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Findings for the Alaska Board of Game APR 0 t 2008 
2008-177-BOG 
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Units 12, 20B, 20D, 20E, and 25C Intensive Management Supplemental Findings
 
March 21, 2008
 

The Board of Game finds as follows, based on information provided by department staff and 
residents and users ofmoose in Unit 12 north ofthe Alaska Highway and 20E; and caribou in 
Unit 12 north of the Alaska Highway, Unit 20D within the Goodpaster drainage upstream from 
and including the South Fork Goodpaster River drainage and within the Healy River, Billy and 
Sand Creek drainages, Unit 20B within the Salcha River drainage upstream from and including 
the Goose Creek drainage and within the Middle Fork of the Chena River drainage, all of Unit 
20E, and Unit 250 within the Birch Creek drainage upstream from the Steese Highway bridge 
and within the area draining into the south and west bank of the Yukon River upstream from the 
community of Circle. These findings are supplemental to the findings set forth in 5AAC 92.108, 
in the Upper Yukon/Tanana predation control implementation plan in 5AAC 92.125 and in 
Board of Game Findings 2006-164-BOG and 2006-165-BOG. 

1.	 The Fortymile Caribou Herd population size, currently estimated to be near 39,000 
caribou, is less than the population objective of 50,000-1 00,000 caribou. The population 
objective has not been achieved since at least 1976. 

2.	 The Fortymile Caribou Herd harvestable surplus, as described in 5AAC 92.106(3)(A), 
currently estimated at 850 caribou, is less than the harvest objective of 1,000-15,000 
caribou. The harvest objective has not been achieved since at least 1976. 

3.	 The moose population size in Unit 12 north of the Alaska Highway and Unit 20E, is 
currently estimated to be 4,000-6,100 moose, is less than the population objective of 
8,744-11,116 moose (derived from the combined Units 12 and 20E objectives based on 
proportionate area). The population objective has not been achieved since at least 1986. 

4.	 The harvestable surplus ofmoose in Unit 12 north ofthe Alaska Highway and Unit 20E, 
as described in 5AAC 92.106(3)(A), currently estimated at 160-244 bulls, is less than the 
harvest objective of 547-1,084 moose (derived from the combined Units 12 and 20E 
objectives based on proportionate area). The harvest objective has not been achieved 
since at least 1986. 

5.	 The Fortymile Caribou Herd in Unit 12 north ofthe Alaska Highway, Unit 20D within 
the Goodpaster drainage upstream from and including the South Fork Goodpaster River 
drainage and within the Healy River, Billy and Sand Creek drainages, Unit 20B within 
the Salcha River drainage upstream from and inS!uding the Goose Creek drainage and 
within the Middle Fork ofthe Chena River drainage, all ofUnit 20E, and Unit 25C within 
the Birch Creek drainage upstream from the Steese Highway bridge and within the area 
draining into the south and west bank ofthe Yukon River upstream from the community 
of Circle is, thus, depleted and reduced in productivity, whi'~h has already resulted in a 
significant reduction in the allowable lmmC\U harvest ofthe population. 
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6.	 The moose population in Unit 12 north of the Alaska Highway and Unit 20E is, thus, 
depleted and reduced in productivity, which has already resulted in a significant 
reduction in the allowable human harvest of the population. 

7.	 Enhancement ofabundance or productivity ofboth moose and caribou in these areas is 
feasibly achievable utilizing the recognized and prudent active management technique of 
predator control. 

8.	 The Board has repeatedly, since 1976, been required to significantly reduce the taking of 
Fortymile caribou in Unit 12 north of the Alaska Highway, Unit 20D within the 
Goodpaster drainage upstream from and including the South Fork Goodpaster River 
drainage and within the Healy River, Billy and Sand Creek drainages, Unit 20B within 
the Salcha River drainage upstream from and including the Goose Creek drainage and 
within the Middle Fork ofthe Chena River drainage, all ofUnit 20E, and Unit 25C within 
the Birch Creek drainage upstream from the Steese Highway bridge and within the area 
draining into the south and west bank ofthe Yukon River upstream from the community 
of Circle by restricting harvest, seasons, and bag limits as compared to the level and 
timing ofhunting opportunity that was previously allowed when the population was not 
depleted and reduced in productivity. 

9.	 The Board has, since 2000, been required to limit the taking ofmoose in Unit 12 north of 
the Alaska Highway, and Unit 20E by restricting harvest, seasons, and bag limits as 
compared to the level and timing ofhunting opportunity that was allowed when the 
population was not depleted and reduced in productivity. 

lO~Tne population ana.-narvestoDjectives for Doth moose ana. carioou in tIlls area nave not 
been achieved, at least in part, because wolf and brown bear predation have been 
important causes ofmortality in the populations, to the extent that the populations are 
unlikely to recover, and objectives are unlikely to be achieved, in the foreseeable future 
unless predator control is conducted. 

11. Reducing predation can reasonably be expected to aid in achievement ofthe caribou and 
moose population and harvest objectives. 

12. A person who has been airborne may on the same day take a brown bear with the use of 
bait or scent lure as authorized under a permit provided by the department, providing the 
permittee is at least 300 feet from the airplane at the time oftaking. 

Vote: 6-0-1 
March 21,2008 
Anchorage Alaska 
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Findings for the Alaska Board of Game 
2008-176-BOG 

Units 16A and 16B Intensive Management Supplemental Findings 
Mar' .21, 2008 

The Board of Game finds as follows, based on information provided by Department staff, 
Alaska residents and users ofmoose in Units 16A and 16B. These findings are 
supplemental to the findings set forth in 2006-167-BOG, 2006-164-BOG, 5AAC 92.108, 
and in the predator control implementation plan in 5AAC 92. 125(d). 

1.	 The moose population size, currently estimated to be 3193-3951 moose in Unit 
16B, is less than the population objective of 6,500-7,500 moose. The 
population objective has not been achieved for at least the last 11 years. 

2.	 The unit 16B moose harvestable surplus, as described in 5AAC 92.106(3) (A), 
currently (2008) estimated at 171 bulls, is less than the harvest objective of 310
600 moose. The harvest objective has not been achieved for at least 8 years. 

3.	 The unit 16B moose population is, thus, depleted and reduced in productivity, 
which has resulted in a significant reduction in the allowable human harvest of 
the population. 

4.	 Enhancement ofabundance or productivity ofmoose is feasibly achievable 
------u---,tilizing tlie recognizea ana pruaent active management tecliiiiques ofpred'-at-,-o-r----

control. 

