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.. ABSTRACT' 

Tn� harvest of peltrics during the 19�4-65 seas.on declined shari)ly. 
Purchases of peltries by fur dealers were only 49 percent of the 1963-64 
season. Peltry exports in 1964-65 equaled 78 percent of the exports from 
the previous season.· 

Harvest estimates were made for all species of furbcarers based on the 
relationship between the number of beaver peltries sealed and the number of 
peltries exported since 1961. 

The estimated numbers of·furbearers pe�ted during the 1964-65 season were: 

Beaver -
Mink 

Muskrat 
Marten -

Otter -
White Fox 
Other Fox -

Weasel -
Lynx 

Squirrel 

8,556 
18,400 
38,800 
10,400 
3,270 
2,320 
1,200 
1,110 
4,650 

250 

The estimated value of all peltries was $1,013,270. TI1e leading species was 
mink with the harvest valued at $436,600. 'I1,c value of the l1a.rvest was based 
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on the sales reports of fur exchanges and auctions. Trappers received less 
than the value on the exchange. In some situations, possibly only 60 to 75 
percent of the value on the Seattle market was received. 

RECOMMEl'JDATIONS 

1. Enforce the required submission of Fur Dealers' Reports in order to 
upgrade the quality of the information, so that it will be statistically 
reliable. 

2. Initiate investigations of existing fur dealers' records and export reports 
made by fur dealers to detennine where effort may efficiently be applied 
to achieve compliance with existing regulations. 

3. Examine and code, for machin'e pw1ehing, al 1 fur export reports and fur 
dealer reports at the Regional offices to provide an tmderstanding at 
the local level of the seasonal traffic and distribution of peltries. 
The practices of holding substantial quantities of peltries by fur 
dealers for the purpose of placing them on a more favorable market or 
the manipulation of purchasing and marketing to obtain lower tax assess­
ment could be noted and corrected when ,malyzing the results of the 
program. Other economic influences which can affect the harvest such 
as the success of the previous fishing season can also be more easily 
recognized when the infonnation is being submitted. 
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WORK PLAN SEGME!'1T REPORT 
FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIFE RESTORATION 

STATE: Alaska 

PROJECTS: W-6-R-6 TITLE: Alaska Wildlife Investigations 
AND: W-13-R-l TITLE: Small Game ana: Fu~lJcarer Investigations 

WORK PLANS: K(W-6-R-6) TITLE: Game I Iarves t Statistics 
AND: A(W-13-R-l) TITLE: Furoearers 

JOB: l(W-13-R-l) TITLE: Status of Fur Industrl_': in Alaska 

PERIOD COVERED: October 1, 1965 to June 30, 1966 

OBJECTIVES 

To estimate the mnnber of animals pelted annually in Alaska, excluding 
seals and sea otter, by species and area. 

To detennine the approxjmate value of these furs and the importance of 
this i1icome to trappers. 

To evaluate trends in the Alaska fur industry, particularly the relative 
importance of recreational and commercial tr·apping, and the probable impact 
of changing social conditions on people now engaged in trapping. 

TEO-INIQUES 

Fur Dealer Reports 

Reports from each licensed fur dealer have been required since 1960. A 
report is required on each purchase made by the fur dealer. The reports list 
the following infonnation: name of purchaser, name of seller or trapper, ad­
dress of seller, license number of trapper, species and mmber of peltries 
purchased, and date of purchase. 

The system was designed to provide infonnation on the harvest of fur 
animals throughout the state. Unsupported reports of peltry purdiases will 
not accurately indicate the harvest or location of the harvest, because not 
all pelts of fur animals are sold to licensed fur dealers. Raw peltries are 
conunonly used by the trapper's family to make gannents and are traded locally 
for the same purpose. Only the trapper's residence is known and not the area 
where the game was harvested and many pelts are shipped by the trapper to 
buyers outside of Alaska. 



The reporting period is from October 1 to SeptcntlJer 30. TI1e report period 
has varied slightly since 1960, but the period has changed only a few days and 
during the season when there is little fur trading. Purd1ase documents com­
pleted during the report period are coded for mad1ine plllld1ing and compilation. 

Analysis of these purd1ases is designed to provide the following infonna­
tion: 1. Number and species of peltries purchased from ead1 trapper. 2. Num­
ber and species of peltries purchased from trappers listed by the trnvn of the 
trapper's residence. 3. Total peltries of ead1 species purchased frof'.l all 
trappers living in each of the 26 Gmnc Management Uni ts . 4. Nlunber and species 
of peltries purd1ased from orj1er fur dealers. 

Past analysis of fur dealers reports did not separate purd1ases from 
trappers from purchases from other fur deal~rs. 1his source of error could 
indicate a total trade of peltries much greater rj1an the harvest. TI1e com­
pilation of the 1964-65 purdrnsing docinnents identified purchases made from 
trappers from purchases made from other dealers. 

Fur Expor~- Reports 

A pennit is required to ship raw peltrics from Alaska. 1he pernli t pre- . 
sently in use consists of two sections. One portion is entitled "Fur Export 
Pennit" and the other portion is entitled "Fur Export Report". Both sections 
are completed by the person exporting raw pelts from Alaska. The penni t por­
tion is attached to the fur shipment; and the report section, which is serially 
m:onber~d to coincide with the pennit section, is mailed to the Alaska Depart­
ment of Fish and Game. 

Export figures have been tabulated by year, species, game management, 
unit, by town, and for 1964-65, it has been broken down for all of the above 
categories by trappers and by fur dealers. 

The beaver sealing program, whid1 will be discussed later, has provided 
a check on tl1e ntnnber of beaver taken in comparison to the number of beaver 
exported and the number purd1ased by fur dealers. 

Value of the Peltries 

Peltry values used to determine tl1e Alaska contribution to the fur industry 
have been detennincd from auction reports by the Seattle Fur Exd1ange mid from 
other fur buyers and auctions. 

Trends in the Alaskan Fur Industry 

No work was accomplished toward this objective. Techniques to establish 
trends and the economic and recreational importance of trapping have not been 
established. 
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FINDINGS 

Fur Dealers Reports 

Of the ten animals on which purchase records have been maintained since 
1960, five species showed a decline. Total purchases of 46, 045 peltries were 
reported for the 1964-65 reporting period. TI1is was a decline of 48, 500 pelts 
from the 94,545 pelts purchased the year before. Separating purchases from 
trappers from purchases from other dealers revealed that only 3, 5.81 pelts 
had been purchased two or more times. This is 0nly 7. 8 percent of all peltries 
purchased from both trappers and other fur dealers . 

Table 1 lists purchases of peltries by year and species. The 1964-65 
data is separated into furs purdrnsed from trappers and furs purchased from 
other fur dealers (Table 2) . 

Fur Exports 

The nW11ber of furs exported from Alaska are listed by year and species 
in Table 1. The exports for 1964-65 have been broken clown into exports made 
directly by trappers and exports made by fur dealers (Table 3). 1he flucu­
ation in the number of animals exported mtd purchased by fur dealers are not 
consistent. In the 1963-64 season, reported peltry purchases equaled 95 per­
cent of the nwnber exriorted. In 1964-65, purchases dropped by 48, 500 pcltries 
but equaled only 59 percent of peltry exports. 1he decline in purchases did 
not res.ult in a corresponding decrease in the number of peltries exported. 
In 1963-64, 99, 717 peltries were exported and 77, 584 were exported in the 
1964-65 season. 

The munber of peltries exported from ead1 Game Management Unit for the 
1964-65 season arc listed by species in Table 4. The percentage of furs 
exported by fur dealers and by trappers varies greatly for ead1 species. 
Only 6.4 percent of the muskrat peltr:i.es were exported directly by trappers; 
however, 64. 5 percent of the squirrel peltries were exported by trappers. 
Squirrel is a very minor species and this percentage has no practical meaning. 
Trappers exported 45. 8 percent of white fox peltries. 

This is the first year exports have been identified to cither trappers 
or fur dealers. It is not known if these percentages change significantly 
beuvcen years of high and low production for the various species of fur 
animals. 

Table 2 compares the mmiber of peltries purd1ased by fur dealers with 
the nwnber of peltries exported by fur dealers. For all species, it ccm be 
noted that the munber of peltries exported by fur dealers greatly exceeds the 
reported purchases. Discrepancies between the purdiases of pel tries reported 
by fur dealers and the munber of peltries exported by fur dealers demonstrates 
the· inefficiency of the program to accurately measure the traffic of peltries. 
To establish an accurate measure of t11e fur harvest for specific regions in 
Alaska, more must be known about local marketing of peltries. 
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Table 1. Comparison of purchases and exports of peltries: 

Beaver Mink iv1uskrat Marten Otter 
Season .from 
Oct. 1 to Number Number Number Number Number Nlilllber Number Number Number f..'umber 
Sept. 30. Purchased Exported Purchased Exported Purchased Exported Purchased Exported Purchased Exported 

1960 - 1961 18650 15504 10143 19622 64582 58634 1875 3280 1297 2220 

V.t 1961 - 1962 14560 10431 8937 8813 35683 27206 4104 4531 1028 1140 

1962 - 1963 11047 20071 11148 20930 52347 81419 3855 7526 1232 2944 

1963 - 1964 7057 11030 16750 22484 64395 48822 2140 6172 774 2282 

1964 - 1965 5174 9200 8194 15623 5697 33005 3047 8869 1691 2781 

TOTALS 56488 66236 55172 87472 222704 249086 15021 30378 6022 11367 
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Table 1 (Cont.). Comparison of purchases and exports of peltries. 

