road system (Cellarius 
2013, pers. comm).  According to the Federal Subsistence Permit System, going back to 1999, there was 
one goat harvested in 2001.  (Note: that it is difficult to determine harvest estimates based on the ADF&G 
harvest ticket data because there is no separate zip code for Kenny Lake, and Kenny Lake residents 
typically have a Copper Center mailing address.  Consequently, their mailing address does not necessarily 
indicate where they actually live).

Community Characteristics

Kenny Lake is a small rural community.  The Ahtna people have lived a subsistence lifestyle in the 
Copper River Region for millennia. They were the first inhabitants of the Kenny Lake area.  White 
settlers and people from the U.S. military began traveling through the area in the late 1800s.  Kenny Lake 
originated in 1910 when the Alaska Road Commission Roadhouse was built for the newly built Valdez – 
Fairbanks – Chitina Military Road.  In the 1930s, Kenny Lake was a busy center of commerce and trade 
when the Kennecott Copper Mine was still operational (http://www.kennylake.com).  When the mine 
closed in 1938 many people left the area and people who stayed settled in to a rural lifestyle, hunting and 
living off the land.  

Kenny Lake area was one of the last places to be homesteaded in the U.S. in the 1950s and 60s (Kenny 
Lake Website 2013).  Today some people in Kenny Lake continue to farm and hunt and fish.  There 
continues to be outmigration as people leave the area for work or educational opportunities.  The 2010 
census showed a population of 355 people, dropping from 410 people in 2000. In 2010 there were 145 
occupied houses (American Fact Finder 2013).  Opportunities for subsistence continue to be important for 
the people in this area who depend on hunting and fishing. 

Eight Factors for Determining Customary and Traditional Uses

A community or area’s customary and traditional use is generally exemplified through the eight factors: 
(1) a long-term, consistent pattern of use, excluding interruptions beyond the control of the community 
or area; (2) a pattern of use recurring in specific seasons for many years; (3) a pattern of use consisting 
of methods and means of harvest which are characterized by efficiency and economy of effort and cost, 
conditioned by local characteristics; (4) the consistent harvest and use of fish or wildlife as related to past 
methods and means of taking: near, or reasonably accessible from the community or area; (5) a means 
of handling, preparing, preserving, and storing fish or wildlife which has been traditionally used by past 
generations, including consideration of alteration of past practices due to recent technological advances, 
where appropriate; (6) a pattern of use which includes the handing down of knowledge of fishing and 
hunting skills, values, and lore from generation to generation; (7) a pattern of use in which the harvest is 
shared or distributed within a definable community of persons; and (8) a pattern of use which relates to 
reliance upon a wide diversity of fish and wildlife resources of the area and which provides substantial 
cultural, economic, social, and nutritional elements to the community or area. The Board makes 
customary and traditional use determinations based on a holistic application of these eight factors (50 
CFR 100.16(b) and 36 CFR 242.16(b)).  In addition, the Board takes into consideration the reports and 
recommendations of any appropriate Regional Advisory Council regarding customary and traditional use 
of subsistence resources (50 CFR 100.16(b) and 36 CFR 242.16(b)).  The Board makes customary and 
traditional use determinations for the sole purpose of recognizing the pool of users who generally exhibit 
the eight factors.  The Board does not use such determinations for resource management or restricting 
harvest.  If a conservation concern exists for a particular population, the Board addresses that concern 
through the imposition of harvest limits or season restrictions rather than by limiting the customary 
and traditional use finding.Specific information on each of the eight factors is not required because a 
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community or area seeking a customary and traditional use determination only has to “generally exhibit” 
the eight factors (50 CFR 100.16(b) and 36 CFR 242.16(b)).  The residents of Kenny Lake have C & T 
for most other species of large mammals that are hunted in their area.  Preliminary data analysis from 
surveys conducted in January of 2013 also shows that 10 Kenny Lake and Willow Creek households had 
harvested goat in the last 43 years (Cellarius 2013, pers. comm.). 

The Board previously determined that residents of Unit 11, as well as residents of several communities in 
Unit13 generally exhibit the eight factors for goat and thus have made positive customary and traditional 
use determinations for these residents.  The question for this analysis is whether or not the residents of 
the proposal area have a pattern of use of goat in Unit 11.  It is a question of where the use occurs, not 
if the use occurs.  A full analysis of the eight factors has been conducted previously in the analyses for 
Proposals in1997, 1998, 1999 and 2000. Customary and traditional uses were described at length for 
Upper Tanana communities and Copper River Basin communities (see FWS 1997a, Proposal 22).  Thus 
the eight factors have been discussed in numerous analyses.  Kenny Lake residents, who reside in Unit 13, 
have harvested goat in Unit 11.

The residents of Kenny Lake share similar subsistence patterns with the residents of Copper Center 
and Chitina, which are both in close proximity to the proposal area.  In order to engage in subsistence 
activities in Wrangell-St. Elias National Park, the National Park Service requires that subsistence users 
live within the park’s resident zone (36 CFR 13.430, 36 CFR 13.1902) or have been issued a subsistence 
permit (36 CFR 13.440) by the park superintendent.  There are 23 resident zone communities for 
Wrangell-St. Elias National Park, including Kenny Lake.  A designation by the National Park Service as 
a resident zone community indicates that the residents in these communities are recognized as having 
customary and traditional uses of the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park.  Finally, because positive 
customary and traditional use determinations have been added for Kenny Lake for other species, it 
follows that goat should also be included along the same rationale. 

Effects of the Proposal

If this proposal is adopted - residents of Kenny Lake would be able to hunt goat in Unit 11, similar to the 
communities closest to their area of residence. 

If this proposal is adopted, no effects on goat populations are anticipated as it is not expected that goat 
harvests would increase substantially.  Preliminary data analysis from surveys conducted in January of 
2013 shows that 10 Kenny Lake and Willow Creek households had harvested goat in the last 43 years 
(Cellarius 2013, pers. comm.). 

If this proposal is not adopted, the residents of the proposal area would continue to be ineligible to harvest 
goat in Unit 11 under Federal subsistence management regulations.  The residents of the proposal area 
would continue to be able to hunt on Preserve lands in Unit 11 under State hunting regulations.

OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION 

Support Proposal WP14-14.

Justification

The residents of Kenny Lake may have been inadvertently excluded during the previous customary and 
traditional use determinations for goat.  Residents of the proposal area have subsistence use patterns 
similar to those which are in close proximity to the proposal area which have customary and traditional 
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designation.  Residents of Kenny Lake generally exhibit the eight factors for harvesting goat in Unit 11.  
Recent household harvest surveys by the NPS and ADF&G confirm harvests of goats in Unit 11 by some 
residents of the proposed area.  The customary and traditional uses of the residents of Kenny Lake also 
have been recognized by the Federal Subsistence Board for moose, caribou, black and brown bear, sheep, 
and wolf in Unit 11. Recognizing the customary and traditional uses for goat in Unit 11 by the residents of 
Kenny Lake would make the customary and traditional use determinations for goat more consistent with 
customary and traditional determinations for other wildlife in Unit 11. 
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Support Proposal WP14-14: We support Proposal WP14-14 to add Kenny Lake to the list of
communities with a positive customary and traditional use determination for goat in Unit 11.
Residents live close to the area where Unit 11 Goat are and have hunted for and harvested goat in
this area. A few residents of Kenny Lake have harvested goat in Unit 11 and should have a
positive C&T Determination for Goat.

Ahtna Inc. Customary and Traditional Use Committee

Support Proposal WP14- 14:  I support this C&T proposal for goat, many communities harvest 
resources and don’t document their use but that does not mean the resources are not being used.  Often 
oral traditional use is all that exists.  Many people use resources and pass that knowledge on to family 
members through oral tradition.  I feel Kenny Lake was looked over when C&T determinations were 
done.

Donald Woodruff, Eagle
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WP14-16 Executive Summary
General Description Proposal WP14-16 requests a new winter hunt for moose in the 

southern portion of Unit 11 from Nov. 20 to Dec. 20. Submitted 
by the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park Subsistence Resource 
Commission,

Proposed Regulation Unit 11—Moose

Unit 11—that portion draining into the east 
bank of the Copper River upstream from 
and including the Slana River drainage—1 
antlered bull by joint Federal/State 
registration permit. 

Aug.20–Sept. 20

Unit 11 remainder—1 antlered bull by Federal 
registration permit only

Aug. 20–Sept. 20

Unit 11— that portion south and east of a 
line running along the north bank of the 
Chitina River, the north and west banks of 
the Nazina River, and the west bank of West 
Fork of the Nazina River, continuing along 
the western edge of the West Fork Glacier to 
the summit of Regal Mountain – 1 antlered 
bull by Federal registration permit. 

Aug. 20–Sept. 20

Unit 11— that portion south and east of a 
line running along the north bank of the 
Chitina River, the north and west banks 
of the Nazina River, and the west bank of 
West Fork of the Nazina River, continuing 
along the western edge of the West Fork 
Glacier to the summit of Regal Mountain – 
1 bull by Federal registration permit. The 
annual harvest quota will be announced 
by Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and 
Preserve.

Nov. 20–Dec. 20

OSM Preliminary Conclusion Support Proposal WP14-16 with modification to delete the 
regulatory language in the proposed Unit 11 moose regulation and 
delegate authority to Wrangell–St Elias National Park and Preserve 
Superintendent to open and close any portion of the season, and 
establish a quota for the winter moose season from Nov. 20 to Dec. 
20 via a delegation of authority letter only

Southcentral Regional 
Council Recommendation

Interagency Staff Committee 
Comments

continued on next page
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WP14-16 Executive Summary (continued)
ADF&G Comments

Written Public Comments 2 Support; 1 Oppose
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
WP14-16

ISSUES

Proposal WP14-16, submitted by the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park Subsistence Resource Commission, 
requests a new winter hunt for moose in the southern portion of Unit 11 from Nov. 20 to Dec. 20.

DISCUSSION

Most of the moose in the proposed hunt area move from the high elevations during the fall where they are 
inaccessible to subsistence hunters to lower elevations along the valleys in the winter.  In addition, there is 
limited access in the fall moose season to hunting areas south of the Chitina River due, in part, to having 
to cross the Chitina River.  The proposed winter hunt would provide Federally qualified subsistence users 
the opportunity to hunt moose during the winter season when the moose are more accessible by snow 
machine.  In addition, subsistence users in remote areas often live off the electrical grid and consequently 
do not have freezers to store their meat.  A winter season would not only allow for better access to moose, 
but would allow the meat to be stored without the need of freezers.  

The proposed hunt area is not directly accessible by road.  In addition, much of the area is designated as 
National Park, and under National Park Service regulations, aircraft may not be used to access National 
Park lands for subsistence hunting (36 CFR 13.450).  

Existing Federal Regulation

Unit 11—Moose
Unit 11—that portion draining into the east bank of the Copper River 
upstream from and including the Slana River drainage—1 antlered bull by 
joint Federal/State registration permit. 

Aug. 20–Sept. 20

Unit 11 remainder—1 antlered bull by Federal registration permit only Aug. 20–Sept. 20

Proposed Federal Regulation

Unit 11—Moose

Unit 11—that portion draining into the east bank of the Copper River 
upstream from and including the Slana River drainage—1 antlered bull by 
joint Federal/State registration permit. 

Aug.20–Sept. 20

Unit 11 remainder—1 antlered bull by Federal registration permit only Aug. 20–Sept. 20

Unit 11— that portion south and east of a line running along the north 
bank of the Chitina River, the north and west banks of the Nazina 
River, and the west bank of West Fork of the Nazina River, continuing 
along the western edge of the West Fork Glacier to the summit of Regal 
Mountain – 1 antlered bull by Federal registration permit. 

Aug. 20–Sept. 
20
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Unit 11— that portion south and east of a line running along the north 
bank of the Chitina River, the north and west banks of the Nazina 
River, and the west bank of West Fork of the Nazina River, continuing 
along the western edge of the West Fork Glacier to the summit of Regal 
Mountain – 1 bull by Federal registration permit. The annual harvest 
quota will be announced by Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and 
Preserve.

Nov. 20–Dec. 20

Existing State Regulation

Unit 11 — Moose

Unit 11– that 
portion draining 
into the east 
bank of the 
Copper River 
upstream from 
and including 
the Slana River 
drainage

Residents: One bull CM300 Aug. 10–Sept.20

Residents: One bull with spike-fork 
antlers or 50-inch antlers or ant-
lers with 3 or more brow tines on at 
least one side by permit available 
in person in Anchorage, Fairbanks, 
Glennallen, Palmer, Slana Ranger 
Station or Tok

RM291 Aug. 20–Sept. 17

Nonresidents: One bull with 50-inch 
antlers or antlers with 3 or more 
brow tines on at least one side 
by permit available in person in 
Anchorage, Fairbanks, Glennallen, 
Palmer, Slana Ranger Station or 
Tok.

RM291 Aug. 20–Sept. 17

Unit 11—
remainder

Residents: One bull CM300 Aug. 10–Sept.20

Residents and nonrersidents: One 
bull with spike-for antlers or 50-inch 
antlers or antlers with 3 or more 
brow tines on at least one side.

HT Aug. 20–Sept. 20

Extent of Federal Public Lands

Federal public lands comprise approximately 88% of Unit 11 and consist of approximately 85% National 
Park Service managed lands, 3% National Forest Service managed lands, and 0.1% Bureau of Land 
Management managed lands.  A majority of the proposed winter moose hunting area consists of National 
Park Service managed lands (Map 1).
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Customary and Traditional Use Determinations

Residents of Units 11, 12, 13A, 13B, 13C, and 13D, Healy Lake, Chickaloon, and Dot Lake have a posi-
tive customary and traditional use determination for moose in Unit 11 north of the Sanford River, which 
does not overlap with the proposed winter moose hunt area.

Residents of Units 11, 13A, 13B, 13C, and 13D, and Chickaloon have a positive customary traditional use 
determination for moose in Unit 11 remainder.

Under the guidelines of ANILCA, National Park Service regulations identify qualifi ed local rural subsis-
tence users in National Parks and Monuments by: 1) identifying resident zone communities which include 
a signifi cant concentration of people who have customarily and traditionally used subsistence resources 
on park lands; and 2) identifying and issuing subsistence use (13.440) permits to individuals residing 
outside of the resident zone communities who have a personal or family history of subsistence use.  In 
order to engage in subsistence in Wrangell St. Elias National Park, the National Park Service requires that 
subsistence users either live within the park’s resident zone (36 CFR 13.430, 36 CFR 13.1902) or have a 
subsistence permit (36 CFR 13.440) issued by the park superintendent.

Regulatory History

In 1992, the Federal Subsistence Board (Board) added 10 days to the moose season in Unit 11, aligning 
it with the seasons in adjoining subunits in Units 6, 12, and 13.  In 1999, Healy Lake was added to 
communities that had a positive customary and traditional use determination for moose in the portion 
of Unit 11 north of the Sanford River (OSM 1999a) but the Board rejected the decision in 2000 to add 
residents of Unit 6C for that portion of Unit 11 south of the Sanford River (OSM 1999b).  In addition, 
the Board approved with modification a five day season extension to the Unit 11 moose season at the 
beginning of the season. Adding five days at the beginning of the season was done to provide additional 
opportunity for subsistence harvest while protecting the moose population from disruption during the 
breeding season and align the Federal and State season (OSM 1999b). In 2002, the Board approved the 
take of a moose in either Unit 11 or Unit 12 without a calf for the annual Batzulnetas Culture Camp by 
two hunters designated by the Mt.Sanford Tribal Consortium (OSM 2002).  In May 2007, the Board 
rejected Proposal WP07-20 to change the season dates to September 1–30 (FWS 2007).  In 2012, the 
Board adopted Proposal WP12-70, which divided Unit 11 into two hunt areas and created a single, joint 
Federal/State registration permit to administer the hunt area in Units 11 and 12 along the Nabesna Road 
and a Federal registration permit for Unit 11 remainder.

Biological Background

The moose population in Unit 11, which initially increased in the 1950s, has experienced two peaks, 
one in the early 1960s and the other in 1987, and two lows in 1979 and 2001 (Tobey 2010).  Predation 
on moose calves by bears and wolves has been shown to be an important limiting factor in some moose 
populations (Tobey 2010).  The relatively high brown bear numbers in Unit 11, and possibly high wolf 
numbers, may be contributing to the low calf:cow ratios observed in this unit, as well as the overall low, 
but stable density moose populations in Unit 11 (Tobey 2008).  

State management goals for moose in Unit 11 are (Tobey 2010):

 To allow the populations to fluctuate based on the available habitat and predation rates.

 Maintain a population with a post hunt age/sex composition of 30 bulls (of which 10-15 are adult 
bulls) per 100 cows
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 Provide a sustainable moose harvest opportunity consistent with the State’s management and 
population objectives.

Three main moose survey efforts have been conducted in Unit 11.  The first are ongoing surveys 
conducted by ADF&G in the Mount Drum area, the second are surveys conducted by Wrangell-St. Elias 
National Park and Preserve in the north end of Unit 11 from 2003 – 2008, and the third are Geospatial 
Population Estimator (GSPE) surveys conducted in 2007, 2010, and 2011 by the Wrangell-St. Elias 
National Park and Preserve staff throughout Unit 11 ( Map 2).

No records could be found of a moose survey that has been conducted in the area proposed for the winter 
hunt in Unit 11.  Aerial population and composition trend surveys are usually conducted by the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) every other year during late fall along the western slopes of 
Mount Drum (Count Area CA 11).  The survey indicator area on Mt. Drum (Count Area CA 11) includes 
212 mi2 which is approximately 1.7% of Unit 11 (12470 mi2).  The total number of moose counted in 
CA11 averaged 158 moose per regulatory year between 1998 and 2012 (Table 1).  Density estimates 
from 1999 to 2012 ranged from 0.3 to 1.0 moose/mi2  in CA11 (Table 1) (Tobey 2004, Tobey 2010).  The 
bull:cow ratio averaged 101bulls:100 cows from 1998 through 2012 (Tobey 2010, Schwanke 2013, pers. 
comm.), which exceeds the current State management goal of having a minimum of 30 bulls: 100 cows, 
and 15 adult bulls:100 cows.  The average number of calves: 100 cows in Unit 11 between 1998 and 2012 
was 20 (range 9-48) (Tobey 2010, Schwanke 2013, pers. comm.).  

Moose population information was also collected by Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve 
(WRST) staff near the north end of Unit 11 in the Upper Copper River (UCR) moose survey area, which 
covers the Boulder Creek drainage east to Copper Lake (Table 2).  Although a portion of this survey area 
is accessible using all-terrain vehicles from the Nabesna Road, the western portion of the survey area is 
accessible only by aircraft.  Between 2003 and 2008 (excluding 2007), an average of 297 moose were 
counted annually in the Upper Copper River moose survey area (Table 2) (Reid 2007).  Results from the 
sex and age composition trend found that the calf:cow ratio was fairly stable, averaging 12 calves:100 
cows with calves accounting for about 7% of the population. The bull:cow ratio remained fairly stable as 
well, averaging 46 bulls:100 cows; again, well above the management objective.  

Although a moose population census for all of Unit 11 has never been conducted, population estimates 
from the Geospatial Population Etimator (GSPE) surveys conducted in 2007, 2010, and 2011 by the 
Wrangell–St Elias staff represent the most comprehensive moose population data for Unit 11 (Putera 
2013, pers. comm).  The geospatial method (GeoSpatial Population Estimator (GSPE), Ver Hoef 2001) 
developed by ADF&G is an accepted method for estimating moose populations in large areas such as 
Unit 11.  In 2007 and 2010, WRST staff conducted GSPE surveys in Unit 11, which covered much larger 
areas than previous surveys (Table 3).  Population estimates for the total survey area, bull:cow ratio, and 
calf:cow ratio were similar in 2007 and 2010 (Table 3) (Reid 2008, Putera 2010).  Separate population 
estimates were also determined for three analysis areas that cover previous trend count survey areas.  For 
the Mt. Drum area, the bull:cow ratio continued to remain high at 118:100 in 2007 and 55:100 in 2010 
(Table 3). Moose density increased slightly in 2010 from the 2008 survey. Results of the 2007 and 2010 
GSPE surveys for the UCR area are consistent with previous trend surveys, with 2-3 times more moose 
observed than in the Mt. Drum and Cystalline Hills survey areas.  The calf:cow ratios were both slightly 
higher in 2010 (Table 3) than the surveys conducted in 2008, 2011, and 2012 (Table 1).  In addition, 
in cooperation with ADF&G the wildlife biologists at Wrangell–St Elias National Park and Preserve 
conducted a GSPE survey in 2011 along the Nabesna Road corridor, an area that receives relatively 
high hunting pressure.  The population estimate was 1272 with an estimated density of 0.79 moose/mi2 
a bull:cow ratio of 34:100 and a calf:cow ratio of 27:100.  The bull:cow ratio along the Nabesna Road 
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Map 2. Analysis areas within the count area.  These areas were selected to allow comparisons 
with historical survey areas (Putera 2010).
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Table 1. Unit 11 moose population demographics on the western slopes of Mount Drum, Wrangell-St Elias 
National Park and Preserve, AK, 1998-2009 – a lightly hunted population (Tobey 2004, 2008; Schwanke 
2013).

Year
Number 

of
Bulls

Number 
of

Cows

Number 
of

Calves
Total 

Moose
Bulls:100

Cows

Calves/ 
100

Cows
%

Calves
Moose
/hour

Density
Moose/

mi2
1998-99 51 46 7 104 111 15 7 24 0.4
1999-00 58 53 11 122 109 21 9 28 0.4
2000-01 58 37 9 104 157 24 9 23 0.4
2001-02 43 46 4 93 94 9 4 19 0.3
2002-03 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- --- -- --- ----
2003-04 69 60 9 138 115 15 7 30 0.5
2004-05 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
2005-06 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
2006-07 57 62 30 149 92 48 20 32 0.5
2007-08 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
2008-09 63 86 15 164 73 17 9 38 0.6
2009-10 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
2011-12 167 69 29 265 71 21 11 46 0.9
2012-13 237 25 20 282 84 13 7 46 1.0
Mean 89 54 15 158 101 20 9 32 0.56

Table 2. Unit 11 moose population demographics in the Upper Copper River survey area, 
Boulder Creek to Copper Lake, Wrangell – St. Elias National Park and Preserve, AK, 2003-
2008 – a relatively heavily hunted population accessible by aircraft and all-terrain vehicles 
(Reid 2007, 2008; Putera 2010).

Year
Number 

of
Bulls

Number 
of

Cows

Number 
of

Calves
Total 

Moose
Bulls:100

Cows

Calves/ 
100

Cows
%

Calves

2003 97 215 21 333 45 10 6

2004 78 142 25 245 55 18 10

2005 92 183 11 286 50 6 4

2006 86 218 31 335 39 14 9

2008 77 186 22 285 41 12 8

Total 430 944 110 1,484

Mean 86 189 22 297 46 12 7

corridor (34:100cows) was substantially lower than the bull:cow ratios from the 2007 and 2010 GSPE 
surveys (Table 3).  

Habitat

In 2009, a large fire occurred in the accessible portion of the proposed hunt area.  Typically within 10 
–15 years following fires or disturbance (Loranger et al. 1991), early seral forest habitat, becomes the 
most productive areas for moose because it supports high density of forage species such as paper birch 
(Betula papyrifiera), aspen (Populus tremuloides), and willow (Salix sp.).  The severity and frequency of 
fires will determine how productive and when the area becomes most productive for moose (Loranger et 
al. 1991; Johnstone and Kasischke 2005; Brown and Johnstone 2012).  The peak moose density during 
winter occurred approximately 15 years after the 1947 fire on the Kenai Peninsula (Loranger et al. 1991). 
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Table 3. Moose Population Estimates for selected areas of Unit 11, from GSPE surveys 
conducted in 2007, 2010, and 2011 (Reid 2008, Putera 2010, Putera 2013).