5.	 The Board has repeatedly, since 1990 been required to significantly reduce the 
taking ofmoose in Unit 16B by restricting harvest, seasons and bag limits as 
compared to the level and timing ofhunting opportunity that was allowed when 
the population was not depleted and reduced in productivity. 

6.	 The population and harvest objectives have not been achieved, at least in part, 
because wolf, black and brown bear predation have been important causes of 
mortality in the population, to the extent that the population is unlikely to 
recover, and objectives are unlikely to be achieved, in the foreseeable future 
unless predator control is conducted. 

7.	 Subpopulations ofmoose from Unit 16B winter in portions of Unit 16A where 
predation by wolves is an important cause ofmortality and objectives are 
unlikely to be achieved, in the foreseeable future unless predator control is 
conducted western Unit 16A. 

8.	 Subpopulations ofmoose from Unit 16Balso calve in portions ofUnit 16A 
where predation by wolves and black bears are important causes ofmortality to 



the extent that the population is unlikely to recover, and objectives are unlikely 
to be achieved, in the foreseeable future unless predator control is conducted. 

9.	 Reducing predation in Units 16A and 16B can reasonably be expected to 
achieve the population and harvest objectives ofmoose in Unit 16B. 

Vote: 6-0-1 
March 21,2008 
PuGchorage, Alaska 









































 

 

 

1 

Findings of the Alaska Board of Game 
2004-152-BOG 

 
 Authorizing Wolf and Bear Predation Control in Portions  

of the Upper Yukon/Tanana Predation Control Area 
November 5, 2004 

Purpose and Need  
 
This action of the Board of Game is to authorize a wolf and brown bear predation control 
program in the northwest Unit 12 and southern Unit 20(E) portions of the Upper Yukon/Tanana 
Wolf and Brown Bear Predation Control Area (5 AAC 92.125 (X)) in accordance with AS 
16.05.783 (Same day airborne hunting), 5 AAC 92.039 (Permit for taking wolves using aircraft), 
5 AAC 92.110 (Control of predation by wolves), and 5 AAC 92.115 (Control of predation by 
bears). This authorization does not currently include all of the Upper Yukon/Tanana Wolf and 
Brown Bear Predation Control Area. 
 
It is very unlikely that the Intensive Management population and harvest objectives for moose 
will be achieved in the foreseeable future unless wolf and bear predation on moose is reduced 
through a predation control program. 
 
Identified Big Game Prey Population and Wolf and Bear Predation Control Area 
 
The Upper Yukon/Tanana Wolf and Brown Bear Predation Control Area includes both Units 12 
(approximately 10,000 mi2) and 20(E) (approximately 10,680 mi2). The Board has identified 
moose populations in Unit 12 and that portion of Unit 20(E) drained by the Fortymile and Ladue 
Rivers (approximately 6,700 mi2) as important for providing high levels of harvest for human 
consumptive use in accordance with the Intensive Management statute and regulations (AS 
16.05.255(e)–(g), 5 AAC 92.106, and 5 AAC 92.108).   
 
This authorization for predation control includes only southern Unit 20(E) and a small adjacent 
portion of northwestern Unit 12. Specifically, wolf predation control is authorized in the portion 
of Unit 12 north of the Alaska Highway and west of the Taylor Highway and for that portion of 
Unit 20(E) within all drainages of the South Fork Fortymile River, the North Fork Fortymile 
River downstream of its confluence with the Middle Fork Fortymile River, the Middle Fork 
Fortymile River and Ladue River, encompassing a total of approximately 6600 mi2. Brown bear 
predation control is authorized in a smaller focus area within the larger area authorized for wolf 
control. Specifically, bear predation control is authorized in the portion of Unit 20(E) within the 
Fortymile River drainage upstream from and including the Wall Street Creek drainage, 
encompassing a total of approximately 2700 mi2 (Figure 1). 
 
Background  
 
Unit 20(E) encompasses several drainages of the upper Yukon River and includes the 
communities of Chicken, Boundary, Eagle, Eagle Village and other smaller settlements. Moose 
in the unit are an important subsistence resource for these communities, for the adjacent 
communities of Tanacross, Tok, Tetlin, and Northway, and for other residents of Interior and 
Southcentral Alaska. This unit also provides important hunting opportunities for non-resident 
hunters and the guiding and transporting industries.  
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Figure 1. Authorized bear and wolf predation control area. 
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For more than 20 years, local communities have expressed concern about chronically low moose 
density due to predation and have proposed various predator control programs to increase moose 
numbers. Most recently at the February-March 2004 Board of Game Meeting, the Upper 
Tanana/Fortymile Fish and Game Advisory Committee and the public provided testimony 
explaining the problem and made proposals to correct the situation. The Board of Game 
subsequently requested the Department to prepare a draft wolf and brown bear predation control 
implementation plan for the November 2004 Board meeting in Juneau. 
 
Status of the Moose Population 
 
Available evidence suggests the moose population in Unit 20(E) was much higher in the 1960’s, 
but since the late 1970’s, it has been at low density.  During 1981 – 2003, the department 
conducted ten moose density estimation surveys, which confirmed chronically low numbers. The 
2003 population estimate for the entire unit was 4,000 – 4,800, or 0.5 – 0.6 moose per square 
mile of suitable moose habitat (8,000 square miles), with a calf:cow ratio of 13:100. The unit-
wide population estimate is well below the Intensive Management objective of 8,000 – 10,000, 
which applies only to the Fortymile and Ladue River drainages. 
   
Habitat quality and availability are likely not important factors limiting the moose population.  In 
the 1960s, Unit 20(E) likely supported a higher density than currently; however, no reliable 
population estimates were obtained. In southern Unit 20(E), high twinning rates of 52% for adult 
cows observed during a 1984 research project and 31% observed during spring 2004 surveys 
indicate habitat in this area is capable of sustaining a higher density.  By comparison in Unit 
20(A), where habitat is an important limiting factor, twinning rates since 1996 averaged 8%. 
These rates are some of the lowest documented in North America.  In addition, wildfires that 
usually result in improved habitat conditions are common in Unit 20(E) and fire suppression 
efforts are limited. Over 1600 square miles of habitat were burned in 2004 alone, which may 
benefit future moose productivity and recruitment. All indications are that moose habitat is 
capable of sustaining at least 1.0 – 1.5 moose per square mile in much of the unit. 
 
Trends in Moose Harvest 
 
High moose densities in Unit 20(E) supported a long hunting season and a bag limit of one 
moose of either sex during the 1960s.  As declines began in the early 1970s, hunting for cows 
was closed. The season was shortened in 1973 and closed during 1977 – 1981.  A ten-day bulls-
only season was held during 1982 – 1990, and lengthened to 15 days, including antler 
restrictions during 1991 – 2004, with up to an additional 30 days in limited portions of the unit. 
 
