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INTERRELATIONS OF ALASKAN LAND USE DECISIONS
AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
Introduction
*
In the United States wild animals are public charges even on private
property, and formal stewardship over wildlife is a governmental responsi
bility.

The Alaska Constitution reflects this in two succinct statements:

"Wherever occurring in their natural state, fish, wildlife, and
waters are reserved to the people for common use." (Art. VIII Sec. 3)
and
"The legislature shall provide for the utilization, development,
and conservation of all natural resources belonging to the
state . . ." (Art. VIII Sec. 2).
Clearly, wildlife management is considered a necessary and beneficial
government activity.

Just as obviously, however, it is not the only

responsibility of government in the field of natural resources.

The

Alaska Constitution requires attention as well to the settlement of
lands, the use of timber, the establishment of parks, the development
of petroleum and mineral reserves, and the use of water.
indication of priorities among those activities.

There is no

Because no two of

those activities are always totally compatible, the problem of resource
administrators is to achieve the greatest stream of natural resource
benefits over time, minimizing friction among resource users.
Whether an "optimum" stream of benefits will be attained depends
mostly on how land use decisions are made.

In Alaska these are almost

entirely public decisions, as more than 99 per cent of the State is
^publicly owned.

Land and resource allocation choices are especially
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critical in the case of wildlife because wild animals depend on the flow
and quality of natural waters, the fertility of the soil, the kind and
distribution of vegetation, and the integrity of the animal community,
all of which are affected by human use of the land.
The object of this chapter is to examine the interrelatedness of
wild animal management and land use:

If wildlife managers are to maintain

a diverse, productive fauna supporting maximum human use, what control
over other uses of the land and water should they have?

If they had a

high level of control,' how would other people using the land be affected?
What influence do wildlife managers now have in Alaskan land allocation
decisions?

What are the system's strengths and weaknesses?
!
the prospects for change?

What are

Managing Wild Animals: When is
Land Use Control Needed?
It is common knowledge that people can change natural environments
enough to threaten indigenous animal populations.

Nevertheless, when

the Alaska State legislature charged the Commissioner of Fish and Game
""with the duty of managing, protecting, maintaining, improving, and
extending the fish and game resources of Alaska . . . " and gaVe him
"all necessary power" to accomplish this (Art. I Sec. 4, AS Title 16)
they did not imply that he had veto power over all conflicting land
uses.

The goals of wildlife management are important but not over

riding.
, '
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Thus fish and game managers expect to take part in the continual
process of adjustment and compromise that is the heart of our system
of resource allocation.

The question is, in what situations can wild

life managers accept what they are given, in terms of the ecologic mix
on a particular piece of ground, and when must they seek a leading role
in land use decisions?
Whether wildlife managers choose an active or a passive stance
depends largely on what is at stake.

Generally speaking, they will

try for a relatively high level of land use control . . .
• . . 1)

If a species is in danger of extinction, and if control
of land would increase the animal's chance of survival.
The Aleutian Canada goose was reduced to a very few in
dividuals when egg-eating rats and foxes invaded the
Aleutians in the 1920's through the 1950's.

The ability

to control access to and use of the few remaining islands
harboring this dark goose is the cornerstone of the res
toration program of the Department of the Interior, the
landholder.
• • • 2)

If an abundant species is concentrated at some time in
its life cycle onto a relatively small area where it would
be vulnerable to massive mortality.

Perhaps the clearest

Alaskan example is the fall buildup of nearly the entire
world population of black brant in Izembek Bay at the tip
of the Alaska Peninsula.

The Bay is a critical "refueling"

station for these geese (and hundreds of thousands
of other waterbirds) in their migrations.

Maintaining

the eel grass beds that provide the basic food supply
of those birds requires careful planning of all land
and water uses —
...

3)

hence, a high degree of land control.

If demand for a species is concentrated on a small
part of the species1 range. Many examples are to be
found in Alaska, including the high demand for public
waterfowl hunting areas near Anchorage, the several
rivers intensively fished by sportsmen on the Kenai
Penisnula, the few summits along the Steese and Taylor
Highways where caribou, grizzly bears, and ptarmigan
can be hunted, and so on.

Proprietary land control by

wildlife agencies may not be necessary, but maintenance
of the recreation opportunity requires that fish and
wildlife managers have a more-than-ordinary input into
land use decisions.
In contrast, there are many situations in which the probability of
extensive and harmful environmental change is so low that wildlife managers
can maintain the fauna and ensure satisfactory levels of wildlife utilization
without being much involved in land allocation.

When a species is in very

large supply relative to demand, very widely distributed, and relatively
flexible in its habitat requirements —
snowshoe hare, and robins —

three Alaskan examples being caribou,

little more than surveillance of land use
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may be needed.

Other aspects of management (providing access when lack

of access limits the degree to which demand can be satisfied, manipulating
harvest levels, preventing chemical pollution) then have higher urgency.
It might be useful to discuss, in somewhat more specific terms than
above, two situations in which wildlife managers should have relatively
high input into land use decisions.

The discussion does not cover all

areas, animals, or land-wildlife problems; the idea is simply to indicate
the sorts of considerations involved.
Waterfowl management is perhaps the most sophisticated of all broadscale wildlife programs in North America, and control of land plays a
key role.

Waterfowl are mainly migratory, their seasonal flights spanning

a major part of North America and in some cases Central America and parts
of South America as well.

Management programs are undergirded by treaties

among Canada, United States, and Mexico.

Actual control of numbers, where

it can be achieved, is done through manipulation of the production or
harvest of local or regional populations.
James King, Waterfowl Project Leader in Alaska for the U.S. Bureau
of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, recently estimated the Alaskan fall
duck population at 6,537,000 birdsJ

Most Alaskan waterfowl migrate

to Pacific Coast and other states for the winter.

Others live in Alaska

or its coastal waters all year (particularly certain geese, eiders, scoters,
and other diving ducks), and still others (such as some snow geese and

-As reported by Donald McKnight and Ben Hi Hiker, Alaska* Dept, of Fish
and Game, in "The Impact of Oil Development on Waterfowl Populations in Alaska,"
50th Conference, Western Ass'n. of State Game and Fish Commissioners. Victoria,*
B.C., July 13-16, 1970.

i
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and little brown cranes that nest in Siberia and winter in western
United States) are found here only in migration.

Waterfowl managers,

therefore, strive to maintain Alaskan waterfowl populations for the use
and enjoyment of the people of an entire continent, not only of Alaska.
Hardly any water or wet land in Alaska is completely devoid of
waterfowl in summer, but a very large proportion of the total population
of these birds is concentrated seasonally in a little over 20 fairly
well defined areas (Fig. 2).
areas is critical.

Control of surface uses of these few

In general waterfowl are sensitive to water level

.fluctuations; human activities tending to change water levels must be
under strict control.

Waterfowl are rather tolerant of organic pollution,

such as domestic sewage, but are quickly affected by chemical, thermal,
or particulate pollution that destroys aquatic plant or invertebrate life.
They are also extremely vulnerable to oil spills while the oil is concentrated
at or near the surface.
With these factors in mind it is easy to understand why wildlife
biologists opposed construction of a dam at Rampart on the Yukon River,
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which would have flooded an area providing habitat for close to 15 per
cent of Alaska's total fall duck population.

Likewise, the concern over

existing and potential oil pollution3 is very understandable.
From the standpoint of Alaskan waterfowl hunters, too, land use
control may be highly important.

There are only a few places where

?Rampart Canyon Dam and Reservoir Project, Yukon River: A report o f ^
fish and wildlife resources. U.S. Dept. Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service,
Juneau, Alaska, 1964.
3For example, see James King's paper "Needed Now, New Emphasis on Arctic
Bird Conservation," Annual meeting of National Adubon Society, Seattle,
Washington, May 1970.
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waterfowl hunting is within financial reach of most Alaskan hunters
(Fig. 2, especially the tidelands of upper Cook Inlet, the Minto
Flats near Fairbanks, the Copper River Delta, and the Stikine River
Delta near Wrangell and Petersburg).