White Other 
Season from 
Oct. 1 to 

Fox Fox Weasel Lynx Squirrel 

Sept. 30. Number Number ·Number Number Number NlUilber Ntrrrber Number Nlilllber NlUilber 
Purc.1-iased Exported Purchased Exported . Purchased Exported Purchased EXPorted Purchased Exported 

1960 - 1961 922 2073 306 673 523 1701 127 864 200 667 

.::>. 
1961 

1962 

-

-

1962 

1963 

296 

400 

776 

1395 

392 

408 

730 

910" 

764 

561 

1319 

968 

108 

1526 

1107 

2312 

375 

215 

346 

415 

1963·­ 1964 279 1134 260 999 435 1441 1852 4700 603 653 

1964 - 1965 321 1973 284 1020. 498 945 1109 3957 30 211 

TOTALS 2218 7351 1650 4332 2781 6374 4722 12940 1423 2292 
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Table 2. Comparison of Fur realer purchases with Fur Dealer exports 1964-65. 

\\hi te Other 
Beaver Mink Muskrat Marten Otter Fox Fox Weasel Lynx 

Peltries purchased from 
trappers. 4459 7418 24541 2403 1618 321 262 440 972 

Peltries purchased from 
other fur dealers. 715 776 1156 644 73 0 22 58 137 

Pel tries exported by fur 
dealers. 5174 11998 30881 7309 2021 1070 692 672 2487 



Table 3. Peltries exported from October 1, 1964 to September 30, 1965 by trappers and fur dealers. 

Beaver Mink Muskrat Marten Otter 
Number Percent NumberPercent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Exports by 
trappers. 1352 14.7 3625 23.2 2124 6.4 1560 17.6 760 27.3 

Exports by 
fur dealers. 7848 85.3 11998 76.8 30881 93.6 7309 82.4 2021 72. 7 

TOTAL 9200 15623 33005 8869 2781 
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Table 3 (Continued). Peltries exported from October 1, 1964 to September 30, 1965 by trappers and fur dealers. 

White Other 
Fox Fox Iveasel Lynx Squirrel 

NuTI1ber Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent NUffiber Percent 

Exports by 
trappers. 903 45.8 328 32.2 273 28.9 1470 37.1 115 54.5 

Exports by 
fur dealers. 1070 54. 2, 692 67.8. 672 71.1 2487 62.9 96 45.5 

T 0 TA L 1937 1020 945 3957 211 




·Table 4. Peltries exported from· Alaska, October 1, 1964 to September 30, 1965 •. 

Beaver Mink Muskrat 

Game 
Mgmt. Exported Exported Exported· Exported Exported Exported 
Unit by by Total by by Total by by Total 
Number Trappers Fur Exported Trappers Fur Exported Trappers Fur Exported 

Dealers Dealers Dealers 

: . 
1 91 16 107 361 817 1178 
2 31 31 326 589 915 
3 13 13 505 2058 2563 8 8 
4 3 3 583 223 806 7 7 
5 26 26 22 2 24 
6 59 65 124 96 255 351 30 48 78 
7 4 2 6 19 19 
8 25 3 28 

O'J 
9 

10 
224 6 230 236 

2 
34 270 

2 
i4 38 52. 

11 
12 65 65 4 80 84 234 2680 2914 
13" 16 2 18 129 6 135 72 1 73 
14 ll+4 1344 1438 90 389 479 130 787 917 
15 10 1 11 75 75 
16 20 20 29 29 8 8 
17 7 491 498 ·57 150 217 17 67 84 
18 1166 1166 178 3997 4175 161 5537 . 5698 

·19 3 1893 1896 13 795 808 51 1192 1243· 
20 523 508 1031 174 582 756 278 3147 3!+25 
21 49 1386 1!~35 405 773 1178 1 1607 1608 
22 400 t~oo 26 564 . 590 . 187 187. 
23 1 3 4 19 368 387 465 10509 10974 
24 80 80 107 9 116 225 357 582 
25 3 497 500 74 307 381 292 4724 5016 
26 20 20 85'' .85 131 131 

TOTALS 1352 7848 9200 3625 11998 15623 2124 30881 33005 
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Table 4 (Contlnued). · Peltries exported from Alaska, October 1, 1964 to September 30, 1965. 

Marten Otter White Fox 

Game 
Mgmt. 
Unit 
Number 

2xported 
'by 

Trappers 

Exported 
by 

Fur 
Dealers 

Total 
_Exported 

Exported 
by. 

. Trappers 

Exported 
by 

Fur 
.Dealers 

Total 
Exported 

Exported 
by 

Trappers 

Exported 
by 

Fur 
Dealers 

Total 
Exported 

·1 201 305 506 110 113 223 1 1 
2 95 134 279 45 148 193 
3 24 89 '113 58 167 225 
4 168 89 257 125 48 173 
5 16 1 ' 17 3 3 
6 19 2 21 13 145 158 
7 1 1 
8 28 26 54 4 4 
9 9 9 188 9 197 2 2' 

10 ·4 4 6 6 
11 
12 6 16 22 21 21 1 1 
13 7 3 10 13 1 14 
14 7 303 310 .4 135 139 16 65 81 
15 10 10 1 1 
16 26 26 1 1 
17 24 40 64 ·1 1 2 
18 3 22 25 11 612 623 4 298 302 
19 18 4174 4192 13 110 123 '6 6 

j ' 
20 
21 

265 
439 

395 
127li­

660 
1763 

37 
21 

18 
142 

55 
163 

93 
2 

46 
4 

139 
6 

r.
ii 22 6 6 2. 23 25· 708 413 1121 

23 11 1 12 12 255 267 3 3 
24 109 16 125 22 3 25 
25 16 435 451 4 4 
26 65 65 16 16 62 236 298 

TOTALS 1560 7309 8869 760 2021 2781 903 1070 1973 




Tab le · 4 (Continued)·· Pe 1 tries expor t:ed from A la ska, October 1, 19 64 to September 30, 1965. 

Other Fox Weasel Lynx Squirrel 

Game 
Mgmt. 
Unit 
Number 

Exported 
by 

Trappers 

Exported 
by 

Fur 
Dealers 

Total· 
Exported 

Exported 
by 

Trappers 

Exported 
by 

Fur 
Dealers 

Total 
Exported 

Exported 
by 

Trappers 

Exported 
by 

Fur 
De.alers 

Total 
Exported 

Exported 
by 

Trappers 

Exported 
by 

Fur 
Dealers 

Total 
Exported 

1 ' 6 6 5 5 20 20 4 4 
2 4 4 
3 1 1 1 1 
4 1 3 4 
5 10 10 5 5 
6 2 2 15 33 48 2 12 14 
7 2 2 3 3 2 2 

,_. 
0 

8 
9 

10 
73 

1 
2 

11 
80 ' 

2 
28 

2 
28 

2 
24 9 

2 
33 

10 25 25 
11 
12 11 31 42 18 18 67 243 310 2 2 
13 15 6 21 10 1 11 346 19 365 100 1 101 
14 16 188 204 9 46 55 135 572 707 2 38 40 
15 4 4 6 6 3 1 4 
16 12 12 40 40 
17 7 13 20 4 22 26 4 7 11 
18 1 113 119 .7 149 156 36 36 
19 3 90 93 4 94 98 260 260 3 3 
20 90 142 232 ::'32 73 105 680 698 1378 
21 4 20 24 63' 70 133 38 134 172 
22 8 17 25 3 1 4 18 15 33 
23 4 4 8 2 9 11 17 12 29 
24 5 5 2 2 9 5 14 
25 11 53 64 11 151 162 57 464 521 1 50 51 
26 18 1 19 18 18 39 39 8 8 

TOTALS 328 692 1020 273 672 945 1470 2487 3957 115 96 211 
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An examination of Table 1 will reveal that for many species of animals,· 

there were more peltries purchased by fur dealers than were exported for the 

corresponding year. 


The purpose of the fur purchase reports and fur export reports is to 

provide a basis for estimating the harvest of fur animals. A5 previously 

mentioned in this report, these systems <lo not provide an absolute accounting 

of the harvest of fur animals. By comparing the harvest figures obtained from 

the beaver scaling program with t11c results from the fur export reports and 

fur buyers reports, an jndex can be established to estimate the harvest of the 

various fur anim..'lls from the corresponding purchase <md C:>--Tiort inforuiation. 

Figure 1, Job A-2 illustrates the relationship between tJ1ese sources of infor­

mation for beaver. 


The advisability of using the relationship beuveen the nw1iber of beaver 
sealed ancl the number of beaver exported to estimate the harvest of other fur­
bearers is questionable. Since 1961 this system cannot accotmt for approximately 
fifteen thousand sealed beaver peltries plus an unknown nwnbcr of w1sealecl 
beaver peltries which are used in the local fur indust1y (mittens, muklul::s, 
and parka trim). 