Reported moose harvest in Unit 20(E) ranged from means of 120 in the mid-1960s, to 93 in the 
early 1970s, and to 148 during 1999 – 2003. In the mid 1960s, hunter numbers were relatively 
low and the moose population was likely higher than today. After the 1960s, hunter numbers 
increased and the moose declined to a lower density. This required more restrictive hunting 
regulations to stabilize harvest within sustainable levels. Unit-wide harvest is well below the 
Intensive Mangement harvest objective of 500 – 1,000, which applies only to the Fortymile and 
Ladue River drainages. 
 
The increasing number of hunters is apparent during the past 20 years (Figure 1). Hunting 
pressure is expected to remain at current levels or continue increasing in the future, while the 
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moose population will likely remain at a low level. If this occurs, even more restrictive 
regulations will likely be required, including the possibility of allocation through Tier I or Tier II 
permits. 
 
Figure 2. Unit 20(E) reported moose harvest and number of hunters, 1984 – 2003.  
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Status of the wolf population 
 
Since 1980, the early-winter wolf population in Unit 20(E) has been estimated using 
extrapolation of density estimates derived from data collected during intensive winter aerial 
surveys, information from interviews with local trappers and trapping records.  The early-winter 
wolf population size estimate for 2002 – 2003 was 245 – 260 wolves. Hunting and trapping 
harvest over the past 5 years averaged 36 wolves annually in Unit 20(E) and has not exceeded 
sustainable levels. 
 
Increasing numbers of caribou in the Fortymile herd and the winter migration of the Nelchina 
herd through the unit during the past 5 years appear to have allowed the wolf population to 
increase.  Wolf densities in the northern and western parts of the unit are expected to further 
increase as packs sterilized under the Fortymile non- lethal wolf control program are replaced by 
unsterilized packs.   
 
Status of the brown bear population 
 
The brown bear population size estimate for Unit 20(E) was 475 – 550 in 2002. This was based 
on extrapolation of a density estimate obtained in central Unit 20(E) during 1986 and on 
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intensive research studies conducted in similar habitats with similar bear food resources during 
1981 – 1998 in Unit 20(A), 100 miles to the west.   
 
Brown bear hunting seasons are longer and less restrictive than during the 1970s when the bear 
population was lightly harvested. Harvest varied from a mean of 3 during 1966 – 1981, to 19 
during 1982 –1988, and to 14 during 1989 – 2002. Mean proportion of males in the harvest 1989 
– 2002 was 56%. Despite liberal regulations, harvest appears to have had little effect on bear 
population size.  
 
The Objectives For The Big Game Prey Population or Harvest Established By The Board 
Of Game Have Not Been Achieved 
 
The current estimate of the moose population size and harvest is well below Intensive 
Management objectives established in 5 AAC 92.108.  These objectives only apply to the 
Fortymile and Ladue River drainages within Unit 20(E). The popula tion objective is 8,000 – 
10,000, while the most recent population estimate for the entire unit is 4,000 – 4,800. The 
harvest objective is 500 – 1,000, and the reported harvest for the entire unit averaged 148 during 
1999 – 2003. 
 
Predation is an Important Cause for the Failure to Achieve the Population and Harvest 
Objectives Established by the Board of Game    
 
The moose population in Unit 20(E) has been at low density since the late 1970’s.  The 
chronically low moose population will likely remain in Low Density Dynamic Equilibrium 
indefinitely unless predation is reduced. Research conducted during the 1980s in central Unit 
20(E) and recent surveys indicate brown bear predation on calves and wolf predation on all sex 
and age classes throughout the year are important limiting factors. In the research study area, 
where wolves had been reduced during a predator control program prior to the study, wolves 
killed 12 – 15 percent of moose calves that were born.  Brown bears killed 52 percent and black 
bears killed 3 percent. Most brown bear predation occurred during the six weeks following 
calving, while wolf predation on all sex and age classes occurred throughout the year.  Mean 
early winter ratios of 22 calves:100 cows, observed during aerial surveys in 1981–1988, suggest 
brown bear predation was important. There has been little change in this pattern since 1988, 
suggesting that brown bear predation remains a major factor in maintaining early winter ratios of 
10 – 27 calves:100 cows during 1997 – 2003.   
 
Reduction of Predation Provides a Reasonable Expectation of Achieving the Population 
and Harvest Objectives  
 
In the areas authorized for predation control, the Mosquito Flats and associated drainages 
upstream from the village of Chicken, include parts of Unit 20(E) heavily used by moose for 
calving and wintering. Intensive research conducted in this area during 1981–1988 identified 
brown bear predation as a major factor in maintaining low moose calf survival during spring, and 
wolf predation as most responsible for moose mortality during summer, fall and winter. Survey 
data collected after the research was completed suggests this pattern has not changed. In 
accordance with the Upper Yukon/Tanana Predator Control Implementation Plan, a 60% 
reduction of the bear population in a 2700-square mile focus area should increase moose calf 
survival. This reduction would entail the removal of approximately 81 bears, leaving 
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approximately 54. Because experience has shown that wolf packs preying upon moose in a focus 
area will include adjacent areas in their home ranges, reduction of the wolf population to no less 
than 50 wolves in the focus area and additional adjacent portions of 20(E) (approximately 6000 
mi2) and northwestern Unit 12 (approximately 600 mi2) will also be necessary to make progress 
toward achieving Intensive Management objectives.  
 
The bear focus area is 31% of the land area within Unit 20(E), and 50% of moose harvest in the 
unit comes from it. The focus area includes the Taylor Highway, 3 major trails, and 5 less-
heavily used trails that provide access in the Intensive Management portions of Unit 20(E). This 
access will improve the likelihood of successful reduction of bear and wolf predation and will 
also provide opportunity to harvest moose once numbers increase. 
 
Liberal seasons and bag limits for brown bears and wolves in Unit 20(E) have not resulted in 
harvest levels high enough to reduce predation and improve moose survival. Additional 
management actions are required. 
 
The Board Establishes and Recommends the Following:  
 

1. The first priority for wolf and brown bear predation control in the Upper Yukon/Tanana 
Predation Control Area is to conduct control activities where the likelihood of success in 
increasing moose numbers by reducing predators is high and significant benefits to 
harvest can be derived. Those areas are the southern portion of Unit 20(E) and a small 
adjacent area in northwestern Unit 12. 

 
2. Permits shall be issued to members of the public qualified to operate within the 

constraints of the program, and able to accomplish the objectives of the program as 
designated by the Department. 