Maintaining those wetlands so

they are attractive both to waterfowl and waterfowl hunters requires,
if not proprietary control, at least a formal recognition of the high
priority of waterfowl in the area management schemes.
Among wild animals living year-round in Alaska, none is given more
management attention than moose. This is because moose are found
almost everywhere there are trees or tall shrubs (the exceptions being
Kodiak Island and most of southeast Alaska), are an important source
of meat for people with a wide range of cash incomes, and are highly
regarded objects of recreational hunting.
Moose are not uniformly abundant, of course, because the ability of
land (including the whole biota, not just the dirt and water) to support
them varies from place to place.

Management effort, however, is not a

simple function of supply as it often is for waterfowl; that is, the
effort being greatest where the concentration of ducks and geese is highest.
The wildlife managers' interest in moose is centered where human demands
are high relative to supply.

These are (Figure 3) the Matanuska-Susitna

and Kenai Peninsula areas providing hunting opportunities for Anchorage
and upper Cook Inlet area hunters; several areas around Fairbanks; the
Nelchina Basin, shared by sportsmen from Anchorage and Fairbanks; Yakutat,
the largest moose population close to Juneau and other towns in southeast
Alaska; and the northern half of the Alaska Peninsula, where sportsmen
from all over the world come to hunt moose, bear and caribou.
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Each of these areas has its unique problems for the wildlife manager.
For example, private land ownership is extensive enough in the Matanuska
and Susitna valleys to affect management programs by 1) creating access
problems, 2) nearly eliminating the chance for land use decision-making
by wildlife administrators, and 3) setting an upper limit of tolerance
to moose densities, as farmers object strenuously to excessive crop damage
and other aspects of too-frequent encounters with moose.

On thre Alaska

Peninsula, the major problem is to foster high-quality recreational
experiences for trophy-seeking sportsmen.
thus assume prime importance.

The ground rules of the hunt

Near Fairbanks, fire and Bureau of Land

Management fire suppression activities determine to a large extent where
and in what densities moose will occur; this, plus access factors,
determines where hunters will go.
To some extent different management strategies —

for example,

encouraging the harvest of the highest number of moose a given area
can be made to produce, or managing for production of large-antlered
bulls -- are in conflict.

A fundamental decision has to be made as

to which strategy to pursue in a particular area.

Since hunting costs

less close to home than far away, the volume of demand for moose (or,
more strictly, for moose hunting opportunity) is usually highest close
to cities.

It is these areas that are most likely to be managed for

maximum production.

Strategies for hinterland moose populations tend

toward trophy hunting or towards the twin objectives of trophy hunting
by transients and subsistence harvest by indigenous people.
,'i
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Figure 3.

Map of Alaska with moose harvest (/latest year) by GMU, plus
moose management areas.

"(Bud Burris is going to supply harvest info by GMU for 1968-69 or 1969-70.

Both strategies may require a degree of control over land use if
the management is to succeed.

In the case of "trophy" areas the main

land-use goal is to maintain a natural setting for the hunt.

Important

aspects would include maintaining populations of other species like
wolves and waterfowl that are of high interest to the sportsman; limiting
public access to compatible and controllable means and restricting or
preventing conflicting commercial activities.

When the moose population

must yield the greatest possible annual harvest in strict numerical
terms, management programs strive to maintain the habitat in as productive
a condition as possible, even to the point of manipulating vegetation
'through controlled burns or other means.

In addition, access must be

liberal to allow people to go where the moose live.

Again, it is obvious

that the ability to determine how other land-consuming activities are to
be restricted, modified, or promoted, is of great significance.
Patterns of Land Use Control by
Wildlife Managers in 1970
I have noted that although the Alaska Constitution and subsequent
— legislation (Chapter 94 SLA) direct the State to manage wild animals
for the benefit of its citizens, neither document dealt with the question
of how managers of wild animals are to maintain or enhance the natural
productivity of the land.

In the next few pages I will discuss the types

and degrees of land use control fauna! agencies have achieved in Alaska
through proprietary control, specific legislation, inter-agency cooperative
agreements, and other political processes.
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A survey of agencies with

wildlife management authority, and of those with proprietary control
of land and its uses, will set the stage.
The agency with prime responsibility to manage the fauna
directly is the Alaska Department of Fish and Game.

This cabinet-level

organization of approximately 280 people has research, management, and
wildlife enforcement powers.

The Department also has emergency regulation-

setting powers (Ch. 94 SLA 1969, Sec. 12), but a ten-man Board of Fish and
Game, appointed from the citizenry at large by the governor, has basic
regulatory power.

For all species of fish, shellfish, mammals, and birds

except waterfowl and most migratory birds, the Board and Department of Fish
and Game are sole rule-making agencies.

Waterfowl and other migratory

birds are subject to the International Migratory Bird Treaty Acts of 1916
and 1937, which vested authority for regulating harvests in the federal
government.
Other than for waterfowl, there

has been no dimming .of a state s

authority over wild animals on state or private lands.

However, there

has been a long disagreement over the extent of federal authority on
federal lands within a state.

With 96 per cent or more of Alaska in

federal ownership, the question is significant.

It would be presumptuous

to try to interpret here all of the germane legal documents.
on both sides have done this before.4

Attorneys

In practice, a pattern has evolved

in Alaska with several discernible elements:
t

^See, for example, the memorandum M-36672, Dec. 1, 1J54 t ™"1,.^8 USDI*
Office of the Solicitor to.the Assistant Secretary for Wildlife, U.S.
Department of the Interior.
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1)

Certain federal lands are closed to hunting by law (Mount McKinley
National Park; Glacier, Sitka, and Katmai National Monuments),
executive order (Cape Newenham National Wildlife Range), or
regulation (portions of military bases, certain national wildlife
refuges).

Although there are occasional additions or deletions

of closed areas, these comprise a fairly stable group of land
parcels over which the State has little or no wildlife management
opportunity.
2)

Vacant,'unreserved public domain; all existing federal lands
classified by the Bureau of Land Management; virtually all land .
in the North and South Tongass and Chugach National Forests;
and certain other federal lands such as Naval Petroleum Reserve
No. 4 are under state harvest regulation authority.

3)

Most Alaskan units of the National Wildlife Refuge System are
open to hunting and fishing under state law.

However, managers

of at least one refuge (Kenai National Moose Range) have effectively
controlled moose and sheep hunting through regulations restricting
travel by certain vehicles, especially snowmobiles, when those
vehicles are used for big game hunting.
4)

There has been no challenge to the State's authority to regulate
commercial fisheries or the harvest of marine mammals except
for fur s'eals on the Pribilof Islands.

Some unpublicized pres

sure has been exerted by "federalists" on the State to curtail
the sport harvest of polar bear on the ice pack (over international
*
waters) through its authority to restrict imports of game.

tmm •
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This situation is not static.

A variety of.friction points have

developed in Alaska, and are not yet resolved.
Secretary of the Interior to do this

A recent attempt by the

probably will not clarify the

points of disagreement very much, because it reiterates federal authority
to restrict wildlife utilization as management objectives of federal
reserves require.
Before statehood the main wildlife management agency was the Fish and
Wildlife Service, U.S. Department of the Interior.

The Territorial Game

Commission had limited powers mainly over resident fish and game.

The

breadth of the USDI wildlife management authority diminished with statehood,
but its modern wildlife section, the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife,
retains important functions.

It regulates the waterfowl harvest and

participates in studies of migratory birds. .It enforces federal acts
relating to interstate shipments of game, bald eagle protection, and so
on.

The Alaska Area Office of the Bureau administers programs of the

Branch of River Basin Studies.