Area Year Population
Estimate

Moose
Observed

Calf:100 
Cows

Bull:100 
Cows

No. Units
Surveyed

Density
(mi²)

Total Survey 
3170 mi²

2007 1576 ± 244 500 19 52 87 0.49

2010 1593 ± 225 623 17 50 94 0.50

Upper 
Copper 
524 mi²

2007 403 ± 70 170 16 38 25 0.76

2010 539 ± 106 220 14 49 19 1.02

Mt. Drum     
349 mi²

2007 232 ± 65 82 11 118 8 0.66

2010 186 ± 51 66 35 55 11 0.53

Crystalline 
Hills 349 mi²

2007 260 ± 93 63 29 42 9 0.74

2010 259 ± 55 134 17 50 16 0.74

Nabesna
1602 mi2 2011 1272 ± 134 551 347 34 107 0.79

Harvest History

Moose harvest from 1963 to 1974 averaged 164 moose per year in Unit 11.  During this time there 
was both a fall and winter season and cows made up as much as 50% of the harvest (Tobey 2010).  In 
response to declining moose numbers the seasons were shortened, the winter season was eliminated, and 
the harvest was restricted to bulls only from 1975 to 1989.  An average of 45 bulls (range 21-58) were 
harvested per year from 1975-1989.  In 1990 the State season was shortened to September 5 to September 
9 due to deep snow conditions.  During the 1990s, the average harvest was 34 bulls (range 22-42).  Since 
2000, the mean harvest has been 58 bulls which include an estimate of 10 unreported each year (Table 
4) (Tobey 2010, OSM 2013).  One moose was harvested in Unit 11 under the Copper Basin Community 
Permit Hunt (CM300) in 2009 (OSM 2013).  Since 2000, very few moose have been harvested in the 
proposed winter hunt area (Table 5).

Effects of the Proposal

If this proposal is adopted it would establish a winter moose season from Nov. 20 to Dec. 20 in a 
portion of Unit 11.  This season would provide Federally qualified subsistence users with an additional 
opportunity to harvest moose that are difficult to access during the fall season.  If adopted, a Federal 
registration permit with a harvest quota announced by the Wrangell St. Elias National Park would be 
established to ensure the harvest levels are sustainable.  The month long season would allow the hunters 
to take advantage of periods of good weather.

Although no moose population surveys have been conducted in the proposed winter hunt area. The 
populations in the areas of Unit 11 that have been surveyed have remained stable to slightly increasing 
over the last 12 years.  Although the additional season would likely increase the harvest of moose, the 
amount of harvest can be controlled through the use of permits and the harvest quota.  Even though the 
hunt as proposed is restricted to bulls, many of the bulls will have shed their antlers by this time of the 
year so the potential of inadvertently harvesting a cow will increase.  Conducting GSPE surveys in the 
proposed area for the winter hunt in Unit 11 would provide additional information for biologists and 
managers to determine a quota that is biologically sustainable.
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Table 5. State Moose harvest in the proposed winter moose hunt 
area in Unit 11 from 2000-2001 to 2010-2011 (Map 1, OSM 2013).

a Determination of rural residents based on Federal Subsistence 
Regulations, 2012-2014 for Unit 11 remainder (rural residents of 
Units 11, 13A, 13B, 13C, and 13D and Chickaloon).

Year Alaska
Residents

Rural 
Residentsa

Non-
Residents Total

2000/2001 10 4 0 10

2001/2002 8 4 0 8

2002/2003 11 9 1 12

2003/2004 10 5 0 10

2004/2005 8 5 1 9

2005/2006 9 4 5 14

2006/2007 5 3 2 7

2007/2008 12 6 1 13

2008/2009 8 4 3 11

2009/2010 6 4 2 8

2010/2011 10 8 0 10

Table 4. State and Federal Moose harvest in Unit 11 from 2000-2011 (Toby 2010, OSM 2013).

Year Male Female 
Unknown 

Sex
Estimate of
Unreported

Kill 

Total 
Federal

Total
State Total

2000/2001 52 0 1 10 23 30 63

2001/2002 43 1 1 10 14 31 55

2002/2003 40 0 1 10 8 33 51

2003/2004 45 0 0 10 15 30 55

2004/2005 56 0 1 10 27 30 67

2005/2006 47 1 0 10 24 24 58

2006/2007 41 0 1 10 20 22 52

2007/2008 47 2 0 10 25 24 59

2008/2009 58 0 0 10 28 30 68

2009/2010 74 0 2 10 20 56 86

2010/2011 40 0 0 10 20 20 50

2011/2012a 26 0 0 10 27 36
a State data for 2011/2012 not available
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OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION

Support Proposal WP14-16 with modification to delete the regulatory language in the proposed Unit 11 
moose regulation and delegate authority to Wrangell–St Elias National Park and Preserve Superintendent 
to open and close any portion of the season, and establish a quota for the winter moose season from Nov. 
20 to Dec. 20 via a delegation of authority letter only (Appendix 1).

The modified regulation should read: 

Unit 11—Moose

Unit 11—that portion draining into the east bank of the Copper River 
upstream from and including the Slana River drainage—1 antlered bull 
by joint Federal/State registration permit. 

Aug.20–Sept. 20

Unit 11 remainder—1 antlered bull by Federal registration permit only Aug. 20–Sept. 20

Unit 11— that portion south and east of a line running along the 
north bank of the Chitina River, the north and west banks of the 
Nazina River, and the west bank of West Fork of the Nazina River, 
continuing along the western edge of the West Fork Glacier to the 
summit of Regal Mountain – 1 bull by Federal registration permit. 
However during the period Aug. 20–Sept. 20, only an antlered bull 
may be taken. The annual harvest quota will be announced by 
Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Preserve.  The Wrangell-St 
Elias National Park and Preserve Superintendent is authorized 
to open or close the Nov/Dec season and establish a quota in 
consultation with ADF&G.

Aug. 20–Sept. 20

Nov. 20–Dec. 20

Justification

Establishment of a winter moose hunt will allow subsistence users to take advantage of favorable weather 
and provide more opportunity to harvest moose.  The hunt would occur in the winter when the weather is 
cooler thus making it easier for subsistence users who live off the electrical grid and don’t have freezers 
to keep the meat from spoiling. 

The moose population in areas surveyed in Unit 11 have remained relatively stable to slightly increasing 
during the last 12 years.  The population should be able to sustain an additional small harvest of bulls 
during the proposed winter harvest season.  The winter moose harvest should be low and will be 
controlled by the use of registration permits and quotas which will be set by the Wrangell-St Elias 
National Park and Preserve Superintendent (Appendix 1).  .  
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Appendix 1

Superintendent Rick Obernesser
Wrangell – St. Elias National Park and Preserve
P.O. Box 439
Copper Center, Alaska 99573

Dear Superintendent Obernesser:

This letter delegates specific regulatory authority from the Federal Subsistence Board
(Board) to the Superintendent of the Wrangell – St. Elias National Park and Preserve, as
approved by the Board, to issue emergency special actions if necessary to ensure the 
continued viability of a wildlife population, to continue subsistence uses of wildlife, or for 
reasons of public safety; or temporary special actions if the proposed temporary change
will not interfere with the conservation of healthy wildlife populations, will not be
detrimental to the long-term subsistence use of wildlife resources, and is not an
unnecessary restriction on non-subsistence users. This delegation only applies to the
Federal public lands subject to ANILCA Title VIII within U n i t  1 1 as it applies to moose
on these lands.

It is the intent of the Board that actions related to management of moose by Federal officials be 
coordinated, prior to implementation, with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), 
and the Chair of the Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (Council) to 
the extent possible.  Federal managers are expected to work with State managers, Federal 
managers of other agencies, and the Chair and applicable members of the Council to minimize 
disruption to resource users and existing agency programs, consistent with the need for special 
action.

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY

1. Delegation: The Superintendent of the Wrangell – St. Elias National Park and Preserve is 
hereby delegated authority to issue emergency or temporary special actions affecting moose on
Federal lands as outlined under 3. Scope of Delegation of this section.  Any action greater than 
60 days in length (temporary special action) requires a public hearing before implementation.  
Special actions are governed by Federal regulation at 36 CFR 242.19 and 50 CFR 100.19.

2. Authority: This delegation of authority is established pursuant to 36 CFR 242.10(d)(6) and 
50 CFR 100.10(d)(6), which states: “The Board may delegate to agency field officials the 
authority to set harvest and possession limits, define harvest areas, specify methods or means of 
harvest, specify permit requirements, and open or close specific fish or wildlife harvest seasons 
within frameworks established by the Board.”

3. Scope of Delegation: The regulatory authority hereby delegated is limited to the following 
authorities within the limits set by regulation at 36 CFR 242.26 and 50 CFR 100.26:

To set a harvest quota and the season opening and closing dates for the moose on Federal 
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public lands in Unit 11 south and east of a line running along the north bank of the 
Chitina River, the north and west banks of the Nazina River, and the west bank of West 
Fork of the Nazina River, continuing along the western edge of the West Fork Glacier to 
the summit of Regal Mountain .

This delegation may be exercised only when it is necessary to conserve the moose population or 
to continue subsistence uses.

All other proposed changes to codified regulations, such as customary and traditional use 
determinations, adjustments to methods and means of take, or closures to only non-Federally 
qualified users shall be directed to the Federal Subsistence Board.

The Federal public lands subject to this delegated authority are those within Unit 11 south and 
east of a line running along the north bank of the Chitina River, the north and west banks of the 
Nazina River, and the west bank of West Fork of the Nazina River, continuing along the western 
edge of the West Fork Glacier to the summit of Regal Mountain. The Federal lands are managed 
by the Wrangell–St Elias National Park and Preserve and the Chugach National Forest.

3. Effective Period: This delegation of authority is effective from the date of this letter and 
continues until superseded or rescinded.

4. Guidelines for Delegation: You will become familiar with the management history of the 
wildlife species relevant to this delegation in the region, with current State and Federal 
regulations and management plans, and be up-to-date on population and harvest status 
information.  You will review special action requests or situations that may require a special 
action and all supporting information to determine (1) consistency with 36 CFR 242.19, (2) if the 
request/situation falls within the scope of authority, (3) if significant conservation problems or 
subsistence harvest concerns are indicated, and (4) what the consequences of taking an action or 
no action may be on potentially affected subsistence users and non subsistence users.  Requests 
not within your delegated authority will be forwarded to the Federal Subsistence Board for 
consideration.  You will maintain a record of all special action requests and rationale for your 
decision.  A copy of this record will be provided to the Administrative Records Specialist in the 
Office of Subsistence Management no later than sixty days after development of the document.

You will notify the Office of Subsistence Management and coordinate with local ADF&G 
managers, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S. Forest Service and the Chair of the 
Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council regarding special actions under 
consideration.  You will issue decisions in a timely manner.  Before the effective date of any 
decision, reasonable efforts will be made to notify the public, the Office of Subsistence 
Management, affected State and Federal managers, law enforcement personnel, and Council 
representatives.  If an action is to supersede a State action not yet in effect, the decision will be 
communicated to the public, the Office of Subsistence Management, affected State and Federal 
Managers, and the local Council representatives at least 24 hours before the State action would 
be effective.  If a decision to take no action is made, you will notify the proponent of the request 
immediately.



WP14-16

213Subsistence Regional Advisory Council

You may defer a special action request, otherwise covered by this delegation of authority, to the 
Federal Subsistence Board in instances when the proposed management action will have a 
significant impact on a large number of Federal subsistence users or is particularly controversial.  
This option should be exercised judiciously and may be initiated only when sufficient time 
allows for it.  Such deferrals should not be considered when immediate management actions are 
necessary for conservation purposes.  The Federal Subsistence Board may determine that a 
special action request may best be handled by the Board, subsequently rescinding the delegated 
regulatory authority for the specific action only.

5. Support Services: Administrative support for regulatory actions will be provided by the 
Office of Subsistence Management, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, and Department of the 
Interior.

Sincerely,

Tim Towarak 
Chair, Federal Subsistence Board

cc: Assistants to the Board
Interagency Staff Committee
National Park Service Regional Director
U.S. Forest Service, Chugach National Forest, Cordova District Ranger
Chair, Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Coordinator, Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council
Subsistence Liaison, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
ARD, Office of Subsistence Management
Administrative Record
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Support Proposal WP14-16:  We support Proposal WP14-16 to add a winter regulatory hunt 
for a "Unit 11 - 1 bull moose with an open season date from November 20 to December 20, with 
a federal registration permit and the harvest quota to be announced by Wrangell-St. Elias 
National Park and Preserve, and to keep the existing fall hunt. Adding a winter moose hunt in 
Southern portion of Unit 11 will provide for subsistence needs. Moose are in the high country 
during the fall months and are difficult to harvest. Harvesting a bull moose during the winter 
months will help local federally qualified subsistence users harvest a bull moose when it is easier 
to harvest and is more accessible. A quota determined by NPS Headquarters in Copper Center 
will ensure that Bull Moose will not be over harvested by local federally qualified subsistence 
users.                                                    

Ahtna Inc. Customary and Traditional Use Committee

Support Proposal WP14-16:  Access to remote areas can very often mean getting your 1 bull 
moose for the year.  Winter access for subsistence hunters that are not connected to the grid with 
freezers is a very important aspect of subsistence life and the success of people living on the land 
in remote areas.                               

Donald Woodruff, Eagle

Oppose Proposal WP14-16:  Winter Moose Hunts within Wrangell-St. Elias National Park. The 
Wrangell-St. Elias National Park Subsistence Resource Commission preference should not be 
used to develop the winter moose hunt. Such moose management should be based on law and 
policy with reference to the desired future conditions. The National Park Service (NPS) should 
be the sole judge of what these conditions are.

Biological Concerns
There has never been a complete documented aerial moose survey in Game Unit 11 to 
determine the population and/or bull-cow ratio.  Before a winter moose hunt is 
implemented, this information is significant to the nature and healthy balance in a 
National Park Service (NPS) unit.
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The State Fish and Game and the NPS have based aerial moose surveys on a very small 
percentage of Unit 11 north of Boulder Creek that is less than two percent of Unit 11.  
How can a proposed winter moose hunt be justified with such a small area documented?  
I suggest that the NPS conduct an aerial survey of the two areas prior to the hunt to 
determine if the hunt should take place and that there is an adequate population and bull-
cow ratio.
The two proposed winter hunt areas are completely opposite.  The north area is more 
suited for moose habitat whereas the southern area is more mountainous with limited 
moose habitat and has never been surveyed for moose management.
The State Game Regulation allows only spike-fork or 50” antlers to harvest moose in 
Unit 11.  Retired Glennallen State Fish and Game Biologist, Bob Toby has stated that 
there are already low numbers of calf- cow rations counted in Unit 11.  If these proposed 
hunts are implemented will this action reduce the park envision as the desired future 
conditions for a natural and healthy moose population? Would this winter hunt disturb 
the potential breeding?  Bull moose are easier to harvest during the rut and the potential 
for over harvesting is higher.
With the proposed winter hunt some bulls will have shed their antlers and could be 
confused with cows and accidently killed potentially reducing future management moose 
options.
In Unit 11 the present Federal moose hunt allows for 32 days of hunting for federally 
qualified local rural residents. Local residents have ATV access off the Nabesna Road 
and boating access to harvest moose in these areas. Will snow-machine motorized sound 
activity add additional stress on the breeding animals and winter feeding area?
The NPS should develop well-defined desired future conditions that meet NPS law and 
policy. A benchmark should be set by the park to have a natural and healthy moose 
population plan to meet future needs. The limited biological data does not support 
implementing this winter hunt.

Public Safety
During the month of November some of the rivers in the proposed winter moose areas 
have open thin and overflow ice posing a safety hazard for crossing. 
Adapted hunts will open up other issues involving trapping conflicts, wood cutting, green 
cabin logs to support subsistence and local needs in new non-traditional areas and 
increase other remote fuel storage issues.  Other non-subsistence users may use the area 
for winter activities and increase pressure on winter wildlife populations and conflicts 
with trappers.

Conservation Concerns
If the hunt is allowed with snow machines there must be adequate 6-8” snow cover 
before the hunt is conducted to protect the bare ground and vegetation.  Are larger 
tracked vehicle going to be allowed?
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If the winter moose hunt is to take place the superintendent should set the harvest quota 
on the best biological information for natural and healthy populations with all the NPS 
Laws and Policies considered. 

Other concerns
Ninety-nine percent of the qualified local rural residents live on a road system and have 
commercial electrical power or generators to run freezers to keep moose meat during the 
present State and Federal moose hunts. Moose meat is also canned and dried jerky.  Also 
these residents have access to alternate wildlife resources (BLM, USFWS and State 
Lands) and commercial food supplies (Tok, Glennallen, etc.).
If the winter hunt is to take place the priority should be given to those that meet the 
criteria listed in Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) Section 
804.  The recently established State Fireweed and Nizina subdivisions have increased the 
potential hunting pressure in the proposed southern winter hunting area.
The south proposed winter hunt area is designated Park Wilderness and should be left 
undisturbed for natural moose population.
Current sport and guided hunting has increased hunting pressure in Unit 11 driving 
wildlife into more remote and marginal park wilderness protected areas.  These 
wilderness areas have more natural predator-prey habitat and potentially reducing the 
necessary bull-cow ration and cow-calf to maintain a natural and healthy population.

Jim Hannah, Retired NPS Chitina District Ranger/Pilot
  

 



217Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting

Yukon River 2013 Salmon Season Overview

This overview provides a preliminary report for the Fall RAC book materials of the 2013 Yukon River 
salmon season, which is still underway at the time of this submission. Further updates of the fishing 
season will be presented at the RAC meetings.

Overview
The 2013 Chinook salmon run experienced the sixth consecutive season of below average to poor salmon 
production. Conversely, both summer and fall chum salmon runs performed as expected with above 
average returns. The coho salmon run was well below average based on the Pilot Station sonar index 
which was the second lowest passage recorded since the project began in 1995.

Management of the 2013 summer salmon season was particularly challenging due to the wide disparity in 
run strength between the overlapping Chinook and summer chum salmon mixed stock fisheries. Efforts to 
conserve Chinook salmon were initiated at the beginning of the season in the lower river and 
implemented chronically in upriver districts as the run progressed. Due to the poor Chinook salmon run 
conservation strategies were maintained throughout most of the summer season in all areas of the 
drainage.  All subsistence salmon fishing was closed for extended periods and fishing gear restrictions
were applied during brief periods to allow harvest of species other than Chinook salmon. Sport fishing 
and personal use fishing were closed, and a large amount of commercial fishing opportunity for summer 
chum was foregone to conserve Chinook salmon. Unfortunately, these management actions significantly 
limited subsistence fishermen’s access to of the abundant summer chum salmon which could have been 
harvested to make up for the limited Chinook salmon. Many fishermen voluntarily lowered their Chinook 
salmon subsistence harvest. Some fished harder than usual during the few brief opportunities; some
shifted their harvest to alternative fish species; and others simply did not go fishing this year.  In the end,
most Chinook salmon escapements were below established goals, while most summer chum salmon 
escapement objectives were well above objectives. Fall chum and coho salmon stocks have provided 
good harvests with fall chum salmon on track to exceed most escapement objectives and coho salmon 
escapement is expected to end near average to below average.

Preseason
The 2013 Chinook salmon run was projected to range from poor to below average, summer and fall chum 
salmon runs were projected to be average to above average, and coho salmon were expected to be 
average.  The Chinook salmon outlook range of 96,000 to 142,000 was based on the adjusted Canadian-
origin model estimate, which attempts to account for low productivity since 2007. For a run size at the 
low end of the range, abundance would not likely be sufficient to meet all escapement objectives.
Furthermore, it would support only a small portion of the historic subsistence harvest level and would 
preclude a directed Chinook salmon commercial fishery. Both the summer and fall chum salmon outlooks
incorporated recent production rates which projected above average run strengths adequate to meet
escapement objectives and subsistence harvest needs as well as potential surpluses for commercial 
harvest. 

Because Chinook salmon have performed below expectations in recent years, there has been a great deal 
of public involvement this past winter with the Federal Subsistence Board and the Alaska State Board of 
Fisheries during their regulatory meetings. The three Yukon River RAC’s, numerous State Advisory 
Committees, U.S./Canada JTC and Yukon River Panel, as well as the Yukon River Drainage Fisheries 
Association (YRDFA), all met to share information and receive input on conservation approaches. This 
spring, using input from stakeholders, ADF&G and USFWS distributed a joint Yukon River Salmon 

2013 Yukon River Salmon Season Overview
Yukon River Federal Fisheries Management

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Fairbanks Fish and Wildlife Field Office

Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
Phone (907) 455-1849; Fax (907) 455-1853

September 17, 2013
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Fisheries 2013 Outlook sheet that described expectations of run strength and management approaches for 
the coming season. The informational sheet was mailed to all listed Yukon River tribal and city offices,
subsistence households and commercial fishing permit holders. Key conservation approaches included:  
1) the windowed fishing schedule would begin early, May 30, at the mouth and progress upriver based on 
fish swimming speed to help spread harvest; 2) from the beginning, gillnets would be restricted to mesh 
size no larger than 6-inches to protect female and large Chinook while providing opportunity to harvest 
abundant summer chum; 3) the first pulse of Chinook salmon would be protected by closing at least one 
subsistence fishing period;  and 4) the commercial summer chum salmon season would be managed 
conservatively with no commercial sale of incidentally caught Chinook salmon. Additional public 
outreach included posters mailed to villages in May or early June by YRDFA and USFWS identifying the 
need for Chinook salmon conservation during the 2013 season.

Summer Season
Inseason run strength assessment of Chinook and summer chum salmon was primarily based on the lower 
river test fisheries at Emmonak, the Yukon River sonar near Pilot Station, and subsistence fishermen 
catch reports.  The summer season began with late ice breakup at the river mouth, which was followed by 
a late Chinook salmon migration. The Lower Yukon test fishery (LYTF) project finished with a 
cumulative CPUE less than half the historical average. The preliminary end of season Pilot Station sonar 
estimate was approximately 114,500 Chinook salmon, below the recent average passage of 145,500 fish. 
The summer chum salmon run passage estimate of 2.7 million fish was well above the average of 1.8
million for the Yukon River sonar project.

The regulatory “windows” subsistence salmon fishing schedule was initiated on May 30 in the Coastal 
District and District 1 with gillnets restricted to no larger than 6-inch mesh size to coincide with the 
arrival of early Chinook salmon, based on historical run timing. However, due to the late breakup, the 
windows schedule was delayed one period while the mesh restriction continued to allow harvest of non-
salmon species. The delayed schedule with restricted gillnets was then implemented chronologically
upriver as the run progressed. The southern portion of the Coastal District, which included Hooper Bay,
Chevak and Scammon Bay, as well as the Innoko River, and Koyukuk River, all had their subsistence 
gillnet fishing gear restricted to 6-inch or smaller mesh size during the entire summer season.

The Chinook salmon run was late and the summer chum run developed strong. Protection of the first 
pulse of Chinook salmon was implemented consistent with the new regulation. Initially, one subsistence 
salmon fishing period was cancelled in District 1 and the northern portion of the Coastal District 
beginning June 20 and then applied chronologically in each district or subdistrict, as the pulse migrated 
upriver. To ensure the effectiveness of this pulse protection, the longer Subdistricts 4A and 5D were 
further subdivided. This provided more precise closure timing around the pulse in these sections of river,
thereby efficiently protecting significant numbers of Chinook salmon while minimizing the lost fishing 
time due to closures.

Unfortunately, the Chinook salmon run did not build much in strength while the overlapping summer 
chum salmon run came in well above average. All four pulses of Chinook salmon were protected by 
subsistence fishing closures. Brief subsistence fishing opportunities were provided in between pulses of
Chinook salmon when and where summer chum salmon were abundant with the use of 6-inch or smaller 
gillnets. During these subsistence openings, use of fish wheels was allowed with the stipulation that all 
Chinook salmon were to be released unharmed. Areas that normally have few summer chum salmon 
available received less fishing time as most of their fishing effort would have been focused on the weak 
Chinook salmon stock. Conversely, subsistence gillnets were restricted to 6-inches or smaller mesh size 
in the Innoko and Koyukuk Rivers, but no fishing closures were imposed because few Chinook salmon 
use those tributaries. Despite these management actions, the estimated U.S./Canada Border passage of 
31,000 Chinook salmon was well below the Interim Management Escapement Goal range of 42,500 –
55,000 with no surplus available for the Canadian harvest share as stipulated in the Yukon River Salmon 
Agreement.
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Under new commercial fishing regulations adopted by the Alaska Board of Fisheries in January 2013, the 
department (ADF&G) may, by emergency order, allow the use of specially equipped fish wheels, dip 
nets, and beach seines. These new gear options are intended to allow for additional summer chum directed 
commercial fishing opportunity while allowing for the release of incidentally caught Chinook salmon. 
Commercial dip net and beach seine gear was employed during most of the summer season when 
Chinook salmon could not have been avoided with traditional gill net gear. Later in the summer season,
new 5 ½ inch gillnet gear was operated in special harvest areas and during specific times to harvest 
abundant chum and avoid concentrations of Chinook salmon. Further upriver, in Districts 4 and 6, special 
commercial periods were only opened for fish wheel gear to target summer chum salmon with the 
requirement to immediately release all Chinook salmon alive. All Chinook salmon caught in dip nets, 
beach seines, and fish wheels were released while those caught in gillnets could be not sold, but could be
kept for subsistence use. Preliminary commercial harvest from the summer season fishery is approximately 
485,600 summer chum salmon; 1,125 Chinook salmon caught and released; and 389 Chinook salmon 
caught but not sold.