 
3. Methods and means to take wolves may include land and shoot or shooting from aircraft 

as designated by the Department and in accordance with 5 AAC 92.039. At no time shall 
the wolf population in this area be reduced to fewer than 50 wolves. After periodic 
evaluation of the efficacy of the program, the Board of Game may modify in board 
findings the size or location of the area. 

 
4. The Department will apply the following cond itions to brown bear control permits in 

addition to any other conditions considered necessary: 
a. Cubs or females with cubs may not be taken. For purposes of this program “cub” 

is defined according to 5 AAC 92.990 (a)(12). 
b. A valid Alaska State resident hunting license is required. 
c. Permits are valid from the date of issuance through June 30 or until the control 

program is closed by emergency order.  
d. Bears may be taken with the use of bait or scent lures subject to the following 

restrictions: 
i. For purposes of this control program “bait” means any material, including 

scent lures, that is placed to attract an animal by its sense of smell or taste. 
Bait does not include those parts of legally taken animals that are not 
required to be salvaged as edible meat if the parts are not moved from the 
kill site. 
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ii. Only biodegradable materials may be used for bait; only the bones, viscera 
or skin of legally acquired fish and game may be used for bait. 

iii. A person may not use bait or scent lures within one-quarter mile of a 
publicly maintained road or trail. 

iv. A person may not use bait or scent lures within one mile of a house or 
other permanent dwelling, or within one mile of a developed campground 
or developed recreational facility. 

v. A person using bait or scent lures shall clearly identify the site with signs 
at all access points reading “brown bear control bait station” that also 
displays the person’s control program permit number. 

vi. A person using bait shall remove bait, litter and equipment from the bait 
station site as required by the control permit. 

 
5. At no time shall the number of brown bears in the control area be reduced by more than 

60% of the extrapolated precontrol estimate of 135 present during June (leaving 
approximately 54). Estimates are based on extrapolations from past research in Unit 
20(E) and in similar habitats with similar bear food resources in Unit 20(A).  After 
periodic evaluation of the efficacy of the program, the Board of Game may modify in 
board findings the size or location of the area. 

 
6. Pending legislative approval, the Department should establish a financial incentive 

program for permittees who take brown bears. The program should give permittees the 
option to surrender fleshed and salted hides to the Department for sale at its annual hide 
auction, and then be reimbursed for the sale price of the hide, minus handling charges 
incurred by the Department.  

 
7. The wolf and brown bear predation control program should be re-evaluated after a 5-year 

period or when the moose population is estimated to reach the Intensive Management 
population objectives, whichever occurs first. Interim, annual reports will be presented to 
the Board of Game at spring meetings. 

 
 
Vote:__6 - 1_____ 
November 5, 2004 
Juneau, Alaska 
 
 
________/s/_________________ 
Mike Fleagle, Chair 
Alaska Board of Game 
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Findings of the Alaska Board of Game 
2004-148-BOG 

 
Authorizing Predator Control in the Western Cook Inlet Area in Unit 16B  

with Airborne or Same Day Airborne Shooting 
March 10, 2004 

 
 
Purpose 
This action of the Board of Game is to authorize a predator control program that involves 
airborne or same-day airborne shooting of wolves in the Game Management Unit 16B 
(mainland) portion of Western Cook Inlet, in accordance with AS 16.05.783. 
 
These findings are based on the best information available, and include data gathered 
from Departmental oral reports and presentations at Board of Game meetings. 
 
Identified big game prey population and wolf predation control area 
The Board of Game identified moose in GMU 16B as important for providing high levels 
of harvest for human consumptive use in accordance with AS 16.05.255 (e)-(g).  The 
Board established Intensive Management Objectives for a harvest of 310 – 600 moose 
and for a population of 6,500 – 7,500 in accordance with 5 AAC 92.106 and 5 AAC 
92.108.  The Board established a Wolf Predation Control Implementation Plan for Unit 
16B in accordance with 5 AAC 92.110 and 5 AAC 92.125. 
 
Failure to meet moose harvest objective 
It is clear the current level of moose harvest in Unit 16B is not meeting the Intensive 
Management Harvest Objective of 310 - 600 moose.  This conclusion is based on harvest 
data from the mid-1980s and from 1998 through 2003.   
 
From 1983 through 1988, an average of 1,315 hunters reported harvesting 485 moose 
annually, with 1984 showing a high harvest of 581.  More recent years show a dramatic 
downturn as follows: 

 
Year General Season and Subsistence Hunters Harvest 
1998 1,037      290 
1999 1,024      271 
2000 1,050      242 
2001    400*      122 
2002    400*        69 
 

*general hunting seasons were closed; 400 subsistence permits were issued each 
year. 
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Amount necessary for subsistence 
There must be a minimum of 199 – 227 moose available for harvest in order to meet the 
amount necessary for subsistence.  The Department estimates that there will be 214 
moose available for harvest during the 2004 – 2005 hunting season. 
 
Status of Moose Population 
The estimated moose population for Unit 16B during fall 2001 was 3,423 – 4,321, 
compared to 3,387 moose after the fall 2003 surveys.   
 
Since 1996, most of the Unit 16B composition surveys have shown less than 20 calves 
per 100 cows annually.   The minimum fall calf to cow ratio should be 20 – 30 calves per 
100 cows; thus, this is a very low ratio if the intent is to maintain the population or 
provide for population growth. 
 
Bull:cow ratios in the area have generally been above the management objective of 20 
bulls per 100 cows. 

 
The minimum moose density objective is 1.0 moose per square mile for Unit 16B based 
on the intensive management objective of 6,500 – 7,500 moose.  Presently, population 
estimates place the moose density at .52 moose per square mile. 
 
Status of wolf population 
Predation by wolves was not considered an important factor until the mid-1990s.  During 
March 1993, an aerial survey was conducted to estimate wolf numbers in Unit 16.  The 
minimum population was estimated to be 48 – 62 wolves, which was assumed to be an 
increase from the previous five to ten years.  A second aerial survey in 1999 revealed a 
minimum of 119 wolves in 13 packs in Unit 16B alone.  The moose to wolf ratio had 
declined from 160 – 250:1 in 1993 to nearly 40:1 by 1999. 

The wolf population in mainland Unit 16B for fall 2002 was estimated to be 140 – 200 
wolves, based on aerial surveys, incidental pilot observations, sealing records, and 
interviews with knowledgeable trappers; harvest by hunters and trappers has increased 
annually from 15 in 1997 – 1998 to a record 48 in 2001 – 2002.  Available moose and 
wolf population estimates suggested the fall 2001 moose-to-wolf ratio could be as low as 
17:1.  At that ratio, the combination of wolves, a relatively high bear density, and 
frequent deep snow winters were expected to continue to depress moose numbers. 

