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ABSTRACT

Probable effects of the proposed Rampart Dam on small 
game and furbearers of the impoundment area are presented*

Checklists were made of 71 birds and 31 mammals* An 
aerial census of beaver gave an estimate of 80,000 beaver in 
the study area. Furbearers (excluding red squirrel, ground 
squirrel, and coyote) have produced a rounded average annual 
income of $143,000. Potential value of furbearers (except 
coyote and ground squirrel) was estimated to be $4 million 
per year.

Approximately 1,200 of the study area residents depend 
on small game and furbearers for about 44% of their annual 
income. From 1958 to 1962 the average annual value of the 
fur harvest was $45,000, and the average annual small game 
harvest was valued at $35,500. Annual per capita income from 
all known sources during this period averaged $124.

It was concluded that Rampart Dam would be detrimental 
to small game and furbearers upon which most of the human 
population of the area is dependent.
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time approximately 180 days were spent in the field*

Hulten's Flora of Alaska and Yukon* A Field Guide to 
the Mammals by Burt and Grossenheider, and Birds of Alaska 
by Gabrielson and Lincoln were the sources of the nomen
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I wish to thank the following people for the assistance 
which they gave me while planning and carrying out the study 
and the counsel and direction given while writing the manu
script at the University of Alaska: Dr* Frederick C. Dean, 
Head of the Department of Wildlife Management; Dr. David R. 
Klein, Leader, Alaska Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit;
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was moved ahead one year, M. Thomas Dean was hired by the 
Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit to write this report. He 
spent many hours analyzing the data that I had collected. 
He also gathered information from the Seattle Fur Exchange 
and other agencies that saved me many hours of work. On 
another occasion he helped me conduct an aerial census of 
the beaver of the study area. Special thanks go to him.

I am also indebted to John V. Matthews for valuable 
field assistance during the summer of 1962 and to Mrs. 
Eugene Roguski for the hours she spent working on illustra
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INTRODUCTION

In 1960 the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers began investi
gating the feasibility of constructing a dam at Rampart 
Canyon on the Yukon River in interior Alaska. Since the 
reservoir created by the proposed dam would inundate nearly 
11,000 square miles, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
through its Branch of River Basin Studies, was assigned the 
responsibility of coordinating studies to evaluate possible 
effects of this project on the fish and wildlife resources 
of the area. The Alaska Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit 
was contracted by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service to 
determine the presence, abundance, distribution, and utiliza
tion of small game and furbearers within the area of 
influence of the proposed impoundment. Most of the area to 
be flooded lies in the basin formed by the arc of the Yukon 
River between Woodchopper and Rampart, Alaska. This area, 
known locally as the Yukon Flats, is considered to be one of 
the most productive fur regions of the state and has six 
species of small game which vary in abundance from year to 
year. Throughout this dissertation the proposed impoundment 
area shall be referred to most often as the study area.

1



2

The original objectives of this study are listed below. 
However, as the study progressed it became evident that it 
was not possible to achieve objectives 2 and 3 within the 
time allotted for the study. Therefore, emphasis was placed 
upon 1 and 4.
(1) To review and evaluate available records of fur take, 
kill, and native utilization of small game and fur animals 
of the area.
(2) To equate small game and fur productivity of the area 
with habitat types or ecological units within the area.
(3) To determine small game and furbearer populations in 
the proposed impoundment.
(4) To calculate the annual small game and fur animal take 
and its implication in the economy of the area.

Fur export permits, fur dealer reports, big game, small 
game and fur take reports and beaver affidavits were reviewed 
in order to evaluate the fur take, kill, and native utiliza
tion of small game and furbearers in the area. In addition, 
the author contacted fur buyers and local residents who were

N

able to give additional information about past and present 
utilization of the resources. The author also spent several 
weeks accompanying local trappers on their traplines, during
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the 1962-63 season, in order to gather information regarding
utilization, trapping effort, and trapping techniques.



THE IMPOUNDMENT AREA

Location and Topography
The Yukon River, with a total length of 2,300 miles, is 

the fifth longest river in North America. About 1,300 miles 
of it lie inside Alaska. It enters Alaska flowing north
westerly and continues to do so until it reaches the mouth 
of the Porcupine River, where it turns and flows southwesterly 
to the Bering Sea. The site of the proposed Ranpart Dam is 
approximately 756 miles upstream from the mouth of the Yukon 
River and lies in Rampart Canyon.

A dam in this area with a pool elevation of 660 feet 
above sea level, as has been suggested by the U. S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, would create a reservoir approximately 
400 miles long and 80 miles wide with an initial shore line 
of approximately 3,700 miles. This reservoir would have a 
surface area of approximately 10,800 square miles or 
6,946,000 acres (Fig. 1) (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
1960).

The Yukon’s upper watershed is located in an area of 
Canada which receives 25 to 50 inches of precipitation 
annually (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1958). There are

4
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seven large lakes in the area and several extensive glaciers 
which contribute to the headwaters of the Yukon either 
directly or through several Canadian rivers, including the 
Teslin, Takhini, Big Salmon, Pelly, White, Stewart, Klondike 
and Fortymile rivers. Inside Alaska and above the study 
area are three more rivers which feed into the Yukon. These 
are the Nation, Kandik and Charley rivers. Major tribu
taries of the Yukon within the study area are the Porcupine, 
Chandalar, Christian, Hodzona, Hadweenzic, Ray, Dali and 
Little Dali rivers and Marten Creek from the north, and 
Birch, Beaver and Hess creeks from the south. The total 
area of drainage above the damsite is about 200,000 square 
miles, and the mean annual discharge of water is about 
113,000 cubic feet per second (U. S. Department of the 
Interior, 1965). The elevation of the river just inside 
Alaska is approximately 860 feet, while the elevation at the 
damsite is about 215 feet. The distance between these two 
points is about 502 river miles; thus, the Yukon River has 
an average gradient of approximately 1.3 feet per mile in 
Alaska above the damsite. There are approximately 430 
valley miles in Alaska above the damsite, which means the 
valley gradient is 1.5 feet per mile.
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In the area of the proposed impoundment from old Fort 
Hamlin to the damsite and from Woodchopper to just a few 
miles above Circle, the Yukon is contained in a narrow 
canyon and has only one channel with an occasional Island, 
but the section of the proposed impoundment which encompasses 
the Yukon Flats is very different. The combination of a low 
gradient and high discharge of water working on the broad 
alluvial plain of the Flats has caused a great deal of lateral 
meandering by the Yukon River. This has resulted in the 
formation of many channels, some of which have been cut off, 
making oxbow lakes. All the tributaries of the Yukon which 
flow into it on the Flats have also meandered in similar 
fashion. The result is that the Flats are covered with 
meandering creeks, sloughs and river channels as well as 
many oxbow lakes. Another result is that there is a vast 
variation in drainage and permafrost levels of soils in 
proximity to one another, having a great effect on the 
vegetation of the area as will be pointed out in the section 
on vegetation.

Geology
According to Williams (1960), the study area lies 

inside a Cenozoic basin. The basin consists of the Yukon
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Flats, an alluvial plain of about 9,000 square miles, and 
the bordering marginal upland, an area of dissected high 
terraces and piedmont slopes flanking the Surrounding high
lands. He says there are no outcrops of pre-Cenozoic rocks 
on the Yukon Flats, but in gullies of the marginal upland 
and in the 200- to 700-foot escarpment which separates the 
upland from the Yukon Flats, pre-Cenozoic rock is exposed. 
The outcrops of Cenozoic material are overlain in most 
places by thin deposits of late Cenozoic gravel and loess and 
in one area by stratified rocks of early Cenozoic age.
Williams states that in August of 1964 the U. S. Army Corps 
of Engineers drilled a well about one-half mile east of Fort 
Yukon on a stabilized dune approximately 460 feet above sea 
level. This well was abandoned at 440 feet when it failed 
to yield water. At this time they had not reached the 
bottom of the fine-grained deposits through which the well 
casing passed, but these deposits seem to indicate, because 
of their uniform fine texture, that they were deposited in a 
large lake during late Tertiary to early Quaternary times. 
Williams feels the topographic form of the basin also 
suggests such an origin.

Contour maps of the Yukon Flats and the surrounding
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area show that almost all streams which drain into the Yukon 
Flats have alluvial fans or piedmont alluvial plains.
Alluvial fans are characteristic of mountain regions where a 
normal piedmont cycle following ice erosion is still in its 
young stages. Piedmont alluvial plains commonly occur where 
alluvial fans are large enough to form a continuous apron of 
waste along the base of the eroding highlands. Therefore, 
it seems likely that the large alluvial plain of the Yukon 
Flats was created during late Tertiary and Quaternary times 
during glacial advances when the heavily loaded  rivers 
deposited several layers of silt, sand, and gravel. These 
deposits in  turn caused the aggradation of the trunk valleys. 
Since their deposition, these materials probably have been 
reworked many times by' wind and water in much the same 
manner as Pewe (1958) describes for the Tanana Valley during 
the same period of time.

The lakes present on the Flats today were formed in 
several different ways. A few were formed when water filled 
shallow impressions on the alluvial plain. Others formed 
when chunks of buried ice melted, leaving water-filled 
depressions. Still others were formed by the action of 
meandering streams, and their waters are derived from spring 
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flooding and seepage* The Flats probably have looked for 
several thousand years much the same as they do today.

Soil
In a letter to the author written 4 December  1961, 

Alaska soil scientist Samuel Rieger states that the soils of 
the study area, although never studied in detail, are 
generally similar to those in other parts of the Interior 
and can therefore be described with some confidence. He 
remarked that most of the soil that would be flooded by the 
proposed Rampart Dam is poorly drained. The permafrost 
table is generally less than 2 feet deep, and the unfrozen 
soil above permafrost is usually saturated through the 
summer because the physical condition of the soil is well 
suited to the absorption of rainfall. In addition, he says 
evaporation is very slow due to much cloudy weather, little 
wind, and the slow, drizzling character of the rain. The 
upper 6 to 8 inches of soil usually are composed of moss or 
sedge peat. If the area is quite low, there may be several 
feet of peat. Under the peat is a mottled gray or olive
gray silt loam, which may contain some partly decomposed 
organic matter.

Along the major rivers and streams, sandy levees have 
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built up. These usually have a very deep permafrost table. 
Mr. Samuel Rieger of the U. S. Soil Conservation Service 
reports that the soils of these levies are usually well* 
drained and are gray and mottled throughout (in corresp. 
1961). He remarks that the islands formed by the braided 
streams and rivers usually have a grayish-brown loamy fine 
sand, underlain with fine sand or grayish loamy sand. Almost 
all the soils along the Yukon are calcareous below 24 inches 
and range from neutral to moderately acid at the surface.

According to Rieger, on the low hills bordering the 
Flats three kinds of soil are found. Well-drained silt loams 
are common on moderate to steep south*facing slopes and may 
vary considerably in their thickness over bedrock. Down to 
a depth of 12 to 18 inches they are generally brown, and 
below this level they are gray. Except for some draws they 
are usually free of permafrost. Gentle southerly slopes at 
the foot of hills have moderately well*drained gray mottled 
soils. The permafrost table is close to the surface on 
north-facing slopes, and the soils are poorly drained like 
those of the Flats.

Climate
The climate of the Yukon Flats is characterized by 

moderately warm summers with long hours of daylight and long, 
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cold Xtfinters with short periods of daylight. Fort Yukon is 
located in the center of the Flats and its climate is 
probably fairly representative of the area as a whole. 
Breakup on the Yukon River in the vicinity of Fort Yukon 
usually occurs in the first half of May and freeze-up occurs 
in the latter half of October.

The average snowfall from 23 years of records was 42 
inches, while the maximum and minimum temperatures were 100o 
and -78oF respectively (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
1957). The fact that the area is a subarctic basin accounts 
for its having some of the lowest temperatures on this 
continent. The average monthly temperature and precipitation 
at Fort Yukon calculated from 36 years of records are as 
follows (U. S. Weather Bureau, 1958-1963).

Temperature oF Precipitation in inches
January -13.5 .47
February -11.9 .35
March 1.1 .33
April 21.3 .19
May 43.8 .31
June 58.9 .67
July 61.4 .91
August 55.0 1.16
September 41.3 .79
October 20.7 .59
November - 3.9 .47
December -12.3 .41
Annual 20.6 6.80
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The best source of information concerning the forests 
of the study area is the forest resource inventory of. 
interior Alaska made by the U. S. Forest Service of the 
Department of Agriculture in 1960. The interior of Alaska 
was divided into 10 units. Area estimates of forest land 
were made by taking continuous strips of aerial photographs 
in each of the 10 units. The strips were 30 miles apart. A 
photograph scale of 1:5,000 was used. Parts of two of these 
units lie inside the study area. Unit 3 covers the damsite 
and a part of the narrow lower portion of the study area and 
flight line number 28 of unit 3 samples this area. The rest 
of the area is covered by unit 10 and is crossed by flight 
lines 2-10 of unit 10. Approximately 452 miles of flight 
line cross the study area (Fig. 1).

I had hoped to piece together a type map of the study 
area with the data interpreted from the flight lines. But 
closer familiarity with the area indicated that this was not 
possible with the data available. The whole area of the 
Flats has been and is being cut through by many meandering 
streams which have created disjunct areas of soils differing 
greatly in drainage. The well-drained sites provide areas

Vegetation
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where good forest stands can occur, but these areas are 
discontinuous and never very large. In addition, forest 
fires have occurred over much of the area. These also tend 
to break up pure forest stands of a single species, creating 
sharp boundaries between forest types.

Lutz (1953) had this to say about the forests of
interior Alaska:

Fire is one of a number of factors responsible 
for the great complexity of the vegetation pattern. 
Only when the influence of past fires is recognized 
can one begin to account for the seemingly haphazard 
mosaic of vegetation. The sharp boundaries between 
stands of aspen or birch and white spruce are the 
edges of burns. The isolated stands of a few acres 
of white spruce, the upland stringers, and even the 
scattered trees are relicts of extensive stands that 
have been destroyed by fire. In many localities, 
areas that are now treeless formerly supported full 
forest stands that were destroyed by fires.

Another influence that contributed to the 
diversity of vegetation is the occurrence, in 
somewhat complicated pattern, of permafrost 
(permanently frozen ground). This phenomenon 
frequently results in poor soil drainage and poor 
soil aeration, restricted root space, and cold soil. 
Within the forested portions of the interior, either 
slow, impeded drainage (whether associated with 
permafrost or not) or excessive drainage result in 
outstandingly poor sites for tree growth. Sharp 
boundaries between vegetation types are most 
 frequently caused by fire whereas those caused by 
topography and associated influences are apt to be 
diffuse.

Because of the various factors which have been and are 
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working on the area,  the photographs along the flight lines 
show a highly dissected vegetation cover.  This makes it 
impossible to construct a type map of a useful scale for the 
area. However, the U. S. Forest Experiment Station in 
Juneau classified a total of 2,500 photographs from the 
study area and arrived at an estimate of the land area 
covered by each type (R. M. Hurd, in corresp. 1963). Their 
analysis of photographic coverage is as follows:

The four major forest types were interpreted on the
 basis of the species making up 50% or more of the cover on 

the photograph. Commercial forest land was judged to be 
producing or capable of producing 1,500 board feet of 
sawtimber per acre. For a complete description of the above

Commercial forest land Percent
White spruce 24.5
Aspen 9.6
Birch 12.3
Balsam poplar 5.9
Non-commercial forest land
Spruce (largely black spruce) 31.3
Other species .6
Non-forest land
Tall shrubs 6.2
Dwarf shrubs 1.1
Sub-alpine ∙ .4
Wet meadow 1.8
Water 6.3

100
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forest types, see Lutz and Caporaso (1958).
At present the forests of the study area are not con

sidered to be economically available. Wether they shall be 
in the future depends upon access, population growth (both 
in Alaska and in the world as a whole), diplomatic relations 
with countries with which we are now buying or selling wood, 
creation of Symthetic building materials, new uses for wood 
and wood products, forest fires, etc. The greatest value of 
these forest stands at present, and probably as well in the 
years to come, is the habitat they provide for wildlife. 
The forests of the study area are very similar to those of 
the Northwest Territories of Canada about which the following 
statement was made by the Canadian Bureau of Northwest

 Territories and Yukon Affairs (1944):
 
 As the fur trade has been and will continue to

be the main support of the Indian populations and 
as forest-dwelling animals supply the Indian with 
meat, it is felt that one of the greatest values of the forest of the Northwest Territories lies in the 
habitat which they provide for game and fur bearing 
animals.

Much of the study area has been burned over by fire. 
Lutz (1953) mentions 16 forest fires that began in the 
impoundment area between 1893 and 1950. The total area
burned was in excess of 5 million acres, most of which lies 
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inside of the study area. The hot, dry summers characteris
tic of the study area make the area very susceptible to 
fire. White spruce is probably most susceptible to fire, 
and it is the tree that probably has the greatest economic 
potential. Fires not only prevent white spruce from getting 
very large, but they also alter the soil conditions and 
allow other trees with better seed dispersal to take over 
the spruce sites, so that years may pass before white spruce 
grow in the same area again. The effects of fires on wild
life populations are not clearly understood, but most 
individuals believe that uncontrolled fire and certainly 
repeated fires are not beneficial to wildlife. I suspect, 
however, that a few fires with long intervals of time

  between them may be beneficial to most species of wildlife 
in that they create edges and cause a reversion of vegetation 
to several successive types.

Although no intensive floristic studies have ever been 
made of this area, some information is available from 
various collections. Eric Hulten (1941-1950), in his book 
Flora of Alaska and Yukon Vol. 1-10, records collection data 
and shows distribution maps of all plants collected within 
Alaska at the time of his publication. From the data
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recorded in these volumes and the distribution maps which he 
presents, I was able to find positive collection records of 
287 species of plants which have been collected inside the 
study area. I also made a list of 137 species from Hulten’s 
distribution maps that have not been recorded from the study 
area, but that have been recorded in adjacent areas and 
appear from their recorded distribution that they would 
likely also occur in the study area. In addition, I 
examined the plant collections in the University of Alaska 
Herbarium and recorded plants that have been collected in 
the study area. There were 81 species collected from the 
study area.

The information from Hulten’s book and from the
i University of Alaska Herbarium was combined. This gave a
 total of 327 species which are known to occur within the 

area. Black spruce is abundant in this area, but has never 
been recorded. It makes a total of 328 species which are 
found in the study area.



BIRDS AND MAMMALS OF THE STUDY AREA

Mammals
There is a total of 34 species of mammals that have 

been collected in the study area. These are listed in Table 
A of the Appendix. These have been classified into four 
groups, small game, furbearers, big game, and other mammals. 
Big game is not within the scope of this study and so will 
not be mentioned here. Small game and furbearers will be 
discussed together.

Small game and furbearers.--The snowshoe or varying hare 
(Lepus americanus) is the only mammal in the study area that 
is classified as small game by the Alaska Board of Fish and 
Game, while there are 11 species of furbearers. These are 
the pine marten (Martes americana), least weasel (Mustela 
rixosa), short-tailed weasel (Mustela erminea), mink 
(Mustela vison), wolverine (Gulo luscus), otter (Lutra 
canadensis), red fox (Vulpes fulva), arctic fox (Alopex 
lagopus), coyote (Canis latrans), lynx (Lynx canadensis), 
ground squirrel (Citellus parryii), red squirrel (Tamiasciurus 
hudsonicus), beaver (Castor canadensis), and muskrat (Ondatra 
gibethicus).

19
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Due to the large size of the study area, lack of time 
and funds available and problems of access, I was unable to 
make a reasonable estimate of any of the small game or 
furbearer populations except beaver.

During the last of September and first part of October 
1962, I designed and carried out an aerial beaver survey of 
the study area. In this survey 47 randomly selected plots 
containing a total of 461.5 square miles (4.4% of the study 
area) were sampled. The location of these plots was 
determined by placing a 1-inch-square grid over a 4-mile-to- 
the-inch map of the impoundment area. Then each square 
which covered any of the impoundment area was given a number. 
The numbers of the plots were then put on pieces of paper 
and selected randomly. Enough plots for a 4% sample were 
drawn. A total of 47 plots was drawn before the 4% sample 
was reached. Since some of these plots fell partially 
outside the study area, the amount of the study area covered 
by these plots varied. They ranged between 1/8 to 16 square 
miles in size (Fig. 2).

A total of 70 active lodges was counted on the plots 
(the presence of a fresh feed pile was the criterion used to 
decide if a lodge was active). The mean number of lodges



Fig. 2. Map of the study area showing the location of aerial beaver survey plots, 
tributary streams and villages, and distribution of Kutchin tribes 
(Hadleigh-West 1959)
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per square mile was . 19 . 109 at the 95% Confidence Level
as determined by the Student’s t test. This gives a figure 

of between 850 and 3,140 active beaver lodges in the 10,500 
square mile project area, with a mean number of lodges of 

1,995.
The work of Hakala (1954) and of Libby (1954) suggests 

that the average number of beaver per lodge in their areas 
was four. Most of the trappers of the impoundment area feel 
that the average number of beaver per lodge is between four 
and six. The average number of beaver per lodge was there
fore conservatively assumed to be four. Thus, there are 
somewhere between 3,400 and 12,560 beaver in the impoundment 
area, with a mean of 9,475 beaver. Table 1 gives the area, 
the number of lodges, and the density of lodges on each 
plot.