TI1e total mm1ber of beaver declared on the fur export permits compares 

in mmiber more accurately with tJ1c actual harvest of beaver, particuJarly if 

the comparison is made on a long ranged (five year) basis. TI1e munber of 

beaver pelts reported on the export reports has varied from 64. 9 percent of 

the nurnbcr sealed in 1961 to 111.1 percent of the nwnbcr scaled in 1965. 

1he cause or causes of the inconsistencies between the munher of beaver pelt ­

ries harvestecl ancl the nwnber of beaver peltries exported arc not known. 


The estimated harvest of other furbearers is based on the relationship 
between the number of beaver sealed and the number exported. With such wide 
variations between the number sealed ancl the number exported, and without 

. accurate knowledge of the causes of the differences, it can only be asslm1ecl 
that :my harvest estimate based on the export data may vary from the actual 
harvest as they have for beaver where the actual harvest was known. 

Over a five year period, beaver expoFtS have equaled 85.1 percent of the 

mmiber of beaver sealed. To obtain the estimates used in Table 5, the number 

of other fur animals exported are assumed to be 85.l percent of the actual 

harvest. It may be more reasonable to use tJ1e variations noted between the 

number of beaver sealed and the number of beaver eA.1)orted for the same com­

parable season, but to avoid the possibility of any large errors the f: ve 

year average is used. 


More evidence is needed to <letcnnine if fall-caught animals are handled 

in a similar manner to beaver, which arc norn1ally taken in the spring. Esti ­

mates of the harvest in specific Game ]'.!anagemcnt Uni ts should not be used 

tmtil sud1 evidence is available. 
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Table 4, whid1 lists the mm1ber of pel trj_es exported from each Game 
Management Unit by trappers and by fur dealers> rnnnot 1)e used to estimate 
the harvest from the Game Management Unj t. 'lhe number exported f rorn the 
Game Management Unit has little bear:inr on the mm1ber of furbcarers which 
were harvested in that Unit. for exam1;1e, m..1)orts of beaver pcltries from 
lh1it 14 by fur dealers equaled 17 percent of the tota1 harvest. 1he beaver 
harvest in Unit 14 for the same period amounted to only 4 percent of the total 
harvcs t in the s tatc. 

Export report fonns are compiled by the location f:corn whid1 the pelt­
ries were exported. Furs arc purd1ased by fur buyers traveling throughout 
the State and are often brought to a major shipping terminus before the furs 
are readied for shipment outside of the State. 

1he fur dealers reports are compiled hy tlie residence of the trapper 
and could provide a better estimate of the harvest from specific areas or 
Game Management lh1its; however, only 4,459 of the 8,556 or 52 percent of the 
beaver peltries were reported by fur dealers. A s0mp1c of 52 percent of the 
harvest might provicle a suitable estimate of the harvest in specific J.ocations, 
if there was a J.arge harvest of peJ tries of that part:i cular species and the 
sample was taken ranclomly. 

Purchases of furs by fur dealers could not be considere<l a random sample 
of the furs harves tecl in J\l8Ska and in on1y a few cases, sud1 ;:1s muskrat where 
the harvest for some years may exceed 130,000 pcJtries,. woulcl the sample be 
large ~nough to compensate for sampling errors. If the nrn11bers of furs re­
ported by the fur dealers as purchased from trappers \vere to approad1 or 
exceed the number of furs exported by fur dealers and tl,le percentage of furs 
exported from J\Jaska by fur dealers were to 'remain at about the 84 percent 
level as in 64-65, a fairly accurate system of detcrn1ining the harvest in 
specific areas could be established. 

'J11e 16 percent of the furs which are eJqiorted directly by trappers can 
be fairly accurately identified to the area from whid1 they arc harvested by 
the location from which the trapper exported the furs. 

Value of the fur Harvest 

Beaver 

Beaver peltries from different parts of the state vary greatly in value. 
11iey arc commonly ca tegor_i_zecl according to regions by the fur buyers m1cl fur 
auction houses and different prices arc quoted for the V<:ll'ious size beaver 
from each area. Beaver from Ccime l'-lana[;ement Units l through 5 were considered 
as beaver in the Northwest category. Beaver from Carne Management lh1its 11 
through 14, 16 and 20 through 25 wc:re consic1ercd as the Upper River categorl. 
Beaver from Units 9 and 17 Here considered in the Bristol Bay category and 
beaver tal:cn from Units 6, 7, 8, 15, w1cl 18 were conslclcrcc: jn tl1e Lrn·ier 
Rivcr-South\ves t Alashi category. 

12 
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Table 5. Estimated harvest of fur animals. 

1. 	 Basis of the estimate: 

No. of a given s2ec;_ies o~ fur animals harvested.No. 	 9f beaver ~arvested sjnce 1961 
No. 	 of the given species exportedNo. 	 of beaver exported since 1961 

2. 	 Number of beaver exported since 1961 is calculated to be' SS percent of the number 
harvested. 

EST!Ml\TED HARVESTSPECIES 

Beaver 8,556* 

Mink 18,400 

Muskrat 38,800 

Marten 10,400 

Otter 3,270 

White Fox 2,320 

Other Fox 1,200 

1, 110Weasel 

Lynx 4,650 

Squirrel 	 250 

* Number sealed 1965 season. 

13 




Within ead1 category, average values were established for beaver Jess 
than 54", beaver in the 54 to 59" size, and for beaver 59" or larger. For 
beaver from Game Management Uni ts 1 through 5, 1t1hicJ1 fall into the Northwest 
category these values were $7.00, $16.00, and $25.00 respectively. Por the 
Uppor River category, they were $8.00, $17.00, and $28.00. For the Lower 
River and South Alaska category, they were $8.00, $15.00, and $25.00. 111c 
Bristol Bay category was $8.00, $16.00, and $27.00. T;:1ble t\o. 6 lists the 
value of the beaver peltries for each Game Management lh1it. 

'Ihe total beaver harvest w<.1s valued at $165 ,621 based on the 8, 556 
beaver Hhich were sealed during the 1965, season. 'lhe average price per pcl t 
was $20,00, regardless of size. J\ssuming that tbe 9,200 beaver export.eel 
during the last ex;>ort period were of the srnne relative size and value as 
the beaver harvested in the last season, the value of the beaver which were 
e:xporte<l was $184, 000. 

Mink 

Mink peltries from various portions of J\laska also vary greatly in value 
as do beaver peltries. 

lh1i ts l through 6 arc place<l in the category tern1ed "Coastal" and are 
assigned the average value of $12.00 per pelt. Mink jn Un:its 7, 9, 10, 14, 15, 
and 17 are considered in the "Kenai" category and are value<l at $15. 00 cacl1. 
Mink from Game Management Units 12, 13, 19, 20, and 21 are consi<lcre<l "Upper 
Yukon Mink" and valued at $28.00 cad1. Mink frcm Units 18, 22, and 23 arc 
the most higlily prized wild mink on the North American continent. 'Ihey arc 
considered in the "Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta and f.bcKenzie River Dcltan category, 
and averaged $36. 00 each during the 1964-'65 season:. The total value of the 
mink exported from Alaska was $370,654. rJ1lC average value per mink, reg;anlless 
of are0 taken was $23. 70. Using an estimated harvest of 18,400 mink (Table 5) 
and the average value of $23. 70 per mi.nk, the estimated harvest wa's valued at 
approximately $~·35, 600. 

Muskrat 

Muskrat prices improved from $. 90 to $1.10 per pelt from November until 
April. The preponderance of the muskrat harvest comes from a more lirni ted 
area than either beaver or mink. T:1erefore, an average value was assigned to 
all muskrat pel tries. One dollar and fi vc cents we.is used as the average value. 

1hirty-threc thousand, five muskrats were e:>q)ortecl from Alaska. The total 
value of the exported pelts was 
rats with a value of $40,740. 

$34,655. 11-ie estir::ated hanrest was 38,000 musk­

Otter 

Otter peltries have been a stable item on the market for many years. The 
average price of all sections was detennined to be $26. 00. J\t $26. 00 each, 
the e)q:iort of 2,781 re1tries was vaJucd at $72,306. 111e estimated harvest of 
3,270 was valued at $85,020. 

1ti 



Table 6. Value of the beaver harvest by Game Management Units. 

NORTI-TI-IEST (UNITED STATES) CATEGORY UPPER RIVER CATEGORY 

Game Mgmt. Value of the Average Value Per Pelt. Game Mgmt. Value of the Average Value Per Pelt 
Unit Harvest Regardless of Size Unit Harvest Regardless of Size 

1 $ 1,090 $ 17.60 11 $ 285 ·$ 23.80 

2 1, 171 16.00 12 2,390 24.10 

3 117 19. 50 13 3,106 22.70 

4 23 23.00 14 7, 753. 21.20 

16 8,346 21.90 
LOWER RIVER AND SOUTHWEST CATEGORY 

>--' 
(.fl 

6 2,609 19.50 
20 41,571 21.10 

21 36°, 960 23.40 
7 723 17.60 

22 1,157 26.30 
8 1, 792 17.60 

23 140 28.00 
15 370 17.60 

24 10,988 25.20 
18 5, 297 20.10 

25 8,451 22.10 

BRISTOL BAY CATEGORY 

9 10,937 22.10 

17· 20,345 21.40 



Table 7. 	 Value of the fur harvest. 