Finally, it manages units of the National

Wildlife Refuge System.
Proprietary Control of Land
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game is the management agency for
one 1,500 acre parcel of land, the Fairbanks Wildlife Management Area
located just outside the Fairbanks city limits.

The State Legislature

5Notice of Proposed Policy Statement on Intergovernmental Cooperation
(Preservation, Use, and Management of Fish and Wildlife Resources).
Federal Register for July 17, 1970.
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designated two other areas as State Game Sanctuaries, to be protected
and managed by the Department of Fish and Game.

These are the Walrus

Islands State Game Sanctuary in Togiak Bay west of Dillingham, and the
McNeil River State Game Sanctuary for brown bears on the east side of
the Alaska Peninsula north of Katmai National Monument.
If control of land use is really of paramount importance to wild
life and fishery managers in certain critical situations, one wonders
why, in the first decade of its existence, the Department of Fish and
Game did not gain proprietary status over more hinterland real estate?
The answer is complex, but several factors are identifiable.

First,

in the struggle to organize, to get biological data, and to cope with con
flicting public opinions on harvest regulations, little energy was left
for perspectives on problems still on the horizon (or even in the middle
distance).

Second, managing land costs money, and the costs tend to be

recurring and cumulative.^

Third, there was a considerable reluctance

among top ADFG administrators to go to the Legislature with proposals
that might be controversial.

Given the common public attitude toward

"lock-ups," and knowing that any withdrawal from multiple purpose use
of land parcels over 640 acres in size has to be approved by the
Legislature (AS 38-05-300 amend. .1964) the. administrators had some
reason to be wary.

Finally, although proprietary control is rather

complete and permanent, there are other ways of achieving the required

6This led James Brooks, then Director of the ADFG Division of Game,(
to state in a meeting in 1966 to establish a lands program, that "We don't
want to administer lands, we want to influence administration."
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strength in resource allocation decisions with lower political and
budgetary risks.
The idea of administering land is still alive within the Department
of Fish and Game.

The consensus seems to be that lands administered by

the Department would be intensive management areas, open to hunting in
most cases, established to meet urgent demands for maintaining valuable
animal populations.

Waterfowl hunting and production areas, and winter

range or calving concentration areas of big game animals, are likely
candidates for such a system.
In striking contrast to the state's wildlife agency, the federal
counterpart is a major Alaska landholder.

The eighteen units of the

Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife's refuge system in Alaska total
about 19,919,000 acres.

A detailed tabulation of the individual refuges

is in Appendix I.
All Alaskan national wildlife refuges.were established by Executive
Order of the President or by Public Land Orders issued by the Secretary
of the Interior; none was created by Congress.

Those established before

Statehood were done in an era when the federal will prevailed without
serious challenge.

The professional staff of the Bureau (then Fish and

Wildlife Service) proposed and justified new units of the System, and
if approval within the Service was forthcoming, an order creating them
was issued in due course by the executive branch.

Opposition to federal

withdrawals sharpened with Statehood, and public participation (pro and con)
was a major element in the discussion of the proposed Arctic National
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ADDendix I. Units of the National Wildlife R e f u g e System in
P
Alaska, Administered by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries
and Wildlife. (Map and accompanying list.)

ALASKAN
BIG GAME REFUGES, WILDLIFE RANGES AND MIGRATORY BIRD REFUGES
MANAGED BY BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE

Name

car***1 •

Year Established

Acreage

Purpose

Arctic Wildlife Range

1960

8,899,859

Clarence Rhode Wildlife
Range

1960

2,887,026

Aiputian Islands Migratory.
Bird Refuge

1913

2,720,430

Kodiak Big Game Refuge

1941

1,815,000

Kenai Big Game Refuge

1941

1 ,730,000

Nunivak Big Game Refuge

1929

1,109,388

Izembek Wildlife Range

1960

415,016

Cape Newenham Migratory
Bird Refuge

1969

265,000

Bering Sea Migratory Bird
Refuge (inc. Pribilof Is.)

1909

41,113

Simeonof Big Game Refuge

1958

10,442
8,422

Semidi Migratory Bird Refuge
Hazen Bay Migratory Bird
Refuge

1937

6,800

Tuxedni Migratory Bird
Refuge

1909

6,439

Forrester Island Migratory
Bird Refuge

1912

2,832

Chamisso Migratory Bird
Range

1912

641

Bogoslof Migratory Bird
. Range

1909

•160

Saint Lazaria Migratory Bird
Refuge

1909

65

Hazy Islands Migratory Bird
Refuge

1912

42

Total Acreage

19,918,675

Wildlife Range, finally created in 1960 by Interior Secretary Seaton
over the objections of the Alaska delegation to Congress and the State
administration.

Other refuges have been established this decade, but

the tendency has been for the Department of Interior to have only the
minimum degree of public discussion required by law.

The January 20,

1969 Public Land Order designating the Cape Newenham National Wildlife
Range, for example, surprised many professional Alaskan staff members
of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife.
In general the BSFW enjoys full proprietary authority on its
refuges and ranges, including the right to restrict entry.

However,

each unit was established with its own ground rules which at times
significantly limit the extent of land use control by the Bureau.

The

two clearest examples are the Aleutian Islands National Wildlife Refuge
and the Kenai National Moose Range.
as naturalistic values:

The former has military as well

both the Department of Defense and the Atomic

Energy Commission have demonstrated their superior authorities, spelled
out in the order creating the Refuge, to use these islands for their own
purposes.

The Kenai refuge is not available for homesteading, mining

claims leading to patent, and similar activities that can alienate title,
but the Bureau cannot refuse oil and gas leasing and development permits
on approximately half of the Moose Range.

The Bureau must adjust its

management programs to the resource extraction industry in its front yard.
Control Through Legislation, Regulation, and Permit Approval
Outright land ownership is at one end of the spectrum of land use
control mechanisms available to fish and game managers.

At the other

is voluntary cooperation from land proprietors.

Between is a variety

of laws and regulations requiring participation by wildlife managers'
in land decisions.

Those laws and regulations are the topic of this

section.
1)

Anadromous Fish Act; One of the oldest and most frequently used

statutes in the field of wildlife habitat protection is the Anadromous
Fish Act (AS 16.05.870, amen. 1966).

This Act requires anyone intending

to use, divert, obstruct, or pollute the natural flow or bed of a body
of water designated as an anadromous fish area, to notify the commissioner
of fish and game of his intent.

The commissioner may then require detailed

plans and has authority to require changes in the proposed activities to
protect fish and game.1
The statute allowed specification of broad areas within which all
lakes, streams and rivers were designated as important for anadromous
fish, but only in the region within 50 miles of the coast from Dixon
Entrance (the British Columbia border) and Cape Menshikof (south of King
Salmon on Bristol Bay).

In other areas, each lake or stream had to be

named individually.
Just how broadly this act can be interpreted is still being discussed.
Its title and language indicate that only waterways valuable for anadromous
fish (salmon, sheefish, some trout, and so on) fall under the statute.

On

the other hand the protection of "fish and game" is specified under AS 16.05.880,
suggesting a broader concern.

The penalities for material damage, however,

apply only to spawning or migration of anadromous fish.
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The Act is the sole basis for ADFG's participation in the examination
of seismic permits issued to geophysical companies by the Department of
Natural Resources (except that the willingness of DNR to submit sesimic
applications to ADFG is also critical).

The rationale is that to protect

streams, the uplands have to be protected from erosion.-

Privately, ADFG

‘'officials admit that their legal foundation for this surveillance activity
is very tenuous.
In my opinion the Act is too narrow in focus to do the job that
needs doing.

Fish, other than those that live in saltwater until spawning

time, warrant similar protection.

So do fur animals.

So, in fact, do

recreational resources provided by water, and other aspects of the public
interest.

1

In some measure this broad public interest is protected

on

paper __ by new regulations of the Department of Natural Resources (AS
11.151.00 - 6) requiring permits for heavy vehicles, particularly earthmoving equipment, crossing state lands.