In 2003, the spring wolf population estimate for 16B was 88 – 137 wolves in 16 packs.  
The spring population in 2004 is likely to be higher, as prior year trends suggest.  The 
population objective for wolves in Unit 16B is 22 – 45 wolves in 3 – 5 packs in the 
spring. 
 
Even though wolf harvests have been at record levels, averaging 45 wolves over the past 
three years, high productivity has resulted in an increasing wolf population. 
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Status of black bear population 
The black bear population in Unit 16B was previously estimated at 1,300 to 1,600 bears 
but recent line transect surveys provided an estimate of 2,100 black bears. 
 
The intent of the Board of Game in 1999 and 2001 was to reduce the black bear numbers 
to aid in the moose population recovery.  The human use objective is a three-year average 
harvest of more than 225 bears with more than 30 percent being females.  During the last 
ten years, harvests ranged from 62 – 158 bears, and harvests from 2000 through 2002 
averaged 118 bears.  These numbers are well below the harvest objectives.  Two of the 
last three years were below the 30 percent female objective. 
 
Based on a population estimate of 2,100 black bears, the goal of the harvest objective for 
Unit 16B is to reduce the population by maintaining a three-year average harvest of more 
than 225 bears, of which more than 30 percent are females. 
 
Status of brown bear population 
The brown population estimate for Unit 16B is 530 – 1,050 bears.  The goal of the brown 
bear harvest objective is to reduce the population by maintaining a minimum three-year 
average harvest of 28 females over two years old.  The last three years have averaged 26 
legal females.  During the last ten years, the total brown bear harvest of males and 
females ranged from 34 – 80. 
 
The goal of recent Board actions has been to reduce brown bear population in order to 
enhance moose population recovery.   
 
Predation is an important cause for failure to achieve harvest and 
population objectives 
In 2002 and 2003, the Department indicated that, in the absence of high predator 
mortality, the current habitat is adequate to allow for moose population recruitment and 
growth to exceed the minimum population objective level.  While rejuvenating some 
areas of winter range could increase moose productivity, the primary cause of low moose 
populations appears to be predators.   
 
Although weather has been a contributing factor in moose population fluctuation in Unit 
16B, the drastic and continued decline in moose numbers appears to be attributed mainly 
to high predator mortality.  Because the reported human harvest in this subunit is well 
below acceptable levels, the main mortality factor appears to be predation.  Management 
studies completed in adjacent units suggest that this mortality factor can be attributed to 
high numbers of wolves, brown bears, and black bears. 
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Previous actions of the Board of Game 
In 2003, the Board actions included: 

• adopting the Wolf Predation Control Implementation Plan for Unit 16B 
• liberalizing the wolf bag limit from 5 to 10 
• providing more liberal methods and means, including using snowmachines, for 

harvesting wolves 
• extending the brown bear season 
• eliminating the brown bear tag fee 
• adjusting the brown bear bag limit to one ever year and not counting it against the 

one bear every four year bag limit in other units 
• adjusting the black bear baiting boundaries 

 
Reducing predation provides reasonable expectation of achieving harvest 
and population objectives  
Despite Board actions via standard hunting and trapping regulations to liberalize wolf and 
bear hunting in Unit 16B, those predator populations remain high.  Meanwhile, the moose 
population remains below population objective levels, despite Board actions that have 
curtailed human harvest. 
 
It is clear, based on information provided by the Department, that reducing predators will 
help the moose population to recover so that human harvest objectives for moose can be 
achieved. 
 
While it is Board policy to manage wolf populations and predation to the extent possible 
through routine hunting and trapping, other methods not generally approved for hunting 
and trapping may be implemented.  One such method is the use of aircraft. 
 
Because predator populations in Unit 16B have not responded to the liberalizations noted 
in the paragraph above, and given recent experience in Game Management Units 13 and 
19D East, it is clear to the Board that wolf numbers can be reduced by implementing a 
control program using aircraft.  It is reasonable to expect that the moose population can 
be restored to desired population and harvest objectives by implementing an aerial 
program to reduce wolf predation. Removing wolves can reasonably be expected to 
increase the survival of calf moose as well as older moose, thus accelerating the ability to 
accomplish management objectives. 
 
The Board establishes the following: 

1. The removal of wolves will occur in Game Management Unit 16B, and will not 
exceed the limits set forth in 5 AAC 92.125 (6); wolves should not be reduced to 
less than 20 wolves. 

2. Methods and means to take wolves will be designated by the Department in 
accordance with 5 AAC 92.039; these may include public aerial shooting or 
public land and shoot activities. 

3. Permits shall be issued to members of the public qualified to operate within the 
constraints of the program, and able to accomplish the objectives of the program, 
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as designated by the Department.  Multiple permits sufficient to accomplish the 
objectives in an efficient and effective manner should be issued. 

4. The GMU 16B wolf control program shall continue through June 30, 2009, or 
until such time as moose population and harvest objectives are reached and have 
stabilized.  The Board may also reauthorize the wolf control program. 

 
The Board of Game hereby authorizes a Predator Control Program using aircraft for the 
Wolf Predation Control Implementation Plan for Unit 16B in accordance with 5 AAC 
92.125(6). 
 
 
 
 
 
Vote:  __6/1__ 
Date:  March 10, 2004  
Meeting Location:  Fairbanks, Alaska 
 
 
______________________________ 
Mike Fleagle 
Chair, Alaska Board of Game 
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BOARD OF GAME BEAR CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT POLICY 

MARCH 8, 2004 
 
 

GENERAL BEAR MANAGEMENT 
 

Purposes of Policy 
1. To assure all management actions provide for the conservation of Alaska’s bear 

species, their habitat and food sources, and are consistent with the Alaska 
Constitution, and applicable statutes. 

 
2. To encourage review and comment and interagency coordination for bear 

management activities. 
 
Goals 

1. To ensure the long-term conservation of bears throughout their historic range in 
Alaska. 

  
2. To increase public awareness and understanding of the uses, conservation, and 

management of bears and their habitat in Alaska. 
 
Background 
 
Brown/grizzly bears (Ursus arctos) are large omnivores found throughout most of Alaska.  
Although they are considered the same species, brown and grizzly bears occupy different 
habitats and have somewhat different lifestyles and body configurations.  Grizzlies are 
typically found in interior and northern areas.  They are generally smaller than brown bears 
and more predatory.  Brown bears live in coastal areas of southern Alaska where they have 
access to productive salmon streams. 
 