Fall Season
Based upon the summer to fall chum salmon relationship, managers revised the 2013 fall season 
expectation to a run size greater than 800,000 fall chum salmon. At the beginning of the fall season,
subsistence salmon fishing reverted to the standard schedule of 7 days per week in Districts 1, 2, and 3
with closures 12 hours before, during, and 12 hours after announced commercial fishing periods. Since 
little or no commercial fishing effort was anticipated in District 4 and Subdistricts 5A, 5B, and 5C, these
sections of river began their fall season on a 5 day per week schedule as specified in regulation; District 6 
continued on its standard two 42-hour periods per week regulatory schedule; and Subdistrict 5D returned 
to the normal 7 days per week schedule. Many subsistence fishermen indicated to managers that they 
intended to make up for low Chinook salmon harvest with good quality fall chum salmon from the front 
of the run.

The standard fall season commercial fishing schedule was initiated in the lower river at the start of the 
season to take advantage of the overlap in the summer chum salmon, still abundant in the area, and the 
anticipated strong fall chum salmon run just beginning their inriver migration. Through the front half of 
the fall season, chum salmon entered the river in above average run strength. However, pulses were not as 
strong as expected, so the commercial fishing schedule was adjusted to remain consistent with the Yukon 
River Drainage Fall Chum Salmon Management Plan. During the second half of the season, two large 
pulses of fall chum salmon entered the river and the run projection increased to a total run size between
900,000 and 1 million fish. A run of this size is considered adequate for escapement needs, full
subsistence use, and provide a surplus for commercial harvest and other uses. Therefore, commercial 
fishing continued in the lower river throughout the season with attempts made to align commercial 
openings with pulses as salmon entered the river.  Meanwhile, the overlapping coho salmon run appeared 
to be developing below average. The commercial harvest of coho salmon remained at the upper end of the
acceptable level to provide for necessary escapement needs and normal subsistence harvest levels. The 
fall commercial salmon fishing season closed by regulation on September 1 without extension as
stipulated in the Yukon River Coho Salmon Management Plan because of low coho salmon abundance.

Near the end of the season, subsistence fishing in District 4 was relaxed to 7 days per week. At the time of 
this report, the commercial fishing season remains open in Subdistricts 5A, 5B, and 5C as well as District 
6. The combined fall season commercial harvest through September 16 was 215,500 fall chum and 58,800
coho salmon. The fall chum salmon harvest is currently the third highest since 1995 and the coho salmon 
harvest is the fourth highest since 1995. However, the commercial harvest may rise in District 6 as the run 
is building strength in the Tanana River tributary. Escapement monitoring will continue through 
November, but indications at this time are that all fall chum salmon escapements are expected to end 
within or above most escapement objectives for the 2013 season, and coho salmon may end near the low 



220 Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting

Yukon River 2013 Salmon Season Overview

end of the Delta Clearwater escapement goal, which is the only established goal in the drainage for coho 
salmon.

Postseason
Subsistence salmon harvest information collected inseason indicated that most fishermen did not meet 
their Chinook salmon subsistence harvest goals. Generally, fishermen reported a lack of fishing 
opportunity, having to fish later into the season, or having to shift their fishing efforts to other species. 
The 2013 Chinook salmon run appears to have been well below average based on assessment projects and 
at the low end of the preseason outlook range. Because of the need to uphold treaty agreements, the 
Canadian portion of the Chinook salmon run is of particular concern. In recent years, First Nations
fishermen in Canada have reduced their harvest to help spawning escapements when border passage was 
low. Even with implementation of exceptionally conservative management actions that restricted both the 
Chinook salmon subsistence harvest and the targeted summer chum salmon commercial fishery, less than 
half the Alaska escapement objectives were attained and the US/Canada Treaty agreement was not met.

It is well recognized that the Yukon River fishing community is relied upon heavily for assistance in 
sustaining this important resource and fishermen incurred a significant hardship through reduced harvest 
in conserving the 2013 Chinook salmon run. Given the trend in Chinook salmon runs in recent years, we 
will be working with fishermen and interested parties this winter to develop conservative rebuilding 
strategies with the primary goal to provide for escapement needs and subsistence uses during low years 
while looking for ways to accommodate other fishing opportunities.
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DRAFT 2014 FISHERIES RESOURCE MONITORING PLAN

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

Since 1999, under the authority of Title VIII of ANILCA, the Federal government has managed 
subsistence fisheries on Federal public lands in Alaska. Subsistence fisheries management requires 
substantial informational needs. Section 812 of ANILCA directs the Departments of the Interior and 
Agriculture, cooperating with the State of Alaska and other Federal agencies, to undertake research 
on fish and wildlife and subsistence uses on Federal public lands. To increase the quantity and quality 
of information available for management of subsistence fisheries, the Fisheries Resource Monitoring 
Program (Monitoring Program) was established within the Office of Subsistence Management. The 
Monitoring Program was envisioned as a collaborative, interagency, and interdisciplinary approach to 
support fisheries research for subsistence fisheries management on Federal public lands.

Biennially, the Office of Subsistence Management announces a funding opportunity for projects 
addressing subsistence fisheries on Federal public lands. The 2014 Funding Opportunity was focused on 
priority information needs developed either by strategic planning efforts or by expert opinion, followed 
by review and comment by the Subsistence Regional Advisory Councils. The Monitoring Program is 
administered by region, and strategic plans sponsored by this program were developed by workgroups 
of fisheries managers, researchers, Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Councils’ members, and 
other stakeholders for three of the six regions: Southeast, Southcentral (excluding Cook Inlet Area), 
and Southwest Alaska. These plans identify prioritized information needs for each major subsistence 
fishery and can be viewed on, or downloaded from, the Office of Subsistence Management’s website: 
http://alaska.fws.gov/asm/index.cfml. Independent strategic plans were completed for the Yukon and 
Kuskokwim regions for salmon in 2005. For the Northern Region and the Cook Inlet Area, assessments of 
priority information needs were developed from the expert opinions of the Regional Advisory Councils, 
the Technical Review Committee, Federal and State managers, and staff from the Office of Subsistence 
Management. A strategic plan for research on whitefish species in the Yukon and Kuskokwim River 
drainages was completed in spring 2011 as a result of Monitoring Program project 08-206.

Cumulative effects of climate change will likely affect subsistence fishery resources, their uses, and how 
these resources are managed. Therefore, all investigators were asked to consider examining or discussing 
climate change effects as part of their project. Investigators conducting long-term projects were 
encouraged to participate in a standardized air and water temperature monitoring program for which the 
Office of Subsistence Management will provide calibrated temperature loggers and associated equipment, 
analysis and reporting services, and access to a temperature database. The Office of Subsistence 
Management has also specifically requested projects that would focus on effects of climate change on 
subsistence fishery resources and uses, and that would describe management implications. 

The mission of the Monitoring Program is to identify and provide information needed to sustain 
subsistence fisheries on Federal public lands, for rural Alaskans, through a multidisciplinary, 
collaborative program.

To implement the Monitoring Program, a collaborative approach is utilized in which five Federal agencies 
(Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land Management, National Park Service, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, and U.S. Forest Service) work with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Regional Advisory 
Councils, Alaska Native organizations, and other organizations. An interagency Technical Review 
Committee provides scientific evaluation of investigation plans. The Regional Advisory Councils provide 



222 Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting

Draft 2014 Fisheries Resource Monitoring Plan—Introduction

review and recommendations, and public comment is invited. The Interagency Staff Committee also 
provides recommendations. The Federal Subsistence Board takes into consideration recommendations and 
comments from the process, and approves the final monitoring plan.

PROJECT EVALUATION PROCESS

The Technical Review Committee evaluates investigation plans and makes recommendations for funding. 
The committee is co-chaired by the Fisheries and Anthropology Division Chiefs, Office of Subsistence 
Management, and is composed of representatives from each of the five Federal agencies and three 
representatives from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Fisheries and Anthropology staff from the 
Office of Subsistence Management provide support for the committee.

Four factors are used to evaluate studies:

1. Strategic Priority

Proposed projects should address the following and must meet the first criteria to be eligible for 
Federal subsistence funding.

Federal Jurisdiction—Issue or information needs addressed in projects must have a direct 
association to a subsistence fishery within a Federal conservation unit as defined in legislation, 
regulation, and plans.

Conservation Mandate—Risk to the conservation of species and populations that support 
subsistence fisheries, and risk to conservation unit purposes as defined in legislation, regulation, 
and plans.

Allocation Priority—Risk of failure to provide a priority to subsistence uses.

Data Gaps—Amount of information available to support subsistence management (i.e., higher 
priority given where a lack of information exists).

Role of Resource—Contribution of a species to a subsistence harvest (e.g., number of villages 
affected, pounds of fish harvested, miles of river) and qualitative significance (e.g., cultural value, 
unique seasonal role).

Local Concern—Level of user concerns over subsistence harvests (e.g., upstream vs. downstream 
allocation, effects of recreational use, changes in fish abundance, and population characteristics).

2. Technical-Scientific Merit

The proposed projects must meet accepted standards for design, information collection, 
compilation, analysis, and reporting. Projects should have clear study objectives, an appropriate 
sampling design, correct statistical analysis, a realistic schedule and budget, and appropriate 
products, including written reports. Projects must not duplicate work already being done. 

3. Investigator Ability and Resources

Investigators must have the ability and resources to successfully complete the proposed work. 
Ability will be evaluated in terms of education and training, related work experience, publications, 
reports, presentations, and past or ongoing work on Monitoring Program studies. Resources 
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will be considered in terms of office and laboratory facilities (if relevant), technical and logistic 
support, and personnel and budget administration.

4. Partnership-Capacity Building

Partnerships and capacity building are priorities of the Monitoring Program. ANILCA mandates 
that the Federal government provide rural residents a meaningful role in the management 
of subsistence fisheries, and the Monitoring Program offers tremendous opportunities for 
partnerships and participation of local residents in monitoring and research. Investigators are 
requested to include a strategy for integrating local capacity development in their investigation 
plans. Investigators must complete appropriate consultations with local villages and communities 
in the area where the project is to be conducted. Letters of support from local organizations add to 
the strength of a proposal. Investigators and their organizations should demonstrate their ability to 
maintain effective local relationships and commitment to capacity building.

POLICY AND FUNDING GUIDELINES

Several policies have been developed to aid in implementing funding.

 ● Projects of up to four years duration may be considered in any year’s monitoring plan.
 ● Studies must be non-duplicative with existing projects.
 ● Most Monitoring Program funding is dedicated to non-Federal agencies.
 ● Activities not eligible for funding under the Monitoring Program include: a) habitat protection, 

restoration, and enhancement; b) hatchery propagation, restoration, enhancement, and 
supplementation; c) contaminant assessment, evaluation, and monitoring; and d) projects where 
the primary objective is capacity building (e.g., science camps, technician training, intern 
programs). These activities would most appropriately be addressed by the land management 
agencies.

 ● When long-term projects can no longer be funded by agencies, and the project provides direct 
information for Federal subsistence fisheries management, the Monitoring Program may fund up 
to 50% of the project cost.

Finances and Guideline Model for Funding

The Monitoring Program was first implemented in 2000, with an initial allocation of $5 million. Since 
2001, a total of $6.25 million has been annually allocated for the Monitoring Program. In 2010, the total 
funding was reduced to $6.05 million. The Department of the Interior, through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, has provided $4.25 million. The Department of Agriculture, through the U.S. Forest Service, has 
historically provided $1.80 million annually, but amount of 2014 funds available through the U.S. Forest 
Service for projects is uncertain. If the Department of Agriculture funding is not provided, none of the 
project investigation plans submitted for the Southeast Region would be funded.

The Monitoring Program budget funds continuations of existing projects (year-2, 3 or 4 of multi-year 
projects), and new projects in the biennial year. The Office of Subsistence Management issued funding 
opportunities on an annual basis until 2008, and then shifted to a biennial basis. Therefore, the next 
funding opportunity after 2014 will be in 2016. Budget guidelines are established by geographic region 
and data type, and for 2014, $3.7 million is projected to be available for new project starts. Investigation 
Plans are solicited according to the following two data types:
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5. Stock Status and Trends Studies (SST).

These projects address abundance, composition, timing, behavior, or status of fish populations 
that sustain subsistence fisheries with linkage to Federal public lands. The budget guideline for 
this category is two-thirds of available funding.

6. Harvest Monitoring and Traditional Ecological Knowledge (HM-TEK).

These projects address assessment of subsistence fisheries including quantification of harvest and 
effort, and description and assessment of fishing and use patterns. The budget guideline for this 
category is one-third of available funding.

2014 FISHERIES RESOURCE MONITORING PLAN

For 2014, a total of 56 investigation plans were received for consideration for funding (Table 1). Of 
these, 43 are SST projects and 13 are HM-TEK projects. The Technical Review Committee recommends 
funding 40 of these investigation plans.

Geographic Region SST HMTEK Total SST HMTEK Total

Northern Alaska 4 1 5 3 0 3

Yukon 9 3 12 7 2 9

Kuskokwim 8 6 14 6 5 11

Southwest Alaska 2 1 3 2 0 2

Southcentral Alaska 7 2 9 3 0 3

Southeast Alaska 12 0 12 11 0 11

Multiregional 1 0 1 1 0 1

Total 43 13 56 33 7 40

Table 1.  Number of Investigation Plans received for funding consideration in 2014, and 
number of recommended for funding by the Technical Review Committee. Data types are 
stock status and trends (SST), and harvest monitoring and traditional ecological knowledge 
(HM-TEK).

Techincal Review CommitteeInvestigation Plans

Total funding available from the Department of the Interior, through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
for new projects in 2014 is $3.7 million. Currently, the amount of funding available from the Department 
of Agriculture, through the U.S. Forest Service, is unknown. The proposed cost of funding all 56 projects 
submitted would be $6.6 million. The 40 investigation plans recommended for funding by the Technical 
Review Committee have a total cost of $4.8 million. In making its recommendations, the committee 
weighed the importance of funding new projects in 2014 with the knowledge that the next request for 
proposals will be issued in 2016. As has been done in past years, any unallocated Monitoring Program 
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funds from the current year will be used to fund subsequent years of new and ongoing projects so that 
more of the funds available in 2016 can be used to fund new projects.

The 2014 draft Monitoring Plan recommended by the Technical Review Committee would provide 21% 
of the funding to Alaska Native organizations, 29% to State agencies, 43% to Federal agencies, and 7% to 
other non-government organizations. 
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Yukon Overview

Issues and Information Needs

The 2014 Notice of Funding Opportunity for the Yukon Region identified the following priority 
information needs:

 ● Reliable estimates of Chinook and chum salmon escapements (for example, projects using weir, 
sonar, mark-recapture methods). 

 ● Methods for including “quality of escapement” measures (for example, potential egg deposition, 
sex and size composition of spawners, spawning habitat utilization) in establishing Chinook 
salmon spawning goals and determining the reproductive potential and genetic diversity of 
spawning escapements. 

 ● Effects of diminished salmon abundance on contemporary economic strategies and practices. 
Topics could include an evaluation of barter, sharing, and exchange of salmon for cash 
(customary trade), as well as other economic strategies and practices that augment and support 
subsistence activities. Of particular interest are distribution networks, decision making, and the 
social and cultural aspects of salmon harvest and use. 

 ● Harvest and spawning escapement level changes through time in relation to changes in gillnet 
construction and use (for example, set versus drift fishing, mesh size changes) for Chinook 
salmon subsistence harvest in the mainstem Yukon River. 

 ● Complete genetic baseline sampling and population marker development for sheefish spawning 
populations in the Yukon River drainage. Harvests, associated contextual information, and local 
knowledge of whitefish species in lower Yukon drainage communities, including Alakanuk, 
Kotlik, Nunam Iqua, Saint Marys, Pilot Station, and Marshall. 

 ● An indexing method for estimating annual species-specific whitefish harvests for the Yukon 
drainage. 

 ● Inseason harvest enumeration and sex and length information for northern pike taken during the 
winter subsistence fishery from Paimiut Slough to Holy Cross on the Yukon River.

Projects Funded Under the Fisheries Resource Monitoring Program

Since the inception of the Monitoring Program in 2000, 95 projects have been funded in the Yukon 
Region, and 9 will still be operating during 2014 (Tables 1 and 2).  The ongoing projects address 
Chinook salmon, chum salmon and Bering cisco. Several projects are investigating age, sex, and length 
data, and run reconstructions of Chinook salmon. Assessments are being conducted for Chinook and 
chum salmon, and mixed-stock analyses are being conducted on chum salmon and Bering cisco. Inseason 
salmon harvest teleconferences hosted by the Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association are also being 
funded through the Monitoring Program.

2014 Investigation Plans

Twelve investigation plans for research in the Yukon Region were submitted to the Office of Subsistence 
Management in response to the 2014 Notice of Funding Opportunity.  In June 2013, the Technical Review 
Committee reviewed the investigation plans and recommended nine for funding.  Detailed budgets 
submitted with each investigation plan allowed identification of funds requested by Alaska Native, State, 
Federal, and other organizations; funds that would be used to hire local residents; and matching funds 
from investigating agencies and organizations (Tables 3 and 4).  
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Available Funds

Federal Subsistence Board guidelines direct initial distribution of funds among regions and data types.  
While regional budget guidelines provide an initial target for planning, they are not rigid allocations.  
Upon review and evaluation, the Technical Review Committee, Regional Advisory Councils, Interagency 
Staff Committee and Federal Subsistence Board have the opportunity to address the highest priority 
projects across regions.  For 2014, approximately $1,073,000 will be available for funding new projects in 
the Yukon Region.

Recommendations for Funding 

The mission of the Monitoring Program is to identify and provide information needed to sustain 
subsistence fisheries on Federal public lands for rural Alaskans through a multidisciplinary, collaborative 
program.  It is the responsibility of the Technical Review Committee to develop the strongest possible 
monitoring plan for each region and across the entire state.  After reviewing the twelve investigation 
plans, the Technical Review Committee recommended funding the following nine proposed projects 
(Table 5):

14-201 Gisasa River Salmon Weir Videography Integration $ 24,900
14-202 East Fork Andreafsky R Chinook and Summer Chum Abundance $ 149,100
14-203 Gisasa River Salmon Weir Chinook and Summer Chum Abundance $ 137,700
14-206 Yukon River Coho Salmon Microsatellite Baseline $ 29,300
14-207 Yukon River Chum Salmon Mixed-stock Analysis $ 148,400
14-208 Koyukuk River Chum Salmon Radio Telemetry $ 107,000
14-209 Henshaw Creek Adult Salmon Abundance and Run Timing $ 73,400
14-252 Lower Yukon River Whitefish Harvest Monitoring $ 114,300
14-253 Upper Yukon Area Customary Trade $ 131,800

Total $ 915,900

The nine projects recommended for funding by the Technical Review Committee comprise a strong 
Monitoring Plan for the region by addressing strategically important information needs based on sound 
science and by promoting cooperative partnerships. 

Summaries of Projects submitted for Funding

Each project submitted for funding in the Yukon Region in 2014 is summarized below (see Executive 
Summaries for more details on all projects).   

 Fund (9)

14-201 Gisasa River Salmon Weir Videography Integration
The Gisasa River weir is an established and successful salmon monitoring project that provides the 
primary escapement and run strength data used to ensure sustainability of subsistence fisheries in the 
Koyukuk National Wildlife Refuge and to conserve fisheries stocks in the Gisasa River.  Funding of 
this project would allow for the installation and operation of an underwater video system in conjunction 
with the existing Gisasa River weir project (10-207), which has been supported by the OSM since 2004.  
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Adding video monitoring capability to the Gisasa River weir is anticipated to provide more reliable 
estimates of salmon abundance and identification, and also improve the long term data set necessary to 
monitor changes in adult salmon run strength on the Koyukuk National Wildlife Refuge. Annual cost 
savings are estimated to be approximately $18,000 per year after installation, resulting in cost recovery of 
this project’s request within the first two years of this four year project.  

14-202 East Fork Andreafsky River Chinook and Summer Chum Abundance
Funding of this proposal would allow for the continuation of the East Fork Andreafsky River weir which 
is an established and successful monitoring project that provides escapement and run strength data used to 
ensure sustainability of subsistence fisheries and conserve fisheries stocks in the Andreafsky River. These 
stocks are harvested by a large lower river subsistence fishery, and pass through commercial fishing 
districts between the mouths of the Yukon River and Andreafsky River confluence.  Fisheries managers 
regard escapement monitoring data provided by this project as a primary indicator of the status of lower 
Yukon River Chinook and summer chum stocks. The weir on this river system was initiated in 1994 
making it one of the longest continuous data sets on the number and quality of escapement of salmon 
in the Yukon Basin. The data collected at the project site is used by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game managers to help in-season management decision and post-season 
evaluations. This weir provides escapement counts for Chinook, chum, pink, sockeye, and coho salmon. 
A pilot study was conducted in 2012 to assess this East Fork Andreafsky River as a site to develop a 
monitoring plan for arctic lamprey.

14-203 Gisasa River Salmon Weir Chinook and Summer Chum Abundance
This four-year project would continue the operation of the Gisasa River weir. The Gisasa River weir is 
an established and successful salmon monitoring project that provides the primary escapement and run 
strength data used to ensure sustainability of subsistence fisheries in the Koyukuk National Wildlife 
Refuge and to conserve fisheries stocks in the Gisasa River. This project is supported by State and Federal 
fisheries managers and addresses an important data need identified in the request for proposals. The 
project is technically sound and supports one of the most comprehensive data sets (18 consecutive years 
to date) for salmon escapement in the middle Yukon River. This project is also viewed as high priority 
because of its strategic location as an index of escapement for Chinook and summer chum salmon in 
the lower Koyukuk River and as a platform for conducting other salmon studies, including temperature 
monitoring under project 08-701since 2008. Koyukuk River salmon stocks contribute to subsistence 
harvests in communities located along the Koyukuk and lower Yukon Rivers.  

14-206 Yukon River Coho Salmon Microsatellite Baseline
This two-year project is being proposed to update Yukon River coho salmon genetic information to 
improve the ability of managers to conduct a mixed-stock analysis (MSA) for Yukon River coho salmon.  
Objectives for this study are clear, measurable, and achievable and the study design is appropriate for 
genetic analysis and testing.  

14-207 Yukon River Chum Salmon Mixed-stock Analysis
This proposal seeks four years of funding for continuing the in-season mixed stock genetic assessment 
of summer and fall chum salmon in conjunction with passage estimates at the Pilot Station sonar project 
at river mile 123 of the Yukon River. Information garnered from this project allows fisheries managers 
to calculate in-season stock abundance estimates supporting in-season management of chum salmon 
fisheries.  Estimates of stock composition are provided to managers within 24–48 hours of receiving the 
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genetics samples at the lab in Anchorage. This project addresses one of the priority information needs 
identified in the 2014 request for proposals and would support continuation of inseason stock assessment/
genetic identification of summer and fall runs of Yukon River chum salmon. With the high cost of current 
monitoring projects, it is hoped that this genetic stock identification project in the lower Yukon River will 
provide a long term and cost effective alternative for salmon management.