The difficulty with this is that

state lands are as yet only about 2 per cent of Alaska, and that enforce
ment is in the hands of an already busy staff.
domain is even worse:

The situation on the public

there are not even any regulations requiring permits

for vehicles crossing BLM lands.

The extensive and continuing damage done

to Bear Creek (Alaska Peninsula) 10 years ago when it was used as a roadway
to an oil drilling site is evidence of the urgent need for better regulation
#
2)

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act: • This federal law (48 Stat.

401, amend. 16 USC 661 et seq.) improves both state and federal wildlife
management inputs into land use decisions.

On the federal side, it requires

reports from the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service on the probable faunal

17

effects of various public works projects (power projects, flood control
structures) and provides opportunity for no-go recommendations or requests
for mitigation of losses.

The well-known report by Secretary Udall,

recommending against construction of Rampart Dam, is a case in point.
State fish and game agencies are often invited to participate in research
programs aimed at determining the probable ecological effects of a
construction project, and a letter from the state agency accompanies the
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife report to the Secretary of Interior.
3) Permit Review and Approval: A variety of regulations and statutes
administered by the Department of Natural Resources, Department of Fish
and Game, Bureau of Land Management, Department of Transportation and
other agencies give ADFG opportunities to review land use plans.

These

include logging plans on state lands, five-year timber sale plans in
National Forest Districts, oil lease operation plans (state leases),
seismic exploration permits, drilling permits, and tidelands permits.
A particularly important opportunity for state wildlife management
input is provided by a directive of the Secretary of Transportation
relating to highways funded with Federal Aid (Highways) funds.

The

authority of wildlife agencies (state and federal) under this directive
is advisory, allowing opportunity for route and design modification but
not providing veto authority for reasons of fish and wildlife impacts.
In at least one instance in Alaska (the re-routing of the Glacier Highway
near Juneau) ADFG and public insistence caused a significant change in
route location.

In the case of the proposed highway across the Alaska

Peninsula, discussions between ADFG and the State Department of Highways
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led to the early rejection of a route alternative that could have re
sulted in heavy damage to bear and salmon populations.
Pledges of Cooperation
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game, lacking full-spectrum
statutory control over environment-altering land uses, has sought a
measure of participation through personal contacts and interagency
agreements.

t

Wildlife and fishery administrators have achieved standing in
resource allocation situations through personal acquaintanceships
with their counterparts in the Bureau of Land Management, Forest
Service, Department of!Natural Resources, and so on.

One could

argue, citing specific examples, that these interpersonal ties have
been the supporting roots of some of the most successful land use
programs of the Department of Fish and Game.

Important as these bonds

may be, however, they are too ephemeral, random, and infrequent to
provide the breadth and uniformity of participation needed.
throughout

Thus,

its history the Department has tried to formalize ties with

other resource agencies through written memoranda of understanding and
cooperative agreements.
Many of these documents now exist.

Each is different because it

expresses an interaction between two (sometimes three) different
bureaucracies with diverse "personalities."
to the agreements.

Yet there is a pattern

All confirm the desire of each participating

agency to cooperate with the other, while simultaneously expressing
the "territorial imperative" through definitions of areas of respon
sibility.

Most of the agreements are padded with items to which a

party agrees, although in fact it has no other choice (example:

in the

June 1968 Memorandum of Understanding between ADFG and BLM, the Department
agreed "To provide normal enforcement of the State game, fur, and fish
laws effective upon the public lands") or could be expected to take certain
action without written agreements (as when BLM agreed to help enforce
fish and game regulations as their program and personnel allowed).

Another

point of similarity is that signatory agencies can withdraw from the agree
ment at fairly short notice, often thirty to ninety days.
Nevertheless, wildlife and fishery managers believe the formal agree
ments are worth the sometimes considerable effort it takes to achieve
them.

Some have been very useful documents, and a brief discussion of

several of these is worthwhile here.

An annotated list of all existing

cooperative agreements, to which ADFG is a party, is in Appendix II.
1)

Copper Delta Management Agreement: One of the oldest and most

successful pledges of cooperation is. the three-party document outlining
cooperative management of the waterfowl marshes at the mouth of the Copper
River near Cordova.

The delta of this river produces a large number of

waterfowl annually, notably about 12,000 dusky Canada geese which winter
in the Willamette Valley of Oregon, and the largest known concentration
of nesting trumpeter swans.

The area is also a popular hunting spot

accessible by road from Cordova, with daily air service from Anchorage.
In April 1962 the Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Forest Service,
and Department of Natural Resources signed a cooperative agreement to
develop, manage, and maintain "the exceptional wildlife and habitat
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Appendix II

Annotated list of Cooperative Agreements and

Memoranda of Understanding between ADF&G and Landholding Agencies.

-

resources of the Copper River Delta area according to the principles
of multi pi e-use . .

The Forest Service, as proprietor of lands

above mean high tide, assumed responsibility for on-site, day-to-day
management, recognizing wildlife as the primary resource.

The

Department of Natural Resources concurred in this primary resource
designation, and agreed to manage state tide and submerged lands (to
be classified as Public Recreation Lands) according to mutually devel
oped plans.

The Department of Fish and Game was to provide leadership

in management planning.
The agreement specifically did not obligate the expenditure of
funds by any agency.

It could be terminated with 30 days' notice.

The agreement has been beneficial in several ways.

It has fostered

a feeling of confidence in long-term management goals, and thus stimulated
investments in research and management.

It has promoted a partial land

zoning program, particularly with regard to areas where private hunting
or fishing cabins would be allowed.

It provided leverage for the Forest

Service to insist on special scheduling and operational techniques for
helicopter seismic surveys, to minimize disturbance of waterfowl.

Finally,

it was useful in allowing closer surveillance of road construction by
contractors of the State Department of Highways.
Whether wildlife's top priority will survive pressures of expanding
industrial attention, remains to be seen.

The three most likely tests

may come from a) heightened oil exploration work onshore or offshore,
b) renewal of highway construction activities on the route linking Cordova^
with the Interior, and c) a decision to develop coal reserves at the eastern
boundary of the delta, in the Bering Lake area, involving a road or pipeline
across the upper delta.

2)

Cooperative Agreement, ADF6-DNR: For a number of years after

statehood relations between the Departments of Fish and Game and Natural
Resources were uneasy.

The two departments developed their own general

priorities and program goals and saw each other s objectives as neutral
or conflicting,

To some extent these attitudes have ameliorated, but the

main stimulus for the Memorandum of Agreement signed in March 1969 was
Fish and Game's perception that the DNR land selection and resource
development programs offered both opportunities and threats to wildlife
management plans.

The opportunities were to increase state control over

lands formerly in federal proprietorship.

The threats were that state

control (by DNR) might mean quickened habitat change through industrial
activities.

DNR's promotion of oil and gas development in Cook Inlet

was a prime example.
The core of the 1969 document is in DNR's agreement to select,
classify, and manage those lands requested by Fish and Game "in a manner
that will provide maximum protection of fish and wildlife habitat under
the multiple use concept."
in nature:

Another important section is operational

the review by ADFG of "all plans for permits, leases, or

sales of lands covered under this agreement."

(This does not apply to

all state lands, just those identified as key fish and wildlife habitats.)
This agreement incorporates a one-year termination notice.
It is hard to evaluate this agreement, partly because it is only a
year and one-half old.

One interesting fact is that no supplemental agree

ments have been written for specific key habitat areas, as provided in
the Memorandum, despite ADFG's persistence in requesting this for the
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Fairbanks Wildlife Management Area and the Susitna Flats waterfowl marshes
west of Anchorage.

Another point to ponder is that during the 1970 State

Legislature a bill was introduced (SB 341) that would have incorporated
much of the language in the Memorandum into law; the commissioners of
both departments testified against the bill, which was defeated.