Average Value Value of 
Species All Sizes and Number Exported Est irr.a ted Value of 

Areas Exported Pel tries Harvest Estimated Harvest 

Beaver 

Mink 

Muskrat 

Harten 

f-­
O' 	 Otter 

White Fox 

Other Fox 

Weasel 

Lynx 

Squirrel 

T 0 TA LS 

$ 20.00 

.23.70 

· i.05 

12.25 

26.00 

18.00 

11.00 

1.20 

22.00 

,40 

9,200 

15,623 

33,005 

8~869 

2, 781· 

1,973 

1,020 

945 

,3,957 

211. 

$ 184,000 

370, 654. 

. 34, 655 

108, 633 \ 

72,306 

35,514 

11, 220 

1, 134 

87,054 

84 

,$ 905,254 


8,556* 

18,400 

38,800 

10,400 

3,270 

2,320 

1,200 

1,110 

4,650 

250 

$ 165, 600 

.435, 600 

40,740 

127,650 

85,020 

41,740 

13, 190 

1,330 

102,300 

100 

$ 1,013,270 


Number of 	beaver sealed* 



Otter is expected to remain fairly stable on the market. TI1c major 
changes in fur values have been with tbe long-haired furs. 

White Fox 

White fox poltrics entered the market jn November, 1964 at an average 
price of all sections of $17. 00. 1\vo major improvements were reported in the 
market; one in February, and the other about June. PJ1 averc1ge price of $18. 00 
was assigned to a11 sections and areas. 

'lbe 1, 973 exported white fox peltries were valued at $3S, 514 and the 
estimated harvest of 2, 320 was valued at $4-1, 74-0. 

Other Fox 

Al1 other fox, other than whitc fox, are pJ aced in one category on the 

export report fonns. Reel fox, cross fox, blue fox, and a few black fox com­

prise the hulk of this category. It is very difficult to assign an average 

value to all types of foxe:;. 'Jhe red fox is used as a standard for this 

section. 

Heel foxes entered the market in November at about $10. 00 per pelt. The 

market macle severaJ. improvements before June, 1965. An average value of 

$11. 00 per peJtry was assigned to an fox in the ca'cegory. TI1is value is 

probably quite conservative. A few local reports inchcatecl that some trap­

pers had averaged as much as $14-.00 per pe1try for reel fox. 


At $11. 00 ead1, tJ1e 1, 020 foxes whid1 were exported were valued at 

$11, 220. 1he estimated harvest of 1, 199 foxes was valued at $13, 190. 


Weasel 

Weasel has remained a very minor i tern on the fur market. f\s a result, 

quotat:ions are difficuJt to obtain. 111e opening quotation on \veasel in 

November, 1964- was $1. 20. 1his value has been usecl for all \\'easel peltries. 


The value of the 945 weasel peltries', w1ri ch were exported from AJ aska, 

was $1,134. 1110 estimated harvest of 1,111 weasel was valued at $1,330. 


Lynx have shown the strongest improvement of any Alaskan furs on the 
market for both the 1964--65 and 1965-66 seasons. Average value of lynx enter­
ing the market in November, l9M was $20. 00. By A~·nil, 196~) the 0verage was 
$22. 00 an cl pr:i ces continued to improve t11rough the next season. Due to trans­
portatj on difficulties, it is nmmaJ tl1at a larr;e nc1Tcnt0s:;e of tlic Alaskan 
furs rcad1 the market after Fobruary. In consi<lcr'ation of this 8nd that the 
lynx season extends through r.1ard1 31, the ;:rvcrc1ge price for Jynx of al] sec­
tions Has estimated to be $22.00. 'J'i1e estimate is probably conscrvatiye. At 
$22. 00 each, the 3, 957 lynx pcl trice:, cxportx:c-1 from J\lasbi 1·:cre valued at 
$87,054. 1hc estimated harvest of t,,6SO lynx was v<1lucd at $102,300. 
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Squirrels are probably the most neglected animals 
average price for all sections was $ • 40. Only 211 

the fur export fonii.s. T11csc were valuccl at $84.~0. 
248 squirrels with an approximate value of $100. 

on the fur market. 
squirrels were reported 
'foe estimated harvest 

Total Value of tl1c Fur Harvest 

'lhe p01tries exported from October 1, 19M w1t:i1 September 31, 1965 
were valued at $905,254.65. Using the same values placed on the peJts, only 
expanding the value to the est:iJnated harvest, the total value amounts to 
$1, 013, 270. Tiiese figures represent only the value of the peltries at the 
Seattle or Vancouver markets. A trapper or a locaJ dealer shipping directly 
to one of the major auctions or exchanges must pay a 5 percent commission on 
all sales. Tiiis is in addition to postage or freight diargcs. Many furs are 
sold to specia] ty markets such as the tourist trade and probably bring a sub­
stantia1 amount over the commercia1 value. Im unsupported estimate of the per­
centage of the commercial value which tbe average trappers receive would be 
about 75 percent. In many areas, tbc writer suspects that the amount receive<l 
by the trnpper may be only 60 percent or Jess of the Seattle market price. It 
would take considerable field work to cletern1ine the o.ctual prices received in 
the various areas by the trappers. 

18 
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WORK PLAN SEGMENT REPORT 
FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIFE RESTORATION 

STATE: 

PROJECTS: 
AND: 

Alaska 

w-·6-R-6 
W-13-R-l 

WORK PLANS: J (W-6-R-6)_ 
AND: A(W-13-R-l) 

JOBS: 
AND: 

l(W-6-R-6) 
2(W-13-R-l) 

TITLE: 
TITLE: 

TITLE: 
TITLE: 

TITLE: 
TITLE: 

Alaska Wildlife Investigations 
Small Game and Furbearers Investigations 

Fur Bearer Studies 
.Furbearers 

Beaver Management Studies 
Beaver 

PERIOD COVERED: January 1, 1965 to June 30, 1966 

ABSTRACT 

A program to measure all beaver skins was established in 1955. The level 
of population exploitation is determined by the percentage of kits (young of 
the year) in the populations. Libby (1954) eitablishcd that a harvest consist­
ing of 20 percent kits was a properly utilized population. If the harvest 
consisted of more than 30 percent kits, the harvest was excessive. In 1965, 
the harvest in Game Management Units 7, 8

1 
and 19 exceeded 30 percent kits. 

Units' 7 an<l 8 were not considered serious. More investigation is needed in 
Unit 19 to isolate the specific areas of overharvest. 

Production declined in all major beaver producing areas. Total production 
was down 41 percent from 1964. The 1965 harvest was 8,556 peltries. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

No recommendations are made relative to management. 

;;. 



WORK PLAN SEG1'!Uff REPORT 
FEDERAL AIU IN WILDLIFE RESTOIU\TION 

STATE: Alaska 

TITLE: Alaska Wil<llife InvestigationsPROJECTS: 
TITLE: Small Game and Furbcarers InvestigationsAND: 

TITLE: Fur Bearer StudiesWORK PLANS:J(W-6-R-6) 
AND : A. (w- 13 - I{- 1L TJTLE: Furbearers 

TITLE: Beaver Managcm~nt_StucliesJOI3S: 
TITLE: BeaverANO: 

PERIOD COVERED: January 1, 1965 to June 30, ~!266 

OBJECTIVES 

To estimate the annual harvest. 

To surmnarize avail<:1ble data on beaver population levels of utiU zation 
in Alaska. 

'J'ECllNlQUES 

Beaver pcltries must be scaled by an authorized representative of the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game before they can be transported or exported 
from ·the State of Alaska. 

This system vias initiated in 1923 and since 1955, the pelts have been 
measured to determine the age composition of the harvest. An example of the 
form which is completed when sealing is performed is presented i11 the appendix. 

The harvest figures since 1957 hnve been analyzed and presente<l by Game 
Management Units. Changes in the size of the units have necessitated some 
interpolations of the harvest figures. 

FINDINGS 

Beaver production in 1965 <lecrcased 41 percent from 196'1. This is the 

second consecutive year the production has decreased since 1963 when there 

was an increase of 29 percent over the 1962 harvest (F:igure 1). The harvest 

of 8,556 benver is as low as the hilrvest has fallen since 1944 when only 

8,516 beaver were scaled. All of the major beaver producing areas show 

substantial decreases over the last t11·0 years (Table 1). 


Beaver production for tl1c 1965 season was markedly down in all but one 
minor Game i!anagen.ent Un1 t. Information was not available to iclcntify the 
specific causes. Despite the Jmvcr harvest, Units 2, 6, 7, 8, 14, 15, 17, 19, 
anJ 25 sho1v a harvest of kits in excess of the 20 percent level established by 
Libby (1955) as the proper level of harn:st:. In Units 7, 8, and 19 the kits 

·---------~-----~-----------------------_J 
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Table 1. Beaver Affidavit Analysis - 1957-1965. 