14-208 Koyukuk River Chum Salmon Radio Telemetry
Koyukuk River summer chum salmon (Oncorhynchus keta) stocks makeup one of the largest contributors 
to the Yukon River summer chum population, however accurate information on their overall abundance 
and distribution is lacking.  The proposed project will use radio telemetry to estimate the proportional 
distribution of chum salmon throughout the Koyukuk River drainage. Results from the project will 
provide fisheries managers with more detailed information on the proportional distribution, run timing, 
and critical spawning areas of chum salmon in the Koyukuk River drainage. The project addresses a 
priority information need, is well-designed and objectives appear achievable with proposed budget.  
Results from the project should provide fisheries managers with more detailed information on the 
proportional distribution, run timing, and critical spawning areas of Koyukuk River chum salmon, an 
important stock in the Yukon River drainage.

14-209 Henshaw Creek Adult Salmon Abundance and Run Timing
This proposal seeks funding for a four-year continuation of the Henshaw Creek weir. This project allows 
managers to determine daily escapement, run timing, and age, sex, and length composition of adult 
salmon as well as the number of resident fish passing the weir during the study period. Additionally, the 
weir site serves as an outreach platform for Kanuti National Wildlife Refuge Staff and Tanana Chiefs 
Conference Partners Program fisheries biologists to conduct an onsite science camp. The Henshaw Creek 
weir is the only upper Koyukuk River drainage escapement project and is valuable in providing data to 
effectively manage the subsistence Yukon salmon fisheries.  

14-252 Lower Yukon River Whitefish Harvest Monitoring. Fund.  This study proposes to collect 
traditional ecological knowledge on and assess the harvest of whitefish species (along with other 
nonsalmon fish species) utilized by residents of Alakanuk, Kotlik, Nunam Iqua, Saint Marys, Pilot 
Station, and Marshall in the Lower Yukon River area. This project has potential to provide useful 
information to subsistence fisheries managers for the Lower Yukon River.  It addresses at least two 
priority information needs identified for the Yukon Region, has a strong link to federal land, and is 
focused on an important subsistence resource, whitefish.  The investigation plan review includes 
several recommendations and asks for more details and clarification regarding the objectives, methods, 
and analyses.  If concerns are adequately addressed in a modification of the investigation plan, our 
recommendation is to fund this project.

14-253 Upper Yukon Area Customary Trade. Fund. 
Funding of this project would support ethnographic studies to document historic and contemporary 
practices of customary trade in upper Yukon River communties, with particular attention to understanding 
the nature and scope of customary trade and its role in a larger continuum of exchange practices.  This 
project builds on earlier research on customary trade in the region, focusing specifically on the customary 
trade of salmon in upper Yukon River communities. 
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The project has clear objectives that should be achievable by this research team. However, the evaluation 
of this proposal did include several recommendations. If concerns are adequately addressed in a 
modification of the investigation plan, the recommendation will be to fund this project.

 Do Not Fund (3)

14-204 Anvik River Sonar
This four-year project would continue funding of the Anvik River sonar project, for escapement 
monitoring and management of chum salmon in the Yukon.  Daily estimates of chum salmon passage 
collected at this project site are provided to Federal and State fishery managers daily for consideration 
in management actions that can directly affect subsistence harvest in the Yukon Delta National Wildlife 
Refuge, as well as other upstream harvest and escapement needs. During the fishing season information is 
also presented during the weekly Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association teleconference.

The recommendation of “Do Not Fund” is based largely on the review and recommendations provided 
for this project in the 2012 application for funding (monitoring project 12-204). In the 2012 review, it is 
stated that: “…the overall long term priority of this project to address Federal subsistence management 
issues may not be sufficient to justify longer term support. Therefore, it is recommended that the project 
be funded for only an additional two years. Funding beyond 2013 could be considered in response to the 
2014 Request for Proposals; but given competing priorities and budget limitations, investigators should 
begin seeking other funding sources.”

14-205 Yukon River Bering Cisco Spawning Using DIDSON Sonar 
This three-year project will attempt to estimate a catchability coefficient for Bering cisco at Rampart 
Rapids, which will be then be used to develop a minimum spawning population abundance and 
abundance-based, commercial harvest allocations, while ensuring population sustainability and continued 
subsistence use of this fishery resource.

The reasons for a recommendation of” Do Not Fund”:  This project has lots of implications for the 
commercial fishery at the mouth of the Yukon River.  In addition, the project is premature, in that, 
the level of subsistence harvest of Bering Cisco should be determined first.  Projects of this nature 
should have a State co-investigator, with a State of Alaska match involved, due to the State-sanctioned 
commercial harvest of Bering Cisco in the Yukon River.

14-251 Upper Yukon River Salmon Oral History
This project would address the effects of diminished salmon abundance on contemporary economic 
strategies and practices of the subsistence fishermen in the Yukon Flats and Upper Yukon area, in relation 
to traditional trade, sharing and bartering. Studies on customary trade of salmon were identified as a 
priority information need in the 2014 request for proposals. This study would address data gaps that are 
needed to support management of traditional subsistence use and customary trade practices in the Upper 
Yukon area between Rampart and Eagle, Alaska and would establish historical data and an understanding 
of customary trade and how subsistence management can establish provisions that address the practice. 

The reason for a recommendation of Do Not Fund:  Per her resume, the investigator does not have a track 
record for doing the type of social science research proposed in this project.  Therefore, the investigator is 
encouraged to partner with additional social scientists, and modify and re-submit this proposal during the 
next funding cycle (2016) .
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Project  
Number Title TRC 2012 2013 2014 2015

14-201 Gisasa River Salmon Weir Videography Integration YES $24.9 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
14-202 East Fork Andreafsky R Chinook and Summer Chum Abundance YES $149.1 $140.1 $146.9 $154.4
14-203 Gisasa River Salmon Weir Chinook and Summer Chum Abundan YES $137.7 $143.6 $150.7 $158.3
14-204 Anvik River Sonar NO $97.1 $98.6 $101.1 $102.6
14-205 Yukon River Bering Cisco Spawning using DIDSON Sonar NO $79.0 $119.2 $73.6 $0.0
14-206 Yukon River Coho Salmon Microsatellite Baseline YES $29.3 $29.3 $0.0 $0.0
14-207 Yukon River Chum Salmon Mixed-stock Analysis YES $148.4 $150.1 $150.0 $151.6
14-208 Koyukuk River Chum Salmon Radio Telemetry YES $107.0 $95.8 $98.6 $0.0
14-209 Henshaw Creek Adult Salmon Abundance and Run Timing YES $73.4 $70.4 $70.4 $0.0

Harvest Monitoring and Traditional Ecological Knowledge Projects
14-251 UYukon R Salmon Oral History NO $106.9 $78.3 $0.0 $0.0
14-252 LYukon R Whitefish Harvest Monitoring Yes $114.3 $164.3 $137.0 $43.1
14-253 U Yukon Area Customary Trade Yes $131.8 $84.9 $64.6 $0.0

Total $1,198.9 $1,174.6 $992.9 $610.0

Funding Guideline $1,073.0

TRC Rcommendation $915.9 $878.5 $818.2 $507.4

Stock Status and Trends Projects

Table 5.  Funding recommendations by the Technical Review Committee (TRC) for the Yukon 2014 Fisheries Resource Monitoring 
Program.

Requested Budget ($000)
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Project  
Number Title TRC 2012 2013 2014 2015
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14-252 LYukon R Whitefish Harvest Monitoring Yes $114.3 $164.3 $137.0 $43.1
14-253 U Yukon Area Customary Trade Yes $131.8 $84.9 $64.6 $0.0

Total $1,198.9 $1,174.6 $992.9 $610.0

Funding Guideline $1,073.0

TRC Rcommendation $915.9 $878.5 $818.2 $507.4

Stock Status and Trends Projects

Table 5.  Funding recommendations by the Technical Review Committee (TRC) for the Yukon 2014 Fisheries Resource Monitoring 
Program.

Requested Budget ($000)
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Project  
Number Title TRC 2012 2013 2014 2015

14-201 Gisasa River Salmon Weir Videography Integration YES $24.9 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
14-202 East Fork Andreafsky R Chinook and Summer Chum Abundance YES $149.1 $140.1 $146.9 $154.4
14-203 Gisasa River Salmon Weir Chinook and Summer Chum Abundan YES $137.7 $143.6 $150.7 $158.3
14-204 Anvik River Sonar NO $97.1 $98.6 $101.1 $102.6
14-205 Yukon River Bering Cisco Spawning using DIDSON Sonar NO $79.0 $119.2 $73.6 $0.0
14-206 Yukon River Coho Salmon Microsatellite Baseline YES $29.3 $29.3 $0.0 $0.0
14-207 Yukon River Chum Salmon Mixed-stock Analysis YES $148.4 $150.1 $150.0 $151.6
14-208 Koyukuk River Chum Salmon Radio Telemetry YES $107.0 $95.8 $98.6 $0.0
14-209 Henshaw Creek Adult Salmon Abundance and Run Timing YES $73.4 $70.4 $70.4 $0.0

Harvest Monitoring and Traditional Ecological Knowledge Projects
14-251 UYukon R Salmon Oral History NO $106.9 $78.3 $0.0 $0.0
14-252 LYukon R Whitefish Harvest Monitoring Yes $114.3 $164.3 $137.0 $43.1
14-253 U Yukon Area Customary Trade Yes $131.8 $84.9 $64.6 $0.0

Total $1,198.9 $1,174.6 $992.9 $610.0

Funding Guideline $1,073.0

TRC Rcommendation $915 9 $878 5 $818 2 $507 4

Stock Status and Trends Projects

Table 5.  Funding recommendations by the Technical Review Committee (TRC) for the Yukon 2014 Fisheries Resource Monitoring 
Program.

Requested Budget ($000)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Number:  14-201 

Title:  Gisasa River Salmon weir videography integration.

Geographic Region:  Yukon

Information Type:  Stock Status and Trends

Principle Investigator:  Jeffery Melegari, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 101 12th Ave., Room 110, 
Fairbanks Alaska, 99701,  phone: 907-456-0550,  Fax: 907-455-1853,  email: jeff_melegari@fws.gov. 

Co- investigator(s):  

Jeremy Mears, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 101 12th Ave., Room 110, Fairbanks Alaska, 99701,  
phone: 907-456-0390,  Fax: 907-455-1853,  email: jeremy_mears@fws.gov.

Jeremy Carlson, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 101 12th Ave., Room110, Fairbanks Alaska, 99701,  
(907) 456-0515,  FAX (907) 455-1853,  email: jeremy_carlson@fws.gov. 

Cost:     
2014 2015 2016 2017

$24,850 0 0 0

Issue:  This project will address the priority information need of obtaining reliable estimates of Chinook 
salmon and chum salmon.  Accurate escapement estimates are necessary for managers to make informed 
decisions.  Integration of videography into the existing Gisasa River weir, if funded, will: allow for 
long term cost savings by reducing the time required to count passing fish, thus reducing crew size and 
personnel costs; reduce the impact to migrating salmon by reducing the period of time that the weir would 
be closed and potentially interrupting salmon migration; increase accuracy of counts by allowing video 
to be reviewed to verify counts or species identification; and provide the opportunity to increase public 
awareness by sharing video through social media. 

Objectives:  

1. Construct, install, and operate an underwater video system at the existing Gisasa River weir to 
improve escapement monitoring.

2. Verify video system performance by validating motion capture video counts with real time 
counts.

Methods:  The necessary components, supplies, and equipment to construct and install the video system 
will be purchased; based on information from previously successful video weir operations.  Normal 
weir operations (counting and sampling) will continue while the video system is setup and verified.  An 
underwater video camera will be housed in a sealed box filled with filtered water, and connected to a 
passage chute on the front of the existing weir trap.  To maintain consistent lighting and video quality 
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the passage chute will be isolated from exterior light and illuminated with pond lights.  Video will be 
recorded with a computer based Digital Video Recorder (DVR) 24 hours per day, 7 days a week.  During 
the evaluation period, the DVR will record real time and with motion detection to allow comparison 
and evaluation of performance.  Once performance has been verified, the DVR will record with motion 
detection to minimize the amount of empty video footage and review time.  Both numbers and species 
identification will be considered during comparisons.  After initial validation of the motion capture video, 
periodic comparisons of hourly counts from motion capture video to counts from real time video will be 
conducted to ensure accuracy is maintained.

Partnerships and Capacity Building:  Both FFWFO and the Koyukuk Refuge are committed to 
continually promoting capacity building.  Some local hires have been hired over the years, and a few 
students in the Alaska Native Science & Engineering Program (ANSEP) have assisted at the Gisasa weir, 
and one of these ANSEP students was hired as a technician in subsequent years by our office.  If this 
project is funded, the opportunity to increase public awareness by sharing video through social media and 
other means could contribute to these partnerships and capacity building efforts.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Number:  14-202

Title:  East Fork Andreafsky River Chinook and summer chum salmon abundance and run timing, Yukon 
Delta National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska.

Geographic Region:  Yukon 

Data Type:  Stock Status and Trends. 

Principal Investigator:  Jeremy Mears, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Fairbanks Field Office, 
Subsistence Fisheries Branch. 101 12th Ave., Room 110, Fairbanks, Alaska 99701. Phone (907) 456-0390; 
Fax (907) 455-1853; e-mail: jeremy_mears@fws.gov. 

Project Cost:
2014 2015 2016  2017 Total
$149,102 $140,069 $146,935  $154,44 $590,551

Issue Addressed:  The USFWS considers Yukon River salmon stocks as high priority species for research 
and management due to their prominence in the watershed, the public’s direct reliance upon these 
species as food resources, and because of recent instability in the stocks production rates. The East Fork 
Andreafsky River is of particular interest to the service as it lies within the Yukon Delta Wildlife Refuge 
and is listed as Wild and scenic river and provides important spawning and rearing habitat for both salmon 
species that significantly contribute to the complex Yukon River mixed stock fisheries. The data collected 
at the project site is used by USFWS and ADF&G-DCF managers to help in-season management 
decisions and post-season evaluations. 

Assessment of management actions for Yukon River salmon fisheries is difficult due to the limited 
number of escapement studies in the drainage. In season management of Yukon River salmon is outcome 
based and delivered by adapting management actions as the run develops and the success or failure is 
measured by the conservation of those stocks. The East Fork Andreafsky River weir has been collecting 
data on Chinook and summer chum escapement for 19 years and is one of the longest continuous data 
sets on the number and quality of escapement for the Yukon Basin. Given current data gaps such as 
the mechanisms behind shifts in productivity, effects of changing gear types in the subsistence and 
commercial fisheries, or the effects of climate change, it is imperative to continue collecting these 
data. The project’s core function is to collect data on migratory salmon which are a major resource for 
subsistence users throughout the Yukon region; stocks headed for the Andreafsky River contribute to 
the approximately 11,000 Chinook, 60,000 summer chum, 4,500 pink, and 2,500 coho salmon annually 
harvested below the Andreafsky River by subsistence users (Jallen et al.  2012). In recent years there 
has been an effort to expand data collection to include other fishes taken by subsistence users such as 
whitefish and Arctic lamprey. 

This project addresses or contributes information to the following priority information needs for Yukon 
River salmon identified for 2014:
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1. Reliable estimates of Chinook and chum salmon escapements: Weir data offers robust and reliable 
counts based on direct observation in close proximity to the fish (versus towers or aerial surveys) 
and generally does not need to be expanded or apportioned.

2. Measures of quality of escapement:  Age, sex, and length data is collected to assess run composi-
tion. The systematic sampling used at the weir was designed according to the recommendations of 
Cochran (1977), have been evaluated for performance, and are among the most reliable types of 
data collected for migratory salmon.

3. Harvest and spawning escapement level changes through time:  In 2014, this project will have 
been in operation for 20 years. Continued collection of long term data sets is essential in under-
standing temporal trends for Yukon salmon. Furthermore, these data assist in establishing and 
implementing conservation measures (e.g. run projections and in-season assessment), and moni-
toring the effects of those actions (e.g.  run reconstructions, assessing the effects of altering gear 
types ).  

4. Harvests associated contextual information, and local knowledge of whitefish species in the 
lower Yukon River:  The weir has monitored whitefish (Coregonus sp.) movement through the 
weir since 1994. Since 2011, additional data (i.e. gonadosomatic indices) has been collected on 
whitefish to understand spawning condition for whitefish species on the East fork Andreafsky 
River which will enhance understanding of basic whitefish biology and habitat use and contribute 
to the management of the developing commercial market in the lower Yukon River. Further, the 
conversion of the weir to video weir monitoring will allow for better species level reporting on 
whitefish. 

Objectives: This project is proposed as a four year (2014-2017) study.  The objectives are:

1. Determine the daily and seasonal passage of Chinook salmon and summer chum salmon;

2. Describe the age, sex, and length of these species for the year and add to the long-term data col-
lection at this site;

3. Enumerate the daily passage of other fish species, and where possible act as a platform to expand 
our understanding of lesser studied salmon and non-salmon species.

Methods:  A resistance board weir will be constructed in mid-June and be operational through early-
August in each of the project years. All fish species that move through the weir are counted. An effort to 
convert the manual count to video count is currently underway; this will only verify counts and enhance 
accuracy. The project timing coincides with both the Chinook and summer chum salmon runs. Fish are 
counted 7 days a week, 24-hours a day to provide daily inseason data on the run to both state and federal 
managers. Sampling for age, sex, and length will be conducted on Chinook and summer chum salmon to 
understand run composition. A stratified random sample design allows for the count data to be combined 
with ASL data, from which the composition of runs of Chinook and summer chum and accurately 
estimated.  

Partnerships/Capacity Building:  The FFWFO has strived for local involvement and capacity building 
with this project and is committed to continually promoting capacity building by describing project 
opportunities at RAC, YRDFA, and Refuge coordination meetings. For several years the project has 
served as a platform to host a science camp for children from Yukon River communities.   The Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game has been consulted and will assist by ageing scales. In 2013 the project is 
in the process of bringing on a local hire from St. Mary’s to work at the weir.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Number:  14-203 

Project Title:  Gisasa River Chinook and summer chum salmon abundance and run timing assessment, 
Koyukuk National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska.

Geographic Region:  Yukon River

Data Type:  Stock Status and Trends 

Principle Investigator:  Jeremy Carlson, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 101 12th Ave., Room110, 
Fairbanks Alaska, 99701, phone:  (907) 456-0515, email:  jeremy_carlson@fws.gov.

Co-Investigator:  Jeff Melegari, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 101 12th Ave., Room 110, Fairbanks 
Alaska, 99701, phone:  (907)-456-1853, email:  jeff_melegari@fws.gov.

Project Cost:  Please see Budget section for explanation of the two alternatives.

Alt. 1 2014 2015 2016 2017
$137,726  $143,561 $150,741 $158,278

TOTAL:  $590,306 without video conversion

Alt. 2 2014 2015 2016 2017
$137,726 $126,402 $132,754 $139,423

TOTAL:  $536,305 with video conversion

Issue Addressed:  The USFWS is considering Yukon River Chinook and chum salmon stocks as high 
priority species for research and management due to their prominence in the watershed, the public’s direct 
reliance upon these species as food resources, and because of recent instability in the stock’s production 
rates.  Adult Chinook and chum salmon returning to the Gisasa River, Koyukuk River Sub-basin, directly 
contribute to the subsistence harvest of communities throughout the lower and middle Yukon River Basin 
(Basin).  However, the successful delivery and assessment of management actions, conservation and 
utilization alike, in this region is difficult due to the complexity of the individual salmon runs, the mixed 
stock fishery, and the limited number of escapement studies like the Gisasa River weir in the Basin.  
The Koyukuk River which flows through the Koyukuk National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) is one of the 
largest tributaries to the middle-lower Yukon River and has significant runs of Chinook and summer chum 
salmon.  The Gisasa River weir is currently one of only two projects within the Koyukuk River drainage 
that provide in-season run information.  These data assist in the adaptive management process Federal 
and State managers use throughout the Basin.  For 19 years, federal and state managers and research 
biologists have consistently identified this project as an important source of information for fishery 
management and assessment.

Annual returns of Yukon River Chinook salmon and summer chum salmon have displayed wide 
variability in run size, timing, and age and sex composition, with recent Chinook salmon returns dropping 
to alarming levels.  Last year the Gisasa River weir recorded the lowest number of returning Chinook 
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in 19 years which corresponded with low returns throughout the Yukon Basin.  The reasons for these 
reductions have been difficult to determine due to the multitude of factors (e.g. marine bycatch and 
productivity, commercial and subsistence fishing time and mesh regulations), but match reductions in 
harvest experienced across the Yukon Basin.  These circumstances accentuate the need to collect accurate 
escapement estimates from Yukon River tributaries and underscore the importance of augmenting long 
term data sets, especially in the face of stressors such as climate change, disease, selective harvest, and 
overall demand on the resources of the dynamic Yukon River system.  After the 2013 field season, this 
project will have 20 years of data on Chinook and chum salmon making it one of the most consistent long 
term data sets in the Yukon Basin.  In addition, the Gisasa River weir provides a platform from which to 
conduct additional sampling in the local area at a reduced cost.

This project addresses or contributes information to the following priority information needs for Yukon 
River salmon identified for 2014:

 ● Obtain reliable estimates of Chinook and chum salmon escapements (e.g. weir and sonar 
projects). 

 ● Examine long-term trends in age, sex, and length composition of Chinook salmon harvests and 
escapements in relation to environmental changes and harvest practices.

 ● Utilize methods for including “quality of escapement” measures (e.g., egg deposition, size 
composition, habitat utilization) in establishing Chinook salmon spawning goals and determining 
the reproductive potential of spawning escapements.

Objectives:

 ● Determine daily passage, estimate seasonal escapement, and describe run timing of adult Chinook 
salmon and summer chum salmon.

 ● Determine sex and size composition of adult Chinook salmon and summer chum salmon.

Methods:  A resistance board weir will be installed and operated on the Gisasa River from mid-June 
to the end of July/early August each year from 2014-2017.  A live trap, installed near mid-channel, 
will allow fish to be held for sampling or passed through and enumerated.  All fish, except whitefish 
Coregonus and Prosopium spp., passing through the weir will be identified to species and enumerated.  
Sex, age, and length information from salmon species will be collected and this data will then be phoned 
in to the Fairbanks Fish and Wildlife Field Office by satellite phone daily.  Sampling will begin at the 
beginning of each week with a goal to sample approximately 25 fish per day over a seven day period for 
each species until the weekly goal is reached.  Three scales will be collected from Chinook salmon and 
one scale will be collected from summer chum salmon.  Once the scales are removed, they will be placed 
on scale gum cards for later analysis.  Lengths of Chinook and chum salmon will be measured to the 
nearest 1 mm from mid-eye to fork of the caudal fin (MEF).  Sex will be determined by visual inspection 
of secondary sexual characteristics.  Sex and length data will be entered into an electronic ADF&G adult 
salmon age-sex-length excel spreadsheet.  The age-sex-length spreadsheet and accompanying scale gum 
cards will be sent to ADF&G, Commercial Fisheries Division for age analysis.

Partnerships and Capacity Building:  FFWFO and the Refuge have strived for local involvement 
and capacity building with the project.  Plans are also being made for FFWFO staff to assist the Refuge 
in a mark and recapture pilot study within the Koyukuk River drainage.  In addition, the Refuge has 
contributed support in the FFWFO effort to assist the Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC) with the 
installation and maintenance of the Henshaw Creek weir project which is also located in the Koyukuk 
River drainage near Allakaket.  Both FFWFO and the Refuge have been committed to continually 



243Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting

Draft 2014 Fisheries Resource Monitoring Plan—Yukon Region

promoting capacity building by describing project opportunities at RAC, YRDFA, and Refuge 
coordination meetings.  During the 2008 season a student in the Alaska Native Science & Engineering 
Program (ANSEP) working at the Koyukuk NWR assisted at the Gisasa weir for a short period of time, 
and she was hired by our office for the 2009 field season.  Field seasons 2010 and 2011 also included 
ANSEP students assisting with weir installation.  In 2012, a local hire from Koyukuk helped out at the 
weir site for a couple of weeks.  She received training and subsequent experience in project planning, weir 
installation, watercraft operations, data entry and data sharing with ADFG.  She is scheduled to return for 
the 2013 season.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Number:  14-204

Title:  Anvik River Sonar Project

Principal Investigator:  Carl T. Pfisterer, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 1300 College Road,  
Fairbanks, AK 99701, phone: (907) 459-7323 office, (907) 459-7271 fax, email:  carl.pfisterer@alaska.
gov

Co-Investigator:  Malcolm McEwen, Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Project Cost:
2014 2015 2016 2017 TOTAL
$97,128 $98,610 $101,118 $102,600  $399,456

 Issue:  The Anvik River contributes to the subsistence chum salmon fishery in the lower Yukon River, 
which is part of the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge.  The subsistence summer chum fishery occurs 
in the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge from approximately June 10 through July 15.  The Anvik 
River sonar project is a continuing project that directly addresses the identified Yukon Region priority 
need “reliable estimates of Chinook and chum salmon escapements (e.g., weir and sonar projects)”.