The

gist of the administrators' argument was that the Memorandum was enough
I
•
* *
to do the job. Neither apparently wanted to be locked into the cooperative
endeavor by law.
3)

Letter of Agreement Relatlng to Oi1 and Gas Leases:

In March

1970 the commissioners of the departments of Natural Resources and Fish
and Game signed an agreement covering the review of operation plans of
any user of state lands required by law to obtain a permit.
lease activities were mentioned specifically,

Oil and gas

This highly important

agreement provides for a 15-day review period by ADFG (or longer if
requested) during which time biologists can propose modification of
lease development activities.

An informal system of this type had

been practiced for several years prior to the 1970 Letter of Agreement.
Occasionally the lease plan review system has broken down because
DNR did not send a plan of operation until the work has been done, or
because the right people in ADFG never received the material.

A more

important factor has been the lack of personnel within ADFG to study
operational plans, to understand engineering needs and environmental
impacts, and to recommend appropriate damage-prevention measures.
Nevertheless, the system is crucial to protection of wildlife habitats
and populations on the growing number of oil and gas leases.
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Voters f o r Wi l dl i f e

Like other agencies, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game has
its constituency.

Commercial fishermen, anglers, commercial guides,

trappers, hunters, outdoor recreationists, traditional conservationists,
and lodge and retail store owners all can be expected to respond to land
uses that threaten their income, enjoyment, or beliefs.

Not all will act

in concert and at times any one of these groups might oppose Department
policy;7

nevertheless, these interests occasionally have been more ef

fective in giving ADFG a place at the bargaining table than any existing
laws, regulations, or agreements.

This was true when fishery and wild

life biologists, effectively prevented from opposing the environmentally
destructive but politically unopposable Rampart Dam project, were aided
by local and national conservation groups.

In a smaller but very sig

nificant controversy, ADFG was able to successfully request a highway
re-routing in Juneau when local conservation interests sided them.

More

recently, conservation concern and political clout have given biologists
time and a few additional dollars to protect wildlife habitat along the
TAPS pipeline right-of-way.
WILDLIFE AS COMPETITORS FOR SPACE
At the beginning of this chapter I noted that no two resource manage
ment spheres, are always totally compatible.

The development and management

_7Which must have been why the Commissioner of Fish and Game on June 1,
1969 issued a personnel directive prohibiting ADFG employees from holding
office in conservation groups, on the grounds that "conflicts of interest"
would inevitably arise. This directive was still in effect as of November
1970.
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of oil resources impinge on wilderness management, wildlife and fisheries,
timber production, transportation, hard rock mining, rural communities,
and many other social and economic endeavors.

In just the same way, the

pursuit of wildlife management goals is accomplished in a matrix of giveand-take with a variety of human activities.

In a sense, therefore, wild

life competes for space, trees, water, and other basic resources.
The purpose of this section is to discuss some of those relationships.
The intent is not to arouse a feeling that wildlife management is in
constant 1ife-or-death struggle with other interests; that obviously is
not the case.

Still, some of the most serious problems in the conservation

of wildlife do relate to conflicts with other land uses.

By describing some

of these conflicts it should be possible to gain a valuable perspective
for example that hard-rock mining presently is much less at odds with
biological resources that often is assumed, but that the ramifications of
continued petroleum development may be greater than some would like to
believe —

that could lead to solutions and compromise adjustments.

Some obvious problem areas, including the environmental side-effects
of commercial fisheries, the effects of logging on salmon, and the inter
relations of urbanization processes and wildlife preservation and manage
ment, are discussed in other chapters of this report.
Wildlife and Petroleum Development8
Oil and gas development activities have four kinds of effects on
wildlife and wildlife utilization:

1) direct effects on wildlife habitat;

^Summarized with modifications from "Wildlife and Oil: A Survey of
Critical Issues in Alaska" by R. Weeden and D. Klein; submitted August 1970
to POLAR RECORD, the journal of the Scott Polar Research Institute, Cambridge,
England.
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2) direct effects on harvest of wildlife (other than through changes in
the number of animals available for taking); 3) indirect or second-order
effects of human population growth, hinterland settlements, and expanded
transportation systems; and 4) effects on budgetary capabilities to manage
fish and wildlife resources.
(1)

The direct effects of petroleum exploration, production, and

transportation on wildlife habitat and wild animal populations are very
much in the news at present.

Because most petroleum development (like

the Trans Alaska Pipeline, the tanker terminal at Valdez and the growth
of exploratory activities in the Chukchi Sea, Bristol Bay, and elsewhere)
is planned for the future, most of the concern is over anticipated,
rather than, existing, problems.

Past experiences in Cook Inlet and

Prudhoe Bay justify this concern, however.

The most important biotic

effects may or are known to stem from 1) disturbance of soil and vege
tation on uplands during exploration work and oilfield development,
2) removal of gravel from streams, shorelines, and ridges; 3) behavioral
reactions of animals to repeated stressing contacts with men, machinery,
and facilities; 4) oil pollution and other waste disposal.
In my view the losses of fish and wildlife habitat from the first
two causes can be reduced to tolerable levels through existing or soonto-be-acquired environmental management techniques.

The will to do so,

which is the fundamental ingredient, is there in the case of the maturing
oil areas of Cook Inlet, Kenai, and Prudhoe Bay.

Whether this would

carry over to highly competitive situations following new discoveries
elsewhere is hard to predict.
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Considerable progress apparently is being made in the prevention
i

of oil spills, too.

Nevertheless there is as yet no assurance that

pipelines can be built to acceptable levels of safety in arctic and
seismically active environments, nor that the performance- of the transfer
facility at Valdez, and the tankers themselves, will be significantly
better than the poor record of similar oil transport systems elsewhere.
It is hard to imagine that wild animals living for centuries in a
land almost devoid of people could adjust without loss to life in an
oilfield.

Obviously some species will and some will not.

Perhaps

Prudhoe Bay will produce nearly as many lemmings and loons in the next
few decades as in the past, but it is unlikely that it will be as
useful again to grizzlies, wolves, wolverines, or even caribou because
of intensive human occupation.

Much more research into behavioral

reactions of animals to oilfield disturbances must be done before it
is possible to evaluate, predict, and (hopefully) diminish the effects
of these stresses.
(2)

Oil-related activities can also affect the harvesting of fish

and game without first causing a change in wildlife numbers.

The enjoy

ment of recreational hunting is a product of the entire circumstance of
the experience, in which a natural environment is important.

Industrial

developments in such a situation diminish the quality of the recreation.
Smoke from flared gas, helicopter traffic, huge oil storage facilities,
etc. detract from the pleasure of duck hunting in upper Cook Inlet.

The

large construction camps and numerous "cat" trails associated with TAPS
pipeline already have diminished trophy hunting opportunities in the
Brooks Range.

Other examples are numerous.

Another important factor is the effect of oil pollution on commercial
fish harvests.

Crab and salmon fishermen have experienced oil-fouled

nets and pots in Cook Inlet, affecting their income without affecting
fish numbers.

Fear of the same problem was largely responsible for

the passage of SB 384, the Bristol Bay fishing sanctuary bill, later
vetoed by Governor Miller.
(3)

As resource managers observed petroleum development spread

throughout Alaska, a strong feeling arose that if a lot of oil were
discovered in various parts of the state, the development of reserves
would bring in its train the rapid growth of human populations, large
new communities in previously uninhabited areas, expansion of public
transportation systems, and mushrooming growth of petroleum dependent
industries.
out.

Beyond doubt, some of those predictions,are being borne

The rate and total amount of growth in all of these aspects of

industralization and urbanization may, nonetheless, be smaller than
at first seemed inevitable.
The reasons for this more moderate growth prediction have been
discussed elsewhere in this report.

Briefly, the population question

is influenced by 1) the high degree of automation in the productiontransportation phases of petroleum development, 2) the low probability
that petroleum refining will occur to any great extent in Alaska,
3) the small chance that petrochemical and related manufacturing
industries will develop in Alaska in the face of high costs for
capital improvements and labor, arid the distance to mass markets.
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Some increase in hinterland settlement will occur, but not to
the degree once thought.