Table 2 gives the estimated size of most of the fur
bearer populations within the impoundment area which Dean 
and Klein (1962) determined by consulting the literature and 
by extrapolation. White fox, a rare visitor to the area, is 
not included, nor are the ground squirrel or least weasel, 
for they have no commercial value in the area. The coyote, 
fairly common in the study area during the 1920's, has
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TABLE 1. RESULTS OF AERIAL BEAVER CENSUS

Plot 
no.

Area of plot 
in sq. miles

No. lodges 
per plot

No. lodges 
per sq. mile 
on each plot

1 1.0 0 .0
2 10.5 2 .19
3 .5 0 .0
4 .5 0 .0
5 1.0 0 .0
6 8.5 1 .12
7 2.0 4 2.0
8 11.5 8 .70
9 1.0 1 1.0

10 1.5 0 .0
11 2.0 1 .50
12 3.5 1 .29
13 2.0 0 .0
14 9.0 1 .11
15 7.5 0 .0
16 16.0 0 .0
17 16.0 1 .06
18 16.0 0 .0
19 3.0 1 .33
20 16.0 1 .06
21 10.5 1 .10
22 .5 0 .0
23 16.0 4 .25
24 15.5 11 .71
25 11.5 12 1.04
26 2.5 0 .0
27 16.0 3 .19
28 16.0 7 .44
29 16.0 3 .1930 16.0 1 .06
31 16.0 1 .06
32 16.0 0 .0
33 16.0 0 .0
34 16.0 0 .0
35 16.0 0 .0
36 16.0 0 .0
37 16.0 1 .06
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TABLE 1. (continued)

Plot
no.

Area of plot 
in sq. miles

No. lodges 
per plot

No. lodges 
per sq. mile 
on each plot

38 16.0 0 .0
39 16.0 0 .0
40 16.0 0 .0
41 6.5 0 .0
42 5.0 0 .0
43 .5 0 .0
44 2.5 0 .0
45 16.0 3 .19
46 5.5 1 .18
47 16.0 0 .0

Total 461.5 70 .19



TABLE 2. ESTIMATED SIZE OF THE FURBEARER POPULATIONS WITHIN THE STUDY AREA*

Species
Study area Area 

of 
comparison

Est. density 
in area of 
comparison

Researcher 
in area of 
comparison

Est. 
density

Est. 
population

Beaver 3/1 sq. mi. 31,500 S. W. shore of 
Lake Superior, 
Marquette, 
Illinois

5-2/3/1 sq. mi. Seton 
(1929)

Mink 2.2/1 sq. mi. 23,100 Lower Koyukuk 
Valley, Alaska

2.2/1 sq. mi. Harbo 
(1958)

Marten 1/5 sq. mi. 2,100 Minchumina, 
Alaska

1/2.2 sq. mi. Lensink 
(1953)

Otter 1/150 sq. mi. 70 Boreal Forest, 
B. C.

1/1,298 sq. mi. Edwards 
& Cowan 
(1957)

Muskrat 320/1 sq. mi. 3,360,000 McKenzie River 
Delta, Canada

320/1 sq. mi. Cowan 
(1948)

Weasel 
(short tail)

1/1 sq. mi. 10,500 Chapleau Region 
Canada

, 1/1 sq. mi. Quick 
(1956)

Lynx 1/5 sq. mi. 2,100 Unknown 1/5 sq. mi. Seton 
(1929) 25



TABLE 2. (continued)

Species
Study 

Est. 
density

area 
Est. 

population
Area 
of 

comparison
Est. density 
in area of 
comparison

Researcher 
in area of 
comparison

Red Fox 1/2 sq. mi. 5,250 Dent County, 
Missouri

1/400 acres Leopold 
(1931)

Wolf 1/50 sq. mi. 210 Nelchina area, 
Alaska

1/75 sq. mi. A.D.F.&G. 
(1962)

Wolverine 1/80 sq. mi. 131 Fort Nelson,
B. C.

1/80 sq. mi. Quick
(1953)

Hare 140/1 sq. mi. 1,470,000 Fairbanks, 
Alaska

140/1 sq. mi. O'Farrell 
(1960)

Red Squirrel 12/1 sq. mi. 126,000 Fairbanks, 
Alaska

12/1 sq. mi. Brink
(1964)

*Revised from Dean and Klein (1962).
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almost disappeared since the early 1940’s and thus was also 
excluded by Dean and Klein.

Other mammals.--There is a total of 15 species which I 
placed in this section. These include four species of 
shrews and 11 species of rodents. The porcupine (Erethizon 
dorsatum) and the redback vole (Clethrionomys rutilus) are 
important enough to merit discussion.

The porcupine is listed as unclassified game by the 
State Board of Fish and Game. It is only sparsely 
distributed throughout the study area but is a favorite food 
of many of the native residents. Its slow lumbering gait 
makes it easy prey for the local residents.

The redback vole is probably the most numerous species 
of mammal in the study area. It is found throughout the 
area and in all types of cover. Because of its numbers and 
its availability in many different habitats, it is probably 
a fairly important item in the diet of many of the study 
area’s furbearers. Table 3 gives a list of the mammals 
trapped or shot on the 20 1-acre study plots previously 
mentioned and the number of each species taken.



TABLE 3. MAMMALS COLLECTED FROM 1 JUNE TO 15 AUGUST 1962 ON 20 1-ACRE STUDY PLOTS IN 
THE STUDY AREA

Plot no. and cover type

Species
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2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 Total

Masked Shrew 
(Sorex cinereus) 6

'
2 1 1 2 2 3 17

Arctic Shrew 
(Sorex arcticus) 1 4 1 1 7

Arctic Ground
Squirrel (Citellus 
parryii) 1 1

Red Squirrel 
(Tamiasciurus 
hudsonicus) 1 1 9 3 1 1 1 4 5 2 8 6 42



TABLE 3. (continued)

Species Plot no.
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 Total

Boreal Redback 
Vole 
(Clethrionomys 
rutilus) 4 3 16 9 2 3 14 3 3 1 3 6 14 4 9 3 14 16 2 7 136
Meadow Vole
(Microtus 
pennsylvanicus) 1 1
Tundra Vole 
(Microtus 
oeconomus) 3 1 4 3 2 6 2 21

Meadow Jumping 
Mouse (Zapus 
hudsonius) 1 1

Snowshoe hare 
(Lepus americanus) 1 1 2
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Birds
There is a total of 124 species of birds which have 

been reported in the study area. These are listed in Table 
B of the Appendix. Five of these species are listed as 
small game by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game and are 
included within the scope of this study. These are the 
sharptailed grouse (Pedioecetes phasionellus), ruffed grouse 
(Bonasa umbellus), spruce grouse (Canachites canadensis), 

willow ptarmigan (Lagopus lagopus), and rock ptarmigan 
(Lagopus mutus).

I was unable to census the grouse and ptarmigan of the 
study area for a number of reasons that were pointed out 
earlier. Howeeer, I did estimate the size of the spruce, 

grouse population within the study area by extrapolation. 

According to Lawrence Ellison (viva voce) of the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, study areas on the Kenai 
Peninsula showed a spring breeding population of one bird 

per hundred acres. The study areas were located in white 
and black spruce dominated forests. Ellison felt that the 
density of spruce grouse in the Interior is only about one 
half that found on the Kenni. Since spruce grouse
congregate in spruce dominated forests during the breeding 
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season, the figure of one grouse per 200 acres was applied 
only to that portion of the study area dominated by white 
and black spruce. This gave an estimate of 19,377 spruce 
grouse inside the study area. The breeding population 
estimate was used because the population level is at its 
lowest at this time of year.

The two species of  ptarmigan are present in the study 
area only during the Winter months, and their abundance 
varies from year to year. They are found most often in the 
Willow stands along the rivers and streams and in the narrow 
bands of Willow around lakes. The Willow ptarmigan is by 
far the most abundant of the two, but the rock ptarmigan has 
been collected from the area several times.

According to Robert Weeden (viva voce) of the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, there is a separation of male 
and female ptarmigan in the winter months. This segregation 
begins late in October and ends in March. During this 
period male ptarmigan stay near their breeding grounds whhle 
females travel farther away. Thus, most of the ptarmigan 
present in the study area are probably females, since the 
study area is a considerable distance from ptarmigan 
breeding territory.
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The number of ptarmigan utilizing the study area during 
an average winter is unknown, and no basis for estimating 
their numbers could be found. In times of abundance, 
however, one can scarcely find a stand of willows that does 
not show signs of ptarmigan activity. In such a year the 
ptarmigan population must approach several thousand birds.

Probable Effects of the Rampart Reservoir
The Rampart Reservoir would probably have deleterious 

effects upon all species of wildlife that now inhabit the 
study area. It would destroy all of the terrestrial habitat 
now available while creating no new terrestrial habitat, and 
it would replace 49,000 miles of productive shoreline with ∙ 

3,700 miles of shoreline varying greatly in productivity 
(Fish and Wildlife Service Report, 1964). So all the 
terrestrial animals and at least 92% of the aquatic animals 
would be forced to move to areas above the reservoir. 
However, the areas adjacent to the study area already have 
populations of these same species which may be at or near 
the carrying capacity in these areas. Thus the study area's 
population could do no more than raise the populations in 
the surrounding areas above the carrying capacity of their 
habitats for a short period of time. Eventually disease, 



33

starvation and predation would return the population to its 
normal level within the carrying capacity of the range. In 
fact, the carrying capacity of areas around the proposed 
impoundment might even be lower for some species due to 
overuse of this area while the populations are far above the 
area's carrying capacity. There is an old saying that 
expresses this situation rather nicely. It says, ’’One hill 
can not carry two tigers,” It follows that the area above 
the reservoir cannot support its own population and that of 
the study area too. Therefore, the only segment of the 
study area population that would not completely disappear 
within a few years after the reservoir has filled is that 
which can survive on the lake shore.



UTILIZATION OF SMALL GAME AND FURBEARERS

People of the Area
There are approximately 1,500 people living inside the 

study area* Of this number about 85% are Athabaskans, or 
carry a large admixture of Athabaskan blood, 13% are white, 
and 2% are Eskimo. There are nine communities in the study 
area, the largest of which is Fort Yukon with a population 
of approximately 700-900 people. The other villages and 
their approximate populations are as follows: Rampart (40), 
Stevens Village (100), Beaver (110), Venetie (110), 
Chalkyitsik (65), Circle (75), Birch Creek Village (25), and 
Canyon Village (40)(Fig. 2).

To most of the residents, the small game and furbearer 
resource is nearly as important as it was to the Athabaskans 
inhabiting the area when the white man first arrived. Small 
and large game provides meat for the table, fish provides 
food for man and dogs, and furbearers provide a source of 
cash income. Wild berries and a few other plants are also 
used for food. The many spruce stands supply wood for 
building, heating homes, and cordwood which also provides a 
source of income for a few individuals. Birch is used for

34
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making snowshoes and toboggans, and willow is used for canoe 
ribs. The people have a thorough knowledge of the streams, 
lakes, and trails of the area which they use as highways for 
travel, especially while hunting and trapping. Their whole 
way of life depends upon their knowledge of the country in 
which they live to such an extent that one could almost 
consider them a part of the indigenous fauna. Letters 
written by the villagers of Venetie, Chalkyitsik, and Birch 
Creek Village in protest of the proposed construction of 
Rampart Dam point out this direct dependence of these people 
upon the wildlife resources of the impoundment area. These 
letters were sent to the Fairbanks Daily News-Miner and 
parts of them were published in the "Letters to the Editor” 
column. Copies of these letters are included in the 
Appendix.

History of Trapping Effort
According to Burpee (Murray, 1847-1848), the first 

white man to reach the Yukon Flats was John Bell. Bell, a 
chief trader of the Hudson Bay Company, had explored the 
Peel River of the Northwest Territories, Canada, in 1839 and 
in 1840 built Fort McPherson. In 1842 Bell ascended the Rat 
River, crossed over the summit of the Richardson Mountains, 
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and descended down what is now Bell River to the Porcupine 
River. He continued down the Porcupine 3 days’ travel to 
the vicinity of the present international Boundary. Two 
years later, in 1844, Bell completed the exploration of the 
Porcupine to its mouth. As a result of Bell’s journey, the 
Hudson Bay Company decided to establish a post on the Yukon 
near the mouth of the Porcupine River. Alexander Hunter 
Murray was chosen by the company to build this post.

Murray (1847-48) states in his journal that he started 
from Fort McPherson on 11 June 1847 and, by following the 
same route as Bell had travelled 3 years before, reached the 
Yukon on 25 June 1847. Murray found a suitable spot for a 
post 3 miles above the mouth of the Porcupine on the east 
bank of the Yukon and there built Fort Yukon.

Most of the study area at Murray’s arrival was 
inhabited by Indian tribes of the Kutchin Nation. Dr. 
Frederick Hadleigh-West (1959) presents a map showing the 
distribution of these tribes. The territories of these 
tribes are shown in Fig. 2. From this map one can see that 
most of the Flats and much of the surrounding country was 
being utilized by these people. It can also be seen that 
each tribe had a principal river in its country. This



37

provided these people With a method of travel and an assured 
source of food. The lower portion of the Flats and Rampart 
Canyon not occupied by the Kutchin are now occupied by 
Indians of the Tanana Nation. Howevvr, Hadleigh-West (viva 
voce) feels that all the area of the Flats was probably 
under Kutchin control at the time of Murray's arrival. The 
narrow section of the study area between Circle and 
Wooddhopper belonged to Indians of the Han Nation.

The Kutchin were more or less nomadic within their 
tribal territories. According to Osgood (1936), it was 
customary for two families to form a partnership and live 
together most of the year. They used two types of dwellings. 
One type, known as moss houses, was used from October 
through December and was built by the families in good 
hunting territory. During the remainder of the year these 
people lived in a dome shaped skin house which could be 
moved to areas where game was most abundant and to fishing 
sites. Osgood states that these families had their own 
hunting and fishing sites, but had to use them each year to 
keep control of them. Animals which were hunted or trapped 
by the Kutchin were caribou, moose, black and grizzly bears, 
beaver, muskrat, lynx, hare, porcupine, ground squirrel,



38

mountain sheep, fox, otter, mink, marten, ermine, and 
wolverine. Caribun and moose were the most important to the 
people, for they furnished most of the meat it their diet, 

and most of their clothing was made from the skins of these 
two animals. With the exception of fox and mustelids, the 
fnr of the animals taken was of secondary importance. 
Beaver, for instance, were taken at all times of the year, 
for the meat was considered more important than the fur 
(Osgood, 1936). Fish was an important item in the diet of 
all the tribes.

Since gathering food was the most important job at all 
seasons of the year, little time was spent trapping for 

animals which would not be eaten. The mustelids and fox 
were probably casghh, accidentally for the most part, in 

deadfalls set for lynx. Fnrs were used as trim on moose and 
caribou skin clothing and also nsed in making blankets and 
sleeping robes. Fur trading had begun, althongh it was in 

its infant stages, at the time Murray arrived in the area, 
for he mentioned that many of the natives already had a 
nnmber of ieems snch as beads, kettles, gnns, powder, knives, 
and pipes. Most of these articles were of Russian origin, 

and had been gotten either by direct trade with the
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Russian-American Company below the confluence of the Yukon 
and Tanana rivers or by trade With Indians and Eskimos who 
had traded With the Russians. Some of these articles, 
however, were of English origin and had come from either 

direct trading at other Hudson Bay Company Posts such as the 
one on Peel River, which was in Kutchin territory, or from 
intertribal trading with Kutchin tribes that had been to 
Hudson Bay Company Posts. Further evidence of fur trading 
before Murray arrived lies in the fact that several of the 
natives brought fur with them on their first trip to Fort 
Yukon.  Fur must also have been an intertribal commddty 
during the pre-contact period because some furbearers were 
more desirable for various uses than others, and the fur
bearers were not equally distributed throughout the area.

Regardless of the amount of trading that had been done 
prior to Murray's arrival,he gave fur trading a tremendous 
boost. He met. with the chiefs of all the tribes which came
to the fort and promised them more for their furs if they 
would trade with him.  For example, the Indians had been 
trading 25 to 30 beaver skins to the Russians for one gun, 
whhle Murray offered them a gun for 20 beaver skins. He 
indicated that he would trade for all winter and spring
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caught furs, but would not accept those killed in the summer 
months. The two items which the Indians prized most were 
guns and beads, while beaver, marten, and black and silver 
foxes were the furs which Murray valued the most.

The fact that Murray had built Fort Yukon on Russian 
territory was well known by him and is commented on quite 
frequently in his journal. Burbee (Murray, 1847-1848) says: 

That the Russians did not, as Murray evidently 
expected, attempt to drive him back on British 
territory may have been due, to some extent, to the 
fact that the RusSian-American Company was on the 
point of arranging with the Hudson Bay Company a 
renewal of the profitable Agreement of February 6, 
1839. It was probably, however, primarily due to 
the uncertainty on the part of the Russians as to 
the new fort being on Russian or British territory.

Regardless of the reason, Murray never received a visit from 
the Russians, and on several occasions between 1847 and the 
sale of Alaska to the United States in 1867, Murray made 
trips down the Yukon River to the vicinity of the Tanana 
River, where he traded with the Tanana Indians for their 
winter’s catch of fur before the Russian-American Company 
could make the trip upstream from their trading post at 
Nulato (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1960). Fort Yukon, 
being centrally located on the Flats, was a perfect place 
for a trading post, so after the Hudson Bay Company was 
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forced to move to Rampart House in 1869, it was only natural 
that U. S. traders should move into the area. There has been 
a succession of these traders up to the present date.

The trading posts had a great effect on the lives of 
the Indians. These posts became a unifying element among 
tribes, as they increased contact among tribes, which 
resulted in frequent intermarriages and fewer tribal wars. 
With the dying of the Dendu Kutchin due to a scarlet fever 
epidemic and the gradual disappearance of the Kutcha and 
Dinai Kutchin either through disease or intermarriage, the 
Kutchin became a more homogeneous group and tribal barriers 
broke down. The use of tools such as axes and saws which 
were acquired at the trading posts enabled the Indians to 
build more permanent dwellings, which led towards a more 
sedentary life. The individual ownership of hunting and 
trapping territory became more rigidly enforced by a strict 
moral code. Gradually, more and more time was spent trapping 
and hunting furbearers as they became recognized as an item 
which could be bartered for food, clothing, and other items. 
The availability of steel traps further increased trapping 
effort. In the late 1800's and the early 1900’s gold 
brought large numbers of white men into Alaska, many of
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which turned to trapping either as a full time occupation or 
as a source of income for a mining grubstake. The study 
area received its share of these men. Most of these men 
mixed with the natives in social functions, and many married 
native women. Seeing these energetic white men among them 
earning their livelihood from furbearers further boosted the 
native trapping effort.

Thus during the 19th century there was a gradual 
increase in trapping effort as the dependence on fur as a 
source of income increased. By 1920, the whole year’s 
activity of most of the study area’s population was based 
upon the trapping season. Each family had its own trapping 
country, with its home camp located on one of the major 
streams of the study area. Traplines usually ran more or 
less perpendicular to the rivers and followed small streams 
and sloughs and passed through lakes. These home camps were 
spaced between 5 and 20 miles apart. A family whose camp 
was on the Porcupine, Coleen, Sheenjek, or Black River, for 
example, usually had a cabin or a tent which they lived in 
while they were in Fort Yukon. About the last of August a 
family would leave Fort Yukon with their winter outfit and 
pole upriver to their camp. This sometimes took 2 or 3
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weeks and the family hunted as they went. Once they had 
reached their home cabin, they would cut enough wood to last 
all winter. They also cut wood at each of the trapping 
cabins and repaired any of their cabins or equipment which 
needed repairing. They continued hunting to lay in a supply 
of meat for the winter. They began marten trapping about the 
middle of October, and trapping for other winter fur began 
the first part of November, continuing until early in March. 
Muskrats were trapped from 1 March until the lake ice began 
to get soft; then the rats were shot over the ice. When the 
ice on the lakes melted, muskrats were shot from canoes. 
Beaver were also shot at this time, as well as in the fall. 
About the second week of June, the family would take their 
fur catch and float downstream to Fort Yukon. When they got 
to town, they would sell their fur to the highest bidder and 
pay for their previous year’s outfit. Any money that was 
left over was usually applied towards the next year’s outfit. 
The month of June was usually a month for celebrating and 
general inactivity. July and August were spent in fish 
camps getting the winter’s supply of fish for man and dog. 
Fish wheels were used in the muddy waters of the Yukon and 
at the mouth of the Porcupine, while nets and traps were
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used in the clearer water of tributary streams. The 
families with their fish camps along the Yukon River would 
visit Fort Yukon periodically during summer; those families 
who did their fishing near their home cabins would leave 
Fort Yukon early in July with their winter outfit and would 
not return to Fort Yukon until the following spring. This 
pattern of living continued pretty much unchanged up through 
the middle 1940’s, except that it became customary to go to 
town for Christmas and New Years and to sell the' fur that 
had been caught up to that time. This was due in part to 
the - fact that the people are gregarious and love parties, 
dances, and potlatches and also to the fact that the fur 
prices became better at this time of the year.