The Anvik River sonar project has provided reliable estimates of chum salmon escapement to the 
Anvik River since 1979 and is one of only two projects in the Yukon River drainage with an established 
Biological Escapement Goal (BEG) for summer chum salmon (Brannian, Evenson et al. 2006).  A BEG 
is the escapement that provides the greatest potential for maximum sustained yield and is the primary 
management objective for escapement. The Anvik River sonar project’s longevity and history of being 
one of the largest producers of summer chum salmon in the Yukon River drainage (Lingnau 2002) 
combine to make this one of the most important projects for escapement monitoring and management of 
chum salmon in the Yukon Region.  Daily estimates of chum salmon passage are provided to Federal and 
State fishery managers daily for consideration in management actions that can directly affect subsistence 
harvest in the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge and the rest of the Yukon River drainage.

Objectives:

1. Estimate chum salmon fish abundance in the Anvik River using DIDSON sonar from approximately 
June 16 through July 26.

2. Collect between 162-210 chum salmon samples during each of 3 to 4 stratum throughout the season 
to estimate the age, sex, and length (ASL) composition of the Anvik River chum salmon passage, 
such that simultaneous 95% confidence intervals of age composition in each sample are no wider 
than 0.20 (.

3. Monitor selected climatic and hydrological parameters daily at the project site for use as baseline 
data.

Methods:  The Anvik River sonar project will be operated from it’s customary location approximately 76 
km upstream of the confluence of the Anvik and Yukon Rivers, 5 km below Theodore Creek in Sections 
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34 and 35, Township 31 North, Range 61 West, Seward Meridian, at latitude/longitude 62° 44.208” N 160° 
40.724” W.

Dual Frequency Identification Sonar (DIDSON) will be used to count salmon migrating past the site.  
The DIDSON sonar is a state-of-the-art imaging sonar that produces video like images making it easy 
to identify fish, the direction of travel, and even limited ability to estimate size.  Sonar will be deployed 
on each bank of the Anvik River and data will be collected 30 minutes of each hour, 24-hours per day, 
7 days a week for the duration of the study.  This will provide a total of 12 hours of data per day per 
bank.  Counts will be expanded for the fraction of the day sampled to estimate daily passage.  The only 
fish species present in large numbers during the chum salmon run is pink salmon.  When pink salmon 
are present a tower will be used to estimate the relative proportion of chum and pink salmon.  These 
proportions will be used to apportion the sonar counts to species.

Region wide standards have been set for the sample size needed to describe age composition of a salmon 
population. These would apply to the time period or stratum in which the sample is collected.  Sample 
size goals are based on accuracy (d) and precision (a) objectives of d = 0.10 and a = 0.05 for a rejection 
rate of 10%.   Sample sizes will be based on obtaining 162 summer chum salmon for each of the 
following time strata:  June 16-30; July 1-7; July 8-14; and July 15-26. 

Climatic and hydrologic data will be collected at approximately 1800 hours each day at the sonar site. 
River depth is monitored using a staff gauge marked in 1 cm increments. Change in water depth will be 
presented as negative or positive increments from the initial reading of 0.0 cm. Subjective notes on wind 
speed and direction, cloud cover and precipitation will be recorded. Water and air temperature will be 
measured using a HOBO temperature logger, which will electronically record the temperature every hour. 

Partnerships/Capacity Building: Due to the technical nature of the work, limited opportunities exist to 
develop partnerships and build local capacity.  During the fishing season information is presented during 
the weekly YRDFA teleconference. Currently we have a technician working on the project from a village 
downriver of Anvik. When there is a vacancy with the crew we are trying to hire from the local villages.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Number:  14-205

Title:  Enumeration of the Spawning Migration of Yukon River Bering Cisco using DIDSON Sonar 

Geographic Region:  Yukon Region (Yukon River main stem from the mouth to upper Yukon Flats)

Data Type:  Stock Status and Trends (SST).

Principal Investigators:  Randy J. Brown, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Fairbanks FWFO;
         Suresh A. Sethi, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, FES Biometrics

Co-Investigator:  Stan Zuray, Rapids Research Center

Project Cost:
2014 2015 2016  TOTAL
$78,972 $119,178 $73,643  $271,793

Issue Addressed:  Bering cisco Coregonus laurettae are anadromous salmonids with three known 
spawning populations, one each in the Yukon, Kuskokwim, and Susitna rivers.  The Yukon River 
population is thought to spawn in main-stem reaches of the upper Yukon Flats and rear in coastal habitats 
in western Alaska.  Most maturing fish return to spawn between 5 and 7 years of age.  The scarcity 
of older fish in the spawning population suggests high mortality following spawning.  Subsistence 
fishers harvest Bering cisco throughout their range and the species is particularly favored in most 
coastal communities of western Alaska.  Annual subsistence harvest data for Bering cisco have not been 
collected, however, harvest is assumed to be substantial.  The Yukon Delta commercial Bering cisco 
fishery has reported annual catches averaging more than 9,000 fish since its inception in 2005.  This 
amount has been considered conservative by fishery managers but there are no abundance estimates to 
support or refute this perspective.  A recent genetics project estimated that more than 97% of Bering cisco 
captured in the commercial fishery came from the Yukon River population and a statistically negligible 
fraction from the Kuskokwim River population.  The commercial fishery on Yukon Delta Bering cisco 
supplies a market in New York City, which has always requested a much larger allocation than they have 
been allowed.  Some coastal subsistence users are concerned about the developing commercial fishery 
and its potential impact on their harvests, particularly if the fishery is permitted to expand.  While we have 
learned a great deal about Bering cisco populations during the last few years, we still have no quantitative 
data on the magnitude of the annual spawning population in any of the three natal rivers.  This project will 
provide a means of getting the quantitative data required for effective management of the fishery.  

Objectives:  1) enumerate daily passage of the Yukon River Bering cisco spawning migration along north 
and south banks of the Yukon River at Rapids using two DIDSON sonar units; 2)  test the hypothesis 
that daily catches of Bering cisco from the Rapids video fish wheel (fish per 24 hrs; CPUE) are directly 
proportional to daily passage of Bering cisco (daily sonar counts); 3) assuming that fish wheel CPUE data 
for Bering cisco are proportional to sonar passage data, estimate minimum annual Bering cisco spawning 
population abundances with appropriate confidence intervals.

Methods: The Rapids is a unique location where the Yukon River is highly constricted in a canyon with 
a rock island in the middle of the river.  The currents of the two deep channels of the river that split 



247Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting

Draft 2014 Fisheries Resource Monitoring Plan—Yukon Region

around the rock island are extraordinarily swift.  Upstream migrating fish are therefore concentrated along 
the sides of the river making them more available to shore-based capture methods.  Between mid-June 
and early August, three primary fish species are captured at Rapids: Bering cisco (30 and 45 cm FL), 
Chinook salmon (50 to 100 cm MEFT), and chum salmon (50 to 72 cm MEFT).  Because of the large size 
differences between Bering cisco and salmon species, Bering cisco can be identified in the imaging sonar 
and counted as they migrate upstream.  By mid-August other coregonid species similar in size to Bering 
cisco become common and our ability to count Bering cisco with the imaging sonar will decline.   

Partnerships and Capacity Building: The primary partnership in this project is with Mr. Stan Zuray, 
an elder fisherman from the community of Tanana.  We have had a long term association with Mr. Zuray, 
since 1996, and his annual contributions to fish monitoring and management activities on the Yukon River 
testify to the great capacity he has gained through this association and many others that have sprung from 
it.  We have gained also from Mr. Zuray’s experiential knowledge of the river and the fish and our projects 
have been enhanced through this partnership.  Additionally, we gain exposure to the rural community by 
working with Mr. Zuray.  Many people traveling the river stop in and ask questions about our activities 
and other research and management issues up and down the river.  Many of these people would not stop 
and talk with us if we were not associated with Mr. Zuray.  By working at Rapids, we have an extended 
opportunity to share our perspectives with the rural community and clarify matters related to bycatch 
in the Bering Sea pollock fishery, commercial fishery issues within the Yukon River drainage, Board of 
Fish proposals, escapement goals for salmon into the Canadian portion of the drainage, and many other 
topics that we are familiar with through our professions but are difficult for rural residents to access and 
understand.  Additionally, Mr. Zuray has sponsored summer work experiences with young rural residents 
who are paid to assist Mr. Zuray in his fisheries activities and he assigns them to work with us while we 
are there.  In this way, we provide a certain amount of fisheries training and professional exposure to a 
substantial number of young people as they consider their future education and employment goals.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Number:  14-206 

Title:  Yukon River Coho Salmon microsatellite baseline

Geographic Area:  Yukon River

Information Type:  Stock Status and Trends (SST).

Investigator(s):  Blair Flannery and John Wenburg, Conservation Genetics Laboratory (CGL), U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 1011 East Tudor Road, Anchorage, AK 99503; (907) 786-3355; Fax (907) 
786-3978; blair_flannery@fws.gov.

Project Cost:
 FY 2014 FY 2015 TOTAL
$29,260 $29,260 $58,520

Issue:  Coho salmon are an important Yukon River subsistence fishery, comprising 10% of the salmon 
subsistence harvest. With the recent decline in Yukon River chum and Chinook salmon, demand for 
coho has risen, with 76% of the coho salmon run harvested in 2011, emphasizing the need for more 
data to manage this resource. The current Yukon River coho salmon genetic baseline was assayed at 
microsatellite loci of inherently low variability, an average of only four alleles per locus (Flannery et al. 
2006). This has resulted in limited power for identifying stocks in mixtures, with only two stocks having 
greater than 90% mixed-stock analysis (MSA) simulation accuracy. Since the formation of the Yukon 
River coho salmon genetic baseline, a standardized suite of microsatellite loci has been developed for 
coho salmon by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Department of Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada. This standardized suite of loci is highly variable, an average of 30 alleles per locus. 
Power for MSA is directly related to the number of independent alleles, so these loci should greatly 
improve baseline performance for Yukon River coho salmon. Therefore, we propose to update the Yukon 
River coho salmon baseline by genetically analyzing 1,672 samples at 18 standardized microsatellite loci 
in order to increase the applicability of MSA for Yukon River coho salmon.  

Objectives:  1) Genotype 14 coho salmon stocks with a standardized suite of microsatellite loci; 2) 
Provide preliminary estimates of the power of genetic data for use in various mixed-stock analyses (MSA) 
of Yukon River coho salmon.

Methods:  The population structure and genetic diversity for Yukon River coho salmon will be evaluated 
using samples collected from 14  locations: Archuelinguk, Andreafsky, Anvik, Rodo, Kaltag, Clear, 
Kantishna, Glacier, Nenana-17 mile slough, Otter, Lignite, Delta, Old Crow, Fishing Branch. These 
samples will be assayed for genetic variation at 18 microsatellite loci currently in use for coho salmon 
research. The data will be tested to determine if sufficient variation exists for mixed-stock analysis 
applications. 

Partnerships/Collaboration:  Due to the technical nature of this project, partnership and capacity 
development are limited. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Number:  14-207 

Title:  Application of mixed-stock analysis for Yukon River chum salmon

Geographic Area:  Yukon River

Information Type:  Stock Status and Trends

Investigators:  Blair Flannery, Conservation Genetics Laboratory (CGL), USFWS, 1011 E. Tudor Rd., 
Anchorage, AK 99503. Phone (907) 786-3355. Fax (907) 786-3978. Email: blair_flannery@fws.gov
John Wenburg, CGL, USFWS, 1011 E. Tudor Rd., Anchorage, AK 99503. Phone (907) 786-3858. Fax 
(907) 786-3978. Email: john_wenburg@fws.gov 

Project Cost:
FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 TOTAL   
$148,362 $149,951 $149,951 $151,606  $599,870

Issue:  This project relates to the following priority information need identified in the 2014 Office of 
Subsistence Management (OSM) Request for Proposals:

 ● Reliable estimates of Chinook and chum salmon escapements. 

This proposal is a continuation of Fisheries Resource Monitoring Program (FRMP) projects 04-228, 
06-205, and 10-205, which have provided in-season stock composition estimates of chum salmon to 
fishery managers within 24 to 48 hours of receiving samples from the Pilot Station sonar test fishery. The 
products of the sonar and stock composition estimates provide stock abundance estimates in the lower 
river, which facilitates management of the fishery and run to meet escapements for specific drainages.

Yukon River chum salmon move through numerous federal holdings during their spawning migration and 
are an important food resource for residents of the Yukon River drainage, whose take of chum salmon 
accounts for 81% of the Yukon River salmon harvested in subsistence fisheries. Returns of Yukon River 
chum salmon have fluctuated widely, and low returns have resulted in subsistence shortfalls because of 
fishery closures and restrictions. Such shortfalls are especially hard on residents where a subsistence 
lifestyle is a necessity because of limited economic opportunities.

The disparate strength of individual stocks within and among years makes it clear that in-season stock 
return data assists management to meet escapement. It provides a real-time tool that allows for informed 
decisions on regulating fisheries to meet escapement and harvest goals, whereas terminal escapement 
projects provide a post-season report card on whether management decisions were successful in meeting 
escapement. The USFWS, ADFG, and Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFOC) personnel 
responsible for fishery management have requested that this work be continued. In this project, we will 
provide estimates of stock compositions for major summer and fall chum salmon stock groups to continue 
to facilitate Yukon River chum salmon management.
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Objectives: 

1) Estimate the stock compositions of summer and fall chum salmon sampled from the Pilot 
Station test fishery each year (June 1 – September 7).

2) Assess the accuracy of the results and their utility for management by comparison with other 
sources of escapement and harvest data.

Methods:  Genetic samples will be collected from every chum salmon caught in the Pilot Station sonar 
test fishery from June 1 – September 7, and sent to the CGL every week and at the conclusion of each run 
pulse. Samples will be stratified by time period or run pulse and a subsample of size 288, selected so that 
daily sample size is proportional to the daily sonar passage estimate within a stratum, will be genotyped 
for each stratum of the run. Stock composition will be estimated using Bayesian mixture modeling 
and reported to fishery managers as soon as practicable. Stock abundance estimates will be derived by 
combining the sonar passage estimates with the stock composition estimates. To evaluate the concordance 
of various data sources, a post season analysis will be conducted to compare these stock specific 
abundance estimates against escapement and harvest estimates, which should prove useful for assessing 
the study design of this and other enumeration projects.

Partnerships/Collaboration:  We will work with ADFG biologists to coordinate sample collection from 
the Pilot Station sonar test fishery. We will contract with the Association of Village Council Presidents 
(AVCP) to hire a local to collect the genetic samples. We will work with USFWS Yukon Delta National 
Wildlife Refuge staff to transport samples from Pilot Station. We completed the baseline in partnership 
with the DFOC. We will consult, collaborate and coordinate with ADFG, USFWS, and DFOC managers. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Number:  14-208

Title:  Koyukuk River Chum Salmon Radio Telemetry, Proportional Distribution Study.

Geographic Region:  Yukon Region.

Data Type:  Stock Status and Trends.

Principal Investigator:  Frank Harris, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Koyukuk/Nowitna 
National Wildlife Refuge.

Co-Investigator(s):  Aaron Martin, USFWS. Alyssa Frothingham, Tanana Chiefs Conference.

Project Cost: 
2014 2015 2016 2017 TOTAL 
$107,027 $95,775 $98,595 $0 $301,397

 Issue:  Koyukuk River summer chum salmon (Oncorhynchus keta) stocks makeup one of the largest 
contributors to the Yukon River summer chum population, yet accurate information on their overall 
abundance and distribution is severely lacking.  The reliance on Koyukuk River stocks as a subsistence 
resource to people along the Yukon River through the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) 
and along the Koyukuk River within the Koyukuk and Kanuti NWRs has likely increased during the last 
five years as other major stocks of Yukon River chum populations have experienced decreasing returns. 
Overall, returns throughout the Yukon River drainage have remained relatively constant, indicating a 
shift in production to other rivers. For example, the Anvik River (lower Yukon River) used to account for 
40% of the summer chum returning to the Yukon River, and has declined to less than 25% during recent 
times (McEwen 2011). Conversely, the Koyukuk River has experienced an increase in escapements in 
its tributaries over the past 12 years (Bergstrom et al 2009, Berkbigler 2010, Dupuis 2012, and Carlson 
2012). Currently it is not understood why these shifts are occurring. Recent changes in commercial 
fishing policy within the Yukon River Basin will likely increase commercial fishing opportunities during 
years of low Chinook salmon abundance; potentially increasing harvest pressure on certain stocks of 
chum salmon. An increased harvest on the first half of the chum run may increase the harvest of chum 
bound for the Koyukuk River drainage. Increasing harvest on a stock requires increased knowledge on the 
stock to keep returns viable. Current subsistence harvest estimates show a minimum of 8%-15% of the 
entire summer chum harvested in Yukon subsistence districts 1-4 come from the Koyukuk River drainage 
(Busher et al 2009; Jallen and Hamazaki 2011; and Jallen et al 2012). Those estimates are only from 
villages on the Koyukuk River and do not include subsistence harvest outside of that drainage. 

The proposed project will use radio telemetry to estimate the proportional distribution of chum salmon 
throughout the tributaries of the Koyukuk River (middle Yukon River Drainage). Aside from two 
functioning escapement projects (Gisasa River weir and Henshaw Creek weir), aerial survey data 
provides the only recent information (Alaska Department of Fish and Game 2013b) on the abundance and 
distribution of chum throughout the 81,327 km² drainage (National Hydrography database, 2011). Results 
will provide fisheries managers with more detailed information on the proportional distribution, run 
timing, and critical spawning areas of chum salmon in Koyukuk River drainage. 
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Current mixed stock genetic analysis groups the upper Koyukuk River chum salmon stocks (i.e. S.F. 
Koyukuk, Jim River, Henshaw Creek) with middle Yukon River stocks (i.e. Tozitna, Tanana) and are 
therefore grouped together for reporting for inseason management goals (Flannery et al 2009, Flannery 
and Evenson 2010, and Flannery and Wenburg 2012). Information from this study will give managers a 
better idea how important the upper Koyukuk River stocks are in respect to the overall production of this 
genetic group. Detailed information on spawning locations of chum in the Koyukuk River drainage will 
be mapped and reported, which will further build on the baseline information needed prior to assessing 
the effects of various management actions or environmental changes on these stocks. 

Objectives: 

1. Use radio telemetry to estimate proportional distribution of chum salmon in the Koyukuk River 
drainage with 95% confidence that the estimate is within 10% of true proportion.

2. Use radio telemetry to detect the ultimate spawning destination upstream of tagging location (rkm 
38), via the presence of at least two tagged fish, of a population comprising 2.5% or more of all 
the chum passing the capture site during each temporal stratum.  

3. Describe migration rates and run timing in the Koyukuk River.

4. Identify and document previously unknown chum spawning locations.

Methods:  Radio telemetry will be used to track migrating adult chum to their spawning grounds in the 
Koyukuk River drainage. A two person team will capture the fish using drift gill nets (10.6 cm x 18.3m 
x 3m) approximately 30 km upstream from the mouth of the Koyukuk River. One person will set the 
net while the other operates the boat. Once a fish is detected in the net, the net will be removed from 
the water. The tangled fish will be placed in a tote filled with water while being untangled. Mid eye to 
fork length collected, sex determined, and date recorded. All healthy fish will receive an individually 
numbered spaghetti tag. 

Two hundred and twenty Advanced Telemetry Systems model F1835B (16 grams in air) will be inserted 
into adult chum following standard esophageal implantation techniques. All radio tagged fish will also 
receive a numbered spaghetti tag along with an individually coded radio tag. Radio tags will be deployed 
in proportion to run abundance. A tag deployment schedule will be developed based on run timing at 
the Gisasa River weir and run timing at the tagging locations. Preliminary information from the 2012 
field season showed about 12 days of travel time from Pilot Station to the proposed tagging locations, 
approximately 55 km/day (34 miles/day).

Radio tracking will be conducted by both fixed station receivers and aerial telemetry. Fixed station 
logging receiver will be located at strategic locations throughout the drainage to record tags as the 
fish swim past. Aerial telemetry will cover the majority of the drainage to record fish in spawning 
locations. Waypoints will be collected for each tag detected. Spawning locations will be documented and 
distribution throughout the drainage will be mapped.

Partnerships and Capacity Building:  This project will partner with Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC).  
Seasonal employees will be hired by TCC, and attempts will be made to hire from local communities. The 
Kanuti NWR has agreed to fly the upper drainage aerial surveys and supports the project.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Number:  14-209 

Title:  Abundance and Run Timing of adult salmon in Henshaw Creek

Geographic Region:  Yukon Region

Federal Conservation System Unit:  Kanuti National Wildlife Refuge (KNWR)

Data Type:  Stock Status Trends (SST)

Investigator(s):  Alyssa Frothingham, Tanana Chiefs Conference

Co-Investigator(s):  Aaron Martin, US Fish and Wildlife Fairbanks Field Office

Project Cost: 
2014 2015 2016 TOTAL
$ 73,444 $ 70,434 $ 70,434 $214,312

Issue:  Management of the Koyukuk River salmon fishery is complex. The Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game, Division of Commercial Fisheries (ADF&G-DFC) has conducted aerial surveys within this 
drainage since 1960 (Barton, 1984) but the usefulness and reliability of that information is limited. This 
project addresses the priority information needs outlined for Yukon River salmon, including maintaining 
reliable estimates of Chinook and chum salmon escapement over time, and assessment of trends in 
Chinook age, sex and length.

Both Chinook Oncorhyncus tshawytscha and chum O. keta salmon from Henshaw Creek contribute to 
the harvests of subsistence and commercial fisheries occurring in the Yukon River. Information collected 
at Henshaw Creek weir is important to fisheries managers who possess the difficult task in managing 
the complex mixed stock subsistence and commercial salmon fisheries in the Yukon River. In-season 
management and post season evaluations of management actions are enhanced by the data from this 
project. Further, the Henshaw Creek weir is the only Upper Koyukuk River drainage salmon escapement 
monitoring project and its information can facilitate comparisons with lower drainage escapement 
projects (Berkbigler and Elkin 2006). In more recent years, subsistence and commercial harvesters 
have identified a concern with the apparent decrease in the size of Chinook salmon (JTC 2013).  The 
continuation of reliable escapement estimates and the collection of age, sex, and length (ASL) data at 
Henshaw Creek will assist in future analyses of trends in Chinook salmon and summer chum salmon 
run timing, escapements, gender composition, and size and age structure over time. In addition, this 
project aids the Kanuti National Wildlife Refuge (KNWR) in meeting objectives outlined in the 1993 
KNWR Fishery Management Plan, and addresses the priority information needs outlined for Yukon 
Region salmon by providing reliable estimates of Chinook and chum escapements. With the Tanana 
Chiefs Conference (TCC) as the primary investigator and through the hire of local residents, this project 
will enhance capacity building to allow local communities a continued role in the management of the 
resources.
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Objectives:

1. Determine daily escapement and run timing of adult salmon

2. Determine age, sex and length (ASL) composition of adult salmon

3. Determine the number of resident fish passing the weir

4. Serve as an outreach platform for KNWR staff and TCC Partners Program fisheries biologist to 
conduct an onsite science camp

Methods:

A resistance board weir will be installed and operated on Henshaw Creek located 721 km upriver from the 
mouth of the Koyukuk River in north central Alaska (Figure 1).  A live trap, installed near mid-channel, 
will allow salmon and resident species to move through the weir. Their passage will be enumerated daily 
and will provide an area where fish will be sampled to collect biological information. The daily counting 
period will begin at midnight and end at midnight the following day. Sampling will begin at the beginning 
of each week and will be conducted over a 3-4 day period to collect 160 fish per week for each species. 
Sample size goals were established so that simultaneous 90% interval estimates of the sex and age 
composition for each week have maximum widths of 0.20 (Bromaghin 1993). The sample size obtained 
using this method was increased to account for the expected number of unreadable scales. Lengths of 
Chinook salmon will be measured to the nearest 1 mm and chum measured to the nearest 5mm from 
mid-eye to fork of the caudal fin (MEFL). Sex ratios will be determined by visual inspection of secondary 
sexual characteristics. Scales will be used for aging salmon, with ages being reported using the European 
technique (Foerster 1968). Three scales will be collected from Chinook salmon and one scale will be 
collected from summer chum salmon. Scales will be taken from the area located on the left side of the 
fish, two rows above the lateral line on a diagonal line from the posterior insertion of the dorsal fin to the 
anterior insertion of the anal fin (Price, ADF&G, personal communication). Once the scales are removed, 
they will be placed on scale gum cards for later analysis with ADF&G.