Existing urban areas (Anchorage and Fairbanks)

appear slated for the greatest share of population growth.

New com

munities in remote oilfields are primarily all-male work camps, not
places of permanent family settlement.
The only major terrestrial surface transportation facility likely
in the near future is the proposed North Slope Road, to be built to
allow construction of the TAPS pipeline but later to become a public
road at least seasonally open to traffic.

This road would simultaneously

increase hunting and fishing opportunities and increase managerial
problems from rising pressures on wildlife populations and from the
necessity to extend enforcement and research efforts on newly acces
sible animal populations.
(4)

In theory, at least, oil revenues will greatly increase the

ability of the state to finance management of wildlife resources.

There

seems to be a growing desire to use oil revenues for just that purpose.
For example, several bills were introduced into the 1970 state Legislature
to set up a $100 million fisheries rehabilitation and development fund,
yielding $5 to $7 million annually.

These bills failed, but apparently not

because the concept was unacceptable.
However, there are barriers to the flow of new revenues into fish
and game management coffers.

Traditionally, neither the sport fish nor

game programs of ADFG have received general funds.

Their revenues have

come solely from hunting and fishing license sales, used to match federal
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funds derived from excise taxes on arms, ammunition, and fishing tackle.
When there was not enough money available for essential management work,
ADFG asked for license and tag
tions.

fee increases, not general fund appropria

A break in this tradition seems likely soon, although it may be

some time before revenues to ADFG from general funds equal the extra costs
of management imposed by new environmental pressures.

Mining
Hard-rock, placer and coal mining are at such a low ebb at present
that in total their effects on wild animal harvests, habitat and numbers
are unimportant.

Nevertheless each of those mining activities can have

significant side effects in a small locality, if, as miners believe,
mining will grow in geographic extent and intensity in the future, a
look at these effects is warranted.

(These same peripheral impacts are

examined from another point of view in the chapter on minerals in this
report.)
Most mining activity away from the coast requires some additonal
road mileage to develop a prospect and transport ore.

In many cases,

these roads are used eagerly by hunters and fishermen, and other
recreationists.

All roads of this sort that have been built to date

are rather short, blind laterals leading a few miles from a public high
way.

Literally dozens of them extend off the Steese, Elliott, Nenana,

Richardson, Taylor, Glenn, and Alaska highways.' Most recreationists'
view them as a real benefit.

The majority of these mining trails were

""built in a time of less public environmental sensitivity, and most
environmental affronts accompanying their construction have been blurred
by time.

The modern version of these roads (as provided in HB 614 which

passed the State Legislature in 1970) will get more attention in this
respect.

In fact, the law provides that the commissioners of Natural

Resources and Fish and Game must approve the plans before state funds
are released, which should prevent the worst abuses of timber stands,
stream crossings, and so on.
With mineral access roads, although some is good, more is not
necessarily better.

Improved access may often mean diminished recreational

experiences for the few who used the country before the road was built.
A classic case is developing now in the Wood River drainage on the north
side of the Alaska Range, where an entrenched trophy hunting interest
views a new mineral extraction road (an eastward extension of the
Usibelli Coal Mine road from Healy) as a distinct threat.

The minority

cannot always be served at the expense of a majority, but neither can
the necessity for a diversity of recreational experiences be ignored.
The concept of hinterland zoning to achieve this diversity immediately
comes to mind as part of a long-term solution.
Placer operations (whether for gold, platinum, or gravel) have
always been accompanied by increased downstream siltation.

For decades

this was simply standard operating procedure, which few questioned and
no one stopped.

When water quality standards were developed by the

state, silt from gravel-washing and mining was defined out of the list
of pollutants.

The federal government would not accept this, however,

and, with the carrot of major federal grants'for municipal sewage treat
ment facilities dangling in front of them, the state legislators in 1970
removed this exemption.

•

* ■
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It does not take a detective to find placer mining and gravel
washing enterprises that are still dumping silt into streams.

The

platinum placer mine on the Salmon River near Goodnews Bay; the gold
dredge at Hog River; and dozens of small placer operations in interior
Alaska, are among those I know.

Whether these are illegal is another

question, because the language of the law (AS 46.05.230) seems to
require proof that the silt is actually or potentially harmful to
public health or welfare, recreational use, wild animals, and so on.
Definitive studies still must be done to discover what ecological
damage is done in a variety of situations.

Miners argue that grayling

'and other fish swim up through silted waters to summer upstream from
many placer operations.

They also point to the naturally heavy silt

load of many Interior streams, especially glacier-fed ones.

On- the

other hand, a once-clear stream certainly does suffer temporary loss of
aquatic life for some distance downstream from a mining operation.

And

the esthetic degradation likewise is undeniable.
In many cases a simple change in the layout of the placer operation
probably would greatly reduce the downstream silt problem.

The job

remains to provide specific guidelines for individual mining projects,
and to get mine operators to comply.
Another general problem area is the leaching of.toxic materials
from certain mines into watersheds.

I do not know of any situations

v/here this has been a problem in Alaska.

One proposed mining project

that should be studied while in the planning stage is the iron pelletizing
mine near Snettisham (Juneau area) for which Marcona, Inc. applied for
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tax incentives.

Leaching of iron sulfides from slag piles at this mine

might be a serious problem, diminishing esthetic values and perhaps
killing streamside vegetation and reducing aquatic life.
Highways
New highways into the hinterland are viewed as a mixed blessing
by most fish and game managers,. Many Alaskan hunters look for game
while driving a car and many depend on roads to get them to boatlaunching sites or to within walking distance of a recreation area.
- Additional miles of roadway, therefore, tend to reduce excessive local
pressure on the most popular outdoor recreation areas along the exist
ing road system.
This is a two-edged sword, however, because additional pressures
are brought to formerly lightly-used lakes, duck marshes, grayling
streams, sheep hills, and so on.

Those who used these areas before

the new highway was built often feel that the high quality of their
traditional wild-country recreation has been diminished.
There are other reasons for ADFG to be interested in new highway
proposals.

For one thing, new and intense pressures on fish and wild

life populations can have serious consequences.

Many commercial fishermen

and fishery biologists, for example, have expressed deep concern over
the fate of salmon runs in the Iliamna Lake drainage if a road should
be built, as proposed, across the north end of the lake.

Unanimously,

those people and others believe a road along that route across the Alaska
Peninsula would quickly lead to the degradation of some of Alaska s
best sport fisheries.

Second, ADFG like other resource agencies is
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steadily approaching a point where formal, broad-scale planning will
supplement seat-of-the-pants management by crisis, the traditional
method of the last decade.

This will create its own demand for advance

information on a large variety of land use programs including highways
so that adjustments on both sides are possible.
It appears that there has been progress in the last year or two in
establishing a continuing dialogue between ADFG and the Department of
Highways.

Part of this is due to mutual recognition of the importance

of information exchange.

Part is in response to new requirements for

coordination with resource agencies imposed by federal funding agencies.
For example, a Policy and Procedure memorandum of January 14, 1969 from
the Department of Transportation instructed state highway departments
"to consider fully a wide range of factors in determining highway
locations and highway designs," and established a requirement for
"corridor public hearings" and "design public hearings" at appropriate
stages of a highway project.
Improvement should be made in the present situation, particularly
by providing ADFG with staff to give highway plans the scrutiny and
evaluation they need, and providing a similar capability in the Depart
ment of Highways to translate fish and wildlife recommendations into
the language of highway designers and builders.
Land for Wildlife:

The Natives' View

Sometimes the only people directly affected when land is reserved
for intensive wildlife management or protection are Natives who live
there.