Trapping effort was at its peak in the study area from 
1920 through the late 1940’s. During this time one could 
scarcely travel over 20 miles on any of the major streams 
from their mouths to their headwaters without passing a 
trapping camp. If there was ever a time of maximum sustained 
utilization of this area, it was during this period. 
However, during the early fifties the trapping effort began 
to fall off and has continued to do so up to and including 
the present time. There have been several reasons for this
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decline.
One of the major reasons for a decline in trapping 

effort has been due to the inflated fur prices which existed 
during and following World War II. By 1943 the wartime 
draft had greatly depleted the number of available trappers, 
so fur production fell to a trickle everywhere. In addition, 
defense jobs created a good income for both men and women in 
many areas of the United States. But, because of a system 
of rationing, people were unable to spend their money, so 
large savings accounts resulted. Many women who had never 
before dreamed of owning furs could now afford them. As a 
result the demand far exceeded the supply, and fur prices 
skyrocketed. Many of the trappers in the study area were 
making between $4,000 and $8,000 a year. One individual is 
reported to have made $10,000 during one trapping season. 
Maston Beaver (1955) said many natives were buying war bonds. 
In 1946 when trappers from the study area who had been 
drafted returned to their homes, they eagerly resumed 
trapping (as did trappers everywhere) in order to sell at 
the inflated prices which lasted until the winter of 1947-48. 
In February of 1948 fur prices crashed. The study area 
trappers, having attained high living habits, began to turn



46

away from trapping as they felt that the now near normal fur 
prices and the expense required to work their traplines made 
trapping no longer worth their effort. Those who continued 
to trap did not lengthen their lines to compensate for the 
fall in prices, but rather they shortened their lines.

These were also the years when the Federal and Territo
rial governments began practically forcing various forms of 
welfare money upon the Alaskan natives. Naturally the 
people of the study area did not refuse this money, and most 
of them began to gauge their living habits to living in town 
all winter at government expense. This can be expressed in 
the words of a native man from Circle who said: "Why should 
we go out and freeze our _____ off all ranter trapping when 
all we have to do is walk to the Post Office once a month?”

Schools have also led to a decline in trapping effort. 
In 1949 education was made compulsory in Alaska, This made 
it necessary for the trapper’s wife and children to stay in 
town, where the schools are located, from September through 
May. With the Indians, trapping had always been a family 
job. Children were assigned chores such as feeding the dogs, 
carrying water, and chopping wood, the older boys helped 
their fathers on the trap line, and the women did the 
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cooking, skinned and stretched the fur and did many other 
chores. Vifaen the trapper’s wife and children began to stay 
in town, the trapper had to do these chores which were not 
considered man's work. In addition, he had to provide for 
his family in town. Aside from the extra work which was 
created for the trapper when his family stayed in town, he 
also missed their companionship.  In many cases partnerships 
were formed, which resulted in two families sharing the 
normal catch of one.

Schooling has also discouraged young people from 
trapping. Since family life associated with trapping 
competes with school attendance, the teachers in the native 
schools have discouraged students from trapping both 
intentionally and unintentionally by looking on trapping as 
an inferior way of earning a living. Also the type of 
education that the student receives is geared towards urban 
living rather than subsistance living in the small rural 
villages. As a result, when children finish school few have 
a desire to learn to trap for a living. A few seek work in 
Fairbanks and other places during the summer for a time 
sufficient to retain their eligibility for future unemploy
ment compensation payments. Most of them, however, just sit
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around their villages doing nothing and draw welfare when 
possible. In the late 1940’s bush pilots began operating in 
the study area, and their services were made available to 
trappers. This also reduced trapping effort. People who 
had previously travelled by boat with their winter’s outfit 
to their trapping camps and thus had to make the trip before 
freeze-up could now wait until a few days before trapping 
season and fly to their camp. However, when they arrived at 
their camps they could not possibly get their cabins and 
equipment in order, their trails cleared, and wood cut 
before the season began. This resulted in their losing a 
week or more of the trapping season and in some cases not 
using a section of a trail that had a cabin in need of ;

1 

repair or a number of windfalls. Airplanes also enabled 
them to make trips to town lasting 3 days to 3 weeks each at 
Thanksgiving and Christmas. So by using the airplane many ∙ 

of them would lose as much as one third of the winter fur 
season. .When the end of the season came and they paid their 
airplane bills, many of them came to the conclusion (and 
rightly so) that they were just working for the airplane and 
eventually decided it was much better to work for no one.

At the present time most of the trappers use the
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airplane to some extent. Many charter a plane to haul in 
freight that they could take in one or two days by dog team. 
The probable reason for these unnecessary charters is the 
feeling of prestige the trapper gets while others are 
watching him load his gear on the chartered plane.

At present, trapping effort in the study area is 
probably the lowest it has been since the late 1800’s. Only 
about one third of the area is being trapped. Trapping 
pressure is intense only near the villages. Everyone lives 
in one of the villages during most of the year. Fishing is 
still done in the same places and in the same way, but some 
people now buy their fish instead of getting it themselves. 
Many trappers start their traplines from the village and 
some of them never camp out; a few of them, however, will 
stay out for 3 days to a week depending on the length of 
their lines. Those who trap at any distance from the 
village rely heavily upon the airplane. Very few people 
bother to trap muskrats; they wait until after breakup when 
the weather is nicer and the catch per unit effort is 
greater and shoot them, even though a shot muskrat is worth 
an average of 35 cents less than a trapped one. Few store
keepers will outfit trappers any more, as they have too many 
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unpaid bills on their books. A few reliable trappers can 
get outfits on credit; however, they usually range between 
$50 and $200 in value as compared to those of 20 to 30 years 
ago which ranged from $600 to $3,000 in value. Several 
traders do not wish to take the risk of buying fur. They 
would rather do a cash business for the welfare money that 
comes into the villages.

Future Trends in Trapping
According to Norman Goldberg (viva voce) of H. E.

Goldberg and Sons of Seattle, the main attraction of Alaskan 
furs is that the skins are larger, and he says that as long 
as the demands of fashion require the larger furs, those 
coming from Alaska will be among the most popular. It seems 
likely that the demand for large furs shall continue as they 
are more economical to handle because of their greater 
yardage. It also seems likely that there will be a continu
ing demand for the furbearers that are not easily reared on 
fur farms and an increasing demand for those that are 
displaced or destroyed by rising human populations elsewhere 
on the continent. If we look at the present demand from a 
monetary viewpoint, we find that during the 1961-62 trapping 
season approximately $46,942 was received by the study area 
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residents for the pelts which they harvested from approxi
mately 1,500 miles of trapline. This means that each mile 
of trapline was worth about $31. One trapper with 60 miles 
of trapline made approximately $2,278 or $38 per mile of 
trapline. Since he was actively engaged in trapping for 
about a 6-month period, this  represents an average income of 
$380 per month, and his cost of living during that time 
probably did not exceed $300. Thus it seems that there 
should be a market for all or at least most species of furs 
from the study area for many years to come and it appears 
that, even though there is no increase in the price of furs, 
trapping can still be a profitable source of income.

What then will the future trends in trapping be? How 
will the demand for the pelts of wild furbearers be met? 
There are three groups of trappers that will probably meet 
this demand. These are full-time trappers, seasonal 
trappers, and part time or recreational trappers.

The full-time trappers are the individuals who depend 
upon trapping for their entire cash income and base their 
whole year around the trapping season. In order to make a 
living now and in the future, they must spend the months 
between trapping seasons working on cabins, trails and
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equipment, and laying in a supply of fish, meat and wood for 
the winter months. They must have a lot of equipment and be 
satisfied with an economy based on a low cash income. 
Obviously, not many of the study area trappers are in this 
category at the present time and probably even fewer will be 
in this category in the future, but as long as there is 
sufficient furbearer habitat available so that a trapper can 
run a long line without interference from other people, 
there will be a few full-time trappers.

The majority of trapping in the future will ∙ probably be 
done as a seasonal occupation. If opportunity for summer 
employment increases with population growth in Alaska, more 
and more trappers will seek jobs during the summer months; 
with the money they get from these jobs they will be able to 
buy food for themselves and their dogs. However, being away 
during the summer may mean that the trappers will not be 
able to keep as much trapline in good repair, and thus they 
will probably have to shorten their lines.

At the present time there are several men in the study 
area who trap on a seasonal basis. Some of them work at 
construction jobs in Fairbanks in the summer and trap in the 
winter. They say that they are usually able to save a
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substantial amount of money during the summer from their 
high paying construction jobs. Then after the construction 
season they return to the villages where the cost of living 
is much lower, and they are able to earn additional income 
from trapping. Some of them are even able to draw unemploy
ment while trapping by rumning lines close enough to the 
villages so that they can return at least once a week to 
sign up for benefit payments.

Iu the past many of the natives have refused to work at 
summer jobs, for one of their social customs  required them 
to share their wealth with the other villagers. After 
returning to the villages a few times and giving their 
savings away, they soon decided they would be better off if 
they didn't leave the village at all. But now this custom 
has started to die out. Iu Fort Yukon, Rampart and Circle, 
as well as many of the other villages, it is already nearly 
a thing of the past. With the passing of this custom, 
surely many of the men who now are more or less full-time 
trappers will begin to trap on a seasonal basis, taking 
other jobs in the summer.
 Some of the trapping in the future will also be done on 

a part time basis for an additional source of income or
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recreation or both. Already some of the men who have full
time jobs in the villages are trapping on weekends on short 
lines near the villages. One man in Fort Yukon who is 
regularly employed at the White Alice Site of the United 
States Air Force made over $300 on Saturdays and Sundays 
during the 1961-62 trapping season. A few school boys in 
the villages are also trapping in their spare time. To all 
of them the income is welcome, but some of them trap more 
for recreation than for profit.

One  might compare trappers today with farmers of the 
mid-west 50 years ago* Not all the farmers* sons could stay 
on the farm and make a living; some had to move away and take 
up another occupation. The same is true of trappers' sons. 
Many of the farmers also found that they either had to 
increase the size of their farms or work part time at another 
job. Trappers in the future are also going to have to make 
a similar decision. They will either have to increase the 
number of miles of trapline which they now have, get a job 
during the summer months, or work full time at another job 
and trap only in their spare time.

Trapping Effort for Each Species
In early times the intensity of the trapping effort
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exerted for a given species depended largely upon the 
culinary quality of the animal’s flesh, the response of the 
animal to the various aboriginal trapping methods employed, 
and the existence of tribal superstitions or taboos. 
Although caribou were the preferred skins among the Kutchin 
tribes, some of the tribes living in the study area were 
often unable to get caribou as the caribou prefer to cross 
the study area in the narrow canyon sections. Thus the 
tribes of the Yukon Flats made more use of furbearers for 
clothing material than did those tribes which had some

X 

mountainous or plateau hunting territories. Snowshoe hares 
and muskrats were two of the most common food items eaten by 
the tribes of the Flats and since their skins were light in 
weight and usually available in large quantities, these 
skins were often used for garments when caribou were not 
available. Lynx and beaver were also primary food items in 
most tribes; their skins were used for clothing, robes, 
blankets and other items. However, lynx and beaver skin 
garments were usually worn inside the lodges because of their 
weight. Thus more trapping effort was exerted for snowshoe 
hare, muskrat, beaver, and lynx, because they were food 
items, than was exerted for other furbearers that were not
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eaten.
The same four species were also easiest to take, as 

they responded best to the various trapping methods employed. 
Mink, marten, weasel, wolverine, and fox were frequently 
taken in lynx sets, and marten and mink were also occasional
ly caught in snowshoe hare sets. The furs of these animals 
were used for trim on other garments, and the carcasses were 
used for lynx bait.

Wolves were never killed intentionally, and if caught 
accidentally they were not used as they were tabooed. The 
skin of the least weasel was considered to be a good luck 
charm, but whether or not a special effort was made to trap 
them is not known.

From the early 1900’s to the present, the culinary 
value of the furbearers has still been an important factor 
regulating the take of some species, but it has not been as 
important as the market value of the fur. A good example of 
the importance of market value is shown by fox trapping, 
When all color phases of the red fox were bringing high 
prices and black fox were bringing $1,500 to $2,000 each, 
every trapper was trapping for fox. Now, when the average 
price for a red fox pelt of any color phase is about $5 to
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$7, there is hardly a trapper who will trap for them. The 
author has seen several trappers pass up many fox scent 
posts along their traplines without making any sets. Making 
a set in these places would have involved very little effort 
since the trappers would not have had to go out of their way 
to do so or to check the traps after they were set. However, 
these trappers felt that the price of fox just wasn’t worth 
their effort even though the fox were abundant and many 
could have been caught. I even saw one trapper take a fox 
out of a snare and throw it away, because he didn’t want to 
bother with it. Mink presents another example. Today mink 
average about $15 apiece in Fort Yukon, and most trappers 
devote the majority of their effort to mink trapping. In 
the early 1900’s mink were worth about $2.50 each and far 
less time was spent trapping for them. Marten provides 
still another example. At one time the average price for 
marten was between $35 and $60. At that time good marten 
country was full of trappers. Today the average marten 
price in Fort Yukon is between $8 and $12, and only a few 
trappers go after them, even though it is easier to catch 
three marten than it is to catch one mink.

Another factor which has had an effect on the trapping 
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effort exerted towards a given species has been trapping 
regulations. For instance,, there was a closed season for 
otter and marten from 1925 through 1930 and for. marten again 
in 1945. This greatly reduced the trapping effort for these 
species during those years. A shooting season for beaver 
greatly increased the effort exerted for that species while 
a bag limit reduced the effort. Most trappers prefer to 
trap beaver in the late fall or early winter before the ice 
on the lakes and streams gets too thick. When the beaver 
season was moved to February and March, when the ice is . 

always quite thick, beaver trapping effort was again reduced.
Weather is another factor affecting the trapping effort 

exerted towards a given species. When there is a late fall, 
which allows streams and lakes to remain unfrozen and thus 
unsafe for travel during part of the trapping season, the 
trapping effort for the mustelids, fox, lynx, and wolf will 
be reduced. A winter with a heavy snow fall or extremely 
cold weather will also reduce the effort for these species. 
A cold winter will also reduce the trapping effort for 
beaver, especially if there is little snowfall, allowing 5 
or 6 feet of ice to form on streams and lakes. Deep snow 
also reduces muskrat trapping in many areas because it
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covers the muskrat houses. However, since weather can be 
both beneficial and detrimental to trapping, it tends to 
balance itself out over a period of years and thus is 
probably not as important a factor as  those previously 
mentioned.

Methods of Trapping
Muskrats were taken in early times by the use of dip 

nets, bows, and clubs. In the period between breakup and 
freeze-up, muskrats were taken with large dip nets woven 
from willows or the roots of spruce. The net was approxi
mately 3 feet in diameter and had a handle 8 to 10 feet 
long. The hunter using the net would walk along the edge of 
the body of water or paddle around the lake shore in a small 
birch bark canoe and would call the rats to him by imitating 
the squeaking noise of a muskrat. When the muskrats swam 
close enough, they were dipped out of the water and killed 
with a club. A few muskrats were also taken with bow and 
arrow as they swam or sat feeding. In the winter the 
muskrats were taken by cutting into their pushups and lodges. 
Then the hunter would stand by the pushup or lodge and wait 
with a club. When the muskrat was seen coming up through 
the water in the plunge hole, the hunter would give it a
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stunning blow with the club, throw it out on the ice, and 
finish killing it with the club.

In the early 1900's when steel traps and the .22 cal. 
rifle became available in numbers, the methods of taking 
muskrats changed greatly. Joe Ward, whose trapping country 
produced some of the finest rats in the study area and the 
state (according to Norman Goldburg, viva voce), explained 
to the author the method of trapping muskrats. According to 
Mr. Ward, in March and April trapping is done in the pushups 
which the muskrats have made on the ice. The equipment 
which is used includes single spring or jump traps of size 
number 0, 1, or 1-1/2 (Nt, Ward prefers a number 1 jump), a 
shovel, a small chisel, and a small metal  dipper. In some 
areas it is necessary to mark the pushups with stakes as 
they appear in the fall so that they can be found under the 
winter blanket of snow. Snow is removed from the pushup 
with the shovel, and the chisel is used to cut a hole into 
the hollow chamber of the pushup and to enlarge the 
depression where the rat has been sitting to feed so that it 
is large enough to contain the trap with its top about an 
inch below the level of the ice. This depression is then 
cleaned out with the dipper and the trap placed in it.



61

Enough water is dipped in the depression to cover the trap. 

Most trappers extend the trap chain with wire or chain and 

fasten it to a stick outside the pushups. Enough slack 

chain is left by the trap so that the muskrat can dive and 

drown itself. The hole chiseled into the pushup is then 

covered with the original material or a piece of burlap and 

sealed with the slush ice from the depression. Snow is 

shoveled over the pushup. This seals the pushup and keeps 

the hole in the ice from freezing. Sometimes a pushup may 

have more than one feeding place and in this case more than 

one trap may be set. Some trappers say that they just hang 

the trap down in the hole. of the pushup, which requires 

considerably less effort, but this is not thought to be as 

effective as the above method.

The method described by Mr. Ward enables a trapper to 
handle from 75 . to 100 pushups at one time. Each pushup is 
trapped about 3 days, which is the average amount of time 
required to catch most of the muskrats using a pushup, When 
all the pushups have been trapped on one lake, the trapper 
moves to another. After a trapper has trapped all his lakes, 
he waits until the snow and ice begin to melt off the lakes, 
causing the pushups to fall in. He then shoots over the ice
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with a .22 cal. rifle as the muskrats sit feeding on the 
ice. After the ice has melted enough, small hunting canoes 
are put in the lakes, and muskrats are shot while they are 
feeding around the edge of the lake or while swimming. Many 
of the local residents still know how to Call muskrats and 
can attract them into shooting range from quite some 
distance. Shooting is usually done between the hours of 
7:00 PM and 6:00 AM and lasts from the time the lakes open 
up till the end of the muskrat season in June,

Some trapping is also done after breakup. After the 
lakes have opened up, the muskrats make little feeding nests 
at the water's edge and on trees lying in or sticking out of 
the water. Traps are placed in these nests from the canoe 
and a lure such as oil of catnip, oil of sweetflag (calamas), 
or oil of anise is sometimes placed near the trap. This 
’’feed bed set” is described by Hawbaker (1965, pp. 85-86). 
Traps are checked two or three times a night.

Beaver were taken by much the same methods as were 
muskrats during early times. When the water of lakes and 
streams was unfrozen, beaver were shot with bow and arrow or 
dipped out of the water with a large dip net in the same 
manner as were muskrats. When lakes and streams were frozen
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over, the Indians would chop into a lodge from the top and 
put a pole with a hook on it down below the surface of the 
water in the lodge. When a beaver swam into the lodge, it 
was hooked with the pole before it had a chance to see the 
hunter and flee and was pulled out of the lodge and killed 
with a club.

After the Indians received guns from the Russian and 
English traders, they shot most of their beaver. Even in 
the early 1900’s when there were several white trappers in 
the area, most of the beaver taken were shot. The reason 
for this was that very few trappers knew how to set traps 
for beavers, and those who did considered shooting easier.

A limited amount of trapping was done with steel traps 
in the early 1900’s during the winter months when the beaver 
were not available for shooting. Two different sets were 
made under the ice. The one used by most people was the 
’’pole set.” This set is described by Hawbaker (1965, pp. 
131-133). The trappers who used this set probably got the 
idea from a trapping magazine or book, or from a white 
trapper who had trapped beaver elsewhere. Bait for this set, 
as well as those sets made today, consisted of green limbs 
and twigs up to 3 or 4 inches in diameter, from cottonwood,
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willow, aspen, or birch trees. Most trappers prefer to use 
cottonwood; however, many trappers think it is best to use 
bait that is different from that found in the beaver’s feed 
pile. The second method of using a trap under the ice was 
devised by an Indian at Beaver and was used by only a few 
people. However, it is supposed to have been quite effec
tive.  To make this set, two number 4 double spring traps 
were wired back to back and the ends of the trap chains were 
fastened together. Green feed was fastened to the trap 
chains at the point where they are fastened to the traps and 
parallel to the trap jaws. This set was then hung through a 
hole just about 3 feet below the bottom edge of the ice. 
The trap chains were fastened with a wire which was tied to 
a crosspiece above the ice. The hole was usually made 
between the lodge and feed pile (Fig. 3),

In recent years almost' all beaver trapping in the study 
area has been done with snares. The author does not know 
the exact date that snares were first used in beaver sets, 
but it was probably in the middle or late 1930’s. Number 1 
patent snares are used most often, but homemade snares of 
number 8 picture cord wire are sometimes used. Trappers 
make both ’’blind sets” (without bait) and ''bait sets.’*
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Fig. 3. Beaver set devised by an Indian at Beaver.
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Trappers make blind sets in two different ways. One of 
these is made by cutting a hole in the ice adjacent to the 
lodge in the area where a plunge hole is expected to be. 
Then the trapper takes a pole and pokes around until he 
finds the plunge hole. Then he puts a snare near the end of 
a dry pole and places the snare in front of the plunge hole 
(see Fig. 4a). Another way of making a blind set is to 
construct a ladder-like frame from dry poles. The ladder is 
usually made 3 to 6 feet wide and the rungs are spaced about 
2 feet apart. The depth of the water determines the number 
of rungs used. Many snares are hung in the spaces between 
the rungs, A hole is cut in the ice and the ladder set is 
placed between the lodge and the feed pile in the suspected 
travel lane of the beaver (see Fig. 4b). The disadvantage 
of these blind sets is that they are not selective in the 
size of beaver which they catch.