The staff at KNWR and TCC will continue to work with the local schools to identify students from each 
of the four villages, Bettles/Evansville, Allakaket, Alatna, and Hughes to be participants in the Henshaw 
Creek science camp. Students will be exposed to the operations of a weir and will receive lessons in 
fisheries management, stream ecology, aquatic invertebrates, fish identifications, natural resources career 
opportunities, the plants and wildlife in the KNWR, and traditional and cultural knowledge. 

Partnerships/Capacity Building:

The partnerships the TCC has developed with the USFWS, KNWR, ADF&G and local tribal councils 
presents a great opportunity to build capacity within the TCC and the local communities of the Upper 
Koyukuk River. The relationships TCC already has with Federal and state resource management agencies 
will continue to be strengthened through the continuation of this project and will be an important asset 
to the fishery program at TCC. The local communities of the Upper Koyukuk River will be strengthened 
through this project as well. TCC plans to continue to hire weir staff within these communities, which 
will provide much needed employment opportunities and will expose people to the project and different 
aspects of fishery management. Additionally, the annual science camp will engage local youth with the 
issues facing fishery resource managers and will provide elders a chance to interact with the students and 
teach them traditional skills.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project number:  14-252 

Title:  Harvest Monitoring and TEK of Whitefishes in the Lower Yukon River

Geographic Region:  Lower Yukon Area

Data Type:  Harvest Monitoring (HM) and Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK)

Principal Investigator:  Dave Runfola, Division of Subsistence, Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Co-Investigators:  Caroline Brown and Dave Koster, Division of Subsistence, Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game; Deena Jallen, Division of Commercial Fisheries, Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Project Cost:
2014 2015 2016 2017 TOTAL
$114,309 $164,324 $137,025 $43,113 $458,771

Issue:  Whitefish resources are a critical subsistence resource and an emerging commercial one; however, 
the management of these species is not well informed regarding stock status, harvest levels, or critical life 
history variables given the paucity of research on these species. This proposal is submitted in response 
to a more recent focus on whitefish species for subsistence and commercial use, information needs 
identified by the USFWS 2014 Fisheries Resource Monitoring Program Priority Information Needs, and 
the information gaps identified in Brown et.al. (2012) that call for traditional knowledge research on 
whitefish species in the lower Yukon River along with a monitoring program for the subsistence harvests 
of whitefish species. This study proposes to collect Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK) on and 
assess the harvest of whitefish species (along with other nonsalmon fish species) utilized by residents of 
the lower Yukon river area communities of Alakanuk, Kotlik, Nunam Iqua, Saint Marys, Pilot Station, 
and Marshall (Map 1). A component of the project will also be devoted to exploring the development of 
methods that will assist in estimating annual whitefish harvests in the Yukon drainage through the use of 
“index” communities. An index-based model applies adjustment factors from the index community to the 
reported mean harvest of the sampled index community.

Objectives:

1. Document local knowledge related to traditional and contemporary patterns of subsistence whitefish 
harvests in Alakanuk, Nunam Iqua, Saint Marys, and Kotlik, including:

a. species utilized and local names used with introductory nomenclature analysis
b. fish ecology, including information about habitat, spawning and seasonal  movements 
c. contemporary and traditional methods and timing of harvest
d. contemporary and traditional methods of preparation and preservation
e. spatial mapping of harvest areas and other significant habitats by species and        
    season
f. traditional management practices and the effects on fish populations
g. fish-related place-names 
e. relative abundance and population trends.
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2. Estimate subsistence harvest levels and percentages of  households using, harvesting, giving away, 
and  receiving resident freshwater fish species (nonsalmon) for the calendar years 2014 and 2015 by 
species and season for the communities of Alakanuk, Kotlik, Nunam Iqua, Saint Marys, Pilot Station, and 
Marshall in the lower Yukon River.  Harvest data set will also include basic demographic information, 
households’ assessment of harvests and use compared to recent years, and questions tracking the harvest, 
processing, and sharing networks present within and between communities. 

3. Explore Indexing method of estimating annual community subsistence harvests of whitefish species in 
the lower Yukon River area.  Appropriate statistical tests will be applied to collected variables to identify 
significant factors in whitefish harvests. Further exploration will occur using multiple regression to 
identify more complex relationships in collected data, and inform the development of adjustment factors 
to the mean of the index community.

Methods:  Methods for this project are largely defined by an ethnographic approach, including both 
qualitative and quantitative methods of data collection.  The ethnographic research for this project will 
include anthropological methods of participant observation and semi-structured interviews. In each 
community, individuals considered to be knowledgeable about whitefish species will be identified with 
the assistance of tribal council and other community members using a snowball method of learning 
about other experts. Researchers will attempt to interview 6-10 individuals per community, depending on 
size; researchers will strive to include experts across a variety of demographics, including age, gender, 
and profession. Key respondent interviews will lead off the data collection effort with the first round 
of interviews occurring in the fall and winter of 2014-2015. A smaller set of interviews will occur after 
the harvest data collection and initial analysis in order to follow-up on any questions arising from the 
harvest data. Subsequent to the interviews, interview data will be downloaded into Atlas.ti, a qualitative 
data analysis software, coded, and analyzed based on emergent themes and relationships captured in the 
coding.  

The primary harvest data collection method will be systematic household surveys.  Because of the 
relatively large sizes of most of the communities, researchers anticipate that an estimated 60% of 
households would be invited to participate in the harvest survey.  The first year of harvest data will be 
collected between January and March 2015 for the calendar year 2014; the second year of harvest data 
will be collected a year later (January to March 2016) for calendar year 2015. SPSS will also be used for 
analyzing the harvest survey information. 

The research will be conducted consistent with the Division of Subsistence policy on research ethics.  
Participation in both key respondent interviews and the survey will be voluntary and information will be 
kept confidential, except in the case of key respondent interviews where respondents will be asked if they 
want to be identified by name.  All study communities will have the opportunity to review and comment 
upon the preliminary study findings, and final results will be provided to each community.

Partnerships/Capacity Building: The principal investigators will work with tribal councils in the study 
communities to hire local project assistants to select key respondents and facilitate community meetings. 
The local research assistants will be trained in sampling methods. This adds to local involvement 
and local understanding of the Yukon River whitefish management issues; PIS will work with local 
research assistants to develop a presentation on study results for community review.  It will also 
increase coordination between agencies, Tribal entities, and community members – working together 
in data collection increases communication and leads to better understanding of local issues and local 
understanding of science and management issues.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project number:  14-253 

Title:  Customary Trade in the Upper Yukon River

Geographic Region:  Upper Yukon Area

Data Type:  Harvest Monitoring (HM) and Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK)

Principal Investigator:  Catherine Moncrieff, Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association

Co-Investigators:  Caroline Brown and David Koster, Division of Subsistence, Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game

Project Cost:
2014 2015 2016 TOTAL
$131,781 $84,886 $64,570 $281,237

Issue:  This projects builds on earlier research on customary trade in the region (Moncrieff 2007), 
focusing specifically on the customary trade of salmon in upper Yukon River communities. At their 
2013 meeting and in response to growing concerns about the sale of a declining resource, the Federal 
Subsistence Board restricted the customary trade of Yukon River Chinook salmon to transactions between 
those who live in communities with a customary and traditional use determination—that is, between 
rural users. While discussing these proposed regulations, the Board identified the need for additional 
information regarding the nature and scope of customary trade of fish throughout the Yukon River. 

With the continued low Chinook salmon numbers, Yukon River residents remain divided over the issue of 
customary trade. Indeed, the YRDFA Board executive committee was unable to obtain consensus on the 
issue before the Federal Subsistence Board meeting of 2013. Board members’ concerns ranged from the 
need to limit the harvest of Chinook salmon to provide for adequate spawning and escapement numbers, 
the role of traditional practices in subsistence economies, the need for opportunities for earned income, 
and an equitable distribution of the harvest.  

This project will examine the historic and contemporary customary trade of salmon in the Upper Yukon 
and Tanana Rivers. It will take place in three communities: Fort Yukon, Stevens Village, and Manley Hot 
Springs. Declining Chinook salmon abundance has required Yukon River fishers to reevaluate the ways 
in which they use salmon as evidenced by declining harvests, shifting strategies for maximizing harvests 
(Brown et al. in prep), and increased debate over various priority uses of salmon, such as customary trade. 
This research will greatly increase our understanding of the role of customary trade, both historically and 
today, in the customary and traditional patterns of salmon use in the upper Yukon River.

Objectives: This two-year study will develop case studies, addressing the following objectives:

1. Through ethnographic methods, describe how customary trade practices fit within the overall sub-
sistence use of salmon in the upper Yukon area, both historically and in present times of declining 
salmon. 
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2. Using a survey on barter and exchange practices, document the scope and local nature of custom-
ary trade in three upper Yukon River communities. Describe exchange networks and transaction 
in terms of the species and types (e.g. processing) of fish traded. Where possible, quantify trans-
actions.  

3. Improve understanding of the role of customary trade within a continuum of exchange practices, 
including any potential effects on customary trade resulting from declining runs within the con-
text of subsistence management and uses.  

Methods:  This study will take place in three communities along the upper Yukon and Tanana rivers, 
including Stevens Village and Fort Yukon on the upper Yukon River and Manley Hot Springs in the 
Tanana River drainage. The ethnographic research for this project will include anthropological methods 
of participant observation and semi-structured interviews. Individuals will be interviewed using a 
semi-structured interview format outlining general areas of knowledge and developed in advance by 
ADF&G, YRDFA, and Tribal personnel. Researchers will attempt to interview 5-8 individuals per 
community, depending on size. Key respondents should represent a variety of demographics primarily 
focused on fishing household characteristics and other economic variables in order to capture the breadth 
of motivations for engaging in customary trade or other exchange practices in order to explore more 
broadly how salmon are distributed and general perspectives on the sale of subsistence caught fish. Key 
respondent interviews will lead off the data collection effort with the first round of interviews occurring 
in the fall and winter of 2014-2015. Subsequent to the interviews, interview data will be downloaded 
into Atlas.ti, a qualitative data analysis software, coded, and analyzed based on emergent themes and 
relationships captured in the coding. 

Community-level characterizations of customary trade will be made through the use of a short, 
confidential survey on barter and trade practices by community households. The survey will be primarily 
designed to document local views and prevalence of different types of exchange involving salmon, in 
addition to quantifying or estimating the actual extent of those practices on a household or community 
level. Researchers will administer surveys to a stratified random sample of all households in each 
community based on the same strata used in the Division of Commercial Fishing post-season salmon 
survey.  Because many salmon exchanges occur between fishing households and non-fishing households, 
the sample will include households in all strata of fishing effort from heavy harvesters to non-fishing 
households. The survey will include questions about the frequency of different types of exchanges, 
including sharing (analyzed through forms of reciprocity), barter, and customary trade. These questions 
will be directed toward both individual household activities (recorded as “actual” exchanges), as well 
as the community in general (recorded as “typical” exchanges). It will also include questions about the 
types of items traded and bartered and the reported reasons for doing so.  Community surveys will be 
administered during ethnographic field trips to conduct key respondent interviews and analyzed using 
SPSS.

A final trip will be taken to each community to present preliminary findings and follow-up with any 
outstanding gaps in information.  These trips will occur between January and March 2016.  All activities 
within this study will begin with informed consent and if allowed, will be tape-recorded.  

Partnerships/Capacity Building: The principal investigators will work with tribal councils in the study 
communities to hire local project assistants, to select key respondents, and facilitate community meetings. 
The local research assistants will be trained in anthropological sampling methods. This adds to local 
involvement and local understanding of the Yukon River Chinook salmon management issues.  This also 
increases coordination between agencies, Tribal entities, and community members – working together 
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in data collection increases communication and leads to better understanding of local issues and local 
understanding of science and management issues.
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THE PARTNERS FOR FISHERIES MONITORING PROGRAM

The Partners for Fisheries Monitoring Program is a competitive grant program funded by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management (OSM). The program was created to build 
community involvement in subsistence fisheries research and management. Grants funded through the 
Partners Program provide up to four years of funding for the employment of social scientists, biologists, 
and educators within Tribal and rural organizations. The social scientists, biologists, and educators live 
in the community where the Partner organization is based, and are responsible for development and 
implementation of locally focused subsistence fisheries research, and educational programs. 

Currently, the Partners Program funds four biologists and one resource specialist in five Native 
organizations. Each one serves as an investigator on a Fisheries Research Monitoring Program (FRMP) 
project.  These projects are designed to provide information used to help manage Federal subsistence 
fisheries on Federal public lands. The FRMP projects also provide an opportunity for local youth to 
become involved with fisheries research through internships and summer camps. The internships 
provide an opportunity for locals to work as seasonal fisheries technicians learning how to run field 
projects focused on collecting information used for fisheries management. The science camps provide 
opportunities for students to work with village elders to learn traditional skills and to work with biologists  
on fisheries monitoring projects. Since inception the program has sponsored more than 250 high school 
and college interns. Many of these interns have gone on to pursue education and employment in Alaska 
fisheries research and management in Federal, State, Native and non-profit organizations.

The Partners Program has been successful in helping bridge subsistence knowledge and local expertise 
with fisheries management. OSM relies on the Partners Program biologists and resource specialist to 
communicate local subsistence fisheries concerns. These concerns are used in development of priority 
information needs, providing a guide for the Fisheries Resource Monitoring Program. The Partners 
Program biologists and resource specialist live in rural communities where they witness the interaction 
between the subsistence user and their resources. They serve as a local contact where subsistence users 
can provide current and traditional information about local fish stocks, suggest future research needs, and 
discuss Federal subsistence fishing regulations. The partnerships generated through this program have 
strengthened the common goal of maintaining subsistence fisheries for future generations.

The Partners Program provides an important link between the Federal Subsistence Program and rural 
Alaskans wanting to become more involved in Federal Subsistence Fisheries research and management.  
The next opportunity for funding is scheduled to be announced in the fall of 2014.

For additional information about how a Tribal or rural organization can seek funding through the Partners 
for Fisheries Monitoring Program, contact Partners Program Coordinator, Dr. Palma Ingles, palma_
ingles@fws.gov, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1011 E. Tudor Road, MS 121, Anchorage, AK 99503-
6199, phone:  907-786-3870.
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CURRENT PARTNERS

BRISTOL BAY NATIVE ASSOCIATION
Box 310
Dillingham, AK 99576
907-842-5257, fax 842-5932

Fishery Biologist: Danielle Stickman, 
dstickman@bbna.com

FRMP Project:
 ● Whitefish trends in Lake Clark and Iliamna 

Lake

KUSKOKWIM NATIVE ASSOCIATION
Box 127
Aniak, AK 99557
907-675-4384; fax 675-4387

Fishery Biologist: Rebecca Frye, rebecca.frye@
knafish.org

Fisheries Program Director: Dan Gillikin,  
dgillikin@knafish.org

FRMP Projects: 
 ● Abundance and Run Timing of Adult 

Salmon in George River
 ● Location, Migration Timing, and 

Description of Kuskokwim River Bering 
Cisco Spawning Origins

TANANA CHIEFS CONFERENCE
121 1st Avenue, Suite 600
Fairbanks, AK 99701
907-452-8251, ex. 3318; fax 459-3852

Fishery Biologist: Brian McKenna 
brian.mckenna@tananachiefs.org

FRMP Project:
 ● Abundance and Run Timing of Adult 

Salmon in Henshaw Creek

NATIVE VILLAGE OF EYAK
Box 1388
Cordova, AK 99574
907- 424-7738; fax 907- 424-7739

Fishery Biologist: John Whisse, john@eyak-nsn.
gov

FRMP Project:
 ● Chinook salmon population monitoring on 

the Copper River
 ● Feasibility of remote streambed RFID 

readers for long-term salmon Copper River

ORUTSARARMIUT NATIVE COUNCIL
Box 927
Bethel, AK  99559
907- 543-2608; fax 907- 543-2639

Fisheries Resource Specialist: Roberta Chavez 
rchavez@nativecouncil.org

FRMP Project:
 ● Lower Kuskokwim Chinook Harvest Age 

Sex and Length Composition
 ● Kuskokwim River Salmon Inseason 

Subsistence Catch Monitoring
 ● Kuskokwim Area Post-Season Subsistence 

Salmon Harvest Monitoring
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BRIEFING ON THE 
REVIEW OF THE RURAL DETERMINATION PROCESS

Title VIII of the 1980 Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) provides a subsistence 
priority for rural Alaska residents for harvesting fish and wildlife resources on Federal public lands.  Only 
residents of communities or areas determined to be rural are eligible under Federal subsistence regulations 
for the subsistence priority. The Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture are responsible for the process 
by which the rural determinations are made. The Federal Subsistence Board uses the Secretaries’ process 
to make the rural determinations.

On December 17, 2010, the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture directed the Federal Subsistence 
Board to conduct a review of the rural determination process and develop recommendations to the 
Secretaries on how to improve the process (Attachment 1).

The Federal Subsistence Board initiated a review of the rural determination process on December 31, 
2012 with the publication of a Federal Register Notice (Attachments 2 and 3) requesting comments on 
the following components of the process: population thresholds, rural characteristics, aggregation of 
communities, timelines and information sources. All ideas on how to improve the rural determination 
process that are consistent with ANILCA Title VIII and 9th Circuit Court of Appeals case law associated 
with the definition of rural will be considered. The deadline to submit comments is November 1, 2013.

In addition to soliciting written public comments, the Federal Subsistence Board is holding hearings in 
key locations throughout the State to provide opportunities for the public to learn more about the rural 
determination process and provide testimony. The Federal Subsistence Board has provided Federally 
recognized Tribes and Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) corporations with the opportunity 
to consult prior to the start of the Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council meeting window. 
During the fall 2013 meetings, the ten Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Councils are to review the 
rural determination process and formulate recommendations for the Board. See the Current Schedule of 
Forums for Public Comments for a list of all meetings and hearings to be held (Attachment 4).

The Federal Subsistence Board will meet April 15–17, 2014 in Anchorage to review all the comments 
it received during the comment period. The Board will then make recommendations to the Secretaries 
of the Interior and Agriculture on possible changes to improve the process. These recommendations 
will be based in large part on the Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Councils’ recommendations, 
results of Tribal and ANCSA corporation consultations, and public comments. See the Steps in the Rural 
Determination Process for the review schedule (Attachment 5)

If the Secretaries decide to make changes to the rural determination process, a proposed rule and another 
comment period will be published in the Federal Register as required by the Administrative Procedure 
Act. 

Following the completion of the review of the rural determination process, the Federal Subsistence Board 
will conduct a public review of the current rural determinations.
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location and hours of the reading room). 
You may also request paper copies of 
the data standards by calling or writing 
to the person listed under FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT. 

Done in Washington, DC, this 20th day of 
December, 2012. . 
Kevin Shea, 
Acting Administrator, Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service. 
[FR Doc. 2012–31401 Filed 12–28–12; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410–34–P 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Forest Service 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

[FWS–R7–SM–2012–N248;FXFR133 
50700640–134–FF07J00000] 

Subsistence Management Program for 
Public Lands in Alaska; Rural 
Determination Process 

AGENCIES: Forest Service, Agriculture; 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior. 
ACTION: Notice; request for comments. 

SUMMARY: Federal subsistence 
regulations require that the rural or 
nonrural status of communities or areas 
be reviewed every 10 years. In 2009, the 
Secretary of the Interior initiated a 
review of the Federal Subsistence 
Management Program. An ensuing 
directive was for the Federal 
Subsistence Board (Board) to review its 
process for determining the rural and 
nonrural status of communities. As a 
result, the Board has initiated a review 
of the rural determination process and 
is requesting comments from the public. 
These comments will be used by the 
Board, coordinating with the Secretaries 
of the Interior and Agriculture, to assist 
in making decisions regarding the scope 
and nature of possible changes to 
improve the rural determination 
process. 

DATES: Comments: Comments on this 
notice must be received or postmarked 
by November 1, 2013. 

Public meetings: The Federal 
Subsistence Regional Advisory Councils 
will hold public meetings to receive 
comments and make recommendations 
to the Federal Subsistence Board on this 
notice on several dates between August 
19 and October 30, 2013. See Public 
Meetings under SUPPLEMENTARY 
INFORMATION for specific information on 
dates and locations of the public 
meetings. 

ADDRESSES: Comments: Comments on 
this notice must be received or 
postmarked by November 1, 2013. You 
may submit comments by one of the 
following methods: 

• Electronically: Comments 
addressing this notice may be sent to 
subsistence@fws.gov. 

• By hard copy: U.S. mail or hand-
delivery to: USFWS, Office of 
Subsistence Management, 1011 East 
Tudor Road, MS 121, Attn: Theo 
Matuskowitz, Anchorage, AK 99503– 
6199, or hand delivery to the Designated 
Federal Official attending any of the 
Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council public meetings. 

Comments received will be available 
for public review during public 
meetings held by the Board on this 
issue. This generally means that any 
personal information you provide us 
will be available during public review. 

Public meetings: See SUPPLEMENTARY 
INFORMATION for specific information on 
dates and locations of the public 
meetings. If the Board decides 
additional meetings are required, public 
announcements will be made that 
provide meeting dates and locations. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Chair, Federal Subsistence Board, c/o 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Attention: Peter J. Probasco, Office of 
Subsistence Management; (907) 786– 
3888; or subsistence@fws.gov. For 
questions specific to National Forest 
System lands, contact Steve Kessler, 
Regional Subsistence Program Leader, 
USDA, Forest Service, Alaska Region; 
(907) 743–9461; or skessler@fs.fed.us. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

Under Title VIII of the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation 
Act (ANILCA) (16 U.S.C. 3111–3126), 
the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture (Secretaries) 
jointly implement the Federal 
Subsistence Management Program. This 
Program provides a priority for taking of 
fish and wildlife resources for 
subsistence uses on Federal public 
lands and waters in Alaska. The 
Secretaries published temporary 
regulations to implement this Program 
in the Federal Register on June 29, 1990 
(55 FR 27114), and final regulations in 
the Federal Register on May 29, 1992 
(57 FR 22940). The Secretaries have 
amended these regulations a number of 
times. Because this Program is a joint 
effort between Interior and Agriculture, 
these regulations are located in two 
titles of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR): Title 36, ‘‘Parks, Forests, and 

Public Property,’’ and Title 50, 
‘‘Wildlife and Fisheries,’’ at 36 CFR 
242.1–28 and 50 CFR 100.1–28, 
respectively. The regulations contain 
the following subparts: Subpart A, 
General Provisions; Subpart B, Program 
Structure; Subpart C, Board 
Determinations; and Subpart D, 
Subsistence Taking of Fish and Wildlife. 

Federal Subsistence Board 

Consistent with subpart B of these 
regulations, the Secretaries established a 
Federal Subsistence Board to administer 
the Federal Subsistence Management 
Program. The Board comprises: 

• A Chair, appointed by the Secretary 
of the Interior with concurrence of the 
Secretary of Agriculture; 

• The Alaska Regional Director, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service; 

• The Alaska Regional Director, U.S. 
National Park Service; 

• The Alaska State Director, U.S. 
Bureau of Land Management; 

• The Alaska Regional Director, U.S. 
Bureau of Indian Affairs; 

• The Alaska Regional Forester, U.S. 
Forest Service; and 

• Two public members appointed by 
the Secretary of the Interior with 
concurrence of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Through the Board, these agencies 
and public members participate in the 
development of regulations for subparts 
C and D, which, among other things, set 
forth program eligibility and specific 
harvest seasons and limits. 