Almost without exception these people have spoken out against
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establishment of wildlife management as a priority use of the land.
The main reason is that (even in years before formal native land claims)
the natives felt their rights to the land and its mineral and other
products were threatened, their hopes for changing from a subsistence to
a cash economy diminished.
The establishment and later enlargement of the Clarence Rhode
National Wildlife Range in the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta area is a case
in point.

A large number of Eskimos live within the boundaries of

this waterfowl refuge.

Due to the scarcity of other terrestrial

game, these people traditionally have hunted waterfowl and gathered
waterfowl eggs whenever they are available, federal or state laws
notwithstanding.^

Occasionally federal agents tried to enforce treaty

prohibitions against summer duck and goose hunting, but their own
knowledge of the Eskimos' need, plus political aspects of the situation,
prevented any effective effort.Recently the villagers' concern has shifted onto community and
economic improvement, through sewage treatment facilities, safe and
dependable water supplies, power sources, communications systmes,
pbulic meeting facilities, and improved roads.

Here too, the constraints

(real or fancied) imposed by being surrounded by a federal "withdrawal"
seem to threaten successful pursuit of social goals.

A resolution

(SJR 39) introduced in March 1969 by Senator Ray Christiansen summed
up these feelings very well, with respect to'the Clarence Rhode enlarge
ment and the new Cape Newenham National Wildlife Range to the southeast.
g

See David Klein's "Waterfowl in the Economy of the Eskimos on
the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta, Alaska." Arctic, Vol. 19 (4): 319-336.
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This resolution asked that the Secretary of Interior's actions be
rescinded on the grounds that the Natives' case had never been heard
properly, that the Secretary could now arbitrarily take away the peoples'
hunting rights, and that the withdrawal prohibited economic development.
It is not clear that the situation is as bad as Senator Christiansen
suggested.

First, the main purpose for creating the refuge was to make

sure wildlife habitat and populations continued to be productive.

This,

certainly, is consonant with the Natives' strong dependence on fish and
game for food.
regard, however.
fowl.

There are several problems to be worked out in this
One is how to allow continued summer harvests of water

Another is to determine how, if at all, reindeer herding (an

activity not pursued now, but frequently proposed) can be made compatible
with protection of waterfowl.
Second, the order creating the refuge specifically exempted mining
„_jjid mineral entry from the withdrawal.

If mining were to become feasible

/
— in the area, the refuge presumably would not be a hindrance to its develop
ment.
Third, Native land claims will have precedence over refuge with
drawals.

Each village would be able to select acreage for community

expansion, obtaining title and obi iterating any BSFW claims on those
areas.
Fourth, the management of the Clarence Rhode and Cape Newenham
refuges is not imposed by a far-off government in Juneau, Portland,
or Washington, D.C., but is accomplished through BSFW staff living
permanently in Bethel.

This is probably the most important factor
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in my optimistic prognosis that an acceptible solution will be found
for this potential conflict.
Senator Christiansen did point up a valid complaint of Native
and other people living in areas included in federal withdrawals:

the

apparent disinterest of federal agencies in thorough public hearings
prior to decision-making.

Adjusting land management strategies to

satisfy both local and national interests is not easy, but ignoring
one or the other interest group is no

solution at all.

Logging Impacts on Wildlife
The process of cutting timber involves a major readjustment and
disarrangement of energy cycles, channels of biologic productivity,
and interactions of plants and animals making up the biotic community.
Where trees are clearcut in large blocks, as is usual in Alaska, these
readjustments may be significant to local animal populations and the
„people who utilize them.
Unfortunately the nature and extent of these changes are not
understood at all well in Alaska.

Studies have focused independently

on the effects of logging on erosion rates, on stream temperatures,
on salmon productivity, and on deer populations, with progress made
along each line but with no definitive answers even to those restricted
questions.

If the changes noted are just the tip of the ecologic iceberg,

as some scientists suspect, then a truly huge amount of important work
remains to be done.
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The effects of logging on stream quality and salmon runs are
discussed elsewhere in this report.

The present discussion is restricted

to possible impacts on terrestrial fauna.
A few sentences culled from a letter from a former director of
the ADFG Division of Game serve to outline the most apparent areas of

10
concern.
"The influence of present logging practice" (clearcutting in
blocks up to 350 acres) "is subject to much debate and in
most cases we do not have the answers . . .Major Wildlife
species involved include salmon, brown bear, black bear, blacKtailed deer and small game."
"If salmon streams are destroyed it will certainly influence
bear numbers. If fish abundance is not changed logging will
probably produce better brown bear habitat for a period of
about 15 years by increasing berry production on cut-overs . . .
When logging becomes widespread it certainly will place more
pressure on bear populations."
.
"In these areas (where cutting removes large blocks of timber;
.cutting . . .will probably be detrimental (to deer). Much
more food is produced on these areas for the first few y e^ s
and the deer population will increase; however these are the
first areas to be covered by snow and during severe winters actually
produce less food than before, forcing more deer into less space
. . . and mortality will be higher."
". . .logging (on the Kenai or at^Yakutat) will probably result
in more browse species for moose."
Since 1956 when that letter was written an additional 50-year timber
contract has been made committing 8.75 billion board feet from West
Admiralty, Stephens Passage, and Yakutat to U.S. Plywood-Champion Papers,
Inc.

According to the Forest Service this plus other past contracts

and future small sales will commit 98 per cent of the operable commercial
timber in Southeast Alaska to logging.

(This by no means indicates that

10Letter August 16, 1966 from James W. Brooks to John R. Woodworth,
Director, Idaho Fish and Game Dept., in'answer to a request for information.
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98 per cent of the forested land will be logged, however, since much of
the tree-covered country in southeast Alaska does not fall into the
"operable commercial" category.

Nevertheless, logging obviously will

be an important and permanent ecological factor over much of the coastal
fringe of the Panhandle.)
The Forest Service has shown considerable interest in cooperative
studies and other programs with ADFG designed to evaluate effects of
logging practices.

It has responded positively to suggestions for

modifications in logging techniques or logging show layouts that would
have demonstrable wildlife benefits —

an example is the 300-foot

no-cut zone to be left around all active eagle nests in sale areas.
On the other hand it has not been as interested in designation of
sizable no-cut areas such as would be desirable on key deer winter
ranges, in special recreation areas such as Petersburg Creek.on Kupreanof
Island, or for extensive timbered wilderness areas.

In the face of

uncertainties about what will happen to fish and wildlife during and
after logging, the Service's basic response is to try it and find out.
The experimental approach is fine, but 50-year timber sales are hard
to revoke, especially when they require construction of multi-million
dollar processing mills.
Wildland vs. Wildlife Management
Since the Department of Fish and Game spends so much effort trying
to prevent disturbance and destruction of natural landscapes, one would
expect ADFG biologists to be elated by enactment of legislation like the
Wilderness Preservation Act of 1964.

That act sets in motion the creation
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of a nationwide system of wilderness areas within, parks, monuments,
national forests, and wildlife refuges.

It guarantees minimum human

destruction in areas within the system.

It does not prohibit hunting

or fishing.
Why, then, do some very competent wildlife biologists oppose
the establishment of wilderness areas on federal lands?11

The problem

seems to be that if one thinks of game management as a form of animal
husbandry,

in which the production and harvest of a crop is a central

measure of success, the restrictions imposed by the Wilderness Act on
the mobility of hunters are intolerable.
The train of thought is something like this —

"If wildlife

populations are to be managed they must be harvested.
harvest you must have access.

To achieve a

Only with full flexibility in the use

of motorized vehicles, boats, and aircraft can access (and therefore
harvest and management success) be attained.
The Wilderness Act deals only with roadless areas by explicit definition
so accessvia highway or railway is not at issue
may favor

except as wildlife managers

new roads in areas proposedas wilderness.

Much more importantly,

the Act prohibits the use of motorized conveyances except that established
use of aircraft and motorboats (but not snowmobiles) may be continued at
~ ™ t h e discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture or Interior (PL 88-577,
—

Sec.. 4 (d) 1).