"Bait sets” are made more often than "blind sets" and 
there are many different ways of making bait sets, but they 
are all based on the same principle. Snares are placed 
around the green bait sticks in such a way that the beaver 
get tangled up in the snares when they attempt to get at the 
bait. Snares are usually anchored to a dry pole which the
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Fig. 4. Beaver blind snare sets.
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beaver will not cut, or fastened to a wire which is anchored 
above the ice. The depth of the water and the availability 
of dry wood usually determine which type set is made. The 
farther a set is made from the lodge, the greater the 
likelihood of catching only the large beaver. Some trappers 
also feel that young beaver are most apt to go after the 
bait just below the surface of the ice, and so they do not 
put snares in this area of the set. Sets of this type are 
illustrated by the Province of Manitoba (1965, TE4 and TE5).

Lynx were taken in prehistoric and early historic times 
by the use of deadfalls, Two types of deadfalls were made. 
One type was made by lashing a pole about 3 to 4 feet off 
the ground between two trees, A platform about 8 feet long 
and 4 to 6 feet wide was made of logs and lashed together 
with rawhide. A rawhide or rope loop was tied to one end of 
the platform. The platform was then lifted up and the 
rawhide loop was laid over the pole lashed between the two 
trees. One end of a small pole, slightly longer than the 
height of the pole between the two trees, was stuck through 
the end of the rawhide loop and the other end was drawn down 
parallel to the two trees and placed in a notch on another 
pole which was laid flat on the ground with a piece of bait 
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tied in the middle of it and the distal end anchored to the 
platform (Fig. 5). Once this deadfall was set, additional 
weight was sometimes added to the platform. Winter snowfall 
did not put this deadfall out of commission, but rather 
increased the weight and made it more effective. Also, when 
a lynx was trapped, the platform protected  the carcass from 
other animals. A second type of deadfall was usually built 
next to the base of a tree, and a little cubby or ”house” 
was constructed between the base of the tree and the 
deadfall. The trigger arm with the bait attached was turned 
in towards the base of the tree and thus was in the cubby. 
Guide sticks were so placed that the lynx had to stick its 
head into the cubby to reach the bait. Thus, when the upper 
log of the deadfall was released, it would hit the lynx in 
the neck or shoulders and pin it between the two logs. An 
advantage of this deadfall was that it could be set to catch 
smaller animals, as well as lynx. This type of deadfall is 
illustrated by the Province of Manitoba (1965, TE2).

Deadfalls are now classified in the Alaska Department 
of Fish and Game Regulations as an illegal means for taking 
furbearers. This is unfortunate, for the deadfall is an 
effective trap, it can be made at little or no cost, and it
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Fig. 5. Deadfall used f°r the larger furbearers.
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is humane. About its only disadvantage is that it takes 
considerable time to make, and this is partly compensated 
for in that it requires little maintenance to keep in 
working condition.

Since steel traps have become available, deadfalls are 
no longer used for lynx. Number 2 and 3 traps of any style 
are used most often. A cubby, usually with an open top, is 
made from sticks at the base of a tree, bush, or bank so 
that the lynx can enter only from the front. This cubby is 
made very similar to the one described for the deadfall., 
only in this case a trap is  placed in front and guide sticks 
are placed so that the most logical place for the lynx to 
put his foot, when he enters the house for the bait, is in 
the trap. The trap chain is fastened to a toggle (a pole or 
branch about 3 or 5 inches in diameter and 6 to 8 feet long) 
which can be put alongside the house or in front. Care is 
taken to select dry wood for constructing the house so that 
it will not be bothered by snowshoe hares. When snowshoe 
hares are particularly abundant in the area in which the set 
is made, trappers sometimes put a small pile of dry brush in 
front of the house to discourage the hares from hopping in. 
The bait for the lynx is put in the rear of the house and is 
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usually placed about 16 inches from the ground on a forked 
stick. The reason for elevating the bait is that the 
trappers believe that the lynx does much of its hunting by 
sight and they want the bait to appear as conspicuous as 
possible. Duck and grouse wings, caribou skin, fish (frozen, 
dry, and rotten), and the carcasses of hare and mink are the 
baits used most commonly for lynx. These baits are usually 
dipped in a homemade lure or sprinkled with a commercial one. 
Some of these lures include beaver castor, beaver castor and 
fish eggs rotted together in a little water, beaver and mink 
castor mixed, mink castor mixed with grease, oil of anise, 
and oil of catnip. A piece of red cloth is sometimes put in 
or over the ’’house” to attract the lynx’s attention from a 
distance. Nearly half the lynx taken at the present time 
are trapped in this way. This set is also illustrated by 
the Province of Manitoba (1965, TE27).

Many lynx are also trapped with snares. Sometimes 
snares are used in the cubbies if the trapper finds a good 
place for a set but does not have a trap, but more often 
they are used in trail sets. Before patent snares were 
available, snares were made from number 8 picture cord wire. 
Now number 0, 1, and 2 patent snares are used almost 
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exclusively. A piece of flexible wire is fastened to the 
upper 2 or 3 inches of the snares to make an extension. 
This enables the trapper to put the snare in the position he 
wants it in by bending the extension wire and also gives him 
something with which to fasten the snare. Since lynx 
habitually travel in sled and toboggan trails, most trail 
sets for lynx are made in narrow brushy portions of these 
trails. A toggle is placed at a slant over the trail (Fig. 
6a) or placed upright in the brush beside the trail (Figs.
6b and c), and the snare is fastened to the toggle. The 
bottom of the snare loop is made to hang about 18 inches 
above the trail surface and the snare loop is made about 9 
inches in diameter. Dry twigs are placed around and under 
the snare to further constrict the trail. Some trappers 
prefer to put sticks directly under the snares to force the 
lynx to jump through (Fig. 6b), while others leave the area 
under the snare open so the lynx will try to walk through 
(Fig. 6c).

Fox trapping was given a real boost when steel traps 
and snares became available, for although they were taken in 
the same type deadfalls as were used for lynx in prehistoric 
and early historic  times, they were never taken in any great



Fig. 6. Lynx snare sets.
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numbers as they were quite wary of entering deadfalls.
Trap sets for fox are made in several ways. Number 3 

coil spring, jump, and double spring traps are the preferred 
traps, but number 2 are also used. Basically, fox sets are 
of three kinds, blind sets, bait sets, and lure sets. Fox 
are very cautious animals and will often walk in their own 
footsteps (or those of another fox) when passing through an 
area that they have traveled , through before. Some trappers 
take advantage of this habit when making a blind set. They 
try to find a place where a fox trail passes through a 
brushy area. Any disturbance made by the trapper will be 
least noticeable in such an area. The trapper approaches 
the fox trail through the brush at a right angle. He then 
makes a large enough tunnel under the snow to place the trap 
under one of the footprints. The trap is usually placed in 
a bed of leaves or grass to keep it from freezing down. If 
the snow is shallow, some grass or a few leaves are put on 
the ground and the trap is set on the leaves. If the snow 
is deep, the trap may be placed on some sticks or other 
material to elevate it, keep it firm, and keep it from 
freezing down. In either event, the trap pan is kept within 
2 inches of the surface of the snow. The trap chain is kept 
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at a right angle to the tracks, and it and the toggle are 
buried in the snow (fox toggles are usually made about the 
same size as those used for lynx). After the set is 
completed, the trapper backs away in his own tracks, and 
covers his footprints near the trap with snow. If the snow 
does not have a crust and is too soft to tunnel underneath, 
a hole is dug out under the track, in which to place the 
trap. Then it is covered with snow and a depression is made 
where the footprint was by pushing a stick into the snow. 
If no tracks show at all, as is often the case in a sled or 
toboggan trail, but the trapper knows that a fox has been 
using the trail, the trap is buried under the snow in the 
lowest part of the trail, as it is believed that the fox 
will step in the lowest places. Another blind set is made 
by finding a scent post and burying a trap about 12 to 15 
inches from the post on the side on which the fox has been 
urinating.

Fish eggs, chopped fish, rotten caribou and moose skin, 
and pieces of animal carcasses such as mink and muskrat are 
the baits most often used in bait sets. The bait set most 
commonly used is made by burying a trap and toggle near or 
on a fox trail and scattering fish eggs or pieces of chopped 
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up fish over and around the trap. Another set is made by 
chopping a hole in the ice and freezing a fish or muskrat 
carcass into the ice, with just a small portion of the bait 
sticking out. A trap and toggle is then buried under the 
snow near the bait.

Commercial fox lures, oil of anise, and homemade lures 
made of fox urine, mink castors, and beaver castors are used 
most often in lure sets. A scent post is created by 
sprinkling lure about a foot above the ground on a muskrat 
house, log, bush, or tree near the trail of a fox. The 
trapper then places the trap under the snow 12 to 15 inches 
from the lure between the trail and the lure. Lure is also 
used to draw a fox in close enough to find the bait in a 
bait set.

Snares are only used for fox in trail sets. Number 1 
patent snares is the size which is usually used, but 
before they were available number 8 picture cord wire was 
used for snares. Snares are placed in brushy sections of 
fox trails and few guide sticks are used, for every attempt 
is made to keep the area looking natural and undisturbed. 
The toggle is almost always placed upright in the brush at 
the side of the trail. The snare loop is made about 9 inches 
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in diameter and the bottom of the loop is hung about 13 
inches from the surface of the trail.

Wolves were not trapped in prehistoric and early 
historic times because of tribal taboos. In the early 
1900,s they were taken mostly by poison baits and traps, 
while in recent years most of them have been taken with 
traps and snares.

Strychnine was the poison which was used by most 
trappers. Moose hams or whole caribou were usually used for 
bait. Most trappers felt that the larger the bait the 
better, for the wolf would be less apt to eat it all and 
leave, and thus die at some distance from the bait site. 
The trappers poisoned the bait by laying back the skin over 
much of the ∙ bait and slicing deep criss-crosses into the 
meat. Strychnine was sprinkled into these cuts, the skin 
was laid back over the meat, and the meat was set out to 
freeze immediately. Some trappers even drilled holes into 
the long bones of the bait and put strychnine into the 
marrow. After the bait had been poisoned, it was placed 
near the travel lane of a wolf pack. One trapper is reported 
to have taken 20 to 30 wolves a year by this method during 
the early 1900's.



79

Steel traps were and are used in both blind sets and 
bait sets. Number 4 traps or larger of most any style are 
used. Some trappers boil their wolf traps in spruce boughs 
to get rid of human odors. Wolf blind sets differ from fox 
blind sets only in the size of traps and size of toggles 
used. Wolf toggles are usually 3 or 5 inches in diameter 
and 6 to 10 feet long. Bait sets are made for wolves in 
several ways. Most trappers will set traps around the gut 
pile or carcass of a moose or caribou they have killed or 
around an old wolf-killed animal. One way of doing this is 
to place the traps near the bait where the wolf is likely to 
be stepping or around some object on which the wolf is 
likely to urinate. Another way is to make a snowshoe trail 
in a circle with a radius of 30 to 40 feet around the bait 
with the bait in the center of the circle. Then traps are 
buried in the snowshoe trail.. According to the trappers 
using this set, wolves will walk around this trail before 
approaching the bait. A variation of  this set is made by 
some trappers by placing a large bait 30 or 40 feet from 
their toboggan or sled trail and then placing traps on the 
toboggan trail, 20 to 30 yards in each direction from the 
bait. They say that the wolf will start using the toboggan 
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trail when travelling to and from the bait and they are not 
looking for a trap at that distance from the bait.

Snare sets for wolf are made in much the same way as 
they are for fox, although the toggle is often laid over the 
trail at a slant as it is in some lynx sets. Size number 2 
and 3 patent snares are used,and they too are sometimes 
boiled in spruce boughs to remove human odors and to get rid 
of their shiny finish. The snare loop is usually made about 
a foot in diameter and the snare is placed so that the bottom 
of the loop will hang about 20 to 24 inches from the surface 
of the wolf-trail.

Wolverine are notorious trapline robbers and are very 
difficult to trap. This difficulty lies not so much in 
getting them into a trap or snare, but in holding them after 
they are caught. One trapper is reported to have caught a 
wolverine which had previously lost two feet and was in the 
process of chewing off a third when the trapper arrived. 
Another trapper claims to have caught a wolverine that had 
an old snare around its abdomen, and he said that when he 
skinned it the pelt came off in two pieces because it had 
been cut all the way around by the snare.

In early times wolverine were taken in deadfalls of the 
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same type used for lynx. The platform deadfall was the most 

successful and is still used today to get a Wolverine that 

has been raiding a trapline but avoiding steel traps and 

snares or getting loose when caught. Almost any of the 

baits previously mentioned will attract wolverine, but the 

carcass of an animal with the fur on works best. They will 

also be attracted to most commercial and homemade lures.

WoOverine are usually trapped WLth size number 3 or 4 
traps and both blind trail sets and bait sets are made. 

Blind sets are usually made in the trapper's toboggan or 

sled trail and are set like a blind trail set for wolves. 

The toggle for the trap is usually made from a good solid 
log, 3 or 4 inches in diameter and 6 to 8 feet long, to 
prevent the wolverine from chewing it in two. One bait set 
used for wolverine is made by hanging the carcass of a fox 
(with fur on) about 4 or 5 feet off the ground from a tree 
limb which overhangs or is adjacent to the trapper's trail.. 
Several traps are then placed underneath the carcass in a 
bed of grass and covered with snow. The trappers using this 
set say that the wolverine will focus his attention on the 
fox and blunder right into the trap. They also say that the 
wolverine is very suspicious around a skinned carcass, but 
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it loses all suspicion when it finds a carcass with the fur 
on. This set is also illustrated by the Province of Manitoba 
(1965, TE49). Another bait set is made identical to the 
blind trail set, except that a handful of fish eggs, chopped 
meat or fish is scattered over and around the trap. 
Wolverine can also be taken in lynx cubbies.

Snare sets for wolverine require number 2 or 3 patent 
snares. The snare loop is made 9 inches to a foot in 
diameter and the snare is situated so that the bottom of the 
loop hangs about 10 inches to a foot from the surface of the 
trail. Guide sticks are used to encourage the wolverine to 
go through the snare loop, and the toggle may be placed 
upright alongside the trail or leaned across it.

During early times marten were taken in deadfalls, 
mostly of the single pole type with a house or cubby of the 
type previously described; occasionally they were caught 
accidentally in rawhide rabbit snares. When steel traps 
became available, they were quickly adopted for marten trap
ping, but the single pole deadfall was still used by some 
trappers as late as the 1930's. The trappers made the 
deadfall pole and the house smaller than those set for lynx, 
and they were quite efficient.
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In recent years, almost all marten have been taken with 
steel traps in two kinds of sets. The set used by most 
people is made with a cubby, just as the single pole deadfall 
was, and the trap, which replaces the deadfall pole, is 
placed just inside the opening of the house where it is 
protected from snowfall. The trap may be covered with snow 
or leaves, but usually is left bare. Number 1, 1-1/2, and 2 
jump and single spring traps are used and are fastened to a 
toggle about 2 inches in diameter and 6 to 8 feet long. The 
cubby is usually built at the base of a tree or bush and is 
constructed of ∙ dry sticks, rotten logs, bark, or spruce 
boughs. The house is usually made about 6 inches wide, IS 
inches tall, and 15 to 20 inches deep, and is built to face 
away from the prevailing wind direction when possible. The 
bait is placed in the back of the house, and a lure is 
usually placed on the bait or at the opening of the house. 
The baits most often used are duck and grouse wings, dried, 
frozen, and rotten fish, moose blood, and pieces of mink, 
marten, and snowshoe hare carcasses and caribou skin.
Beaver castor, oil of anise, mink castors, asafetida, fish 
oil, etc. are used alone as lures or in mixtures. Often a 
trapper will scatter leaves, bark, or feathers around the 
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entrance to a set to arouse the marten’s curiosity. The 
other marten set used by the trappers of the study area is 
the pole set (Fig. 7). This set is used most often when 
there is deep snow or if many snowshoe hares are in the 
vicinity of the set, for it is not disturbed by either. 
Another advantage of this set is that the marten, once 
caught, is not as apt to have its pelt ruined by rodents for 
the trapped animal usually hangs out of their reach.

Mink were taken in the same way as marten were during 
early times and are trapped in much the same way today. Two 
types of sets are made for mink. Cubby sets are constructed 
for mink in the same way as they are for marten, only the 
location of the set and the building material differ. 
Because of the aquatic habitat of mink, sets are made along 
the edge of bodies of water and may be constructed of 
driftwood, chunks of ice, or most any other material 
available. The same size traps and toggles are used for 
mink as are used for marten. However, some trappers prefer 
to use stop-loss traps. One of the better trappers likes 
to use number 2 and 3 double spring traps, which he says 
catch a mink high up on the leg, and often catch two legs; 
these traps have a further advantage in that they do not
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Fig. 7. Marten pole set.
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freeze down as a smaller trap will sometimes do. Most 

trappers cover their traps with fine snow or  loose dirt, or 

at least put some on the trap pan. MLnk carcasses which 

have been rubbed with mink castor, and dried, rotten, or 

frozen fish are the baits used most often for  mink, but all 

of the baits mentioned for marten are also used for mink. 

One of the lures used quite often is made by cutting up mink 

castors in mink urine and allowing the mixture to rot. ihe 

mixture is carried in a bottle, and a small twig is

dipped in it and set by the bait in each set. One early 

trapper mixed mink urine and castors With dry dirt and threw 

a handful of this mixture in each set. ihe other kind of 

set made for mink is called a hole set. They are made by 

digging a hole into a bank at the water’s edge or using a 

hoIe already there. They can also be made by breaking a 

hole in shell ice along a slough or other stream. ihe trap 

is placed just inside the entrance to the hole, and sticks or 

cakes of ice are placed around the trap so that the mink has 

to step on the trap to get in the hole.

Weasel were taken in the same manner as marten and mink 

during early times and have been taken in sets identical to 

those just described for mink. ihe same baits and lures and
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the same size toggles are used for weasel as are used for 
mink. A smaller trap such as size 0 may occasionally be set 
for weasel but usually is not because a mink or marten is 
very likely to be caught in a weasel set and may not be held 
by a size 0 trap. Weasel traps may or may not be covered.

Otter were also taken with deadfalls of the type used 
for marten and mink during early times as well as with bows 
and arrows. In recent years, otter have been taken in blind 
sets and cubby sets with steel traps, but most of them are 
taken with guns when they are seen by the hunter or trapper. 
Most otter sets are made in or near the open water of creeks 
and rivers. Blind sets are usually made in riffles where 
there is less than a foot of water or on the edge of the ice 
where the otter have been entering or leaving the open water. 
Blind sets are also made in trails where otter have made
shortcuts across land. Blind sets made in the water are not 
covered, while those made on the edge of the ice are covered 
with fine snow. In trail sets a stick is usually placed 
across the trail by the trap to make the otter break his 
stride and step on the buried trap. Number 3 and 4 are the 
size traps used for otter. The toggle is usually made about 
3 or 4 inches in diameter and about 8 feet long and is used
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With trail or house sets. Traps set in riffles or on the 

edge of the ice may be fastened to a large rock in the water 

or wired to a stake or other stationary object. Cubby sets 

are made against the stream bank and are made two or three 

times larger than those made for mink and marten. Fish or 

fish eggs are usually used for bait; however, any mink bait 

or lure may be used. Due to the wariness of the otter, 

house sets are much less successful than blind sets.

Evaluation of the Resource

In Juneau during December of 1961 I searched through 
the harvest records of the Alaska Game Commission, the Fish 
and Wildlife Service prior to statehood, and the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game. I extracted the information 
dealing with the study area from these records. Then, in 
the fall of 1962 while I was in the field, the completion 
date for my project was moved ahead one year and M. Thomas 
Dean was hired by the University of Alaska Cooperative 
Wildlife Research Unit to write this report. He and Dr. 
Klein of the Unit summarized this information in tables 
(Dean and Klein, 1962). However, they missed some informa
tion from several fur report cards from the years 1956 
through 1959, I added this information to their tables.
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These tables show the annual catch of beaver, mink, muskrat, 
marten, lynx, otter, wolverine, and red fox in the study area 
from 1925 through 1962. They also show the total Alaska 
harvest, the percentage of the total Alaska harvest coming 
from the study area, the average Alaska price (taken from 
the Seattle Fur Exchange records), and the value of the 
study area peltries. These tables have been placed in the 
Appendix and are listed as Tables C-1 through C-10. Table 4 
is taken from a table presented in the Fish and Wildlife 
report (1964) to the Corps of Engineers, but some changes 
were made in the table by the author as additional informa
tion became available. This table gives an average annual 
value for the study area harvest of beaver, muskrat, mink, 
otter, marten, weasel., wolverine, lynx, red fox, and wolf 
during the 38-year period covered by Dean and Klein’s tables. 
The value for each species was determined by multiplying 
state harvest figures by the percentage of the take from the 
study area. This table also gives a potential harvest 
figure and a value of the potential harvest for the 10 
species previously mentioned as well as for red squirrel. 
The estimates of potential harvest were derived by first 
estimating the size of each of the populations in the study



TABLE 4. AVERAGE ANNUAL FUR HARVEST WITHIN THE STUDY AREA (1925-1962)*

Species
Study Area

Price
State Harvest

 
From 
Study 
Area

Study Area 
Harvest

Potential 
Study Area Harvest

Density
Popu
lation

Number $ Value % of 
Pop. Number $ ValueNumber $ Value

Beaver 3/1 sq. mi. 31,500 23.10 18,070 417,417 3.8 680 15,708.00 35 11,025 254,678

Muskrat 320/1 sq. mi. 3,360,000 1.23 207,207 254,865 21.6 41,040 50,479.20 70 2,352,000 2,892,960

Mink 2.2/1 sq. mi. 23,100 19.97 36,640 731,701 4.6 1,683 33,609.51 45 10,395 207,588

Otter 1/150 sq. mi. 70 20.80 2,805 58,344 .57 ■ 15 312.00 30 21 437

Marten 1/5 sq. mi. 2,100 26.90 5,187 139,530 10.2 564 15,171.60 40 840 22,596

Weasel 1/1 sq. mi. 10,500 1.38 8,185 14,490 13.1 963 1,328.94 50 • 5,250 7,245

Wolverine 1/80 sq. mi. 131 17.84 378 6,744 8.3 34 606.56 30 39 696

Lynx 1/5 sq. mi. 2,100 28.60 2,293 65,580 27.4 567 16,216.20 30 630 18,018

Red Fox 1/2 sq. mi. 5,250 13.17 11,014 145,054 6.0 571 7,520.07 50 2,625 34,571

Wolf 1/50 sq. mi. 210 20.50 643 13,182 16.1 94 1,927.00 50 105 2,153

Snowshoe 140/1 sq. mi. 1,470,000
Hare

*Data from Table 19, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (1964), with supplemental data from this 
project.