Ga.rne 
l'~lgmt. 

unit 

1 

Year 

1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

Percent 
Percent Kits and 
Kits Yearlings 

Limit · (Unc~er 54") ·(Under 59") 

No open season 
15 24.8 35.7 
15 24.6 .37. 7 
15 6.9 31.0 
15 28.5 45.9 
15 21. 9 34.2 
15 12.4 31.3 
50 16.l 32.7 
50 17.7 43.5 

Percent 
Adults 

(Over 59 1 
') 

64.3 
62.3 
69.0 
54.0 
65.8 
68.6 
67.1 
56.5 

Total 
No. 0£ 
Beaver 

330 
69 

115 
99 
42 

180 
204 

62 

Ko. of 
Trappers 

38 
8 

14 
12 

5 
20 
17 

5 

Avg. No. 
Beaver/ 
Trapper 

8.7 
8.6 
8.2 
8.2 
8.4 
9.0 

12.0 
12.4 

N 
N 

2 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

::\o open season 
15 22.7 36.4 
15 22.2 37.0 
15 
15 25.0 39.2 

Season Open - No animals taken 
15 21.1 53.7 
50 21.6 49.7 
50 24.7 54.8 

63.7 
63.0 

58.9 

46.1 
50.3 
45.2 

22 
27 
75 
56 

52 
157 

73 

10 
2 

13 
8 

::i 

12 
8 

2.2 
13.5 

5.8 
7.0 

10.4 
13.1 
9.1 

3 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

Ko open season 
15 
1 ~ 6.3 6.2~::i 

15 
15 

Season open - No animals taken 
15 31.6 57.9 
50 22.5 42.5 
50 33.3 

100.0 
93.8 

42.1 
57.5 
66.6 

115 
16 
47 

21 
40 

6 

13 
3 

17 

5 
3 
1 

8.35 
5.3 
2.8 

4.2 
13.3 

6.0 



Table 1 (Cont.). 

Gcir:1e 
:\·l~nt. 
Unit Year 

11/
'+­ 1962 

1963 
1964 
1965 

Beaver Affidavit Analysis 

Percent 
Kits 

Lii'Tiit (Under 54") 

15 30.5 

50 
50 

- 1957-1965. 

Percent 
Kits and 
Yearlings 
(Under" 59 11 

) 

56.8 

Percent 
Adults 
(Over 59 11 

) 

33.2 

100.0 

Total 
No. of 
Beaver 

36 
16 

1 

No. of 
Traf:pers 

3 
1 

1 

Avg. No. 
Beaver/ 
TrapEer 

12.0 
16.0 

1.0 

N 
VO 

6 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
19M 
1965 

20 
20 
20 
40 
40 
40 
50 
50 
50 

24.1 
12.9 
14.3 
14.3 
13.2 
13.5 
13.7 
12.3 
20.7 

40.0 
28.0 
20.2 
35.7 
31.0 
27.1 
24.4 
29.0 
111 -'~ . .) 

60.0 
72.0 
79.8 
64.3 
68.9 
72.9 
75.6 
71.0 
57.8 

245 
264 
168 
304 
264 
155 
305 
155 
135 

16 
1 ­~:Jc 

11 
15 
15 
10 
11 
8 

13 

15.3 
17.6 
15.3 
20.3 
17.6 
15.5 
27.7 
19.4 
10.4 

7 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1961]. 
1965 

20 
20 
20 
15 
~ -l..) 

15 
20 
20 
20 

22.7 
15.7 
34.0 
17.2 
15.8 
17.3 
24.5 
30.8 
31. 7 

48.0 
34.8 
52.3 
35.4 
22.4 
36.0 
45.2 
61. 5 
51. 2 

52.0 
65.2 
47.7 
64.6 
66.0 
64.+ 
54. 7 
38.5 
48.8 

75 
89 
44 

393 
236 
259 
106 

13 
41 

18 
8 

67 
39 
57 
15 

4 
9 

- ~:> • '-t 

5.0 
5.5 
5.9 
6.0 
4.5 
7.1 
3.3 
4 r­,;:) 

8 io,....,
JJ/ 

1958 
1959 
1960 

15 
20 
20 
40 

23.6 
21.3 
22.7 
28.4 

32.9 
35.7 
4.0. 9 
47.7 

67.1 
64.3 
59.1 
52.3 

140 
235 
154 
369 

15 
24 
12 
25 

9.3 
9.8 

12.9 
14.8 



Table 1. (Cont.). Beaver Affidavit Analysis - 1957-1965. 

Ga'7!e 
l\f~1t. 

·Unit 

8 

Year 

1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

Lii"Tli t 

?\o limit 
l\o lii11it 
?\o lirr1it 
:\o limit 
l\o liJnit 

Percent 
Kits 
(Under 54'') 

20.1 
18.3 
22.7 
23.3 
33.3 

Percent 
Kits and 
Yearlings 
(Under 591 

') 

34.4 
33.3 
42.4 
48.6 
51.0 

Percent 
Adults 
(Over 59 1 

') 

64.9 
56.7 
55.6 
51.4 
49.0 

Total 
No. of 
Beaver 

154 
185 
268 
210 
102 

No. of 
Trappers 

10 
13 
22 
18 
11 

Avg. No. 
Beaver/ 
Trapper 

15.4 
14.2 
12.2 
11. 7 
9.3 

N 
.:::.. 

9 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

15 
15 
15 
20 
20 
15 
15 
15 
15 

17.0 
22.4 
23.9 
21.9 
19.8 
28.3 
19.9 
26.3 
'17 .6 

25.9 
34.2 
34.7 
32.3 
32.0 
38.0 
34.9 
37.9 
13.8 

74.1 
65.8 
65.3 
67.8 
67.3 
62.0 
65.1 
62.0 
68.6 

138 
141 
170 
115 
161 

82 
161 

91 
47 

1469 
1515 
1975 
1768 
2319 
933 

2080 
951 
494 

10.6 
11.0 
11.6 
15.4 
14.4 
11.3 
12.9 
10.5 
10.6 

11 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 

12.8 

8.5 
35.0 
5.0 

5.1 
16.7 

15.4 

16.9 
so.a 
30.0 

30.8 
25.0 

84.6 
100.0 
83.l 
50.0 
70.0 

69.2 
75.0 

39 
20 
59 
20 
20 
2 

16 
39 
12 

5 
4 
5 
2 
2 
1 
3 
6 
2 

7.8 
5.0 

11.8 
10.0 
10.0 

2.0 
5.3 
6.5 
6.0 

12 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 

5 
15 
15 
15 

2.8 
10.5 
11.6 
17.2 

13.2 
13.9 
15.1 
35.4 

86.8 
86.1 
84.9 
64.6 

106 
409 
423 
393 

40 
85 
80 
67 

2.6 
4.8 
5.3 
5.9. 



Table 1. (Cont.). 

Game 
Mgmt. 
Unit Year 

·12 1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

Beaver Affidavit Analysis 

Percent 
Kits 

Limit (Under 54 11 
) • 

15 15.8 
15 17.3 
15 22.7 
15 16.0 
15 6.1 

- 1957-1965. 

Percent 
Kits and 
Yearlings 
(Under 59") 

22.4 
36.0 
32.5 
33.2 
28.3 

Percent 
Adults 
(Over 5911 

) 

66.0 
64.+ 
67.5 
66.3 
70.7 

Total 
No. of 
Beaver 

236 
259 
255 
205 
99 

No. of 
Trappers 

39 
57 
67 
63 
45 

Avg. No. 
Beaver/ 
Trapper 

6.0 
4.5 
3.8 
3.2 
2.2 

N 
U'l 

13 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 ' 

20.0 
12.9 
16.4 
23.2 
23.9 
27.5 
19.1 
20.7 
14.6 

23.5 
22.5 
28.3 
36.9' 
44.3 
34.0 
40.6 
34.8 

. 36. 5 

71.5 
71.5 
71. 7 
63.1 
55.0 
66.0 
59.4 
64.1 
63.5 

165 
473 
385 
507 
206 

98 
335 
376 
137' 

24 
59 
37 
59 
21 
13 
51 
43 
28 

6.9 
8.0 

10.4 
8.6 
9.8 
7.5 
6.6 
8.7 
4.9 

14 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

20 
40 
40 
40 

' 40 
40 
40 
40 
40 

17.7 
16.4 
27.2 
24.1. 
23.9 
22.3 
24.9 
21.2 
22.2 

36.2 
30.6 

'50.7 
43.4 
44.3 
45.9 
48.1 
46.0 
43.3 

63.8 
69.4 
49.3 
56.7 
55.0 
54.1 
51. 9 
54.0 
56.7 

923 
1204 

647 
844 
877 
493 
789 
655 
365 

84 
96 
49 
68 
69 
38 
83 
60 
41 

11.0 
12.6 
13.2 
12.4 

9.8 
12.9 
9.5 

10.9 
8.9 

15 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

20 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 

17.2 
16.4 
29.8 
17.5 
15.1 
17.7 
18.1 
19.4 
23.8 

37.9 
27.5 
46.4 
35.3 
33.9 
33.9 
33.2 
36.3 
52.4 

62.1 
72 .5 
53.6 
64. 7 
66.1 
66.1 
66.8 
63.7 
42.8 

303 
360 
168 
379 
438 
180 
254 
237 

21 

26 
30 
15 
20 
20 
14 
25 
24 
4 

11.1 
12.0 
11.2 
18.9 
21.9 
12.8 
10.1 
9.9 
5.2 



Table 1 (Cont.). 