In administering the program, the 
Secretaries divided Alaska into 10 
subsistence resource regions, each of 
which is represented by a Federal 
Subsistence Regional Advisory Council. 
The Councils provide a forum for rural 
residents with personal knowledge of 
local conditions and resource 
requirements to have a meaningful role 
in the subsistence management of fish 
and wildlife on Federal public lands in 
Alaska. The Council members represent 
varied geographical, cultural, and user 
interests within each region. 

Public Meetings 

The Federal Subsistence Regional 
Advisory Councils have a substantial 
role in reviewing subsistence issues and 
making recommendations to the Board. 
The Federal Subsistence Board, through 
the Councils, will hold public meetings 
to accept comments on this notice 
during the fall meeting cycle. You may 
present comments on this notice during 
those meetings at the following 
locations in Alaska, on the following 
dates: 
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Region 1—Southeast Regional Council .......................................................................................... Petersburg ................. September 24, 2013. 
Region 2—Southcentral Regional Council ...................................................................................... Copper Center ........... October 2, 2013. 
Region 3—Kodiak/Aleutians Regional Council ............................................................................... Cold Bay .................... September 24, 2013. 
Region 4—Bristol Bay Regional Council ......................................................................................... Dillingham .................. October 29, 2013. 
Region 5—Yukon–Kuskokwim Delta Regional Council .................................................................. St. Marys ................... September 25, 2013. 
Region 6—Western Interior Regional Council ................................................................................ Fairbanks ................... October 8, 2013. 
Region 7—Seward Peninsula Regional Council ............................................................................. Nome ......................... October 8, 2013. 
Region 8—Northwest Arctic Regional Council ................................................................................ Kiana ......................... August 21, 2013. 
Region 9—Eastern Interior Regional Council ................................................................................. Fairbanks ................... October 16, 2013. 
Region 10—North Slope Regional Council ..................................................................................... Barrow ....................... August 19, 2013. 

A notice will be published of specific 
dates, times, and meeting locations in 
local and statewide newspapers, and on 
the Web at http://alaska.fws.gov/asm/ 
index.cfml, prior to these meetings. 
Locations and dates may change based 
on weather or local circumstances. 

Tribal Consultation and Comment 
As expressed in Executive Order 

13175, ‘‘Consultation and Coordination 
with Indian Tribal Governments,’’ the 
Federal officials that have been 
delegated authority by the Secretaries 
are committed to honoring the unique 
government-to-government relationship 
that exists between the Federal 
Government and Federally Recognized 
Indian Tribes (Tribes) as listed in 75 FR 
60810 (October 1, 2010). Consultation 
with Alaska Native corporations is 
based on Public Law 108–199, div. H, 
Sec. 161, Jan. 23, 2004, 118 Stat. 452, as 
amended by Public Law 108–447, div. 
H, title V, Sec. 518, Dec. 8, 2004, 118 
Stat. 3267, which provides that: ‘‘The 
Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget and all Federal agencies 
shall hereafter consult with Alaska 
Native corporations on the same basis as 
Indian tribes under Executive Order No. 
13175.’’ 

The Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act, Title VIII (16 U.S.C. 
3111–3126), does not provide specific 
rights to Tribes for the subsistence 
taking of wildlife, fish, and shellfish. 
However, because tribal members and 
Alaska Native corporations are affected 
by subsistence regulations, the 
Secretaries, through the Board, will 
provide Federally recognized Tribes and 
Alaska Native corporations an 
opportunity to consult. The Board 
provides a variety of opportunities for 
consultation: engaging in dialogue at the 
Council meetings; engaging in dialogue 
at the Board’s meetings; and providing 
input in person, or by mail, email, or 
phone at any time during the comment 
period. 

The Board will engage in outreach 
efforts for this notice, including a 
notification letter, to ensure that Tribes 
and Alaska Native corporations are 
advised of the mechanisms by which 
they can participate. The Board will 

commit to efficiently and adequately 
providing an opportunity to Tribes and 
Alaska Native corporations to prior to 
the adoption of any changes in policy or 
regulation concerning the rural 
determination process. 

The Board will consider Tribes’ and 
Alaska Native corporations’ 
information, input, and 
recommendations, and endeavor to 
address their concerns. 

Purpose of This Notice 

In accordance with § l.10(d)(4)(ii), 
one of the responsibilities given to the 
Federal Subsistence Board is to 
determine which communities or areas 
of the State are rural or nonrural. Only 
residents of areas identified as rural are 
eligible to participate in the Federal 
Subsistence Management Program on 
Federal public lands in Alaska. 

The Board determines if a community 
or area is rural in accordance with 
established guidelines set forth in 
§ l.15(a). The Board reviews rural 
determinations on a 10-year cycle and 
may review determinations out-of-cycle 
in special circumstances. The Board 
conducts rulemaking to determine if the 
list at § l.23(a), which defines the 
rural/nonrural status of communities 
and/or areas, needs revision. Residents 
would have five years to comply with a 
rural to nonrural change. A change from 
nonrural to rural would be effective 30 
days after publication of the rule. 

On May 7, 2007, the Board published 
a final rule, ‘‘Subsistence Management 
Regulations for Public Lands in Alaska, 
Subpart C; Nonrural Determinations’’ 
(72 FR 25688). This rule revised the list 
of nonrural areas identified by the 
Board. The Board changed Adak’s status 
to rural, added Prudhoe Bay to the list 
of nonrural areas, and adjusted the 
boundaries of the following nonrural 
areas: the Kenai Area; the Wasilla/ 
Palmer Area, including Point McKenzie; 
the Homer Area, including Fritz Creek 
East (except Voznesenka) and the North 
Fork Road area; and the Ketchikan Area, 
including Saxman and portions of 
Gravina Island. The effective date was 
June 6, 2007, with a 5-year compliance 
date of May 7, 2012. 

On October 23, 2009, Secretary of the 
Interior Salazar announced the 
initiation of a Departmental review of 
the Federal Subsistence Management 
Program in Alaska; Secretary of 
Agriculture Vilsack later concurred with 
this course of action. The review 
focused on how the Program is meeting 
the purposes and subsistence provisions 
of Title VIII of ANILCA, and how the 
Program is serving rural subsistence 
users as envisioned when it began in the 
early 1990s. 

On August 31, 2010, the Secretaries 
announced the findings of the review, 
which included several proposed 
administrative and regulatory reviews 
and/or revisions to strengthen the 
Program and make it more responsive to 
those who rely on it for their 
subsistence uses. One proposal called 
for a review, with Council input, of the 
rural and nonrural determination 
process and, if needed, 
recommendations for regulatory 
changes. 

On January 20, 2012, the Board met to 
consider the Secretarial directive, 
consider the Council’s 
recommendations, and review all 
public, Tribal, and Native Corporation 
comments on the initial review of the 
rural determinations process. After 
discussion and careful review, the 
Board voted unanimously to initiate a 
review of the rural determination 
process and the 2010 decennial review. 
Consequently, based on that action, the 
Board found that it was in the public’s 
best interest to extend the compliance 
date of its 2007 final rule (72 FR 25688; 
May 7, 2007) on rural and nonrural 
determinations until after the review of 
the rural determination process and 
decennial review are complete or in 5 
years, whichever comes first. The Board 
has already published a final rule (77 FR 
12477; March 1, 2012) extending the 
compliance date. 

Request for Input 
To comply with the Secretarial 

directives and the Federal subsistence 
regulations, the Federal Subsistence 
Board is proceeding with a review of the 
rural determination process. As part of 
the Secretaries’ commitment to open 
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government and in accordance with 
Executive Order 13563, the Board 
requests input from the public on the 
rural determination process and 
regulations, and ways to improve them 
for the benefit of rural Alaskans. 

The Board has identified the 
following components in the process for 
review: Population thresholds, rural 
characteristics, aggregation of 
communities, timelines, and 
information sources. We describe these 
components below and include 
questions for public consideration and 
comment. 

Population thresholds. The Federal 
Subsistence Board currently uses 
several guidelines to determine whether 
a specific area of Alaska is rural. One 
guideline sets population thresholds. A 
community or area with a population 
below 2,500 will be considered rural. A 
community or area with a population 
between 2,500 and 7,000 will be 
considered rural or nonrural, based on 
community characteristics and criteria 
used to group communities together. 
Communities with populations more 
than 7,000 will be considered nonrural, 
unless such communities possess 
significant characteristics of a rural 
nature. In 2008, the Board 
recommended to the Secretaries that the 
upper population threshold be changed 
to 11,000. The Secretaries have taken no 
action on this recommendation. 

(1) Are these population threshold 
guidelines useful for determining 
whether a specific area of Alaska is 
rural? 

(2) If they are not, please provide 
population size(s) to distinguish 
between rural and nonrural areas, and 
the reasons for the population size you 
believe more accurately reflects rural 
and nonrural areas in Alaska. 

Rural characteristics. The Board 
recognizes that population alone is not 
the only indicator of rural or nonrural 
status. Other characteristics the Board 
considers include, but are not limited 
to, the following: Use of fish and 
wildlife; development and diversity of 
the economy; community infrastructure; 
transportation; and educational 
institutions. 

(3) Are these characteristics useful for 
determining whether a specific area of 
Alaska is rural? 

(4) If they are not, please provide a list 
of characteristics that better define or 
enhance rural and nonrural status. 

Aggregation of communities. The 
Board recognizes that communities and 
areas of Alaska are connected in diverse 
ways. Communities that are 
economically, socially, and communally 
integrated are considered in the 
aggregate in determining rural and 

nonrural status. The aggregation criteria 
are as follows: Do 30 percent or more of 
the working people commute from one 
community to another; do they share a 
common high school attendance area; 
and are the communities in proximity 
and road-accessible to one another? 

(5) Are these aggregation criteria 
useful in determining rural and 
nonrural status? 

(6) If they are not, please provide a list 
of criteria that better specify how 
communities may be integrated 
economically, socially, and communally 
for the purposes of determining rural 
and nonrural status. 

Timelines. The Board reviews rural 
determinations on a 10-year cycle, and 
out of cycle in special circumstances. 

(7) Should the Board review rural 
determinations on a 10-year cycle? If so, 
why; if not, why not? 

Information sources. Current 
regulations state that population data 
from the most recent census conducted 
by the U.S. Census Bureau, as updated 
by the Alaska Department of Labor, 
shall be utilized in the rural 
determination process. The information 
collected and the reports generated 
during the decennial census vary 
between each census; as such, data used 
during the Board’s rural determination 
may vary. 

(8) These information sources as 
stated in regulations will continue to be 
the foundation of data used for rural 
determinations. Do you have any 
additional sources you think would be 
beneficial to use? 

(9) In addition to the preceding 
questions, do you have any additional 
comments on how to make the rural 
determination process more effective? 

This notice announces to the public, 
including rural Alaska residents, 
Federally recognized Tribes of Alaska, 
and Alaska Native corporations, the 
request for comments on the Federal 
Subsistence Program’s rural 
determination process. These comments 
will be used by the Board to assist in 
making decisions regarding the scope 
and nature of possible changes to 
improve the rural determination 
process, which may include, where the 
Board has authority, proposed 
regulatory action(s) or in areas where 
the Secretaries maintain purview, 
recommended courses of action. 

Dated: December 5, 2012. 
Peter J. Probasco, 
Assistant Regional Director, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Acting Chair, Federal 
Subsistence Board. 

Dated: December 6, 2012. 
Steve Kessler, 
Subsistence Program Leader, USDA–Forest 
Service. 
[FR Doc. 2012–31359 Filed 12–28–12; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410–11–P ; 4310–55–P 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Forest Service 

Transfer of Land to the Department of 
Interior  

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA.  
ACTION: Notice of Land Transfer.  

SUMMARY: Approximately 353.63 acres 
of National Forest System lands are 
transferred to the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary of Interior pursuant to the 
Hoopa-Yurok Settlement Act (Pub. L. 
100–580; 102 Stat. 2924 (1988)). 
Transfer of Jurisdiction of Certain 
National Forest System Lands in 
California to the Department of the 
Interior for the benefit of the Yurok 
Tribe. 
DATES: This notice becomes effective 
December 31, 2012. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Louisa Herrera, National Title Program 
Manager, (202) 205–1255, Lands and 
Realty Management. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Hoopa-Yurok Settlement Act (Pub. L. 
100–580;102; Stat. 2924 (1988)), 
hereafter ‘‘Act’’, provides at section 2(c) 
that, subject to valid existing rights, 
certain enumerated National Forest 
System lands shall be ‘‘held in trust by 
the United States for the benefit of the 
Yurok Tribe and shall be part of the 
Yurok Reservation’’ (102 Stat. 2926). A 
condition precedent to such lands being 
held in trust is adoption of a resolution 
of the Interim Council of the Yurok 
Tribe as provided in section 2(c)(4) of 
the Act (102 Stat. 2926). 

On March 21, 2007, the Yurok Tribal 
Council enacted Resolution No. 07–037, 
waiving certain claims and consenting 
to uses of tribal funds pursuant to the 
Act. The Department of the Interior has 
determined that the resolution meets the 
requirements of section 2(c)(4) of the 
Act, and that determination has been 
accepted by the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Therefore, the conditions of transfer 
having been met, subject to valid 
existing rights, administrative 
jurisdiction over the following Federally 
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Federal Subsistence Board 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service News Release

 Forest Service Bureau of Land Management 
National Park Service 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

For Immediate Release:  Contact:
January 14, 2013 Andrea Medeiros 

(907) 786-3674 or (800) 478-1456 
andrea_medeiros@fws.gov 

Federal Subsistence Board Seeks Comments on Rural Determinations Process 

The Federal Subsistence Board (Board) is seeking comments on the process used to determine 
which Alaska communities are rural for purposes of the Federal Subsistence Program. A notice 
requesting comment by November 1, 2013 was published in the Federal Register (FWS–R7– 
SM–2012–N248) on December 31, 2012. 

The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) mandates that rural Alaskans 
be given a priority for subsistence uses of fish and wildlife on Federal public lands. The Board 
conducts a periodic review of rural determinations. Only communities or areas that are found to 
be rural are eligible for the subsistence priority under ANILCA. 

Following a Secretarial review of the Federal Subsistence Management Program, the Secretaries 
of the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture tasked the Board to review the rural 
determination process and recommend changes. The Board has identified the following 
components of the rural determinations process to be a part of this review: population thresholds, 
rural characteristics, aggregation of communities, timelines, and information sources. 
Descriptions of these components and associated questions for public consideration and 
comment are provided below. Comments will be used by the Board to assist in making decisions 
regarding the scope and nature of possible changes to improve the rural determination process. 

Population thresholds. A community or area with a population below 2,500 will be considered 
rural. A community or area with a population between 2,500 and 7,000 will be considered rural 
or nonrural, based on community characteristics and criteria used to group communities together. 
Communities with populations more than 7,000 will be considered nonrural, unless such 
communities possess significant characteristics of a rural nature. 

1. Are these population threshold guidelines useful for determining whether a specific 
area of Alaska is rural? 

2. If they are not, please provide population size(s) to distinguish between rural and 
nonrural areas, and the reasons for the population size you believe more accurately 
reflects rural and nonrural areas in Alaska. 
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Rural characteristics.  The Board recognizes that population alone is not the only indicator of 
rural or nonrural status. Other characteristics the Board considers include, but are not limited to, 
the following: Use of fish and wildlife; development and diversity of the economy; community 
infrastructure; transportation; and educational institutions. 

3. Are these characteristics useful for determining whether a specific area of Alaska is 
rural?

4. If they are not, please provide a list of characteristics that better define or enhance 
rural and nonrural status. 

Aggregation of communities.  The Board recognizes that communities and areas of Alaska are 
connected in diverse ways. Communities that are economically, socially, and communally 
integrated are considered in the aggregate in determining rural and nonrural status.  The 
aggregation criteria are: 1) Do 30 percent or more of the working people commute from one 
community to another? 2) Do they share a common high school attendance area? and 3) Are the 
communities in proximity and road-accessible to one another? 

5. Are these aggregation criteria useful in determining rural and nonrural status? 

6. If they are not, please provide a list of criteria that better specify how communities 
may be integrated economically, socially, and communally for the purposes of 
determining rural and nonrural status. 

Timelines. The Board reviews rural determinations on a 10-year cycle, and out of cycle in 
special circumstances. 

7. Should the Board review rural determinations on a 10-year cycle? If so, why? If not, 
why not? 

Information sources.  Current regulations state that population data from the most recent census 
conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau, as updated by the Alaska Department of Labor, shall be 
utilized in the rural determination process. The information collected and the reports generated 
during the decennial census vary between each census; as such, data used during the Board’s 
rural determination may vary. These information sources as stated in regulations will continue to 
be the foundation of data used for rural determinations. 

8. Do you have any additional sources you think would be beneficial to use? 

9. In addition to the preceding questions, do you have any additional comments on how 
to make the rural determination process more effective? 

Submit written comments by one of the following methods: 
Mail: Federal Subsistence Board 

Office of Subsistence Management – Attn:  Theo Matuskowitz 
1011 East Tudor Road, MS-121 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

E-mail: subsistence@fws.gov 

Hand delivery to Designated Federal Official at any Federal Subsistence Regional 
Advisory Council meeting. See the Meetings and Deadlines page of the Federal 
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Subsistence Management Program’s website, http://alaska.fws.gov/asm/deadline.cfml,
for dates and locations of Council meetings. 

You also may call the Office of Subsistence Management at 800-478-1456 or email 
subsistence@fws.gov with your questions. 

Information on the Federal Subsistence Management Program can be found at 
http://alaska.fws.gov/asm/index.cfml.

-###-
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Scheduled Forums for Public Comments
*telephonic access will be provided to these events

Forum Meeting Date Location

*Regional Advisory Council Meetings

*Hearings 

*Tribal Consultations 
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Forum Meeting Date Location

*ANCSA Corporation Consultations 

AFN Youth and Elders

AFN Convention Booth
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Steps in the  
Review of the Rural Determination Process 

Step Start Date End Date

1 Publish notice requesting comments Dec. 31, 2012 Nov. 1, 2013 

2 Subsistence Regional Advisory Councils 
formulate recommendations. Tribal and 
ANCSA corporations are consulted and 
public hearings are held. 

Aug. 20, 2013 Oct. 17, 2013

3 Analysis of comments Nov. 1, 2013 Mar. 2014 

4 Federal Subsistence Board review of 
comments and staff analysis. Draft 
recommendations to the Secretaries on 
possible changes to improve the process.

Apr. 2014 Apr. 2014 

5 Proposed rule drafted (based on Secretarial 
direction) 

Apr. 2014 Jun. 2014 

6 Publish proposed rule and accept comments Jul. 2014 Oct. 2014 

7 Analysis of comments Sept. 2014 Nov. 2014 

8 Federal Subsistence Board review of 
comments and staff analysis. Draft 
recommendations to the Secretaries.

Jan. 2015 Jan. 2015 

9 Draft and publish final rule (based on Secretarial 
direction) 

Feb. 2015 Apr. 2015 

Following the completion of the review of the rural determination process, the Federal 
Subsistence Board will conduct a public review of the current rural determinations. The Federal 
Subsistence Board will follow steps that are similar to those used in the review of the rural 
determination process (See table above). The Federal Subsistence Board’s goal is to have a final 
rule of rural determinations by February 2017. 
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 Rural Determination Process Review Q&As 

OVERVIEW

1. Why is the rural determination process review important to Alaskans?

Only residents of communities or areas determined to be rural by the Federal Subsistence Board 
are eligible to harvest fi sh and wildlife resources on Federal public lands under Federal subsis-
tence regulations.

2. Why is the Federal Subsistence Board reviewing the rural determination Process?

On October 23, 2009, Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar announced the initiation of a Depart-
mental review of the Federal Subsistence Management Program in Alaska, and on August 31, 
2010, Secretary Salazar, along with Secretary of Agriculture Tom Vilsack, made several recom-
mendations to the Federal Subsistence Board to improve the program. One recommendation 
called for a review of the rural determination process and, if needed, regulatory change. The 
Federal Subsistence Board voted unanimously to initiate a review of the rural determination 
process (process review). In the meantime, the Board found that it was in the public interest to 
suspend the results of its May 7, 2007 rural determinations until after this current review of the 
rural determination process is complete and new rural determinations are made, or for 5 years, 
whichever comes fi rst.  

3. Who is participating in the process review and what roles are each playing?

The public is encouraged to participate in the rural determination process review by learning 
about the current process, commenting on it, and suggesting new ideas for a better, future pro-
cess.  The public is invited to testify in person at public hearings or provide written comments.  
The Regional Advisory Councils, Tribes, and Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act corporations 
may also provide comments or make recommendations to the Federal Subsistence Board.  The 
Federal Subsistence Board will evaluate all the comments and present recommendations to the 
Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture, who will decide the outcome of the process review.

4. What is the overall timeline?

The rural determination process review will occur between December 31, 2012 and the spring of 
2015.  The Federal Subsistence Board’s goal is to conduct the new rural determinations review 
by February, 2017.

EXISTING RURAL DETERMINATION PROCESS

5. What is the existing process for determining rural communities (or non-rural areas)?

The Federal Subsistence Board uses the rural determination process described in the Final Rule 
published in the Federal Register on May 7, 2007. The Federal Subsistence Board considered all 
of the following in making rural determinations:

 Population thresholds. A community or area with a population below 2,500 will be 
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considered rural. A community or area with a population between 2,500 and 7,000 will 
be considered rural or nonrural, based on community characteristics and criteria used to 
group communities together. Communities with populations more than 7,000 will be con-
sidered nonrural, unless such communities possess signifi cant characteristics of a rural 
nature. 

 Rural characteristics.  The Board recognizes that population alone is not the only indi-
cator of rural or nonrural status. Other characteristics the Board considers include, but are 
not limited to, the following: use of fi sh and wildlife; development and diversity of the 
economy; community infrastructure; transportation; and educational institutions. 

 Aggregation of communities.  The Board recognizes that communities and areas of 
Alaska are connected in diverse ways.  Communities that are economically, socially, and 
communally integrated are considered in the aggregate in determining rural and nonrural 
status. The aggregation criteria are: 1) Do 30 percent or more of the working people com-
mute from one community to another? 2) Do they share a common high school atten-
dance area? and 3) Are the communities in proximity and road-accessible to one another? 

 Timelines. The Board reviews rural determinations on a 10-year cycle, and out of cycle 
in special circumstances.

 Information sources.  Current regulations state that population data from the most recent 
census conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau, as updated by the Alaska Department of 
Labor, shall be utilized in the rural determination process. The information collected and 
the reports generated during the decennial census vary between each census; as such, 
data used during the Board’s rural determination may vary. These information sources as 
stated in regulations will continue to be the foundation of data used for rural determina-
tions. 

6. When were the most recent rural determinations made and what were they?

The Final Rule on the current rural determinations was published in the Federal Register on May 
7, 2007. The Federal Subsistence Board determined all communities and areas to be rural except:  
 (1) Anchorage, Municipality of;

 (2) Fairbanks North Star Borough; 
 (3) Homer area—including Homer, Anchor Point, North Fork Road area, Kachemak   
  City, and the Fritz Creek East area (not including Voznesenka); 
 (4) Juneau area—including Juneau, West Juneau, and Douglas; 
 (5) Kenai area—including Kenai, Soldotna, Sterling, Nikiski, Salamatof, Kalifonsky,   
  Kasilof, and Clam Gulch; 
 (6) Ketchikan area—including all parts of the road system connected to the City of   
  Ketchikan including Saxman, Pennock Island and parts of Gravina Island; 
 (7) Prudhoe Bay; 
 (8) Seward area—including Seward and Moose Pass; 
 (9) Valdez; and 
 (10) Wasilla/Palmer area—including Wasilla, Palmer, Sutton, Big Lake, Houston, Point   
  MacKenzie, and Bodenburg Butte.

 **Note that all changes made by the Board in 2007, except for changing Adak’s determi-
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nation from non-rural to rural, have been put on hold by the Board pending the outcome of the 
process review and new rural determinations.  (See Question #1 for more detail).