Red 12/1 sq. mi. 126,000 .25
Squirrel

70 88,200 22,050

142,879.005 3,462,992
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area and then determining what percentage of these popula

tions could be taken each year on a sustained yield basis. 

Then, once the size of the potential harvest had been 

determined, this figure was multiplied by the average price 

that the pelts of each species had brought during the last 

38 years to get a value for the potential harvest.

From Table 4 we can figure that the study area's 

furbearers (excluding red squirrels, ground squirrels, and 

coyotes) have produced a rounded average annual income of 

$143,000 or $13.17 per square mile. For comparison, the 

rounded annual value of the furbearers in the Copper River 

Basin during the same period of time was $24,000 (Dean and 

Klein, 1962) or $1.43 per square mile. If we assume that 

the furbearers from the Yukon Territory of Canada have had 

an average price equal to those of Alaska, then we can also 

compare the study area with that province. Rand (1945) 

gives the yearly Yukon catch of mink, muskrat, marten, otter, 

wolf, weasel, lynx, and from 1919 through 1942,

the beaver harvest from 1923 through 1942, and the fox 

harvest from 1932 through 1940. The rounded annual value of 

the Yukon harvest was calculated by the author to be $288,919 

or $1.39 per square mile. These figures would make it 
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appear that the study area is much more productive than 

either the Yukon Territory or the Copper River Basin. 

However, these figures are somewhat distorted. The per

centage of the area being trapped in the study area is 

probably several times that which is being trapped in the 

Yukon Territory and Copper River Basin. Also, the figures 

on which the value of the study area yearly harvest is based 

really indicate the number ∙ of furbearers sold within the 

area, rather than the number caught within the area. Many 

of the furbearers which were sold in the study area, 

especially before 1950, were taken from the area adjacent to 

the study area. This is especially true of marten, otter, 

and wolf. If one were able to compare the value of the 

harvest per square mile of area trapped in the Yukon and the 

Copper River Basin v/th the value of the harvest per square 

mile within the study area, one would probably find that 

those figures would much more closely approach one another. 

But trapping effort is related to productivity; it is 

recognized that the productivity of the study area probably 

greatly exceeds the average productivity, on a unit area 
basis, in the Yukon Territory or the Copper River Basin.

The total estimated value of the potential annual 
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harvest of all species of furbearers in the study area 

(except coyote and ground squirrel) can be figured by 

summing the last column in Table 4. This gives a potential 

annual harvest of approximately 3.5 million dollars for the 

pelts of the animals alone, Beaver, muskrat, lynx, ' and 

squirrel carcasses are eaten by the residents of the study 

area, and the carcasses of all of the furbearers are used at 

some time or another for dog food, which further adds to the 

value of the furbearers. Lynx carcasses, for example, sell 

for $2 each in Fort Yukon,and the going price on muskrats is 

$.75 each. Most trappers eat all the beaver they catch or 

feed them to their dogs, but if they sold them for food they 

would average at least $2,50 each. Thus the potential value 

of the carcasses of the furbearers probably approaches 

$500,000 annually. This would give the furbearer resource a 

total potential value of approximately 4 million dollars a 

year or $380.95 per square mile. Dean and Klein (1962) 

evaluated the furbearer resource by comparing the standing 

crop to a capital investment. They said:

. . . the furbearer resource must rest upon a 
different economic base than would be the case of a 
non-renewable resource such as iron ore or oil. 
Although the basis for evaluation of the resource 
value of the project area is the economic life of 
the project (100 years), the value of the furbearer
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resource in this case must be considered as the 
harvestable resource potential over a one-hundred 
year period plus the investment in the standing crop 
required to produce the annual harvest. The value 
of the standing crop can, therefore, be compared to 
a capital investment sufficient to yield the annual 
value of the harvest. 

A capital investment of 100 million dollars at 4% interest 

is required to yield the annual potential harvest of 4 

million dollars. When this sum is added to the cumulative 

annual harvest over the 100 year period, it gives a total 

estimated potential value of 300 million dollars for the 

furbearer resource of the study area.

Small Game 

The small game species in the study area, listed in 

order of their importance, according to the average annual 

number of each species that are utilized by the local 

residents, are the snowshoe hare, the ruffed grouse, the 

spruce grouse, the willow ptarmigan, the sharptail grouse, 

and the rock ptarmigan. The ground squirrel, considered a 

furbearer by the state, should by the nature of its utiliza

tion be included in this discussion. Its importance, based 

on its harvest, would place it between ruffed grouse and 

spruce grouse 
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Methods of small game harvest.—In early times snowshoe 

hares were taken mainly with rawhide or sinew snares and 

with bows. Snares were set in the hare runways and guide 

sticks were placed around the snares in the same manner as 

was described for making snare sets for lynx. The snare was 

either tied to a toggle which was laid over the hare trail 

or was fastened to a springpole or tip-up along the runway 

(Province of Manitoba, 1965, TE13). If a springpole was not 

used, people had to remain close by the snare so that they 

could get the trapped hare before it could chew its way 

free. Hunting with bow and arrows, was often done at night. 

Willows were cut and piled in some  open place;and then some 

moonlit night, after the willows began to show signs of 

having been browsed on by the hares, the hunter would sit 

out of sight near the willows and shoot ' the hares as they 

appeared. The .22 rifle replaced the bow and arrow for 

shooting hares, and picture cord wire replaced rawhide 

snares. These greatly increased the take of snowshoe hares 

due to the better accuracy of the .22 rifle and the ease 

with which the wire snares could be set. Since hares are

unable to cut picture cord wire with their teeth, spring

poles are no longer used.
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Grouse and ptarmigan were taken in early times with bow 

and arrows and with rawhide or sinew snares fastened on the 

end of a pole. Most hunting was done early in the morning 

or late in the afternoon as the birds are usually active and 

more easily found at these times. The snare poles were used 

very early in the morning and late in the evening, for the 

birds would let the hunter get close enough at these times 

to place the loop over their necks. The snare poles were 

constructed so that one end of the snare could be held in 

the hunter’s hand. Once the loop had been slipped over the 

bird’s head, the hunter would pull the snare tight to choke 

the bird. The .22 rifle has replaced the bow and has almost 

completely replaced the use of snares. However, on occasion, 

some of the natives will snare grouse with a snare pole, but 

picture cord wire is now used instead of sinew or rawhide.

Ground squirrels were probably taken most frequently 

with bow and arrows during early times; however, a few may 

have been taken in deadfalls and snares. Since steel traps 

have become available, they have been used for taking ground 

squirrels. The trap (size number 1 or 1-1/2) is usually 

placed just inside the main opening to the ground squirrel’s 

burrow and sprinkled with dirt. The trap chain is fastened 
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to a toggle about 2 inches in diameter and about 6 to 8 feet 

long which is laid crossways to the burrow outside the 

entrance. Then the entrance is covered with sticks and 

dirt. The squirrel gets caught when he tries to dig out the 

entrance.

Records of small game harvests.—Prior to statehood, Alaska 

natives were not required to purchase hunting or fishing 

licenses. Thus, they did not record their previous year’s 

catch as did white trappers when they bought their new 

licenses. For this reason, the records of past utilization 

in the study area, as well as elsewhere in the state, are 

incomplete and so do not merit discussion. However, an idea 

of the magnitude of the harvest in recent years was gained 

during the winter of 1961-62 and 1962-63 and the summer of 

1962 when the author interviewed heads of households in the 

study area. The questions asked were: "How many snowshoe 

hares do you and your family use in an average year?," "How 

many squirrels do you use in an average year?," and "How 

many and what kinds of grouse do you use in an average year?" 

Many times these questions were met by a blank stare or 

followed by an "oh, gee, I don’t know." However, everyone 

eventually came up with an estimate, most of which seemed
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reasonable. Table 5 shows by village the results of these 

interviews. As mentioned previously, approximately 1,500 

people inhabit the study area and of this number less than 

300 are independent of small game as a source of food. The 

average household in the study area is from one to eight 

people in size. So the figures of 1,200 people and eight 

per household were used in determining the total number of 

households in each village using small game. This facili

tated extrapolation from the number of households interviewed 

to get a total village harvest and a total study area harvest 

of snowshoe hare, ground squirrel, and grouse. At the time 

of the interviews, Canyon ■ Village had not yet formed, so 

its population is included with that of Fort Yukon.

Adequate dataware not obtained for Circle, as only one man 

(unmarried) was interviewed, and he said that he did not use 

any small game. If more interviews had been made in Circle, 

the total estimated harvest of all three species of small 

game may have been ■ increased significantly as hares, grouse, 

and ground squirrels are abundant near Circle, especially 

along the Steese Highway, and undoubtedly a great many small 

game animals are taken by the local residents. A fair 

amount of small game sport hunting is also done in the



TABLE 5. ESTfTED AVERAGE ANNUAL SMALL GAME HARVEST IN THE STUDY AREA

Vllage
Approx. 
Pop. of 
Village

Approx. No. 
Households 
Using Small 
Game (basis 
of 8 per 
household)

Hose
holds 
Inter
viewed 
No. %

# Grouse 
Used/House- 
hold during 
AverageYear

Average 
Annnual 
Grouse
Harvest

d Hares 
Used/House- 
hold during 
Average 
Year

Average 
Annual 
Hare 
Harvest

# G . Squirre1 
Used/House- 
hold during 
Average Year

Average 
Annual 
Ground 
Squirrel 
Harvest

Fort Yukon 700
900

85 9 11 13 1,105 213 18,105 6 510

Rampart 40 5 5 100 15  75
(76)

100 500 0 0

Stevens
Village 100 12 6 50 8 96 85 • 1,020 0 0

Beaver no 13 7 54 16 208 99 1,287 2 26

Chalkyitsik 65 8 5 63 36 288 220 1,760 34 272

Circle 75 8 1 13 0 0 0 0 0 0

Birch Creek 
Village 25 3 1 33 10 30 100 300 0 0

Veentie no 13 5 38 20 260 180 2,340 13 169

Canyon 
Village* 40

Total 1,500 147 39 27 15 2,062 125 25,312 7 977
*Residents of Fort Yukon at time of survey.

66
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Circle area by Central, Circle Hot Springs, and Fairbanks 

residents.

The average annual snowshoe hare harvest in the study 

area was calculated to be approximately 25,000 animals. 

Although I feel that this probably represents a year when 

the hares are fairly high in their cycle and not an average 

year, I have no basis for changing this estimate. The 

number of hares used in any given year was found to depend 

upon the amount of moose or caribou that the villagers were 

able to kill during the fall and winter, the amount of fish 

that they had caught for their dogs, and upon the relative 

abundance of the hares. Several individuals claimed to have 

used as many as 1,000 a year in times of abundance. One 

claimed to have used over 2,000 during the winter of 1961-62. 

He said he used over 1,500 snowshoe hares from 1 September 

until Christmas. He didn’t fish that year and had 10 dogs 

to which he gave one hare each per day. His family (wife 

and 10 children) also ate them quite often during the same 

period of time, and they required three or four hares per 

meal. This man has worked for wages off and on for several 

years and has a good understanding of our number system, so 

his estimate is presumably fairly accurate. He also 
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expressed the opinion that many of the natives underestimate 

when they are asked how much game they harvest because they 

are afraid that the state authorities will think they are 

taking too much game and tighten the restrictions.

The average annual grouse harvest in the study area was 

estimated to be approximately 2,000 birds. In many of the 

interviews the author failed to determine the species of 

grouse and ptarmigan taken by the members of a household. 

Therefore, the grouse harvest was not broken down into 

species. The average annual ground squirrel harvest was 

calculated to be approximately 1,000 animals. The take per 

household between villages varied greatly. The variation 

was probably due more to taste preference between individuals 

than it was to availability. However, both factors probably 

affected the take.

Small Game and Furbearer Utilization During Recent Years and 

Its Implication on the Economy of the Area

The first step necessary in determining the role that 

small game and furbearer utilization have played in the 

economy of the study area during recent years is arriving at 

a dollar value for this harvest during an average year.
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Dollar value of small game and furbearers utilized.—An 

average annual value of the furbearer harvest from 1958 

through 1962 was used for the portion of the average annual 

income from trapping, as there were no available records of 

income from other sources prior to 1958 and data has not yet 

been compiled for 1963. The value of the beaver, mink, 

muskrat, marten, otter, wolf, fox, weasel, lynx, and 

wolverine harvest from the period 1958 through 1962 was 

taken from Tables C-1 through C-10; and the average value for 

each species was determined for the 5 year period. These 

values are given in Table 6. The sum of the 5 year average 

annual values of the 10 species of furbearers, including 

wolf and wolverine bounties, was found to be $60,579.35.

However, this figure is misleading, for it is based upon the 

average price paid by the Seattle Fur Exchange for Alaska 

furs. But since most of the trappers in the study area, and 

other parts of the state as well, sell their fur to a store

keeper in their village or some other intermediate furbuyer, 

the price which they receive from their furs is usually 

substantially lower than that given by the Seattle Fur 

Exchange. So, in order to arrive at the value of the 

furbearer harvest in the study area to the area’s residents.



TABLE 6. AVERAGE ANNUAL VALUE OF THE STUDY AREA FUR HARVEST TO THE TRAPPER FROM 
1958 THROUGH 1962

Average 
# pelts 
taken 
annually 
1958-62

Average 
Alaska 
price 
1958-62 
(Seattle 
Fur Ex
change)

Av. annual 
value of 
pelts taken 
1958-1962 
(Seattle Fur 
Exchange 
price)

Average price 
per pelt paid 
by N. C. Co. 
in Fort Yukon 
during 1961
1962 season

Percentage 
of Alaska 
price paid 
for pelts in 
Fort Yukon 
(approx.)

Corrected 
av. annual 
value of 
fur harvest 
1958-1962 
(value to 
trappers)

Beaver 890 $22.50 $20,025.00 $15.00 66% $13,216.50
Mink 593 29.60 17,552.80 25.00 85% 14,919.88
Muskrat 15,169 .79 11,983.51 .60 76% 9,107.47
Marten 378 13.20 4,989.60 9.00 68% 3,392.93
Otter 10 27.20 272.00 25.00 92% 250.24
Wolf 24 20.00 480.00 20.00 100% 480.00

50.00* 1,200.00* 1,200.00*
Fox 38 12.40 471.20 3.50 28% 131.94

Weasel 292 1.42 414.64 .65 46% 190.73
Lynx 205 13.00 2,665.00 9.00 69% 1,838.85
Wolverine 12 28.80 345.60 15.00 52% 179.71

15.00* 180.00* 180.00*
Total $60,579.35 $45,088.25

*Bounty
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I compared the average prices paid during the 1961-62 season 

by the Northern Commercial Company in Fort Yukon (which 

receives approximately 75% of the area’s fur harvest) with✓

the average Alaska prices from 1958 through 1962. (I felt that 

such a comparison was justified since the margin of profit 

made by the Northern Commercial Company is probably nearly 

the same each year and probably does not differ significantly
/

from its competitors.) The percentage of the average

Alaskan price paid by the Northern Commercial Company was 

found to range between 28 and 100 for the various species of 

furbearers, with an overall average of 75%. On this basis, 

the total value of the average annual fur harvest to the 

study area residents during the last 5 years was determined 

to be approximately $45,088 per year. These figures also 

appear in Table 6.

The number of small game used by the people in the 

study area in an average year was already discussed in the 

preceding section. The amount of small game used is known, 

but placing a dollar value on this harvest is a rather 

difficult job. However, one can reason that if the study 

area residents did not have this food supply they would have 

to replace it with purchased food. But the question arises 
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whether or not they would replace the small game with meat 

or another food item which would cost less than meat. 

Greatest small game utilization takes place when moose and 

caribou meat is not available in sufficient quantities. 

Several natives told the author that they do not really feel 

full and satisfied after a meal in which they eat little or 

no meat. Therefore, it seems likely that in the absence of 

small game, most of the residents of the area would replace 

grouse, ground squirrels, and that portion of snowshoe hares 

used for human consumption with store purchased meat.

Very little store meat is available in the study area 

at the present time for less than $1.00 per pound. However, 

if the residents of the study area were forced to buy meat, 

they could order it from Fairbanks with a freight charge of 

about 7 cents per pound. The average price of chicken in 

Fairbanks is about 70 cents per pound. Since the average 

grouse furnishes at least 3/4 of a pound of meat, and the 

average annual take of grouse in the study area is approxi

mately 2,062, it would take 1,547 pounds of chicken to 

replace these species of birds. Therefore, the value of the 

annual grouse harvest can be set at $915. An average snow

shoe hare produces about 2-1/2 pounds of meat; rabbits sell 
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for $1.29 per pound in Fairbanks, An average ground 

squirrel probably produces about 1 pound of meat. It is not 

very likely that snowshoe hare or ground squirrel would be 

replaced by rabbit at $1.29 per pound, but it does seem 

likely that the average cost of all types of meat which 

might be used to replace these two species would exceed 80 

cents per pound when landed in the villages. About 2/3 of 

the average annual hare harvest of 25,312 animals is used 

for human consumption and all of the average annual ground 

squirrel harvest of 977 animals is used for human consump

tion. Thus, it would require 42,190 pounds of meat or 

$35,752 to replace the snowshoe hare harvest used for human 

consumption and 977 pounds of meat or $782 would be required 

to replace the ground squirrel harvest. If the 1/3 of the 

hare harvest used for dog food were replaced with an equal 

amount of dog food, it would require 21,090 pounds. The 

cheapest dog food landed in the villages of the study area 

sells for about 20 cents per pound. Therefore, it would 

require approximately $4,218 to replace that portion of the 

hare harvest used for dog food. So if we sum all the costs 

to replace the uses of the various species of small game 

harvested, the total value of the small game harvest in the
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study area can be estimated at $35,499 for an average year 

(Table 7). 

Dollar value of furbearer harvest compared to income from 

other sources.--The study area residents have five major 

sources of cash income besides that earned trapping. Three 

of these are in the form of welfare: Old Age Survivors and 

Disability Insurance payments from the Social Security 

Administration; General Assistance payments from the Bureau 

of Indian Affairs; and payments for Old Age Assistance, Aid 

to the Blind, and Aid to Dependent Children from the State 

of Alaska Department of Health and Welfare. The other two 

major sources of income are fire fighting wages paid by the 

Bureau of Land Management and National Guard membership 

payments. Information from the welfare agencies was gained 

from correspondence with the agencies. In the case of the 

Social Security Administration payments, only figures for 

the number of people receiving payments and the total 

monthly amount being paid were received. Therefore, it was 

not possible to determine what portion of these payments 

went to the various villages, and it was necessary to 

multiply the monthly payment by twelve to get the total 

amount of money being paid by this agency for a year. The



TABLE 7. VALUE OF THE SMALL GAME HARVEST IN THE STUDY AREA DURING AN AVERAGE YEAR

Annual harvest of:
Number 
taken

Average 
dressed weight 
per animal

Total number 
of pounds 
harvested

Estimated 
value 
per pound

Total 
value of 
harvest

Grouse 2,062 3/4 lbs. 1,547 77c $ 915.00

Hares 25,312 2 1/2 lbs. 63,280 (2/3) at 80c
(1/3) at 20c

$33,752.00
$ 4,218.00

Ground Squirrels 977 1 lb. 977 80c $ 782.00

Total $35,499.00
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information from the Bureau of Indian Affairs was available 

by village from 1960 through 1962, so it was possible to 

figure a 3 year average income from this source for each 

village. The State of Alaska Department of Health and 

Welfare information was available by villages from 1959 

through 1962, so a 4 year average was obtained. Information 

from the Bureau of Land Management came from the payroll 

records of the Fairbanks, Alaska office. Records were 

available from 1958 through 1962; therefore, it was possible 

to get a 5 year average of income from this source for each 

of the villages. Information on the earnings of National 

Guardsmen came from the Commanding Officer of the First 

Scout Battalion in Nome, Alaska. He stated that there were 

about 20 permanent members inside the study area during 1962, 

and all of these were residents of Fort Yukon, Payroll data 

is not available prior to 1962, but the Commanding Officer 

in Nome indicated that the figures for 1962 should approxi

mate those for the period 1958 through 1962. Table 8 

presents the probable amount of income from these sources 

during an average year. The total of these sources for an 

average year amounts to approximately $101,175.