Grune 
Mgmt. 
Unit Year 

16 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

Beaver Affidavit Analysis 

Percent 
Kits 

Limit (Under 54") 

20 19.4 
40 13.7 
40 22.1 
40 15.1 
40 20.9 
40 34.3 
40 18.1 
40 19.5 
40 15.7 

- 1957-1965. 

Percent 
Kits and 
Yearlings 
(Under 59' ') 

41.9 
.25.7 
39.7 
35.3 
37.9 
43.3 
38.3 
38.7 
42.5 

Percent 
Adults 
(Over 59 11 

) 

58.l 
74.3 
60.3 
64.7 
62.3 
56.7 
61. 7 
62.3 
57.5 

Total 
No. of 
Beaver 

62 
1148 
1715 
2200 
1309 

524 
1305 

798 
381 

No. of 
Trappers 

5 
45 
72 
95 
63 
34 
66 
39 
17 

Avg. No. 
Beaver/ 
Trapper 

12.4 
25.5 
23.8 
23.2 
20.7 
15.4 
19.7 
20.5 
22.4 

N 

°' 

l1Y 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

10 
15 
10 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 

22.9 
19.1 
19.6 
24.3 
23.1 
29.5 
23.3 
28.4 
22.1 

36.8 
33.0 
29.4 
34.2 
24.7 
41.5 
36.8 
38.4 
34.9 

63.2 
67.0 
70.6 
65.8 
65.2 
58.5 
63.2 
61.6 
65.1 

367 
3165 
3245 
3721 
2849 
1903 
2172 
1766 

957 

46 
263 
369 
279 
230 
175 
189 
180 

97 

8.0 
12.0 

8.8 
13.3 
12.3 
10.8 
11.5 
9.8 
9.9 

18 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

No open season 
No open season 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

31.2 
25.7 
28.9 
34.9 
33.3 
30.3 
18.6 

45.1 
38.7 
44.6 
45.1 
50.1 
44.7 

. 36.4 

54.9 
61.3 
55.3 
54.8 
49.9 
54.9 
63.6 

2766 
2013 
1428 

817 
1503 

666 
264 

357 
260 
187 
116 
202 
116 

41 

7.7 
7.7 
7.6 
7.0 
7.4 
5.7 
6.4 



Table 1 (Cont.). Beaver Affidavit Analysis 	- 1957-1965. 

Percent 
Avg. No.Percent Kits and Percent TotalGmne 

Mgmt. Kits 	 Yearlings Adults No. of No. of Beaver/ 
Beaver Trappers TrapperUnit Year Limit (Under 54• ') 	 (Under 59") (Over 59") 

11.119 1957 15 12.5 24.8 	 75.2 2200 200 
15.11958 20 15.5 24.0 	 76.0 3852 256 

1959 20 ,16.3 29.3 	 70.7 4034 284 14.2 . 
70.0 3128 210 14.91960 20 16.7 30.0 
69.1 4576 307 14.91961 20 17.5 30.8 
65.8 3035 219 13.91962 20 19.7 35.2 

2250 196 11.41963 15 20.0 34.9 	 65.1 
2148 176 12.21964 15* 20.0 32.6 	 67.3 

128 10.11965 15* 30.7 42.5 	 57.5 1290 

20 1957 15 8.9 16.6 	 83.4 641 74 8.8 
80.3 1869 152 12.31958 20 8.7 19.7 
82.3 1242 119 10.4 

N 	 1959 20 4.1 17.7 
-...] 	 20 9.1 23.3 76.7 1540 145 10.61960 

1961 20 ' 11.4 24.5 75.5 1435 129 11.1 
96 10.21962 20 15.8 25.7 	 74.1 1139 

133 13.31963 20 9.6 21. 7 	 78.3 1514 
11.21964 25 12.2 23.0 76.0 2176 194 
10.21965 25 9.6 24.4 76.7 1671 163 

490 11.l21 1957 15 12.3 23.4 	 76.6 5460 
499 13.81958 20 11.0 22.6 	 77.4 6871 
425 13.61959 20 12.7 26.2 	 73.8 5771 
381 15.61960 20 12.0 25.8 	 74.2 5945 
356 15.41961 20 12.8 28.7 71.1 5488 

1962 20 13.6 32.4 67.6 3833 288 13.3 
70.9 4638 343 13.51963 20 14.5 29.1 
68.6 2067 212 9.71964 20 16.0 31.3 
69.6 1578 182 8.71965 15 13.7 30.4 

* Portion of Unit 19 (above Medfra) had limit of 25 in 1964 and 1965. 



Table 1 {Cont.). Beaver' Affidavit Analysis - 1957-1965. 

Game 
Mgmt. 
Unit ~ Limit 

Percent 
Kits 
{Under 54.'') 

Percent 
Kits and 
Yearlings 
(Under 59") 

Percent 
Adults 
(Over 59 11 

) 

Total 
No. of 
Beaver 

No. of 
Trappers 

Avg. No. 
Beaver/ 
Trapper 

'22 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

No open 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
20 
50 
50 

season 
45.2 
18.8 
25.8 
4.7 

26.l 

19.4 
2.3 

54.8 
35.4 
41.9 
14.2 
38.2 

27.6 
13.6 

45.2 
64.6 
58.l 
85.7 
61. 8 

72.4 
86.4 

42 
48 
62 
21 
42 

98 
44 

10 
14 
12 

3 
7 

14 
4 

4.2 
3.4 
5.2 
7.0 
6.0 

7.0 
11.0 

N 
00 

23 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

15 
No open 

15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 

season 

12.5 50 .o 
30.0 

100.0 

50.0 
70.0 

100.0 

5 

8 
7 
3 

5 

1 

1 
2 
1 

1 

5.0 

8.0 
3.5 
3.0 

5.0 

24 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 

20 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 

8.2 
6.2 
6.8 

13.0 
11.l 

8.2 

22.0 
23.2 
17.6 
30.2 
30.9 
27. 8 

78.0 
76.8 
82.4 
69.8 
68.5 
72.2 

1486 
1841 
1434 
1375 
1333 
1066 

96 
105 

97 
79 
88 
71 

15.5 
17.5 
14.8 
17.4 
15.1 
15.0 



Table 1 (Cont.). Beaver Affidavit Analysis - 1957-1965. 

Game 
Mgmt. 
Unit 	 Year 

24 	 1963 
1964 
1965 

25 	 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 

N 
\D 	 1963 

1964 
1965 

Total 	 1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

1 Either no 

Limit 

25 
15 
15 

15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
20 
20 
20 

1 

19. 5 

open season 

Percent 
Avg. No.Percent . Kits and Percent Total 

Kits Yearlings Adults No. of No. of Beaver/ 

(Under 54") (Under 59") {Over 59") Beaver Trappers Trapper 

9.5 27.9 72.1 965 
6.9 19.0 80.6 578 
3.9 22.2 77.7 436 

21.7 	 31.6 68.4 630 
25.9 	 37.1 62.9 625 
21.l 	 38.3 61.7 725 
17.3 	 33.3 66.7 788 
13.4 	 30.2 69.9 644 
15.8 	 29.l 70.9 430 
14.6 	 27.9 72.l 464 
18.4 30.9 	 69.l 488 
21.5 	 35.9 64.1 382 

13.8 	 25.8 74.2 14,344 
14.1 	 26.2 73.8 24,484 
17.9 	 31.0 69.0 25,115 
16.4 	 29.4 70.6 26,504 
17.6 	 32.2 67.4 23,859 
19 .1 	 33.4 66.6 15,187 
18.5 34.0 	 66.0 19,619 
19.5 	 33.6 66.3 14,046 
17.4 	 33.4 66.6 8,556 

or no beaver taken during 1957-1961 in Units 4, 

70 
64 
55 

13.7 
9.0 
7.9 

77 
77 
86 
61 
70 
44 
63 
63 
47 

8.2 
8.1 
8.4 

12.9 
9.2 
9.8 
7.4 
7.7 
8.1 

1351 
1940 
2223 
2028 
1800 
1289 
1739 
1589 

949 

10. 6 
12.6 
11.3 
13.l 
13.2 

·11.7 
11.3 

8.8 
9.0 

5, 10 and 2q. 

2 Part 	of Unit 17 closed in 1957 and 1958. 

9 year average (1957-65) 19,049 
9 year· range (1957-65) 8,556-26,504 



exceed 30 percent of the harvest. According to Libby, a harvest consisting 
of 30 percent kits is an overharvest. In Unit 7, nine trappers reported a 
harvest of only 41 beaver. This indicates that the area may be trappe<l on a 
recreational basis and the trappers are not very selective in harvesting 
beaver. Unit 8 is Kodiak Island. Beaver are numerous; the pelt value is 
low; there is no bag limit; therefore, the harvest is not considered excessive. 