Thus the federal landholder has, in wilderness areas, a

^This opposition is not uniform, but it is real. See, for example,
testimony by Ronald Somerville, Regional Game Supervisor, ADFG, at
hearings on a proposed wilderness area within Iembek Bay National
Wildlife Refuge, May 1970; and an ADFG news release of February 10,
1970 by James Harper, Director, Division of Game.
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high degree of control over game harvests, despite the Act's specific
disclaimer (Sec. 4 (d) 8) that it detracts from the state's responsi
bilities with respect to fish and wildlife.

As mentioned earlier, this

touches a very sore spot among state biologists.

Management of game may or

may not be the intent, but it is one effect, of controlling vehicle use
in wilderness areas.
The only solution seems to be a case-by-case approach with a
regional perspective into hunting and wildland recreation opportunities
providing the background for acceptable compromise in each specific in
stance.

Few state biologists would adopt an inflexible policy of opposing

wilderness designations; certainly it is highly unlikely the Department
of Fish and Game would take that official stance.

Likewise, no federal

agency is likely to respond solely to wilderness enthusiasts, at the
expense of sportsmen.
The Park Problem
A conflict rather closely related to the wilderness areas question
is the long-standing problem of hunting in public parks.

The present

prohibition against hunting in parks, many game managers feel, creates
problems in keeping animal numbers in satisfactory relation to their
food supply and unnecessarily restricts hunting opportunities.
All national parks and monuments are closed to hunting, a fact
which ADFG has accepted, if not enjoyed.

The fundamental disagreement

is still present however, and surfaces each time park expansion or new
park-creation is rumored.

Proponents of the Gates of the Arctic

National Park, for example, are unlikely to enlist the support of
ADFG.
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Under general law, state parks are open to hunting but closed to the
discharge of firearms (AS 11.55.050 and AS 11.714.15).

ADFG favored a

'^irill (SB144) introduced but defeated in the 1969-70 state legislature,
~~which would have allowed discharge of firearms for purposes of hunting
in parks, under regulation by the Commissioner of Natural Resources and
Board of Fish and Game.

Specific laws establishing state parks apparently

can modify the basic firearms prohibition.

Hunting with guns is allowed

anywhere in Kachemak Bay State Park, southeast of Homer, and is allowed
in areas more than a mile from roads or campgrounds in Chugach State
Park.

Hunting with guns is prohibited in Denali State Park.
There are many who think a state park should be closed to hunting

because of its effect on the quality of the experience of non-hunters.
Hunters, naturally, do not often agree.

The most productive solution

appears to be a combination of area- and time-zoning to allow some hunting
in certain places in some of the parks, where there would not be significant
interference with the safety or enjoyment of non-hunting park visitors.
Joint DNR-ADFG management of the hunting situation is appropriate, and
recent news releases indicate that the two management agencies will be
cooperating in this problem.
A Summary and Point of View
The Alaskan wildlife manager has the most exciting challenges ever
offered to a practicing ecologist:
-- He has the product'of some of the world's richest oceanic waters
to convert to foodstuffs for a huge international market.

-

On land as well as at sea he has responsibility for animal

communities as diverse as those within any single political entity
in the world.
-

These animal communities are still largely unshattered and

unhomogenized by human environmental manipulations.
-

The beauty and wildness of Alaska offer opportunities for sport

fish and game managers to provide recreation of the highest quality
man can devise.
-

Although the waning years of subsistence economies are at hand,

the Alaskan wildlife manager must recognize that many Alaskan's lives
and life styles still depend on harvestable animal populations, adding
a further dimension to the job at hand.
-

And now the world is creating a new attitude toward man and

nature which demands that somehow technical man and his materialism
must reach toward a higher respect for other living things own sake.

for his

Alaska is mankind's first experiment in this modern partner

ship with nature.
The cards Alaskan wildlife managers hold are not particularly
encouraging.

If the inextricable relatedness of soil, water, air,

animals, plants, and man was understood by the founders of the state
government, this understanding did not show up in the institutions created
to cope with environmental problems.

The fragmentation of environmental

responsibilities in the State is matched in spades by the federal govern
ment.

There seems to be little hope that the Hydra-headed bureaucracy

will create new arrangements overnight:
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thus for years to come we must

pay more and more attention to the bonds between agencies, encouraging
or forcing cooperation on every front.

What little authority the Depart

ment of Fish and'Game now has to modify or veto destructive land uses
comes mainly from formal and informal pledges of cooperation, plus scat
tered statutes such as the Anadromous Fish Act and the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act.
Wildlife managers themselves show an ambivalence toward their role.
For years, if one were to look anywhere in the state or federal bureaucracy
for people who spoke out for environment, the best prospects were in the
wildlife management agencies.

This is still true.

Nevertheless, a large

proportion of these wildlife managers (including a majority in key
supervisory slots) measure their success in terms of game harvested or
fish landed.

Thus a few dozen of the scores of mammal, bird, and fish

species get all the attention, and production of a crop is the overriding
goal.

The source of funds for faunal management likewise is one-legged:

hunters and sport fishermen pay almost the entire amount except for
enforcement and commercial fish management.
More important, wildlife is the habitual loser in battles with
"developers."

Roads almost never swerve to avoid a riverside willow

thicket that supports moose through the winter.

Housing developers

rarely let a small salmon or grayling stream survive their dirt-pushing.
Loggers never see the squirrels and grouse that move out when the trees
fall.

Little by little or in spectacular swoops, wild animal populations

are harassed, fragmented and nibbled away.
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• V •
Part of the solution lies in enlarging the land proprietorship role
of wildlife agencies.

Federal wildlife holdings, managed by the Bureau

of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, already are extensive; additions to the
present system of federal refuges and wildlife ranges probably will not be
great (a conclusion reached from standpoints of need and politics).

I

do think that the state wildlife agency should obtain some form of pro
prietary or primary control of many rather small and a few large areas.
State land selection programs are the obvious vehicle for this control
to be achieved, which suggests that ADFG needs a much more direct and
forceful input into land selection decisions than it now has.

If this

cannot be achieved under present organizational structures, in which land
selection activities are buried deep in the Department of Natural Re
sources, consideration should be given to removing land selection decisions
to a higher level in state government.
Nevertheless, only a very small portion of Alaska should or can be
under dominant management by ADFG.

Of far greater importance, in the

long run, is the integration of fish and wildlife habitat protection into
the land management programs of the Department of Natural Resources,
Bureau of Land Management, and U.S. Forest Service.

By law and by virtue of

its professional staff, ADFG will be the major source of advice on the
fish and wildlife impacts of the diverse array of activities on these
"multiple-use" lands.

In their role of consultant, ADFG's position should

be fortified by written interagency cooperative agreements, specific
statutes requiring ADFG review of land use plans, and other systems of
manadatory coordination.

This process has started but needs to be extended

by new statutory authority and cooperative agreements.
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. *

In a state such as Alaska, with its strong political orientation
towards traditionally-conceived economic growth, the most spectacular
confrontations between environmental and developmental interests are in
• ? < * - * * * • « .-TTS*-

— connection with huge construction projects.

When state or federal wild

life agencies have tried to promote environmental protection in these
circumstances, too often the issue has been reduced popularly to the
absurdity of "ducks or people" (Rampart Dam), "Moose or people" (Kenai
Moose Range), or "caribou or oil" (TAPS pipeline).

An environmental agency,

equipped with a range of ecological and environmental know-how not coherent
anywhere in Alaskan government today and given a strong review-and-advise
oversight function, could very strongly complement the fauna! respon
sibilities of wildlife agencies.

Such an agency has been established

very recently in Canada (the cabinet-level Department of Environmental
Affairs) and in various states (notably in Washington, with its Department
of Ecology).

A tentative move in this direction occurred (but was diverted)

in the 1970 Alaska State Legislature; the issue seems certain to be raised
again in 1971.
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