As mentioned previously, approximately 147 households



TABLE 8. SOURCES OF OF RESIDENTS OF VILLAGES OF THE STUDY AREA (ANNUAL AVERAGES)

1 3 4 5
Soc. Sec. 
Admin. Old 
Age Survi- 
vors & Disa
bility Ins. 
on basis of 
monthly 
payments 
1962-63

Bureau of 
Indian 
Affairs— 
General 
Assistance 
payments 
(Average 
1960-62)

Alaska Dept. 
of Health & 
Welfare--Old 
Age Asis., 
aid to 
blind, dep. 
children 
(Average 
1959-62)

Bureau 
of Land .
Management 
(5 yr. av. 
1958-62)

U. S.
National
Guard, 297 
Infantyy, 
Co. B,
Fort Yukon 
(Payppets, 
1962)

Total of 
Columns 1-5

% of 
fur take 
taken by 
villages 
(1960
1911)

Average 
annual 
$ value 
received 
from 
fur take, 
1958-62 
(approx.)Villages

Rampart $ 856.68 $ 119.00 $ 270.00 $ 1,044.22 $ 2,289.90 5.6 $ 2,524.94

Stevens
Village

2,066.64 2,451.33 1,084.75 1,722.30 7,325.02 15.5 6,988.68

Beaver 2,217.76 948.67 1,015.25 1,098.26 5,279.94 4.7 2,119.15

Venetie 2,217.76 3,995.00  554.25 2,954.25 9,721.26 13.1 5,906.56

Birch Creek 
Village

504.00 2,214.00 2,718.00 .1 45.08

Chalkyitsik 1,360.08 2,571.67 159.75 2,851.65 6,943.15 15.7 7,078.86

Circle 1,360.08 117.33 566.50 629.24 2,673.15 3.7 1,668.27

Fort Yukon 13,708.80 24,843.00 3,237.75 17,783.82 $4,651.84 64,225.21 41.6 18,75671

Total $24,291.80 $35,046.00 $9,102.25 $28,083.74 $4,651.84 $101,175.63 100% $45,088.25

11
0
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or 1,176 of the study area residents are dependent upon the 

small game and furbearer resource for an important part of 

their livelihood. This same group of people is also the one 

that receives the welfare money and money from fighting 

fires. If we add the estimated yearly value of the small 

game harvest and the furbearer harvest we get a total of 

$80,587. If we add this to the $101,175 of income from 

other sources, we get a total of $181,762. From this we can 

see that the small game and furbearer resource makes up 

approximately 44% of the economy during an average year.

The actual cash income of these 1,176 people during an 

average year is approximately $146,264 or $124.38 per person 

(Table 9).

In the village of Rampart, the amount of income from 

all sources during an average year for which information was 

available amounted to $121 per person. However, no figures 

were obtained for income from fishing and mining. The 

Weisner Trading Company located in Rampart buys many fish 

from the residents each year and employs a few residents in 

the fish cannery. Some of the residents also send fish to 

markets in Fairbanks. One resident claims that he makes

approximately $2,000 a year from his fish wheel. About six



TABLE 9. THE AMOUNT OF CASH INCOME OF THE VILLAGES WITHIN THE STUDY AREA 
DURING AN AVERAGE YEAR

Villages

*People 
dependent 
upon small 
game and 
furbearers

Approximate 
annual in
come from 
fur harvest 
1958-62

All sources 
other than 
trapping

Total in
come from 
all known 
sources

% of 
income 
from 
trap
ping

Average annual 
per capita in
come from all 
known sources 
1958-62

Rampart 40 $ 2,524.94 $ 2,289.90 $ 4,814.84 52.4 $120.37

Stevens 
Village

96 6,988.68 7,325.02 14,313.70 48.8 149.10

Beaver 104 2,119.15 5,279.94 7,399.09 28.6 71.15

Venetie 104 5,906.56 9,721.26 15,627.82 37.8 150.27

Birch Creek 
Village

24 45.08  2,718.00 2,763.08 1.6 115.17

Chalkyitsik 64 7,078.86 6,943.15 14,022.01 50.5 219.09

Circle 64 1,668.27 2,673.15 4,341.42 38.4 67.83

Fort Yukon 680 18,756.71 64,225.21 82,931.92 22.6 122.03

Total 1176 $45,088.25 $101,175.63 $146,263.88 30.8 $124.38

*Canyon Village income and population included in Fort Yukon figures. 112
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men are employed seasonally in the gold mines and on road 

and airport maintenance. Thus, the actual per capita income 

may be twice as large as the calculated figure. The three 

main sources of income in Rampart, listed in order of their 

importance, are fishing, trapping, and mining. Only one of 

the 40 residents of Rampart receives Bureau of Indian 

Affair’s General Assistance payments.

The amount of income in Stevens Village was calculated

to be $149 per person during an average year. About the

only source of income of the Stevens Village residents not

included in this figure is from the sale of fresh and dried

king salmon. However, this is not a large source of income

and thus would not significantly change the above figure.

Trapping is the most important source of income in the

village,

The

and most of the able-bodied men are trappers.

amount of income in Beaver during an average year

was calculated to be $71 per person, and this figure is

probably close to correct. A few of the women receive a

little money from sewing

in the above figure, but

and beadwork which is not included 

this is a relatively insignificant

amount. This low annual income in Beaver reflects the lack

of trapping on the part of the Eskimo component of the 
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village.

In Venetie the amount of income per person during an 

average year was calculated to be $150, but during the last 

2 years (1961-1962) it has been much larger due to the 

construction work which has been going on in the village. 

However, in an average year when there are no construction 

jobs available, the average income is probably close to the 

above figure and in such a year nearly all the able-bodied 

men trap.

The amount of income in Birch Creek was calculated to 

be $115 per person during an average year. In the 1960-1961 

trapping season, the season used to calculate the percentage 

of the study area harvest coming from each village, the 

Birch Creek residents did very little trapping. However, in 

an average year the residents of Birch Creek probably harvest 

$750 to $1,000 worth of fur. In addition, one of the 

residents of Birch Creek receives between $300 and $600 each 

year from the sale of snowshoes and other handicraft. Thus, 

it is likely that the Birch Creek residents have a per 

capita income $40 to $60 greater than the estimated average 

annual income given in Table 9, or approximately $165 per 

person
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In Fort Yukon the amount of income was calculated to be 

per person during an average year. Income which was 

not included in this figure comes mainly from temporary 

construction work, the sale of salmon to markets in Fairbanks, 

the sale of firewood, and the sale of beadwork and other 

handicrafts made by the native women. If income from these 

sources had been figured in with the income from other 

sources, perhaps the per capita income would have been 

raised considerably. The most important sources of income 

in Fort Yukon, in order of importance, are trapping, sewing 

and beadwork, fishing, and temporary construction work.

The amount of income in Chalkyitsik was calculated to 

be $219 per person during an average year. This was over 

$50 greater than the calculated value for any of the other 

villages. Trapping is the main source of income in the 

village and all of the able-bodied men trap. This greater 

trapping effort, plus a good fur country, explains this 

highest estimate of average annual per capita income.

In Circle, the amount of income during an average year 

was calculated to be $68, However, Circle is like Rampart 

in that there are several other sources of income for which 

figures were not available for the calculations. Income 
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comes from the sale of fish to tourists and to markets in 

Fairbanks, sewing and beadwork, and other handicraft that 

are sold to tourists, construction work, and lumbering. 

Some of the men draw unemployment in the winter months while 

they are trapping. If the income from all these sources was 

available for calculation, the per capita income of Circle 

would probably exceed that of the other villages of the 

study area.

That portion of the study area's population not 

dependent upon the small game and furbearer resource is 

quite well off financially when compared to the other resi

dents. For the most part, this group is made up of teachers, 

government employees, airlines employees, military personnel, 

store clerks, and church representatives. There are also a 

few individuals who work in construction in Fairbanks or 

elsewhere during the summer and live in the study area the 

rest of the year. In general, these people add very little 

to the economy of the area for they have their food, 

clothing, and other items freighted to them from outside the 

area. The State of Alaska Department of Labor figures for 

employment and payrolls of these people are shown in Table 

10, Figures for Rampart are unusually large and probably



TABLE 10. EMPLOYMENT AND PAYROLLS IN THE PROJECT AREA FOR 12 MONTHS 
ENDING SEPTEMBER 1962

(From Alaska Dept, of Labor data)

Place

Average 
monthly 
employment

Total 
yearly 
payrolls

Average 
weekly 
wage

Rampart 58 $ 386,313 . $128.09

Fort Yukon 47 264,493 108.22

Beaver 3 21,021 134.75

Circle 4 ' 20,005 96.18

Venetie & 
Stevens Village 5 34,248 131.72

Chalkyitsik, Eagle & Arctic Village 204 2,413,638 227.53

Total 321 $3,139,718 $188.10 117
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depict the number of employees of the various agencies 

conducting Rampart Dam feasibility studies that have been 

stationed in the area as well as those employed in mines, 

airport maintenance, and fish processing. In this table, 

data for Chalkyitsik is listed with Eagle and Arctic Village, 

because it was not feasible to separate the data received 

from the State Department of Labor. However, Chalkyitsik 

makes up only 21% of the total population of the three 

villages and has a maximum of only four wage paying jobs, so 

it probably receives less than 5% of the total wages and 

little or no Unemployment Insurance payments.



CONCLUSIONS

The study area is believed to be one of the most 

productive fur producing areas of the state. It has 

produced an average of $143,000 annually from 1925 through 

1962. The total estimated potential value ' of the furbearer 

resource daring the next 100 years is 300 million dollars 

(Dean and Klein, 1962). Rampart Dam and the resulting 

reservoir would be harmful to all species of small game and 

furbearers that now inhabit the study area. All of the 

terrestrial habitat of the study area would be destroyed 

while no new terrestrial habitat would be created; 49,000 

miles of productive shoreline would be replaced with 3,700 

miles of shoreline varying greatly in productivity. In 

addition, animals emigrating into the areas above the study 

area might even lower the carrying capacity of those areas 

by overuse and thus lower the population of some species in 

these areas.

I feel that Rampart Dam would also be harmful to most 

of the 1,500 human residents of the Flats, since they are 

dependent upon the area for their physical and economical 

well-being. The small game and furbearer resource makes up

119
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44% of the economy in an average year. Moose, caribou, 

bear, and waterfowl also add greatly to the economy. Income 

from other sources is often used unwisely, but the wildlife 

resource puts food on the table.

The construction of Rampart Dam would force the 

residents to move against their will. The proponents of the 

dam say that the residents will be given special training 

and relocated in other areas of the state and nation, or 

will be relocated around the lake where they can continue 

their present way of life.

Many of the people from the study area who have been 

trained and relocated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs have 

eventually returned because they were dissatisfied or 

unable to adapt to life in other areas. The residents 

have a thorough knowledge of the streams, lakes, and trails 

of the study area, but possess little knowledge of the land 

around the proposed impoundment. Since their whole way of 

life depends upon their knowledge of the country in which 

they live, it would not be reasonat)le to expect them to 

harvest the natural resources in the area in which they 

are relocated as efficiently as in a familiar area. This 

is especially true since the area above the study area is
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far less productive than the study area.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alaska Department of Fish and Game. 1961. Wolf management 
investigations. 1960-61 Pittman-Robertson Project 
Report. 2(10):1-30.

Beaver, C. Masten. 1955. Fort Yukon trader. New York Exposition Press. 185 pp.
Brink, C. Holden. 1964. Spruce seed as a food of the 

squirrels Tamiasciurus hudsonicus and Glaucomys 
sabrinus in interior Alaska. Unpub. M. S. thesis. 
Univ. of Alaska. 73 pp.

Burt, William H. and Richard P. Grossenheider. 1964. A 
field guide to the mammals. 2nd ed., rev. and enlarged. 
Houghton Mifflin, Boston. 284 pp∙

Canadian Bureau of Northwest Territories and Yukon Affairs. 
1944. The Northwest Territories (administration, 
resources, development). Canad. Bur. Northwest 
Territories and Yukon Affairs, Ottawa. 59 pp.

Cowan, I. McT. 1948. Preliminary wildlife survey of the 
Mackenzie Delta with special reference to the muskrat. 
Copy of typewritten report on file at Wildlife Research 
Unit, Univ. of Alaska. 36 pp.

Dean, M. J. and D. R. Klein. 1962. The fur and small game 
resource value within the proposed Rampart Canyon Dam 
project area. Alaska Coop. Wildlife Research Unit 
typewritten report to U. S. Branch of River Basin 
Studies. 19 pp.

Edwards, R. Y. and I. McT. Cowan. 1957. Fur production of 
the boreal forest region of British Columbia. Jour. 
Wildl. Mgt. 21(3):257-268.

Gabrielson, Ira N. and Frederick C. Lincoln. 1959. The 
birds of Alaska. The Stackpole Company, Harrisburg, 
Pa. and the Wildlife Management Institute, Washington, 
D. C. 922 pp∙

Hadleigh-West, Frederick. 1959. On the distribution and 
territories of the western Kutchin tribes. Anthropo
logical Papers of the Univ. of Alaska. 7(2):113-116.

122



123

Hakala, John B. 1952. The life history and general ecology 
of the beaver (Castor canadensis Kuhl) in interior 
Alaska. Unpub. Masters thesis. Univ. of Alaska. 181 
pp.

Harbo, S. J. Jr. 1958. An investigation of mink in 
interior and southeastern Alaska. Unpub. M. S. thesis. 
Univ. of Alaska. 95 pp.

Hawbaker, S. Stanley. 1965. Trapping North American 
furbearers. rev. 9th ed. Kurtz Bros., Clearfield, Pa. 
352 pp.

Hulten, Eric. 1941-1950. Flora of Alaska and Yukon. Lund 
Univ. Arsskr. N. F. Avd. 2, in 10 parts and supplement. 
1,902 pp.

Lensink, Calvin J. 1953. An investigation of the marten in 
interior Alaska. Unpub. M. S. thesis. Univ. of Alaska.

__________ 1962. Progress Report--Waterfowl populations 
and production within the impoundment area of the 
proposed dam at Rampart on the Yukon River, Alaska. 
Unpub. progress report. U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 66 pp.

Leopold, Aldto. 1931. Game survey  of the north-central 
states. Sporting Arms and Ammunition Institute. 
Madison, Wisconsin. 299 pp.

Libby, Wilbur L. 1954. A basis for beaver management in 
Alaska. Unpub, M. S. thesis, Univ. of Alaska. 80 pp.

Lutz, H. J. 1953. The effects of forest fires on the vege
tation of interior Alaska. Sta. Pap. no. 1, Alaska For. 
Res. Center, Juneau. 36 pp.

Lutz, H. J. and A. P. Caporaso. 1958. Indicators of forest 
land classes in air-photo interpretation of the Alaska 
interior. Sta. Paper no. 10, Alaska For. Res. Center. 
U. S. Dept, Agr., Forest Service. 31 pp.

Murray, Alexander Hunter, 1847-48. Journal of the Yukon. 
Edited and notes by Lawrence J, Burpee. Ottawa Govt. 
Printing Bureau, 1910. 125 pp.



124

O’Farrell, R. G. 1960. Snowshoe hares  in Alaska. Unpub.  
M. S. thesis. Univ. of Alaska. 77 pp.

Osgood, Cornelius. 1934. Kutchin tribal distribution and 
synonymy. American Anthropologist N. S. Vol. 36, No. 2. 
pp. 168-179.

_____  1936. Contributions to the ethnography of the 
Kutchin. Yale Univ. Publ. in Anthro. No. 14. Yale 
Univ. Press, New Haven, Conn. 189 pp.

Pewe, Troy L. 1958. Geology of the Fairbanks (D-2) quad
rangle, Alaska. Department of the Interior. U. S. 
Geological Survey. Map G Q 110. Washington, D. C.

Province of Manitoba. 1965. The Manitoba trappers guide. 
Dept. of Mines and Natural Resources.  Manitoba, Canada. 
106 pp.

Quick, H. F. 1953. Wolverine, fisher and marten studies in 
a wilderness region. Trans. 18th N. Amer. Wildl. Conf. 
18:513-533.

__________ 1956. Effects of exploitation on a marten 
population. Jour. Wildl. Mgt. 20(3):267-274.

Rand, A. L. 1945. Mammals of Yukon. Natl. Museum of 
Canada. Bulletin No. 100. Biological Series No. 29. 
93 pp.

Seton, Ernest T. 1929. Lives of game animals. Doran 
Doubleday and Company, ' Inc., Garden City, N. Y. 950 pp.

U. S. Department of Commerce, Weather Bureau.  1958-1963. 
Climatological data, Alaska. Annual Summaries. 
45(13)-49(13).

U. S. Department of the Interior. 1965. Field ' Report. 
Rampart ' project, Alaska. Market for power and effect 
of project on natural resources. Juneau, Alaska. 
Vol. I, 384 pp.

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1957. Progress Report No. 
II. General information relative to the fish and 



125

wildlife resources of the Yukon River Basin. Juneau, 
Alaska. 48 pp.

__________ 1958. Progress Report No. III. 1956 field 
investigations, fishery resources of the upper Yukon 
River Basin between Eagle, Alaska and Carmacks, Yukon 
Territory. Juneau, Alaska. 31 pp.

__________ 1960. A reconnaissance report on the fish ani 
wildlife resources of the Yukon ani Kuskokwim River 
Basins in relation to the developmental plan of the 
Corps of Engineers. Juneau, Alaska. 35 pp.

__________ 1964. A report on fish ani wildlife resources 
affectei by Rampart Canyon Dam ani Reservoir Project, 
Yukon River, Alaska. Juneau, Alaska. 122 pp.

Williams, John R. 1960. Cenozoic seiiments beneath the
central Yukon Flats, Alaska. Geological Survey Research 1960. Professional Paper 400-B. p. 329.



APPENDIX



127

Letter from People of Birch Creek Village

We the people of Birch Creek Village would like the 
people of Alaska to know about our home.

The first big chief on the Yukon flats was Sannot-tee. 
He did lots of work with the Hudson Bay Company. He had a 

son called Old Thomas by our people. Old Thomas was a hard 
worker and good hunter. Each year he would kill many moose 

and catch many fish. He built the first log house made by 

our people. Before that time our people lived skin houses 
and traveled all the time. Old Thomas built this log house 

on Birch Creek one mile below the present site of our 
village. There is a ripple in this place and in the fall 

Old Thomas would build a fish trap and catch enough white 
fish and jackfish to last his people all year. In the 

spring Old Thomas would take a poling boat and go down to 

the upper mouth of Birch Creek on the Yukon and get on the 
steamer. He would go up the Yukon to Forty-Mile. There he 

would trade for store goods. The steamer captain did not 
charge him for they thought he was a big chief too.

In the fall Old Thomas would go back up Birch Creek and 

would hunt moose on the way. When he killed moose he would 

dry it. He would have two or three moose when he got back
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to his cabin.
More people came to Birch Creek then to make their 

living. Even before they had guns they could make a good 

living here. But the place where Old Thomas had his cabin 

was not a good place for a village. It would get flooded in 
the spring because the ground was to low. It was also to 

hard to get wood there. So the people moved up stream a 
couple of bends where the ground was higher and fire wood 

was close. That is where our village stands today.
Old Thomas had only one son named William, but he died. 

Some native people called Old Thomas William Vit-tee which 

means father of William. A man came from the Black River
and maaried Old Thomas’ daughter. This man was like a 
pardner to Old Thomas. When Old Thomas died he became the 
new chief of Birch Creek Village. He was named Birch Creek 

George. He had no sons. His daughter mmaried a man from 
Black River also and they came to Birch Creek to live. HLs 

name is Birchcreek James and he lives in our village today.
We people living here now live much the same way as our 

ancesters did. Birch Creek was never a large village and is 
not large now. But this is good. We can make a better  

living that way. In the winter we trap near our village and 
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our families. In the spring we hunt muskrats and trap 

beaver near the village. Then during the summer we go down 

to the lower mouth of Birch Creek and fish for salmon near 

the village. Salmon gives us food for ourselves and our 

dogs. We can not make a fish trap anymore because it is 

against the law. In the fall we hunt moose in the lakes, 

sloughs, and creeks near our village- This gives us meat 

for the winter, and skins which we use to make boots, 

rawhide, and babish.

Last year we got mail service to our village, and this 

summer we made a school. Soon some of our people who were 

forced to move to Fort Yukon so their children could go to 

school, will be coming back.

Last summer we raised our first garden and it was good. 

This summer we will plant more and bigger gardens. Our 

children eat vegetables at school and like them. They will 

help in our gardens too.

Now people tell us that the government may build 

Rampart Dam. Rampart Dam would force us to move to the 

higher ground of the hills. There we could not trap as many 

different kinds of fur as we can here. There would be only 

a few beaver and very few muskrats for us to trap in the 
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spring. They can not find the right kind of food there or 
they would be there now. We could no longer get salmon. 

The sloughs, creeks, and lakes that are our highways and 

hinting trails would be lost to us. Even here in the flats 

where hunting is easy we do not always get enough noose. 

The noose must spend part of their life down on the flats. 