Game Management Unit 19 still shows signs of overutilization despite a 

reduction in the limit in 1963. The unit was split into two portions with 

different bag limits in 1964. Through an oversight the IBM compilations were 

not modifie<l to consider the <lata separately from both portions of Unit 19; 

therefore, it is still unknown if the problem was even isolated by dividing 

the area. The information on hand indicates the overutilization was not 

corrected. 


The present system used to determine the degree of population exploita­
tion has several apparent inaccuracies. Aerial surveys have not been con­
ducted for several years to check on beaver densities in areas showing 
high utilization. Many areas have had a drastic re<luction in the number of 
beaver trappers with little change in success or composition of the harvest 
but with a corresponding reduction in the harvest. 

In Game Management Unit 19, a similar change has occurred; however, the 
percentage of kits in the harvest has increased alarmingly. There is a possi­
bility that a reduction in trapping effort has changed the techniques of trap­
ping and the total beaver population is not being heavily utilized, but the 
remaining traplines are being overutilized. Properly conducted aerial and 
river surveys compared with previous surveys will determine major changes in 
beaver densities. 

Reproductive success varies a great deal each year for ~any sp~cies of 
game in Alaska.. Any variations in the reproductive success of beaver would 
alter the percentage of kits in the population and would cause an erroneous 
·interpretat{on of.the effects of the harvest on the beaver population. No 
measurement of the reproductive success of beaver is employed in'the State. 

The management system as it was originally established, recognized the 
need to evaluate the harvest information in light of local and general economic 
conditions, i.e. the current fur prices and incentives to trap such as the 
past fishing and mink seasons. Fur prices have changed very little in the 
last five years--not enough to account for the large decrease in harvest. 
More information is needed to evaluate the many economic conditions which 
influence beaver trapping. 
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--,------------------------------------------··-···---····· ­

Beaver Sealing Certificate 
Front Side 

. I 

;- \·, '	G37701 . --~ ~:"_~·:~·- ::'.~~~. _'·'.!! .J.n~p,;•. l :u ~3C;· 2•::B-.FG-8a. -'• 

pn;t:·: :ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME ... ,,..,._ 

::;--::---------···-Beaver Certificate - ··--·--- ­

1
.-	 Pt·-=-=~= =~=-=~J=-----=r-=-------1 

jlrapper's license Number 	 · : 

'.N~mber of Beaver Skirt -~- :___ w. ---.:~ 

,e>i=ainage Take~------------------------·--·--·-·--·-·-_ 
.. ,-·;,........·---· -~~-~~.,•• =
1Game Management Unit Number_________ 

, . ­
!..~-·..:~~--··-•·- •-·~• -•, ~··- ----~ .--··-·----~~---~~-r·~·w·•~ ~-·•··--·-·----=------.=-;· 


:lrappe(s Name·~--~-----------------
. 

·r~~-p-pe?; Addr~ss____··_--_--_-_--··_-·-_--_-·_·-_·-_··_--_·-----------=--=-----_·-_·-_--_-_··_··_--_-·-_-_-·-_-_-··· 
. 

' 	 •• " -- -· ·---- - - """ --- M' • • 

f. ' 

Total Beaver Taken to Date_____.._.._·---·-··~-·--·--·--___... _.. _-_···_·-_··----' 

- --····~----- --·------~·---.~-~ --··--~-~ 

.String Tagging Officer's Signature______________ 
( : .: 
.String Tagging-bffic-er' s Address.·_·__-_-_-_--_-_-_·--=------_-_-_--·_--_..-_-·_-_-_---_--__·--_-· 

·~·~-·~---·-· ·------~----~--~~-------··-~·-·:--- - ·---·-- -·----· -, 

~___:.~~~. - ·--••----~-----~-L~.~-
' 	 --~----------'--------~~ 

·-·-----~----. ~~-·- ------ ----- ­
··'-~aling Officer______...,..--____________--:-_ 

·s;~, -N~~ber~----·-_-_-____·-_·-=----------_--_--,~------------·-_--_·-==------·-·_·_--_--_·--_·-_··_·-·­

Trapper's Signature ___________-·-·-·---------·_-_-------· ­
.• 	 - ,.._ .. 
•.I ,:, .: . ' .Date_________________________ 
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~· 
1 

·-2 

:-:.- 3 

4 
? :5 

6 

7 

8 

':9 

10 
>-c------

.;11" 
,______,_ 

12 
~ 

. 13 
~ 

t4 -_ 15 -
16 -

• 17 
----,--

.18 -
. 19 

20 

21 

22 
• 23 

24 

25 

0-52 

Beavet Sealing Certi~icate 
Back Side 

53~59 60-64 

i --- --

.. --· - . - --

65+ 

-· -. 

Instructions; Write a"'ci~a( ~~~s;r~ment (total of l~ngth plus· w·idth) for 

e;h skin i~' proper column. Begin with number 1 in each size-column. 
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STATE: 

PROJECTS: 
.AND: 

WORK PLANS: 
.AND: 

JOBS: 
.AND: 

WORK PLAN SEGMENT FJ:lPORT 
FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIFE RESTORATION 

Alaska 

W-6-R-6 TITLE: Alaska Wildlife Investigations 
W-13-R-l TITLE: Small Game and Furbearer Investigations 

J(W-6-R-6) TITLE: Fur Bearer Studies 
A(W-13-R-l) TITLE: Furbearcrs 

3(W-6-R-6) TITLE: Wolverine & Lynx Productivi_!y_ 
3(W-13-R-l) TITLE: Lynx, Productivity & Breeding 

PERIOD COVERED: January 1, 1965 to Jw1e 30, 1966 

ABSTRACT 

Lynx specimens ·.vere collected during two periods: November 1, 
1964 through October 31, 1965 and November 1, 1965 through },larch 31, 
1966. 1he collections were primarily females, some males were collected 
incidc,ntally. , 

1105 lynx (934 females, 164 males and 7 of sex unknown) were 
collected during the first period and 1233 lynx (1130 females, 86 
males and 17 sex unknown) were collected <luring the second period. 

1he specimens from the first collection have been processed and 
the information is presently being analyzed at the computer section 
of the University of Alaska. Specimens from the second collection 
are in various stages of processing. 

After the 1964-65 trapping season, a-questionnaire was sent to 
trappers in areas where lynx had been collected. The purpose was 
to obtain infonnation on population trends of ly11X and some prey 
species. Ninety one trappers responded. A similar questionnaire 
was sent out after the 65-66 trapping season. Questimmaires are 
still being returned. 

RECQ\Ji\!ENDATI ONS 

No recommenci'ltions are made relative to management. 



WORK PLAN SEGMENT REPORT 
FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIFE RiiSTORATION 

STATE: Alaska 

PROJECTS: W-6-R-6 TITLl~: Alaska Wildlife Investigations 
AND: W-13-R-l TITLE: Small Game and Furbearer Investigations 

WORK PLANS: 
.AND: 

J(W-6-R-6) 
A(W-13-R-l) 

TITLE: 
TITLE: 

Fur Bearer Studies 
Furbearers 

JOBS: 
AND: 

3QIJ-6-R-6) 
3(W-13-R-l) 

TITLE: 
TITLE: 

Wolverine &Lynx Productivity 
Lynx, Productivity &Breeding 

PERIOD CDVEHED: Janua1y 1, 1965 to Jtme 30, 1966 

OBJECTIVES 

To obtain data on the breeding cycle of lynx in Alaska. 

To detern1ine annual productivity and to relate production of young to 
population trends of lynx and their main prey species. 

TEQ-INIQUES 

Specimen Collection 

After obtaining the large collection of over 1800 carcasses from the 
1964 collection, it was decided that male lynx carcasses were no longer 
needed. Cooperators were notified and thp payment was increased on the 
female carcasses. Trappers had difficulty distinguishing the sex of im­
mature lynx and a nuntlJer of maJes were received. It is difficult to verify 
the sex of frozen lynx carcasses. Payments for male lynx were readj tLs ted on 
future shipments. From the period November 1, 1964 to October 31, 1965, 
1105 lynx were received and processed (934 females, 164 males, 7 un..1mown). 

The trapping season for lynx is from November 1 through Mard1 31. 
Carcasses received during this period were obtained from cooperating 
trappers. After April 1, 1965, the collection was continued in order to ob­
tain infonnation after the female 1}11X had been bred. Trappers willing to 
aid the project were delegated collecting authority by the Department of 
Fish and Game and collecting was continued through July 1965. 

Success was mud1 lower than anticipated. Probably causes were a re­
duced lynx population in some areas ancl the nonnal habits of the female ly11x 



as they approached the denning period. Approximately 94 lynx were obtained 
during this period. Several live lynx were taken an<l helc1 at the Aero 
~dical Laboratories on Fort Wairnvright. 1wo of these female lynx were 
subsequently shipped to Dr. Robert L. Rausch, of the Arctic Heal th Institute 

at Anchorage. 