Brown/grizzly bears are found throughout their historic range in Alaska, and unlike 
populations in the contiguous 48 states, they are not considered a threatened or endangered 
species.  Estimating precise population numbers is difficult because of the bears’ secretive 
habits and often densely vegetated habitat, but in most places in the state, populations are 
considered stable or increasing.  Throughout most coastal habitats where salmon are 
abundant, bear densities typically exceed 175 bears/1,000 km2 (450 bears/1,000 mi2).  A 
population in Katmai National Park on the Alaska Peninsula was measured at 550 
bears/1,000 km2 (1,420 bears/1,000 mi2).  In most interior and northern coastal areas, 
densities do not exceed 40 bears/1,000 km2 (100 bears/1,000 mi2). 
 
Densities as low as 7 bears/1,000 km2 (20 bears/1,000 mi2) have been measured in the 
eastern Brooks Range.  Extrapolations from existing density estimates yielded an estimate 
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of 31,700 brown bears in 1993.  All indications are that the population has increased in the 
past decade. 
 
American black bears (Ursus americanus) are generally found in forested habitats 
throughout the state.  Black bears also occupy their historic range in Alaska, often 
overlapping distribution with brown/grizzly bears.  Because they live in forested habitats it 
is very difficult to estimate population size or density.  Where estimates have been 
conducted in interior Alaska, densities ranged from 67 bears/1,000 km2 (175 bears/1,000 
mi2) on the Yukon Flats to 289 bears/1,000 km2 (750 bears/1,000 mi2) on the Kenai 
Peninsula.  In coastal forest habitats of Southeast Alaska’s Alexander Archipelago black 
bear densities are considered high.  A 2000 estimate for Kuiu Island was 1,560 black 
bears/1,000 km2 (4,000 black bears/1,000 mi2).  A statewide black bear population 
estimate is not available because, unlike the many brown/grizzly bear and wolf estimates 
that are available across the state, very few black bear population estimates have been 
conducted. 
 
Brown/grizzly bears have relatively low reproductive rates and require abundant resources.  
Black bears exhibit higher reproductive rates than brown/grizzly bears; however, rates are 
still lower than for other big game animals with the exception of brown/grizzly bears.  
Population stability can be threatened by human-caused mortality and from fragmentation 
or destruction of habitat.  This combination is present to a sufficient extent on the Kenai 
Peninsula that brown/grizzly bears there have been designated by the State as a 
“population of special concern”.  To address situations where bear populations have 
declined because of human activities, the Department has implemented remedial 
management actions.  In the Kenai situation, a conservation strategy has been developed 
through a public stakeholder process.   
 
In most areas of the state black bear populations are healthy and can sustain current or 
increased harvest levels.  However, in some areas such as Unit 20B and 20D in the interior, 
the Kenai Peninsula, and Southeast Alaska, hunter demand for black bears is high, harvest 
is high, and these populations require closer monitoring.  Bears are intelligent animals that 
learn to adapt to new situations.  This ability, coupled with their enduring drive to rebuild 
fat reserves prior to denning, makes bears experts in finding ways to get a meal.  Garbage 
is often a source of food from people.  If this happens, bears learn to exploit human-related 
food resources and lose their natural tendencies to avoid people.  Frequently, such bears 
become classified as “nuisance” bears and often are killed in defense of live or property 
(DLP). 
 
Respected by most, and feared by many, bears can pose a threat in certain situations.  
Statewide, there are an average of about six encounters a year in which a human is injured.  
About half of those involve hunters in search of other quarry.  About every two or three 
years, one of the attacks results in a human fatality. 
 
Whenever bears and people interact with each other there are potential benefits and 
dangers.  Displacing bears from feeding sites has serious consequences for them.  Human 
behavior around bears not only impacts their own personal safety and viewing experience, 
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it also impacts the health and safety of the bears and the people who come to the area later.  
When bears and people meet, it is important that bears never get food from them and that 
people are trained how to react to bear encounters.  Comprehensive education is 
recognized as a vital component in all aspects of any bear viewing program. 
 
Public interest in bears has increased dramatically in Alaska during the past decade.  Some 
of this interest is incidental to other pursuits such as sport fishing, hiking, flight seeing, 
eco-tours, or marine water cruises but some of it is specifically targeted at bear viewing.  
Bear viewing is a rapidly growing industry in selected areas of the state.  The interest 
exceeds the opportunities provided now by such established and controlled sites as McNeil 
River, Pack Creek, Anan Creek, Wolverine Creek and Brooks Camp.  As a result, private 
entrepreneur businesses are providing viewing opportunities in some high-density bear 
areas.  Many of these sites and programs involve highly habituated bears that most 
frequently result in mutually exclusive conflicts with other uses of bears.  Habituation of 
bears should be discouraged and maximum public benefits pursued by providing 
management programs designed to provide for public viewing opportunities in areas where 
other uses are already excluded or to carefully integrate uses on a time and area basis.   
 
Alaska is world-renowned as a brown/grizzly bear hunting area.  Alaska is the only place 
in the United States where they are hunted in large numbers, and the vast majority of 
record book bears come from the state.  An average of about 1,500 brown/grizzly bears are 
harvested each year.  The trend has been increasing.  Many of the hunters are nonresidents 
and their economic impact is significant to Alaska.  Hunters have traditionally been the 
strongest advocates for bears and their habitat, providing consistent financial and political 
support for research and management programs. 
 
Because bears can be both prey and predator, their relationship with people is complex.  In 
areas where a population of large ungulates has been reduced to low levels, bears may have 
a significant influence on the decline of species such as moose, caribou and deer.  This is 
especially true when bears are found in combination with thriving wolf populations.    
Alaskan studies of bear interactions with moose, for instance, indicate that bears may 
contribute significantly to calf mortality.  Coupled with wolf predation, the combined 
mortality rates can far exceed human induced mortality and contribute to major moose 
population declines, depressed populations and delayed recoveries. The role of bears in 
these situations greatly exacerbates the debate over predator control and complicates 
evaluation of potential and initiated management actions. 
 
Guiding Principles 

1. Manage bear populations to allow a wide range of human uses, while providing 
for long-term bear population sustainability. 

2. Establish minimum population goals that ensure the long-term viability of bears 
recognizing the reproductive capacity of each bear species. 

3. Manage bears at the scale of subunits or units to achieve appropriate overall 
predator-prey relationships rather than pursue single species management. 

4. Protect the genetic diversity of bears. 
5. Continue and, if appropriate, accelerate research for the management of bears. 
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6. Consider short-term and long-term effects of habitat loss and fragmentation on 
bear populations. 

7. Provide for consumptive and non-consumptive uses of bears in management 
plans and encourage economic benefit to the state and its citizens while 
maintaining sustainable bear populations. 