They could not live all year in the hills. We can travel 

much easier here because we don’t have to go up and down 

hills. On the flats we can go lots of places with canoes 

and in many places can see a long ways. This helps us to 
kill noose. If we had to move to high country it would be 

to brushy for us to hunt. We want to live where we are. We 

would not use the big lake for travel. The wind blows lots 

in the summer and the waves would be to big. We don’t even 

use the Yukon when the waves are big.
We ask the people of Alaska and the rest of the states 

to stand by us and let us live on our land.
Sincerely, the Councd of Birch Creek Village

Birch Creek Janes
Moses Marten
David Janes 
Neil Janes 
Lawrence Marten 
Walter Williams
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Letter from People of Chalkyitsik

We the people of Chalkyitsik are against the Rampart 

Dam. Reason 1: We depend on our country in order to make a 

living trapping, fishing etc. the year round.

We are also during greatest part of our lives dependent 

upon wild fish and game as a source of food for direct 

consumption. We cannot maintain a reasonable degree of 

health without having wild meat and fish.

Having the Rampart Dam built would destroy so much game 

and all our beautiful Pine trees and birch trees which we 

use to make toboggans, sled, snowshoes etc. We do not waste 

any of the wild game we get for consumption. Some of it is 

used to feed the dogs which we use during the trapping 

season. Also the hides from moose. Caribou tanned is used 

for foot wear and clothing.

Chief Dan Frank

Sec. Chief John H. Herbert

Treasurer Martha  Herbert

Marshall Carl Moses

Council Chairman Edison Peter
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Letter from the People of Venetie

All the People in Venetie do not like to have Rampart 

Dam. Because us Native People use to live in this country. 

In Winter time we do trapping and summer we go fishing. 

This is the only way we make living. What us Native People 

going to do? We don’t want to go to different country. 

Because we use to our own village. It is our home. ALl the 

People in Veneti say No not to build Rampart Dam.

First Chief Johnny Frank

Second Chief Abraham Christie

Secretary Nathaniel Frank

Chairman Walter John
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TABLE A. MAMMALS COLLECTED FROM THE STUDY AREA

Order Insectivora

1. Masked shrew (Sorex cinereus)

2. Dusky shrew (Sorex obscurus)

3. Arctic shrew (Sorex arcticus)

4. Pigmy shrew (Microsorex hoyi)

Order Carnivora

5. Black Bear (Ursus americanus)

6. Grizzly Bear (Ursus horribilus)

7. Pine Martin (Martes americana)

8. Least Weasel (Mustela rixosa)

9. Shorttail Weasel (Mustela erminea)

10. Mink (Mustela vison)

11. Wolverine (Gulp luscus)

12. River Otter (Lutra canadensis)

13. Red Fox (Vulpes fulva)

14. Arctic Fox (Alopex lagopus)

15. Coyote (Canis latrans)

16. Wolf (Canis lupus)

17. Lynx (Lynx canadensis)

Order Rodentia

18. Arctic Ground Squirrel (Citellus 
parryi)

Collector

K & M

K & M, B & L
*

C K

C K

C K

C K

C K

C K

C K

C K
C K 

W

C K

C K

C K

C K, K & M
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19. Red Squirrel (Tamiasciurus hudsonicus) C K, K & M, B & L
20. Northern Flying Squirrel (Glaucomys

sabrinus) C K

21. Deer Mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus) *

22. Beaver (Castor canadensis) C K

23. Northern Bog Lenming (Synaptomys
borealis) B & L

24. Brown Lemming (Lemmus trimucronatus) B & L

25. Boreal Redback Vole (Clethrionomys 
rutilus) K & M, B & L

26. Memdow Vole (Microtus pennsylvanicus ) K & M, B & L

27. Tundra Vole (Microtus oeconumus) K & M, B & L

28. Alaska Vole (Microtus miurus) *

29. Yellow-Cheeked Vole (Microtus
Xanthognathus) E 

30. Meadow Jumping Mouse (Zapus hudsonius) K & M

31. Porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum) C K

32. Muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus) C K

Order Lagomorpha

33. Snowshoe Hare (Lepus americanus) C K, K & M

Order Artiodactyla

34. Moose (Alces americana) C K

35. Caribou (Rangifer arcticus) C K

Explanation of Symbols:
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K&M- Collected by author and John Matthews on small 
mammal plots duringthe summer of 1962.

B&L- Collected by John L. Buddy and Wilbur L. Libby crew 
during study of "The Distribution in Alaska of Plant 
and Animal Life Available For Survival." Collection 
was made on the Black River (66o44, N, 143o 35, W) 
during July of 1957.

W - Collected by James Ward, a resident ft Fort Ykkon.

E - Collected by Jay Eisenhart, a resident of Beaver.

CK - Commonly known from they area.

* - Not recorded from the area as yet but appears to
occur there from its distribution.
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TABLE B. BIRDS REPORTED FROM THE STUDY AREA

Species Observers

(Resident Game Birds)

1. Hudsonian Spruce Grouse (Canachites 
canadensis canadensis (Linnaeus))

2. Yukon Ruffed Grouse (Bonasa umbellus 
yukonensis Grinnell)

0, K & M, D2, 0, 
L R, L & E

o, k & m, k, d2, 
L R, L & E, G2

3. Alaskan Sharp-tailed Grouse 
(Pedioecetes phaslanellus caurus 
Friedmann)

0, D & B, L R, 
L & E

4. Willow Ptarmigan (Lagopus lagopus 
(Linnaeus))

K & M, K, L R,
L & E

5. Nelson’s Rock Ptarmigan (Lagopus mutus 
nelsoni Stejneger)

D & B, V S

(Other Birds)

1. Common Loon (Gavia immer (Brunnich)) D, L R, R, L & E

2. Pacific Arctic Loon (Gavia arctica 
pacifica (Lawrence))

K & M, L R, R, 
L & E

3. Red-throated Loon (Gavia stellata 
(Pontoppidan))

L R, L & E

4. Red-necked Grebe (Podiceps grisegena 
holboellii Reinhardt)

0, D & B, R, 
L & E

5. American Horned Grebe (Podiceps auritus 
cornutus Gmelin)

K & M, K, L R, 
R, L & E

6. Trumpeter Swan (Olor buccinator 
Richardson)

K2, D & B, L R, 
L & E

7. (Athabaska) Canada Goose (Brata
canadensis parvipes (Oassin))

K & M, L R, L & E
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8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Black Brant (Branta nigricans 
(Lawence))

O,L R, L&E

Pacific White-fronted Goose (Anser 
albifrons frontalis Baird)

M, K, K & M, L R, 
L & E

Snow Goose (Chen hyperborea 
hyperborea (Pallas))

K, L R, L & E

Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos platy- 
rhynchos Linnaeus)

K, 0, K & M, L R, 
R, L & E

Pintail (Anas acuta Linnaeus) M, K & M, L R, R, 
L & E

Green-Winged Teal (Anas crecca 
carolinensis Gmelin)

G, L R, R, L & E

Blue-Winged Teal (Anas discors 
discors Linnaeus)

D & B, L & E

American Widgeon (Mareca americana 
(Gmelin))

K, M, D, K & M, 
L R, R, L & E

Shoveler (Spatual clypeata 
(Linnaeus))

N, K & M, L R, 
L & E

Redhead (Aythya americana (Eyton)) L & E

Ring-necked Duck (Aythya collaris 
(Donovan))

L & E

Canvasback (Aythya valisinera 
(Wilson))

Greater Scaup (Aythya marila 
nearctica Stejneger)

K, L & E

Lesser Scaup (Aythya affnis (Eyton)) 0, M, K & M, L R, 
L & E

American Goldeneye (Bucephala 
clangula american Bonaparte))

M, 0, L R, L & E
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23. Barrows Goldeneye (Bucephala 
islandica (Gmelin))

24. Bufflehead (Bucephala albeola 
(Linnaeus))

25. Old Squaw (Clangula hyemalis 
(Linnaeus))

26. King Eider (Somateria spectabilis 
(Linnaeus))

27. Western White-winged Scoter 
(Melanitta deglandi dixoni (Brooks))

28. Surf Scoter (Melanitta perspicillata 
(Linnaeus))

29. Red-breasted Merganser (Mergus 
serrator serrator Linnaeus)

30. Lesser Sandhill Crane (Grus 
canadensis canadensis (Linnaeus))

31. Northern American Coot (Fulica 
americana americana Gmelin)

32. Semipalmated Plover (Charadrius 
semipalmatus Bonaparte)

33. Western American Golden Plover 
(Pluvialis dominica fulva (Gmelin))

34. Black-billied Plover (Squatarola 
squatarola (Linnaeus))

35. Upland Plover (Bartramis longicauda 
Bechstein)

36. Wilson's Common Snipe (Capella 
gallinago delicata (Ord))

37. Hudsonian Whimbrel (Numenius phaeopus 
hudsonicus Latham)

M, L & E, K & M,

M, L & E, K & M,
L R, R 
K & M, L R, L & E

L & E

K, D & B, K & M,
L P, P, M, L & E

K & M, K, N, L P,
M, L & E

K & M, M, L P, 0,
L & E

K & M, D & B, L R,. 
P, L & E

D & B, L & E

L & E, K & M,
G & L

D & B, L & E

N, L & E

D & B, L & E

O, K, E, L E,
L & E

0, L & E
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38. Spotted Sandpiper (Actitis macularia 
(Linnaeus))

K & M, 
L & E

G2, 0,

39. Western Solitary Sandpiper (Tringa 
solitaria cinnamonea (Brewster))

0, R, L & E

40. Lesser Yellowlegs (Totanus flavipes 
(Gmelin))

K & M, 
L R, R

U S, G & L, 
 L & E

41. Pectoral Sandpiper (Erolia melanotus 
(Vieillot))

L & E

42. Least Sandpiper (Erolia minutilla 
(Vieillot))

L & E

43. Long-billed Dowitcher (Limnodromus 
scolopaceus (Say))

L, L R , L & E

44. Semipalmated Sandpiper (Ereunetes 
pusillus (Linnaeus))

L & E

45. Western Sandpiper (Ereunetes mauri 
Cabania)

L & E

46. Sanderling (Crocethia alba (Pallas)) L & E

47. Northern Phalarope (Lobipes lobatus 
(Linnaeus))

K & M, 
R, L &

U S, L R,
E

48. Western Mourning Dove (Zenaidura 
macroura marginella (Woodhouse))

F

49. Northern Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus alascanus Townsend)

K & M, L & E

50. American Golden Eagle (Aquila 
chrysaetos canadensis (Linnaeus))

0, B

51. Eastern Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis 
atricapillus (Wilson))

D & B, L & E

52. Northern Sharp-shinned Hawk (Accipiter 
striatus velox (Wilson))

L & E
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53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

Western Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo 
jamaicensis calurus (Castin))
Harlan's Hawk (Buteo harlsni
(Audubon))

American Rough-legged Hawk (Butso 
lagopus S. johannis (Gmelin))
Marsh Hawk (Circus cyaneus hudsonius 
(Linnaeus))
American Osprey (Pandion haliagtus 
carolinensis (Gmelin))

Siberian Peregrine Falcon (Falco 
peregrinus harterti Buturlin)

Western Pigeon Hawk (Falco 
columbarius bendirei Swann)

Eastern Sparrow Hawk (Falco 
sparverius sparverius Linnaeus)

Long-tailed Jaeger (Stercorarius 
longicaudus Vieillot)

Dusky Great Horned Owl (Bubo 
virginianus saturatus Ridgway)

Snowy Owl (Myctea scandiaca 
(Linnaeus))

American Hawk Owl (Surpia ulula 
caparock (Muller))

Northern Short-Eared Owl (Asio 
flammeus flammeus (Pontoppidan))

American Boreal Owl (Aegolius 
funereus richardsoni (Bonaparte))

Western Glaucous Gull (Larus 
hyperboreus barrovianus (Ridgway))

K & M, L & E

L & E

K & M, L R, L & E

L & E

G & L, R, L & E

K & M, D & L,
L & E
L & E

B2, L & E

L R, L & E

O, B2, D & B,
L & E

K & M, L & E

L & E 

U S, L & E

L R, L & E

K & M, L & E
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68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

American Herring Gull (Larus 
argentatus smithsonianus Coues)

K & M, M, O, D2,
D & B, L & E

Short-billed Common Gull (Larus canus D2, R 
brachyrhynchus Richardson)

Bonaparte’s Gull (Larus Philadelphia 
(Ord))

Western Belted KCngfisher (Magaceryle 
alcyon caurina ' (Grinnell))

Boreal Yellow-shafted Flicker 
(Colaptes auratus borealis Ridgway)

Northwestern Red-shafted Flicker 
(Colaptes cafer cafer (Smelin))

K, D & B, R,
L & E

L & E

K & M, O, K, L R, 
M, L & E

Y

Northern Hairy Woodpecker (Dendrocopos K & M, L & E 
Villosus septentrionalis (Nuttall))

Nelson's Downy Woodpecker (Dendrocopos L & E 
pubescens nelsoni (Oberholser))

Black-backed Three-toed Woodpecker L & E 
(Picoides arcticus (Swainson))

Northern Three-toed Woodpecker L & E
(Picoides tridactylus fasciatus Baird)

Northern Say’s Phoebe (Sayornis saya 
yukonensis Bishop)

Alder Traill’s Flycatcher (Empidonax 
traillii traillii (Audubon))

Western Wood Pewee (Contopus 
sordidulus veliei Coues)

Olive-sided Flycatcher (Nuttallornis 
borealis (Swainson))

B, L & E

K & M, O, B2,
U S, L & E
B2, L & E

K & M, L & E, G

Pallid Horned Lark (Eremophila D3, L & E
alpestris articola (Oberholser))
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83. Northern Violet-green Swallow K & M. L & E
(Tachycineta thalassina lepida Mearns)

84. Tree Swallow (Iridoprocne bicolor L & E
(Vieillot)) 

85. American Bank Swallow (Riparia 
riparia maximilliani (Stejneger))

86. Greater Cliff Swallow (Petrochelidon 
pyrrhonota hypopolia Oberholser)

K & M, L R, D, 
D & B, O, L & E
K & M, D4, L & E

87. Alaska Gray Jay (Perisoreus canadensis K & M, 
arcus Miler) G L R,

L & E, 
M, R, G

88. Noothern Raven (Corvus corax 
principalis Ridgway)

89. Yukon Black-Capped Chickadee (Parus 
stricapillus turneri Ridgway)

90. Hudsonian Boreal Chickadee (Parus 
hudsonicus hudsonicus Forster)

91. Alaska Gray-headed Chickadee (Parus 
cinctus lathami Stephens)

92. Robin (Turdus migratorius Linnaeus)

93. Northern Varied Thrush (Ixoreus 
naevius meruloides (Swainson))

K & M, O, M, L R,
L &  E

L & E

K & M, D, B, M

L & E

K. L & E, K & M, 
L R, R

H, K & M, R, 
L & E

94. Alaska Hermit Thrush (Hylocichla R, L & E
guttata guttata (Pallas))

95. Yukon Swainson's Thrush (Hylocichla 
ustulata incana Godfrey)

96. Northern Gray-checked Thrush 
(Hylocichla minima minima 
(Lefresnaye))

K & M, D & B, R,
K, O, B2, L & E

L & E. K & M. U S, 
K. O, R

97. European Wheatear (Oenanthe oenanthe O, B2, L & E 
oenanthe (Linnaeus))
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98. Western Water Pipit (Anthus 
spinoletta pacificus Todd)

M, L & E

99. Bohemian Waxwing (Bombycilla garrula 
pallidiceps Reichenow)

D & B, K, R,
L & E

100. Northwestern Shrike (Lanius 
excubitor invictus Grinnell)

L & E

101. Mvrtle Warbler (Dendroica coronata 
hooveri McGregor)

L & E, K & M

102. Lutescent Orange-crowned Warbler R, K
(Vermivora celata lutescens (Ridgway))

103. Newfoundland Yellow Warbler 
(Dendroica petechia amnicola 
Batchelder)

K & M, O, U, R, 
L & E

104. Blackpoll Warbler (Dendroica striata 
(Forster))

K, T, 0, L & E

105. Grinnell’s Northern Waterthrush 
(Seiurus noveboracensis notabilis 
Ridgway)

K, R, D & E, K

106. Rusty Blackbirds (Euphagus carolinus 
(Muller))

K & M, K, 0, R,
L & E

107. Pine Grosbeak (Pinicola enucleator 
(Linnaeus))

L & E

108. Gray-crowned Rosey Finch (Leucosticte 
tephrocotis (Swainson))

L & E

109. Couse Hoary Redpoll (Acanthis 
hornemanni exilipea (Coues))

O, b2, t, d2,
L & E

110. Mealy Redpoll (Acanthis flammea 
flammea (Linneaus))

K & M, 0, U S, 
R, L & E

111. American White-winged Crossbill 
(Loxia leucoptera leucoptera Gmelin)

K & M, N, K, M, 
L & E
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112. Western Savannah Sparrow (Passerculus K & M, K, O, R,
sandwichensis anthinus Bonaparte) L & E

113. Northern Slate-colored Junco (Junco 
hyemalis hyemalis (Linnaeus))

K & M, K, M, R, 
L & E

114. Western Ttee Sparrow (Spizella 
arborea ochracea Brewster)

K & M, K, 0, R, 
L & E

115. Gambell's White Crowned Sparrow 
(Zonotrichia leucophrys gambelii (Nuttall))

K & M, 0, K, M, 
R, L & E

116. Yukon Fox Sparrow (Passerella K & M, G & L, D &
iliaca zaboria Oberholser) B, O, R, L & E

117. Montane Lincoln's Sparrow (Melospiza 
lincolnii alticola (Miller and 
McCabe))

U S, O, H, R,
L & E

118. Smith's Longspur (Calcarius pictus 
(Swainson))

U S, D & B, L & E

119. Eastern Snow Bunting (Plectrophenax 
nivalis nivalis (Linnaeus))

L & E

EXPLANATION OF SYMBOLS

Observers Listed in "Birds of Alaska," by Gabrielson & Lincoln.

B - Blackwelder D & B - Dali & Bannister
B^ - Bishop F - Friedmenn

C - Cade G - Gabrielson

D - Dufresne G2 - Grinell
D2 - Dall G & L - Gabrielson & Lincoln
D2 - Dwight H - Holister
D4 - Dice K - Kennicott’s Register 

of Specimens
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K2 - Kirby

L - Lockhard

M - Murie

N - Nelson

0 - Osgood
o2 - Oates
T - Turner

U S - United States
National Museum

Other Observers

L & E - Calvin Lensink and Jay Eisenhart

Y - Charles Yokum

Observations by Lensink, Eisenhart and Yokum are 
recorded in "Progress Report - Waterfowl Populations 
and Production Within the Impoundment Area of the 
Proposed Dam at Rampart on the Yukon River, Alaska," 
by Calvin Lensirnk. 1962,

K & M - Keith Koontz and John Matthews - Observations on 
summer study plots and when travelling on the Flats 
from 1 June 1962 to 5 January 1963.

R - L. J. Rowinski - unpublished field notes, 2-15 July 
. 1957.