“PROCESS” REVIEW (CURRENTLY UNDERWAY)

7.  Are there any legal considerations I should be aware of when making my comments?

Yes. All ideas on how to improve the rural determination process that are consistent with 
ANILCA Title VIII and 9th Circuit Court of Appeals case law associated with the defi nition 
of rural will be considered.  In Kenaitze v. State of Alaska, 860 F.2d  312 (1988), the 9th Court 
provided useful guidance regarding the meaning of the term “rural” as it is used in Title VIII of 
ANILCA:

Regarding the defi nition of “rural,” the Court said, “The term rural is not diffi cult to understand; 
it is not a term of art.  It is a standard word in the English language commonly understood to 
refer to areas of the country that are sparsely populated, where the economy centers on agricul-
ture and ranching.”

Based on this defi nition, the Court struck down the State of Alaska’s approach to defi ning rural 
areas.  The State’s defi nition of “rural” included only those areas dominated by subsistence 
fi shing and hunting, while excluding areas dominated primarily by a cash economy even if 
a substantial portion of that area›s residents engaged in subsistence activities.  In making 
this decision, the Court said that «Congress did not limit the benefi ts of [Title VIII] to areas 
dominated by a subsistence economy.  Instead, it wrote broadly, giving the statutory priority to 
all subsistence users residing in rural areas.»

8. What is the timeline for the process review?

 The rural determination process review began on December 31, 2012, with the publica-
tion of a Federal Register Notice requesting comments. 

 Between August 20 and October 17, 2013 the Subsistence Regional Advisory Councils 
will meet and formulate comments for the Federal Subsistence Board.  Public hearings, 
conducted by the Federal Subsistence Board, will be held in conjunction with each of 
these meetings to gather public comments. 

 The deadline to submit all comments is November 1, 2013. 

 By April, 2014 the Federal Subsistence Board will draft recommendations for the Secre-
taries of the Interior and Agriculture on possible changes to the process.  

 The Secretaries will then publish a proposed rule in the Federal Register, opening a com-
ment period, and by the spring of 2015 will publish a fi nal rule.

9. Where can I fi nd the Federal Register Notice that asks for input into the process?

It is available online at http://alaska.fws.gov/asm/rural.cfml In addition, the public can call 1 
(800) 478-1456to request a hard copy.
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10. When and where can I provide offi cial input into the process review? 

By November 1, 2013 comments must be received in any of the following ways:  

 Electronically: sent to subsistence@fws.gov. 

 By hard copy: U.S. mail or hand-delivery to: USFWS, Offi ce of Subsistence Man-
agement, 1011 East Tudor Road, MS 121, Attn: Theo Matuskowitz, Anchorage, AK 
99503– 6199, 

 Hand delivery to the Designated Federal Offi cial attending any of the Regional Advi-
sory Council public meetings or Federal Subsistence Board public hearings, or 

 By testifying at public hearings held in conjunction with the Fall 2013 Regional Advi-
sory Council meetings and in a few additional communities. The hearing schedule can 
be found at http://alaska.fws.gov/asm/deadline.cfml

11. How can I make my comments most useful to the Board?

Comments, and rationale for those comments, should address the following components of the 
current rural determination process: population thresholds, rural characteristics, aggregation of 
communities, timelines and information sources.  All ideas on how to improve the rural determi-
nation process consistent with ANILCA Title VIII and the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals case law 
associated with the defi nition of rural will be considered.  

12. Will the fall of 2013 be the only time I can comment on the process review?

No. If the Secretaries decide to make changes to the rural determination process, a proposed rule 
will be published in the Federal Register followed by another open comment period. 

13. What will the Board do with my comments?

After the November 1, 2013 comment deadline, the Federal Subsistence Board will review and 
analyze all the comments it received during the comment period.  The Board will make recom-
mendations to the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture on possible changes to improve the 
rural determination process. 

14. Who can I contact if I have questions? 

Individuals can call David Jenkins, Offi ce of Subsistence Management, at 907-786-3688 or email 
david_jenkins@fws.gov
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OFFICE OF SUBSISTENCE MANAGEMENT BRIEFINGS

Budget Update

The Office of Subsistence Management (OSM) has experienced a declining budget and level of staffing 
(see below). The overall OSM budget is subject to the same 6.7% cut that all Federal agencies are 
experiencing as a result of sequestration — the automatic spending cuts put in place by Congress and 
effective January this year. The budget picture for FY2014 is not entirely clear, but we anticipate further 
reductions. OSM will continue to provide the Regional Advisory Councils with budget briefings to help 
them develop a better understanding of proposed cuts and how they may affect the Federal Subsistence 
Management Program. Travel outside of the normal Council meetings will continue to be limited. Also, 
due to budget cuts and the Federal sequestration, the fund ing to support the State Liaison Position has 
been cut. 

Staffing Update

Arrivals

Gene Peltola, Jr. has been selected to serve as the Assistant Regional Director for OSM. Gene most 
recently served as the Refuge Manager for the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge in Bethel for 5 years 
and was the In-Season Manager on the Kuskokwim River. Prior to that, he was the Northern Zone Officer 
for Refuge Law Enforcement. He has a total of 29 years of service in the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. 

Jeff Brooks has been selected to work as a Social Scientist in the Anthropology Division. He previously 
worked for the National Wildlife Refuge System in Alaska in the Division of Conservation Planning 
and Policy as a social scientist. Jeff served as the lead planner for the recently published Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan for the Selawik National Wildlife Refuge.

Thousands of dollars 
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Derek Hildreth has been selected as the new Permit Specialist, replacing Michelle Chivers in that 
position. He previously worked in the Anchorage Field Office for the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service in 
Fisheries. 

Departures

Helen Armstrong has retired from employment with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. Under current 
budget restrictions, any new hires must be approved before any recruitment can begin. At this time, OSM 
has not been authorized to recruit for hiring a replacement Anthropology Division Chief. The position is 
currently vacant and OSM is exploring options for fulfilling these responsibilities. 

Stephen Fried retired from employment with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. OSM has been authorized 
to seek a replacement Fisheries Division Chief.  

Andrea Medeiros, who has been at OSM for over twelve years and is currently the Subsistence Outreach 
Coordinator, will be leaving OSM to take a position with External Affairs for Region 7 U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife Service. Her position will become vacant and OSM is exploring options for fulfilling these 
responsibilities. 

Tribal Consultation Update

The Tribal Consultation Implementation Guidelines are going through a final draft after the FSB reviewed 
them at the August work session. They will be re-presented to the Board for acceptance at their next 
work session. The Tribal Consultation workgroup consists of a varied group of Federal staff, Tribal 
members and members from Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) Corporations. Once the 
implementation guidelines have been accepted by the Board, the workgroup will focus its attention on 
crafting the ANCSA Consultation Policy and Implementation Guidelines. 
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Regulatory Cycle Update 

At the fall 2012 Regional Advisory Council meetings, the Board asked all 10 Councils for input on 
regulatory cycle schedules. Eight of ten Councils recommended that the Board meeting to make 
determinations on wildlife proposals occur in the spring rather than in January. In response, the Board 
scheduled their next meeting to make determinations on wildlife proposals for April 15-17, 2014. With 
future wildlife Board meetings occurring in the spring, the fall Council meeting window for wildlife 
proposal years will be extended into early November. The Board has not yet made a decision concerning 
dates for their meeting in 2015 to address the next round of fisheries proposals. 
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The Yukon Flats Basin is world renowned as one of the most important breeding grounds for 
waterfowl in North America.  It also provides critical resources to over 1,200 residents that live 
in the Yukon Flats.  Thus, the Yukon Flats Refuge focuses on monitoring the population status of 
animal’s and their habitats important from both a local and national perspective. Special 
emphasis is also placed on species that may have declining populations or low density 
populations. Following is a summary of completed and ongoing refuge projects for 2013.3.

Aerial scoter and scaup surveys – 2012 and 2013     

The 12th annual aerial survey to monitor scoter 
and scaup populations on the Yukon Flats was conducted 7-10 June, 2013.  These data are 
currently being analyzed; below we present the data from the 2012 survey which was conducted
7-10 June, 2012. White-winged scoters accounted for 99%, and surf scoters accounted for the 
other scoter species observed in 2012. The number of white-winged scoters estimated in the 
study area (11,151) during the breeding season decreased 33% compared to the previous ten-year 
mean (2001-2005 and 2007-2011) of 16,692, and differences among years were not significant. 
No black scoters were observed in 2012. The scaup monitoring index for 2012 was 27,898, 
which was 1% higher than the average index value for 2002 – 2011 (28,128). Pacific loons and 
trumpeter swans were counted opportunistically. In 2012, a monitoring index for Pacific loons 
was estimated at 2,054, which was not significantly different than the 5 year average from 2007 
– 2011 (1,677). The trumpeter swan population index was 836 birds in 2012, which was higher 
than previous years. High estimates were due to the observation of 1 flock of 22 birds.

Aerial loon surveys – 2012 and 2013                                                 

Aerial surveys have indicated the Yukon Flats is an important 
breeding area for Pacific loons (Gavia pacifica) and common loons (G. immer). Loons have been 
surveyed during waterfowl breeding pair surveys conducted by the Division of Migratory Birds 
since 1953, and more intensive loon surveys have been conducted by the Yukon Flats Refuge 
since 1984 (1988, 1999 – 2003, 2006). The overall population index for Pacific loons for the 
study area was 3,089 in 2012, and there are no significant trends in overall population indexes 
from 2007 to 2012. Forty common loons were observed in 2012, which is within the range of 
detections observed in other years (13 – 53 detections). No red-throated Loon (G. stellata) pairs 
were observed in 2012, which is similar to previous survey years (0 – 5 detections). In 2012, 9 
Pacific loon young were detected (4 pairs with 1 young, 2 pairs with 2 young, and 1 single with 1 
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young), which was within the range observed from 2007 to 2011. Six common loon young (2 
pairs with a single young, and 2 pairs with 2 young) were observed in 2012, which is a notable 
increase compared with previous years (0 common loon young observed in 2008, 2009, and 
2011, and 1 pair with a 1 young in 2007). Note that the 2013 survey was conducted 6-9, August 
2013 and data is currently being analyzed.

Effects of radio-strontium on lesser scaup in the Yukon Flats Refuge 

Lesser scaup waterfowl populations have been declining in North 
America since the early 1980’s.  To date, no single factor has been identified that explains the 
decline.  Habitat loss, poor spring nutrition, and environmental contaminants have all been 
suggested as potential causes for the decline.  Scaup eggs examined in 2008 indicated high levels 
of radioactive strontium present which prompted an intense effort in 2010 to sample additional 
scaup eggs and tissues.  Between 2010 and 2013 hundreds of lesser scaup nests were located and 
hundreds of eggs were sampled in the Yukon Flats and Minto Flats as part of a PhD study 
sponsored by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  Currently tissues are being analyzed for presence 
of strontium and other heavy metals.  

Moose population survey 

A moose population survey was conducted on the Yukon Flats 
National Wildlife Refuge in March 2013.  The estimate for the 2,269 mi2 survey area in the 
western Yukon Flats (area from  Stevens Village to Beaver to the White Mountains, GMU 25D 
West) was 460 total observable moose (95% CI; 345-575).  Density of moose was 0.20/mi2 or 
0.08/km2.  The population was comprised of 364 adults (95% CI; 269-458) and 103 calves (63-
143). Increased numbers of calves were observed relative to other spring surveys, but the 
reasons for this are not known.  There was no detectable trend in spring numbers of total 
observable moose.  Moose on the Yukon Flats continue to persist at low densities, which has 
been documented for >50 years.  Continued conservative management of harvest is 
recommended. 
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Moose monitoring 

It is important to closely monitor the health of a moose population 
by determining the numbers and weights of twin calf moose that are produced, the survival rate 
of calf, cow and bull moose, and monitoring their annual movements.   To address this need, 
Refuge staff will be collaborating with ADFG in October 2013 in collaring up to 40 moose near 
the communities of Beaver, Stevens Village and Birch Creek.

Moose willow habitat mapping 

Refuge staff is collaborating with U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
remote sensing scientists to test the feasibility of mapping moose willow foraging habitats across 
the Yukon Flats. This map could help inform moose management plan habitat objectives and 
identify areas for habitat manipulation. It can also be used to evaluate proposed developments to 
avoid effects on sensitive moose habitats.  Spatially explicit willow forage maps will also 
provide products required to evaluate moose habitat carrying capacity, inform fire management, 
stratify moose habitats and contribute to larger vegetation and moose habitat modeling efforts 
that could be applied to State and Federal lands including eight additional Alaska Refuges within 
the Northwest Boreal Landscape Conservation Cooperative. Work completed this summer 
included aerially delineating and identifying shrub and forest communities across the Yukon 
Flats and later validating data with shrub measurements on the ground.  Data will be used by 
USGS, along with other remotely sensed satellite data, to further define moose willow habitats. 
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Sheep survey 

Dall’s sheep occur on the southern Refuge boundary near Mount 
Schwatka.  In late July and early August the Refuge collaborated with BLM and ADFG to 
estimate the presence of Dall’s sheep in the White Mountains.  A total of 414 sheep were 
observed which is 12% below the 20 year mean of 470 sheep.  Preliminary results indicate a low 
ratio of lambs to ewes present which implies poor lamb production in 2013. 

Breeched lake investigation 

Refuge staff documented the breech of two large and several other 
small lakes which occurred in early June.  In each case it is suspected that the combination of a 
late and rapid spring thaw prompted lakes to discharge at weak points on their perimeter.  The 
lake pictured above is situated on an upland shelf several hundred feet above the Yukon Flats 
lowland basin which is underlain by loess, a sandy loose soil.  This particular lake, with depths 
approaching 90 feet, is estimated to have discharged hundreds of millions of gallons of water and 
tons of silt on its downstream neighboring wetlands.  Aquatic Ecologist Josh Rose deployed 
pressure transducers and temperature monitors on the lake after discharge to begin a monitoring 
program for the breeched lake so we can better understand the mechanisms that control water 
flow in closed and open basin lakes.

Fire 

Despite the dry early summer season the incidence of fire was below 
average.  In 2013 nine fires consumed a total of 20,000 acres.  Fires were distributed sparsely 
across the periphery of the Yukon Flats with the 2 largest fires occurring on the upper Chandalar 
River, upstream from Venetie and on Discovery Creek, near the West Crazy Mountains.
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Invasive plant control work 

Interior Alaska river gravel bar willow shrub communities provide 
important forage and shelter for snowshoe hare and moose. These gravel bars are also suitable 
habitat for invasive plants such as white sweetclover (Melilotus officinalis) that tend to colonize 
and invade open disturbed habitats.  White sweetclover is ranked as highly effective by the 
Alaska Natural Heritage Program, Alaska Exotic Plants Information Clearinghouse (AKEPIC) 
for its capability to impact wildlife habitat, primarily because its seeds are easily dispersed by 
water making river floodplain habitats vulnerable to invasion. Both Refuge and private lands are 
downstream of a documented white sweetclover infestation in Fort Yukon and one of our 
objectives is to prevent its spread to downstream gravel bar habitats. The Refuge worked with 
the Gwichyaa Zhee Gwich’in Tribal Government, Fairbanks Soil and Water Conservation 
District, and Alaska Department of Transportation to survey and control (by weed wacking) 
white sweetclover infestations throughout the community.  To date, the smaller infestations are 
being managed; however the larger infestations near the airport runway and at the Air Force are 
too large for manual control.

Salmon spawning assessment 

Chandalar River – The salmon stocks in the Chandalar River support 
vital subsistence and commercial fisheries, and provide the largest stock of fall chum salmon in 
the Yukon River drainage. This valuable stock is monitored annually using sonar by the 
Fairbanks Fish and Wildlife Field Office (FFWFO).  Fish passage past the sonar site in 2012 was 
approximately 198,000 chum salmon which is just above the long term average.

In September 2013 staff from the refuge and FFWFO collaborated with the Village of Venetie 
and University of Alaska Fairbanks to begin work assessing chum salmon habitats on the 
Chandalar River.  The purposes of the project are to determine if groundwater discharge zones 
are associated with spawning presence and to develop a long term monitoring program of 
spawning habitats in the Chandalar River.
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Camp Nahshii 

Camp Nahshii is encompassed by the Yukon Flats National Wildlife 
Refuge and is situated in the heart of Interior Alaska in the Yukon Flats Basin. This cultural 
camp comes alive the last two weeks of June each year and is host to over 60 youth that gather 
from the surrounding Yukon Flats villages. Although the primary purpose of the camp is to 
minister to youth that are exposed to domestic, drug, and alcohol afflictions, the camp also 
teaches youth about the Athabascan culture including subsistence living and survival training. 
The camp also provides a great venue for Yukon Flats Refuge Staff to educate youth about the 
refuge system and teach outdoor and science skills. In 2013 over 30 youth were instructed on
radio-telemetry, archery, navigation by GPS and map and compass, and invasive plant 
identification. The camp continues to grow annually and Refuge staff look forward to interacting 
with the camp in future years.

Venetie Lake Monitoring

Twelve students from the village of Venetie worked with the 
Yukon Flats Refuge staff  this summer to complete a sixth year of wetlands monitoring and 
habitat restoration efforts at Venetie Lake, called “Big Lake” by the locals.  The lake, surrounded 
by private lands, offers the Refuge an opportunity to collect waterfowl information and improve 
nesting opportunities for cavity nesting birds on lands not easily accessible to the Refuge, and 
more importantly, provide a learning opportunity for local youth while strengthening the 
relationship between the Refuge and Venetie residents. Twelve students checked the status of 9 
next boxes, inventoried ducks, collected invertebrates, deployed fish traps, collected dragonflies 
and other insects, and learned to operate radio telemetry receivers, Global Positioning Systems 
(GPS), compasses, and digital cameras. 
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Fort Yukon Open House 

Refuge staff in collaboration with the Fairbanks Fish and Wildlife 
Field Office, the Yukon River Inter-Tribal Watershed Council, Council of Athabascan Tribal 
Governments and the Native Village of Fort Yukon Tribal Council sponsored a “Science 
Partners Open House” on June 27 in Fort Yukon.  The well attended gathering included a BBQ, 
the opportunity to ask scientists and managers about ongoing projects in the Yukon Flats, and 
activities for the youth.  The gathering was well received by Fort Yukon residents.

Notes of interest 
Wildlife Biologist Bryce Lake published the results of the recently completed wolf study 
in the Journal of Wildlife Management.  The article “Wolf Kill Rates Across Winter in a 
Low-Density Moose System in Alaska,” describes the predator prey relationship between 
wolves and moose on the Yukon Flats.  The study points out that wolves on the Yukon 
Flats which coexist with a low density population of moose have the ability to maintain a 
kill rate similar to higher density wolf populations in other areas of Alaska that coexist 
with high numbers of moose.   In essence, the rate of predation of wolves on moose 
approximates the annual growth potential of the moose population.  Coupled with losses 
of moose to bears primarily on young in spring and human harvest this maintains the 
moose population at a low but stable level on the Yukon Flats.
Nathan Hawkaluk came on as Deputy Refuge Manager in February 2013.  Nathan 
previously served as assistant manager at the Charles M. Russell National Wildlife 
Refuge in Montana.
Due to lack of federal funding the Yukon Flats Comprehensive Conservation Planning 
effort scheduled for 2012 has been postponed.
Refuge management staff is negotiating an annual funding agreement with Council of 
Athabascan Tribal Governments that would fund a moose management meeting in 2014.  
The purpose of the meeting is to bring together representatives from Yukon Flats villages 
to discuss strategies to enhance moose management on the Yukon Flats.
Wildlife Biologist Sheila Dufford participated in Arctic Village Camp Goonzhii on 
September 5 by providing archery instruction to local students.  Approximately 30 
children attended the camp.
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United States Department of the Interior 

 
 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Central Yukon Field Office 

1150 University Avenue 
Fairbanks, Alaska  99709-3844 

http://www.blm.gov/ak 
 
 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Central Yukon Field Office is developing a new land 
use plan for 16 million acres of public land in interior Alaska. This plan, the Central Yukon 
Resource Management Plan (RMP), will provide a framework for managing and allocating uses 
of public lands and resources. The Central Yukon RMP will cover BLM-managed lands north 
and west of Fairbanks including the Dalton Highway Corridor, the Central Arctic Management 
Area, and the Central Yukon River area (see attached map). It will replace existing management 
plans for these areas.  
 
The new RMP will include decisions related to: 

 Management of people’s uses and activities such as recreation and mining;  
 Protection of areas with unique values; and  
 Management wildlife and fish habitats, vegetation, cultural sites, and other cultural and 

natural resources.  
 
We are currently in what is called the scoping period where we ask for input on how people use 
the land and how they would like to see it used in the future. The comments we get at this time, 
help us to develop the new RMP. The scoping period ends on December 11, 2013.  
 
We have sent letters to the Tribes within or near the planning area to initiate government-to-
government consultation. We plan on holding public meetings in communities within the 
planning area this fall in order to get input from local and Tribal governments, and residents. We 
welcome your input throughout the entire planning process, which will take approximately four 
years.  
 
We would like to create an email list for the wider region that we could use to communicate 
about the RMP. We envision using this list to share information, to hear your concerns, to send 
reminders of public meetings and opportunities to submit comments, and perhaps request input 
from you about the land, subsistence use areas, and subsistence resources so that we have a better 
understanding of the land and people. If you use email and would like to join this list, please 
send a message to: sfritz@blm.gov. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to call Shelly Jacobson or Jeanie Cole at: (907) 474-
2200 or toll free at 1-800-437-7021. Additional information can be found on the BLM website at 
http://www.blm.gov/ak.  
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Meeting Calendars

Winter 2014 Regional Advisory Council
Meeting Calendar

February–March 2014  current as of 07/11/13
Meeting dates and locations are subject to change.

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

Feb. 9 Feb. 10

Window 
Opens

Feb. 11 Feb. 12 Feb. 13 Feb. 14 Feb. 15

Feb. 16 Feb. 17

HOLIDAY

Feb. 18 Feb. 19 Feb. 20 Feb. 21 Feb. 22

Feb. 23 Feb. 24 Feb. 25 Feb. 26 Feb. 27 Feb. 28 Mar. 1

Mar. 2 Mar. 3 Mar. 4 Mar. 5 Mar. 6 Mar. 7 Mar. 8

Mar. 9 Mar. 10 Mar. 11 Mar. 12 Mar. 13 Mar. 14 Mar. 15

Mar. 16 Mar. 17 Mar. 18 Mar. 19 Mar. 20 Mar. 21

Window 
Closes

Mar. 22

SP—Nome

NS—Barrow

SE & SC Joint Meeting—Anchorage

BB—Naknek

YKD—Bethel

K/A—TBD

WI— TBD

EI—Fairbanks

NWA—Kotzebue
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Meeting Calendars

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday
Aug. 17 Aug. 18 Aug. 19 Aug. 20 Aug. 21 Aug. 22 Aug. 23

Aug. 24 Aug. 25 Aug. 26 Aug. 27 Aug. 28 Aug. 29 Aug. 30

Aug. 31 Sept. 1 Sept. 2 Sept. 3 Sept. 4 Sept. 5 Sept. 6

Sept. 7 Sept. 8 Sept. 9 Sept. 10 Sept. 11 Sept. 12 Sept. 13

Sept. 14 Sept. 15 Sept. 16 Sept. 17 Sept. 18 Sept. 19 Sept. 20

Sept. 21 Sept. 22 Sept. 23 Sept. 24 Sept. 25 Sept. 26 Sept. 27

Sept. 28 Sept. 29 Sept. 30 Oct. 1 Oct. 2 Oct. 3 Oct. 4

Oct. 5 Oct. 6 Oct. 7 Oct. 8 Oct. 9 Oct. 10 Oct. 11

Oct. 12 Oct. 13 Oct. 14 Oct. 15 Oct. 16 Oct. 17 Oct. 18

Fall 2014 Regional Advisory Council
Meeting Calendar

August–October 2014  current as of 10/18/13
Meeting dates and locations are subject to change.

Aug. 17

Aug. 24

Aug. 31

Sept. 7

Sept. 14

Sept. 21

Sept. 28

Oct. 5

Oct. 12

Aug. 23

Aug. 30

Sept. 6

Sept. 13

Sept. 20

Sept. 27

Oct. 4

Oct. 11

Oct. 18Oct. 17

WINDOW
CLOSES

NWA—TBD

NS—TBD

KA—King Cove/Cold Bay

SE—Sitka

No Meetings This Week

HOLIDAY

End of
Fiscal Year

Aug. 18

WINDOW
OPENS
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Charter

//Signed//
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Charter
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