8. Do not allow identified prey populations to decline to a point where predation 
keeps them at low levels. 

9. Avoid, where possible, activities that encourage the habituation of bears and 
manage bear viewing opportunities that are not mutually exclusive of other 
uses. 

10. Encourage wildlife viewing of bears and other species in their natural settings 
as part of a broader outdoor experience. 

11. Implement this policy in such a manner that the Department and the Board can 
respond promptly to unforeseen situations. 

12. Pursue informational and educational efforts to help the public understand more 
about bears and their management. 

13. Work with enforcement agencies to identify priorities and to assist with and 
encourage adequate enforcement activities. 

14. Review and recommend revision to this policy as needed. 
 
Conservation and Management 
 
A.  Management Strategies 
 
The Department will manage both bear species differently according to their population 
and human use characteristics in different parts of the state.  In some areas, such as the 
Kodiak Archipelago, portions of Southeast Alaska and the Alaska Peninsula, bears are 
managed for trophy-hunting and viewing opportunities.  In many other areas of the state, 
bear populations are largely unaffected by human harvest.  Bears are an important big 
game species sought by resident and nonresident hunters and are managed for a variety of 
objectives. 
 
Generally, bear hunting will be conducted on a sustained yield basis, except in areas where 
a bear predation control program is authorized.  Harvests will not be allowed to threaten 
the long-term population survival of bears.  In most areas of the state, sustained 
brown/grizzly bear harvests will generally be 4-8 percent of the estimated total population 
and up to 12 percent for black bears.  Some bear populations may be able to sustain a 
harvest above these guidelines and these will be evaluated for more liberal harvest 
programs.  Lacking precise population data, managers will continue applying indirect 
parameter to assess the status of bear populations. 
 
All brown/grizzly bears harvested under the general hunting regulations must be inspected 
and sealed by a Department representative.  Black bears must be sealed in some units but 
not all.  Non-resident hunters of brown/grizzly bears must be accompanied in the field by a 
registered big game guide or a resident relative.  For both species, sows accompanied by 
cubs, and the cubs, are protected, but cubs are defined as bears in their first year of life for 
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black bears and for the first two years of life for brown/grizzly bears.  The Department will 
continue to maintain these strategies and regulations for most of the state, unless it is 
necessary to consider methods to increase bear harvests as part of a bear predator control 
program. 
 
The effect of management actions on the economic contribution of bears to Alaska’s users 
of bears should be considered.  Maintaining a regulatory structure that assures reasonable 
standards of data integrity with responsible management strategies and population 
sustainability will help avoid threats of international sanctions.  Large areas of the state 
have subsistence brown/grizzly bear hunts with liberal seasons and bag limits, mandatory 
meat salvage, and relaxed sealing requirements.  The Department will continue to 
accommodate subsistence needs and will consider the impacts on subsistence activities. 
 
Bear viewing and bear/human interactions are also important aspects of bear management 
in Alaska.  Increasing interest in watching bears at concentrated feeding areas such as 
salmon streams and sedge flats is challenging managers to find appropriate levels and 
types of human and bear interactions without jeopardizing human safety or bears or other 
legitimate uses of bears.  Bear hunting and viewing are compatible in many situations.  
However, there are areas where the two uses are potentially mutually exclusive.  Land and 
wildlife managers are faced with tough decisions that could either minimize those conflicts 
or promote single use regulations at the expense of other uses.  For instance, federal 
withdrawals totaling over 40 million acres are managed to protect large segments of 
Alaska’s big game resources habitat and major portions of these areas provide park-like 
observation opportunities.  Logically these areas could first be utilized for habituated 
wildlife viewing opportunities before traditional uses of bears and other wildlife are 
unnecessarily impacted in other areas.  Bear management programs on state and private 
lands should be designed to achieve maximum benefits to Alaskans.  Specifically, state 
management programs should avoid habituating bears wherever possible.  Conflicts 
between user groups can frequently be reduced if viewing programs adopt “best viewing 
practices.” 
 
In areas where bear management plans have been developed, the Department will adhere to 
the recommendations included in those plans as long as they are consistent with the newest 
policies and regulations adopted by the Board. 
 
Nothing in this policy affects the authority under state or federal laws for an individual to 
protect human life or property from bears (5 AAC 92.410).  All reasonable steps must be 
taken to protect life and property by non-lethal means before a bear is killed. 
 
B.  Research Strategies 
 
Developing and implementing precise, cost-effective methods for determining bear 
populations will continue to be a research priority for the Department.  Work to date 
suggests that no single population estimation method will work across the state given the 
vast areas, varied topography, differing vegetation communities and great differences in 
bear density.  Some methods work well in one area but not in another.  Aerial stream 
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surveys, line-transect surveys, capture-mark-recapture, intensive aerial surveys, and DNA 
analysis are some of the tools that can be utilized to provide population estimates. 
 
Predator-prey relationships between bears and large ungulates have not been thoroughly 
examined in most of the state.  Bears use a wide variety of foods seasonally including 
vegetation, fish, mammals, birds, and carrion and they are exceptionally adaptable in their 
ability to capitalize on available food resources.  Consequently, the impact of ungulate 
prey abundance on bears is difficult to ascertain.  Similarly, the impact of bears on prey 
populations is multifaceted and can be further compounded by the presence of other 
predators such as wolves. 
 
Where appropriate, the Department will cooperate in research efforts with other agencies.  
Research findings will be reported in a timely fashion and presented in a form that is easily 
understood by the public. 
 
C.  Information and Education Strategies 
 
Public education is critical in any bear management program.  Perhaps as much as any 
species in Alaska, bears elicit a wide variety of emotions, have myriad uses, and directly 
impact peoples’ lives both in the field and near settlements.  Clear, objective information is 
necessary for citizens and managers alike to make wise decisions when dealing with bears.  
As the agency primarily responsible for bear management, the Department must take a lead 
role in producing and disseminating this information. 
 
Bear information will be developed for a wide range of audiences and be delivered in a 
variety of media.  A principal focus of bear education will be to promote a better 
understanding of life history, behavior, and habitat associations.  Specific messages will 
include discussions of bear/human interactions, bear hunting, bear viewing, and bear 
predation on moose, caribou, and sheep.  To assure consistent and accurate presentation of 
bear information, the Department will continue to work with the Alaska Interagency Bear 
Safety Education Committee.   
 
The Department will strive to include the public in all bear management decisions.  The 
primary method of public involvement will be through existing local Fish and Game 
Advisory Committee and Board processes.  Citizen-driven bear management plans will be 
sponsored and supported by the Department.  To date, such plans have been developed for 
Game Management Unit 4, the Kenai Peninsula, and the Kodiak Archipelago.  The 
Department is committed to implementing as many of the recommendations from bear 
management plans as possible.  
 