L R - Local residents of the Flats.
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ANNUAL FUR HARVEST VALUES FOR ALASKA AND THE STUDY AREA 
(1925-1962)

TABLE C-1. ANNUAL BEAVER HARVEST

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1925 3,949 363 9.2 20.00 7,260.00
1926 1,046 18 1.7 22.50 405.00
1927 24,602 294 1.2 25.79 7,582.26
1928 32,712 33 .1 26.00 858.00
1929 1,547 0 0 26.25 000.00
1930 476 0 0 20.00 000.00
1931 13,499 185 1.4 16.70 3,089.50
1932 15,609 593 3.8 9.23 5,473.39
1933 30,164 1,146 3.8 12.70 14,554.20
1934 44,823 1,703 3.8 8.48 14,441.44
1935 11,138 423 3.8 8.10 3,426.30
1936 25,046 952 3.8 12.40 11,804.80
1937 18,820 715 3.8 13.00 9,295.00
1938 30,889 1,174 3.8 11.25 13,207.50
1939 31,397 1,193 3.8 14.75 17,596.75
1940 14,630 556 3.8 18.00 10,008.00
1941 20,606 783 3.8 25.50 19,966.50
1942 17,593 669 3.8 26.00 17,394.00
1943 15,146 576 3.8 30.00 17,280.00
1944 8,516 324 3.8 30.00 9,720.00
1945 11,339 431 3.8 30.00 12,930.00
1946 18,525 704 3.8 34.00 23,936.00
1947 25,088 953 3.8 32.00 30,496.00
1948 20,133 764 3.8 35.00 26,740.00
1949 23,394 889 3.8 35.00 31,115.00
1950 19,095 726 3.8 35.00 25,410.00
1951 17,506 665 3.8 37.00 24,605.00
1952 18,617 770 4.1 30.00 23,100.00
1953 15,163 639 4.2 26.00 16,614.00
1954 13,892 795 5.7 24,00 19,080.00
1955 17,455 663 3.8 32.00 21,216.00
1956 16,140 613 3.8 23.00 14,099.00
1957 14,350 1,094* 7.6* 17.00 18,598.00*
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TABLE C-l. (continued)

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1958 24,434 1,240* 5.1* 22.00 27,280.00*
1959 14,712 1,230* 8.4* 21.00 25,830.00*
1960 14,069 739 5.3 21.00 15,519.00
1961 25,000 790 3.2 25.00 19,750.00
1962 15,504 453 2.9 22.00 9,966.00

Total 686,674 25,858 569,646.64
Average 18,070 680 23.10 14,990.70
Average Annual Take 680
Unit Value $23,10
Average Annual Value $14,990.70
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TABLE C-2. ANNUAL MINK HARVEST

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1925 59,504 3,940 6.6 7,00 27,580.00
1926 44,674 4,507 10.1 12.00 54,084,00
1927 45,466 3,531 7,8 14,52 51,270,12
1928 32,353 1,259 3.9 15.87 19,980,33
1929 26,695 ___  240 ,9 20.70 4,963.00
1930 27,785 139 ,5 8,50 1,181.50
1931 30,431 317 1.0 9,60 3,043,20
1932 43,207 1,988 4.6 5.69 11,311,72
1933 50,812 2,337 4.6 6.05 14,138,85
1934 57,858 2,661 4.6 9.16 24,374,76
1935 60,501 2,783 4,6 7,20 20,037,60
1936 44,016 2,025 4.6 10,50 21,262,50
1937 52,436 2,412 4.6 12.40 29,908.80
1938 39,866 1,834 4.6 11,50 21,091,00
1939 42,883 1,973 4.6 9.75 19,236,75
1940 43,702 2,010 4.6 8,50 17,085,00
1941 31,782 1,462 4.6 10,50 15,351,00
1942 30,919 1,422 4.6 9,75 13,864,50
1943 33,705 1,550 4.6 15,00 23,250,00
1944 61,038 2,808 4.6 11.00 30,888,00
1945 46,188 2,125 4,6 18,00 38,250,00
1946 48,088 2,212 4.6 18.00 39,816,00
1947 53,000 2,438 4,6 21.00 51,198,00
1948 36,662 1,686 4,6 17,00 28,662,00
1949 39,348 1,810 4.6 27.00 48,870,00
1950 28,000 1,288 4.6 45.00 57,960,00
1951 22,000 1,012 4.6 45,00 45,540,00
1952 39,200 834 2.1 37,50 31,275.00
1953 25,000 1,142 4,6 35,00 39,970,00
1954 36,300 1,452 4,0 32,50 47,190,00
1955 27,700 1,274 4,6 45,00 57,330,00
1956 11,100 603* 5,4* 34,50 20,803,50
1957 35,000 1,917* 5,5* 20.00 38,340,00*
1958 15,200 669* 4.4* 28.00 18,732,00*
1959 10,437 626* 6.0* 30,00 18,780,00*
1960 20,640 289 1.4 30,00 8,670,00
1961 30,000 167 .6 30,00 5,010,00
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TABLE C-2. (continued)

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

70 from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1962 8,813 1,216 13.8 30.00 36,480.00

Total 1 ,392,309 63,958 1,056,784.13
Average 36,640 1,683 19.97 27,810.11
Average Annual Take 1,683
Unit Value $19.97
Average Annual Value $27,810.11
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TABLE C-3. ANNUAL MUSKRAT HARVEST

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1925 395,142 83,362 21.1 .85 70,857.70
1926 183,320 33,466 18.3 1.40 46,852.40
1927 155,041 38,882 25.1 1.95 75,819.90
1928 197,957 56,326 28.5 1.33 74,913.58
1929 190,377 3,877 20.0 1.02 3,954.54
1930 411,934 16,089 3.9 .56 9,009.84
1931 455,897 26,579 5.8 .62 16,478.98
1932 500,640 108,138 21.6 .36 38,929.68
1933 154,573 33,388 21.6 .55 18,363.40
1934 133,312 28,795 21.6 .73 21,020.35
1935 127,901 27,627 21.6 .80 22,101.60
1936 153,772 33,215 21.6 1.25 41,518.75
1937 231,842 50,078 21.6 1.15 57,589.70
1938 291,140 62,886 21.6 .66 41,504.76
1939 417,442 90,167 21.6 .82 73,936.94
1940 453,300 97,913 21.6 1.10 107,704.30
1941 511,805 110,550 21.6 1.60 176,880.00
1942 267,356 57 ,749 21.6 1.75 101,060.75
1943 212,352 45,868 21.6 2.10 96,322.80
1944 142,532 30,786 21.6 2.00 61,572.00
1945 147,536 31,868 21.6 1.80 57,362.40
1946 145,099 31,341 21.6 2.00 62,682.00
1947 160,312 34,627 21.6 1.65 57,134.55
1948 125,233 27,050 21.6 1.70 45,985.00
1949 142,843 30,854 21.6 2.00 61,708.00
1950 198,000 42,768 21.6 2.15 91,951.20
1951 261,000 56,376 21.6 2.15 121,208.40
1952 163,000 29,475 18.1 1.40 41,265.00
1953 138,000 56,983 41.3 1.30 74,077.90
1954 172,200 38,767 22.5 .95 36,828.65
1955 110,000 23,760 21.6 .85 20,196.00
1956 45,000 12,327* 27.4* 1.20 14,792.40*
1957 84,000 31,685* 37.7* .90 28,516.50*
1958 100,000 35,740* 35.7* .90 32,166.00*
1959 43,289 12,045* 27.8* .80 9,636.00*
1960 132,530 21,072 15.9 .75 15,804.00
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TABLE C-3. (continued)

Year
Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1961 91,000 3,018 3.3 .75 2,263.50
1962 27,206 3,969 14.6 .75 2,976.75

Total 7,873,881 1,559,511 1,932,946.22
Average 207,207 41,040 1.23 50,867.01
Average Annual Take 41,040
Unit Value $1.23
Average Annual Value $50,867.01
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TABLE C-4. ANNUAL MARTEN HARVEST

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1925* 3,647 788 21.6 20.00 15,760.00
1926* 1,107 40 3.6 20.00 800.00
1927* 342 0 0 22.50 000.00
1928* 142 0 0 29.05 000.00
1929* 276 0 0 30.00 000.00
1930* 637 0 0 18.00 000.00
1931 7,054 741 10.5 16.35 12,115.35
1932 3,289 335 10.2 12.29 4,117.15
1933 4,022 410 10.2 13.90 5,699.00
1934 4,866 496 10.2 14.06 6,973.76
1935 3,314 338 10.2 14.80 5,002.40
1936 1,306 133 10.2 20.00 2,660.00
1937 16,969 1,731 10.2 27.35 47,342.35
1938 9,237 942 10.2 24.75 23,314.50
1939 1,287 131 10.2 26.00 3,406.00
1940 9,626 982 10.2 32.00 31,424.00
1941 707 72 10.2 49.00 3,528.00
1942 240 24 10.2 34.00 816.00
1943 8,182 835 10.2 50.00 41,750.00
1944 13,352 1,362 10.2 45.00 61,290.00
1945* 453 46 10.2 60.00 2,760.00
1946 2,819 288 10.2 47.00 13,536.00
1947 13,413 1,368 10.2 47.00 64,296.00
1948 10,883 1,110 10.2 42.00 46,620.00
1949 14,141 1,442 10.2 25.00 36,050.00
1950 8,200 836 10.2 24.00 20,064.00
1951 9,500 969 10.2 27.00 26,163.00
1952 6,350 799 12.6 40.00 31,960.00
1953 5,500 605 11.0 50.00 30,250.00
1954 3,500 707 20.2 14.00 9,898.00
1955 7,000 714 10.2 20.00 14,280.00
1956 4,200 664* 15.8* 26.00 17,264.00*
1957 3,650 615* 16.8* 15.00 9,225.00*
1958 2,710 373* 13.8* 10.00 3,730.00*
1959 2,368 541* 22.8* 12.00 6,492.00*
1960 3,286 516 15.7 15.00 7,740.00*
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TABLE C-4. (continued)

Average Annual Value $16,136.53

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value ff 
study area 

 peltries

1961 5,000 54 1.1 14.00 756.00
1962 4,531 407 9.0 15*00 6,105.00
Total 197,106 21,414 613,188.01
Average 5,187 564 26.90 16,136.53
Average Annual Take 564
Unit Value $26.90

* Closed Season
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TABLE C-5. ANNUAL OTTER HARVEST

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1925* 3,265 24 .74 19.00 456.00
1926* 2,932 11 .38 21.00 231.00
1927* 2,783 19 .68 22.80 433.20
1928* 3,191 7 .22 24.68 172.76
1929* 2,943 2 .07 31.58 63.16
1930* 3,491 2 .06 23.00 46.00
1931 2,432 62 2.55 18.00 1,116.00
1932 2,284 13 .57 7.93 103.09
1933 3,211 18 .57 11.37 204.66
1934 3,897 22 .57 13.56 298.32
1935 3,224 18 .57 13.30 239.40
1936 3,235 18 .57 14.00 252.00
1937 3,007 17 .57 14.00 238.00
1938 2,892 16 .57 12.75 204.00
1939 2,792 16 .57 11.00 176.00
1940 2,804 16 .57 10.50 168.00
1941 2,188 13 .57 14.50 188.50
1942 2,821 16 .57 13.00 208.00
1943 1,547 9 .57 22.50 202.50
1944 2,772 16 .57 20.00 320.00
1945 2,246 13 .57 20.00 260.00
1946 1,721 10 .57 15.50 155.00
1947 2,836 16 .57 27.00 432.00
1948 2,986 17 .57 28.00 476.00
1949 2,799 16 .57 19.00 304.00
1950 2,287 13 .57 19.00 247.00
1951 2,660 15 .57 27.50 412.50
1952 2,950 17 .58 22.00 374.00
1953 2,340 14 .60 24.00 336.00
1954 3,480 16 .46 26.00 416.00
1955 3,100 18 .57 36.00 648.00
1956 2,300 13 .57 28.00 364.00
1957 3,300 19 .57 24.00 456.00
1958 3,890 7* .18* 27.00 189.00*
1959 1,657 12*  .72* 26.00 312.00*
1960 3,681 22 .60 25.00 550.00
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TABLE C-5. (continued)

Unit Value $20.80
Average Annual Value $303·84

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1961 3,500 3 .09 28.00 84.00
1962 1,140 7 .61 30.00 210.00

Total 106,584 583 11,546.09
Average 2,805 15 20.80 303.84
Average Annual Take 15

* Closed Season
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TABLE C-6. ANNUAL WOLF HARVEST

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study
area

Average. 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1925 247 62 25.1 12.00 744.00
1926 232 57 24.6 12.00 684.00
1927 468 172 36.8 23.90 4,110.80
1928 536 124 23.1 26.00 3,224.00
1929 688 87 12.6 41.55 3,614.85
1930 355 60 16.9 26.00 1,560.00
1931 263 104 39.5 26.00 2,704.00
1932 258 42 16.1 22.00 924.00
1933 387 62 16.1 8.00 496.00
1934 757 122 16.1 22.00 2,684.00
1935 642 103 16.1 21.25 2,188.75
1936 904 146 16.1 19.50 2,847.00
1937 730 118 16.1 23.75 2,802.50
1938 640 103 16.1 15.50 1,596.50
1939 405 65 16.1 17.00 1,105.00
1940 444 71 16.1 18.00 1,278.00
1941 599 96 16.1 15.00 1,440.00
1942 620 100 16.1 13.50 1,350.00
1943 351 57 16.1 14.00 798.00
1944 418 67 16.1 15.00 1,005.00
1945 851 137 16.1 20.00 2,740.00
1946 1,055 170 16.1 20.00 3,400.00
1947 1,563 252 16.1 15.00 3,780.00
1948 793 128 16.1 15.00 1,920.00
1949 488 79 16.1 15.00 1,185.00
1950 1,070 172 16.1 15.00 2,580.00
1951 782 126 16.1 15.00 1,890.00
1952 1,153 16 1.4 25.00 400.00
1953 585 26 4.4 30.00 780.00
1954 880 61 6.9 35.00 2,135.00
1955 1,080 174 16.1 42.00 7,308.00
1956 930 150* 16.1* 20.00 3,000.00*
1957 910 149* 16.4* 20.00 2,980.00*
1958 1,080 27* 2.5* 20.00 540.00*
1959 227 40* 17.6* 20.00 800.00*
1960 171 38 22.2 20.00 760.00
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TABLE C-6. (continued)

Unit Value $20.50
Average Atonual Value $1,938.25

Year
Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value ff 
study area 
peltries

1961 720 3 .4 20.00 60.00
1962 139 12 8.6 20.00 240.00

Total 24,421 3,578 73,653.60
Average 643 94 20.50 1,938.25
Average Annual Take 94
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TABLE C-7. ANNUAL. FOX HARVEST

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1925 22,314 897 4.0 17.00 15,249.00
1926 26,290 1,303 5.0 20.00 26,060.00
1927 26,686 1,513 5.7 28.18 42,636.34
1928 30,686 1,413 4.6 38.28 54,089.64
1929 25,281 423 1.7 49.60 20,980.80
1930 19,393 396 2.0 34.00 13,464.00
1931 13,953 298 2.1 22.98 6,848.04
1932 12,455 747 6.0 10.88 8,127.36
1933 14,763 886 6.0 12.07 10,694.02
1934 17,293 1,038 6.0 12.71 13,192.98
1935 20,241 1,214 6.0 9.65 11,715.10
1936 24,399 1,464 6.0 11.75 17,202.00
1937 24,698 1,482 6.0 10.80 16,005.60
1938 18,365 1,102 6.0 9.25 10,193.50
1939 24,258 1,455 6.0 7.50 10,912.50
1940 11,164 670 6.0 7.00 4,690.00
1941 14,524 871 6.0 9.50 8,274.50
1942 14,433 866 6.0 11.00 9,526.00
1943 6,418 385 6.0 18.25 7,026.25
1944 9,153 549 6.0 16.00 8,784.00
1945 9,863 592 6.0 12.50 7,400.00
1946 7,534 452 6.0 14.50 6,554.00
1947 4,755 285 6.0 10.00 2,850.00
1948 2,040 122 6.0 5.00 610.00
1949 2,078 125 6.0 4.00 500.00
1950 2,960 178 6.0 4.00 712.00
1951 2,500 150 6.0 4.50 675.00
1952 1,500 179 11.9 5.00 895.00
1953 1,100 188 17.0 5.00 940.00
1954 1,000 94 9.4 4.50 423.00
1955 1,240 74 6.0 4.50 333.00
1956 650 36* 5.5* 3.50 126.00*
1957 990 61* 6.2* 5.00 305.00*
1958 640 49* 7.7* 7.00 343.00*
1959 769 30* 3.9* 10.00 300.00
1960 731 30 4.1 15.00 450.00
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TABLE C-7. (continued)

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1961 700 19 2.7 15.00 285.00
1962 730 64 8.8 15.00 960.00

Total 418,547 21,700 340,332.63
Average 11,014 571 13.17 8,956.12
Average Annual Take 571
Unit Value $13.17
Average Annual Value $8,956.22
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TABLE C-8. ANNUAL WEASEL HARVEST

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1925 13,418 591 4.4 .80 472.80
1926 10,387 1,097 10.6 1.60 1,755.20
1927 8,663 863 10.0 1.85 1,596.55
1928 10,253 881 8.6 2.04 1,797.24
1929 17,467 733 4.2 1.74 1,275.42
1930 11,582 756 6.5 1.15 869.40
1931 15,358 1,129 7.4 1.15 1,298.35
1932 17,536 2,297 13.1 .44 1,010.68
1933 11,372 1,490 13.1 .56 834.40
1934 14,278 1,870 13.1 .69 1,290.30
1935 19,279 2,526 13.1 .55 1,389.30
1936 11,012 1,443 13.1 .70 1,010.10
1937 8,453 1,107 13.1 .80 885.60
1938 9,755 1,278 13.1 .55 702.90
1939 13,828 1,811 13.1 .60 1,086.60
1940 9,895 1,296 13.1 .60 777.60
1941 8,580 1,124 13.1 .85 955.40
1942 11,230 1,478 13.1 .90 1,330.20
1943 3,892 510 13.1 1.60 816.00
1944 5,508 722 13.1 1.00 722.00
1945 5,967 782 13.1 1.40 1,094.80
1946 6,298 825 13.1 1.50 1,237.50
1947 5,722 750 13.1 1.60 1,200.00
1948 7,852 1,029 13.1 2.00 2,058.00
1949 8,801 1,153 13.1 2.00 2,306.00
1950 6,740 883 13.1 1.75 1,545.25
1951 8,000 1,048 13.1 2.00 2,096.00
1952 5,230 967 18.5 2.50 2,417.50
1953 3,000 697 23.2 3.00 2,091.00
1954 4,400 864 19.6 2.00 1,728.00
1955 3,300 432 13.1 2.00 864.00
1956 3,000 379* 12.6* 1.75 663.25*
1957 1,500 323* 21.5* 1.75 565.25*
1958 2,200 480* 21.8* 1.80 864.00*
1959 2,207 489* 22.2* 1.40 684.60*
1960 1,993 167 8.4 1.35 225.45
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TABLE C-8. (continued)

Year
Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1961 1,700 30 1.8 1.35 40.50
1962 1,319 286 21.7 1.20 343.20

Total 311,025 36,586 43,900.34
Average 8,185 963 1.38 1,155.27
Average Annual Take 963
Unit Value $1.38
Average Annual Value $1,155.27
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TABLE C-9. ANNUAL LYNX HARVEST

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1925 7,920 3,019 38.1 17.00 51,323.00
1926 7,495 1,745 23.3 20.00 34,900.00
1927 9,809 2,445 24.9 29.47 72,054.15
1928 10,173 1,625 16.0 4 5.25 73,531.25
1929 7,575 563 7.4 61.10 34,399.30
1930 2,980 646 21.7 57.00 36,822.00
1931 623 236 37.9 43.50 10,266.00
1932 502 138 27.4 23.29 3,214.02
1933 591 162 27.4 21.25 3,442.50
1934 723 198 27.4 21.44 4,245.12
1935 1,338 367 27.4 21.50 7,890.50
1936 2,421 663 27.4 36.25 24,033.75
1937 2,089 572 27.4 31.60 18,075.20
1938 2,130 584 27.4 36.00 21,024.00
1939 2,705 741 27.4 37.50 27,787.50
1940 1,698 465 27.4 43.50 20,227.50
1941 781 214 27.4 43.00 9,202.00
1942 639 175 27.4 45.00 7,875.00
1943 713 195 27.4 55.00 10,725.00
1944 990 271 27.4 50.00 13,550.00
1945 955 262 27.4 60.00 15,720.00
1946 1,195 327 27.4 50.00 16,350.00
1947 965 264 27.4 40.00 10,560.00
1948 1,110 . 304 27.4 30.00 9,120.00
1949 854 . 234 27.4 20.00 4,680.00
1950 680 186 27.4 13.00 2,418.00
1951 900 247 27.4 13.00 3,211.00
1952 600 282 47.0 12.00 3,384.00
1953 900 459 51.0 10.00 4,590.00
1954 2,000 815 40.8 8.00 6,520.00
1955 3,100 849 27.4 10.00 8,490.00
1956 2,900 565* 19.5* 8.00 4,520.00*
1957 2,200 702* 31.9* 9.00 6,318.00*
1958 1,500 335* 22.3* 9.00 3,015.00*
1959 605 191* 31.6* 15.00 2,865.00*
1960 782 174 22.3 15.00 2,610.00
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TABLE C-9. (continued)

Year
Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1961 900 39 4.3 13.00 507.00
1962 1,107 286 25.8 13.00 3,718.00

Total 87,148 21,545 593,183.79
Average 2,293 567 28.60 15,610.10
Average Annual Take 567
Unit Value $28.60
Average Annual Value $15,610.10
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TABLE C-10. ANNUAL WOLVERINE HARVEST

Year
Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study 
area 
harvest

% from 
study 
area

Average 
Alaska 
price

Value of 
study area 
peltries

1925 360 10 2.8 8.00 80.00
1926 468 9 1.9 15.00 135.00
1927 809 216 26.7 22.l0 4,773.60
1928 831 73 8i8 21.27 l,552.71
1929 873 44 5.0 19.95 877.80
1930 495 97 19.6 10.50 1,018.50
1931 406 48 ll.8 8.74 419.52
1932 234 19 8.3 3.60 68.40
1933 281 23 8.3 4.50 103.50
1934 279 23 8.3 3.50 80.50
1935 260 22 8.3 5.50 121.00
1936 290 24 8.3 7.40 177.60
1937 369 31 8.3 6.20 192.20
1938 248 21 8.3 6.00 126.00
1939 228 19 8.3 5.50 104.50
1940 326 27 8.3 5.50 148.50
1941 232 19 8.3 5.74 109.06
1942 161 13 8.3 7.00 91.00
1943 92 8 8.3 14.00 112.00
1944 87 7 8.3 15.00 105.00
1945 482 40 8.3 15.00 600.00
1946 746 62 8.3 22.00 1,364.00
1947 630 52 8.3 17.00 884.00
1948 527 44 8.3 20.00 880.00
1949 488 41 8.3 25.00 1,025.00
1950 490 41 8.3 30.00 1,230.00
1951 500 42 8.3 30.00 1,260.00
1952 350 30 8.6 30.00 900.00
1953 400 20 5.0 30.00 600.00
1954 360 34 9.4 30.00 1,020.00
1955 300 25 8.3 30.00 750.00
1956 350 30* 8.6 30.00 900.00*
1957 200 17 8.3 30.00 510.001958 350 20* 5.7 30.00 600.001959 213 18 8.3 30.00 540.001960 198 17 8.6 27.00 459.00
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TABLE C-10. (continued)

Year

Total 
Alaska 
harvest

Study % from
area Study
harvest area

Average 
Alaska
pri.ce

Value  of 
study area 
peltries

196l 162 2 .7 27.00 54.00
1961 175 1 .6 30.00 30.00

Total 11.781 1,289 11,867.H
Average 378 14 17.84 667.14
Average annual Take 34
Unit Value $17.84
Average Annual Value $631.64