Because of the economic importance of guiding and other commercial enterprises 
associated with the varied uses of bear, it is recommended that extra efforts are made to 
notify all concerned parties that area specific predator control activities are being 
considered. 
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BEAR PREDATION MANAGEMENT 
 
Purpose of Policy 

1. To guide the Board of Game (Board) and the Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game (Department) in implementing any bear predation management actions 
pursuant to AS 16.05.255(e) and 5 AAC 92.106, when the Board determines 
ungulate populations important for human consumption are being kept at low 
levels because of bear predation. 

 
Goals 

1. To provide guidelines for developing, implementing, and evaluating bear    
management actions designed to reduce bear specific predation in precise areas 
for specific time periods required by predator control implementation plans. 

 
Background 
 
In areas where the Board has authorized for intensive management (IM) activities, set IM 
population and harvest objectives and those objectives are not being met and bear 
predation has been found to be a major factor in the decline in prey populations or in 
keeping prey populations from recovering, the Board can authorize bears to be included in 
predator control planning.  Whenever bears are considered and authorized for predator 
control activities, the implementation control plan must specify whether one or both bear 
species are to be considered in the control plan. 
 
Based on careful consideration of scientific information and public comment, the 
Department and the Board believe that in some limited circumstances it may be beneficial 
and appropriate to control predation by bears to achieve population and human use 
objectives. 
 
Guiding Principles 

1. Where bear reductions are authorized, the first step should be to reduce bear 
numbers through general hunting provisions such as liberalized seasons, bag limits, 
hunting methods and means and tag waviers. 

2. Where predation regulates prey populations, identify to the extent possible, the 
relative contribution by each primary predator species so that management response 
can be focused and effective. 

3. Implement measures to reduce black and/or brown bear numbers to allow prey 
species to increase population management objectives in areas managed for high 
consumptive use where predation by bears itself or in combination with other 
predators is keeping prey at low levels. 

4. Manage bears at the appropriate scale that may vary from an entire Game 
Management Unit to a specifically defined area (e.g. key calving sites). 

5. If liberalization of general hunting provisions does not adequately reduce the target 
bear population, an additional control program may be authorized.  This program 
should be conducted for the minimum time necessary to achieve the stated 
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management objectives and may utilize methods and means not approved for 
general hunting.  

6. Consider the management goals and objectives of state, federal, and private land 
owners and work cooperatively with them to design, implement, and evaluate bear 
control activities. 

7. Encourage federal and private land owners, where possible, to work cooperatively 
in any management and/or species control programs. 

8. If reduction in bear numbers fail to result in reasonable increases in availability of 
prey populations for human use, management practices intended to reduce bear 
populations should be reconsidered. 

 
Management Strategies 
  
In areas where bears have been identified as an important component in reducing and/or 
holding prey populations well below objectives, higher harvest levels than those listed 
under general management strategies will be allowed.  In these areas, specific harvest 
reporting conditions will be imposed which may include additional requirements for 
permits, sealing, and/or reporting.  In addition, the Department will closely monitor the 
effects of higher harvest on the bear and prey populations.   
 
Research Strategies 
 
In areas where bear predation control programs are considered, the Department may 
conduct research to quantify the contributions of each bear species and of wolves to the 
causes of decline in the ungulate population important for human use.  Alternatively, the 
Department may use standard survey and inventory data and interpretation of other 
research results to guide the decision-making process.  Monitoring activities designed to 
determine the effects of high levels of bear harvest on recovery of depressed ungulate 
populations would help focus management efforts in the most cost-effective manner. 
 
Information and Education Strategies 
 
In any situation where the Board or Department believes bear predation control may 
become necessary, the public will be informed as soon as possible.  Detailed information 
on the specific location, the predator, prey and habitat concerns, and the proposed 
management action and its anticipated costs and duration will be widely disseminated.  
Public meetings may be held in the affected area and in major Alaska communities, in 
addition to regularly scheduled Board and Advisory Committee meetings.  Once 
implemented, the Department will provide the Board and the public with an annual report 
and evaluation of the management action. 
 
Board Consideration 
 
The Board may consider bear control on a bear species when: 

1. Bear predation has been determined to be an important factor in the decline of a 
prey population or is preventing recovery of a low density prey population. 
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2. Bear predation is an important factor preventing attainment of approved prey 
population of human-use objectives. 

3. Efforts to control bear predation can be reasonably expected to achieve 
improvement in sustainable human use of ungulates. 

 
If the Department or the Board determines that one or more of these conditions exist in a 
given IM area, at the Board’s direction, an implementation plan will be prepared for public 
review that includes: 

• A statement of the proposed action, including potential methods and means. 
• Justification for the proposed action, including previous measures taken that 

failed to achieve bear and prey objectives and other alternatives considered. 
• Geographical description of the area. 
• Population and human use objectives. 
• Relevant information about wildlife populations and human use, including bear 

and prey populations status and trend, harvest information, habitat, and 
estimates of the effects of all predators on prey populations. 

• Estimate of the time and funding necessary to meet population and human use 
objectives. 

• Schedule for update and reevaluation of the program. 
 
If a bear control program is authorized by the Board, a specific predator control 
implementation plan will be prepared that includes: 

• Justification  
• Geographic area description 
• Wildlife population and human-use information 
• Bear and Prey population level and population objectives and the basis for 

those objectives 
• Methods and means 
• Anticipated time frame not to exceed five years unless the plan is re-adopted, 

and a schedule for update and reevaluation 
• Other specifications or limitations the Board considers necessary. 

 
Bear control will be implemented using the most humane, selective, acceptable and 
effective methods available.  If methods that do not require killing bears are found to 
achieve the desired results in a reasonable time and with reasonable financial resources, 
they will be considered first.  At no time will poisons be used for bear control. 
 
It is the intent of the Board of Game that bear control programs authorized under this 
policy shall be directed at only specified target areas and is not intended for 
implementation under general hunting regulations. 
 
Under methods and means the Board may selectively consider: 

• Relocation 
• Sterilization 
• Use of communications equipment between hunters or trappers 
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• Sale of hides and skulls as incentive 
• Use of bears for handicraft items for sale 
• Trapping 
• Bear baiting 
• Changing the definition of a legal bear  
• Same day airborne taking, except aerial shooting   
• Diversionary feeding  
 

 
 
 
 
 
Vote:  __7/0__ 
March 8, 2004 
Fairbanks, Alaska 
 
 
______________________________ 
Mike Fleagle, Chair 
Alaska Board of Game 
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