1233 lynx were collected during the second collecting period from Nov­
ember 1, 1965 to March 31, 1966. 1he collection included 1130 females, 86 
males, and 17 on which the sex has not been verified. Problems associated 
with the change of responsibility for the joh made it impossible to con­
tinue the collection through the breeding period as in 1965. This phase of 
the project will probably be resumed :in the summer of 1967. One live male 
lynx was sent to Dr. Rausch in order to breed the females obtained the 
previous year. 

Specimen Pro~essL~ 

Specimen processing has been conducted as follows: 

1. All carcasses are weighed and gross anatomical measurements 

are taken. 


2. 11le skull, leg bones (ulna an<l radius), reproductive tract, 
eyeball, and the digestive tract from animals from the Fairbanks area 

are retained for further processing. 


3. 'ihc skulls and leg bones are cl~aned by b.oiling. 

4. Eyeballs are preserved in 10% Fonnalin. Lenses are removed, 

desiccated, and weighed. 


s. Reproductive tracts are hardened in Fonnalin before the ovaries 

are sectioned and examined for evidence of past pregnancies. 1he uteri 

arc examined for placental scars. 


6. A canine tooth is removed from the skulls and stored in 1% Fo11nalin 
for future examination. 

111e processing of specimens collected from the first period -was com­
pleted during the summer of 1965. It was not until February 1966 that the 
information was assembled on suita11le fonns to allow the inforn1ation to 
be ptmchcd on IBM card.'> and computer analyzed. 

TI1e inforniation from the first collection is presently being tabulated 
and .analyzed by the computer section of the Univcrsi ty of Alaska. 

Techniques to detennine the age of the lynx by analysis of the teeth 
have not yet been deve1opc<l; therefore, the canine teeth from both the first 
and second collections have not been processeel to determine ages. 



Prior to the preliminary anaJysis of tl1c infom1ation collected in the 
years preceechn.s the collection period November 1, 1964 to October 31, 1965, 
it was thought that very little had been gained from the eye lenses weights. 
111erefore, eye lenses were not col] ected from tl1e lynx taken from November 
1, 1964 to March 31, J965. Fye lcnsc~; were taken from the Jy11x coJlectcd 
from J\pril l, 1965 through October 31, 1965, 85 no prcvfotLS collections h<~<l 
been made from this period. 

111e preli1ninary mwlysis has irnlicated that the infornwtion from the 
eye lenses may lie more valuable t1rnn m1t:icipatecl cmd the collection of eye 
lenses was resumed the J as t collecting peTiod. 

'lhe status of the specimen processing from the second collecting 
period is as follows: 

1. Skulls and ·1eg bones have been c1em1ed hut not sorted into age 
cla':>ses. 

2. Canine teeth have been separated from the skull aml preserved . 
but not processecl for age determination. 

3. Eye lenses arc cun·ent1y being dryed and weighed. 

4. J\na1ysis of the reproductive spcc:iJ11ens has not been made. 

To correlate the production of yotmg with the population trends of 
lynx ancl their prey species, a questionnaire was mailed to trappers in 
areas 1vhere lynx specimens had been collected. An example of the question­
naires used in both 1965 and 1966 arc inc1uc1ecl in the appendix. In order 
to maintain the interest of the cooperators, a digest of the info1111ation ob­
tained from the 19(15 question11airc was sent to the traprers from which 
information was sol:i.ci ted in 1966. A copy of tJ1c digest is also included 
in the appendix. 

Due to the poor construction of the questionnaire used jn 1965, the 
inforn1ation was incomplete. Space Has not provided on the questionnaire 
for tl1c trapper to place his name ancl the_ are<J where he trapped. /Is a re­
sult 30 of the 91 questionnaires return.eel clid not contain t11e rnm1c of the 
trapper and could not be reJ ate::cl to even the geDeraJ area where the cooper­
ators lived or trapped. 'J1wec questions were asked concerning the population 
levels of lynx) rabbits, and grouse. For each species the trapper was asked 
if the population was higher, lower, or no d:i fferent than the year before. 
As the result of t11is type of questionjng, only the change in population 
could be determined <md not tJ1e rc1at ive level of the popu1 ation. The 
deficiencies were corrected on the 1966 questionnaire. 

FINnii\GS 

Because of the di fficultics cnconntccl with anci.lyzing the infonnation 

from tJ1c tHo collectin1~ periocls cove1,ecl by this report, 011 insignificant 

amount of findings can be re1)ortec1 <:it this t:i1ne. 
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'l11e dwonology of the female h<ffvest is contained in Table L It 
is interesting to note that the proportion of kits incrcasc"s throughout 
the season. 111is seen1s to foJJ.oH the same patten1 note<l jn the collection 
obtained in previous years. It can be concluded that tbe percentage of 
yOlmg contained in the harvest cannot be used to determine survival of 
kits or percentage of kits in the poiJulation. Furthermore, it Houlcl 8Pl)ear 
that the cumual production 1vill have to be obtaincc1 from the ana1ysj s of 
the female rc1wo<lucti vc tracts. · 'lhe potential production figures obtained 
by the analysis of the reproductive trocts can then be compared with per­
centages of kits and yearlinzs in the harvest and possilily the surv:ival of 
kits aDd yearJings can be cbrived. 

'foe tabulation of placenta] scars is presented in Table 2. 'Die siz­
nificance of this infm111ation cannot be :folly appreciated \1

1i tJiout comparini:; 
it witll previous collections. 

1he results of the questionnaire arc of doubtful value because of 
difficulties cncounte-re<l in relating specific questionnai-res to t]1e area 
where the trapper had trapped. It was necessary to recognize only 3 general 
areas, tJ1e Upper Yukon, tJ1e Tanana Va11cy, .:ind the Up:xor Co1)per River. By 
giving the 3 possible answers to cad1 question a nurn~rical equivalent the 
opinions of the trappers in each general area were averaged. TI1e results 
are as follows: 

1. Upper Yukon--lynx population higher, hare popuJ ation no c1ifforent, 

g-rouse population lrn.-mr. 


2. Tarn:ma ValJey--lynx population lrn1'CT, hare population lower~ grouse 
population lower. 

3. Upper Copper Rivcr--lynx population higher, hare population lower, 

grouse populat:i on lrnver. 


Ninety one trappers returned Hie questionnaire. They averaged 18. 6 
lynx per trnrper, and the highcs t nu1Til:i2r of lynx tat.en was 170. Trapping 
success will be cornparec1 for various years to provide a d1eck on tlie reported 
trends. 
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Table 1. Chronology of the female lynx harvest during the lynx trapping season. 

November December January February 	 1".arch 

Area 

No. No. No. No. No •. No. No. No. No. No•. No .. No. No. No. No. 
of of of of of of of of· of of of of of a£ cf 

Kits Yr. Adults Kits Yr. Adults Kits Yr. Adults Kits Yr. Adults Ki.ts Yr. Adults 

Murphy Dome 1 16 2' 2 8 2 10 1 6 2 1 
:·Jcnann High1'~ay 1 2 61 
Tok 3 11 4 3 3 13 9 4 10 1 3 9 3 
D0ltrt 23 3 11 3 2 20 1 6 17 1 5 3 
Eielson AFB 6 11 l 

, 
.L 4 1 

Glem:2llcn 2 19 3 5 15 3 10 23 9 13 26 13 21 19 23 
0 , 1.c 

~ 	

Fort Yukon-Birch C:: • 1 L; 3. 1 15 10 15 6 ll~ 6 l u . .1... 

:i.•'n irbanks 7 2 6 l 1 

.l. .13 1 8 4 2 4 j " 
:re r. ly 6. l 6 6 j" 1 
l<c.:Gr.1. ~h 3 l l. ,r-~ !--. T 
0''.·.) ll 	 5 2 l.1. 

Tonnna Flats 	 5 2 
, 
.L 1 -. 

Ec.3lc 2 1 3 
0 :1:-~ :10~·.rn 3 
It2mpart l 1 l.J, " 1 2 13 5 2 l 

TOTALS 	 7 96 25 8 84· 29 16 125 30 26 108 37 28 ·48 47 

Percent 	 5.5 75.0 19. 5 6.6 69 .4 24.0 9.4 73 .1 17.5 15.2 63.2 21. 6 22.8 39.0 38.2 

Nonthly Total & 

Percent of Sample 128 (17.9) 121 (16.9) 171 (24.0) 171 (24.0) 123 (17. 2) 




Table 2. Fema."le lynx placental scar::>. 

Yearlings Adults Tote. l 

A::::eo. 

Number 
of 

Animal 

Nur:tber 
of 

Placenta 1 
Scars 

Average 
Num'Oer 

Placental 
Scars 

Per Animal 

Number 
of 

Anir:>.a ls 

Humber 
of 

Placental 
Scars 

Average 
Nt.nr~ber 

Pl2cen·tal 
Sc.2rs 

Per Anir.'..a 1 

Number 
of 

Ani.:na ls 

Number 
of 

Placental 
Sec:. rs 

Average 
l~u:nber 

Plccentc.l 
Scars 

\ 

Per Ani!'J.a !. 

_'.:>. 

'-'" 

}lurphy Dorr~e 
Nent: na l{ig"!-1way 
Tol-: 
Dclt2 
E~-~l:_'.cn AFB 
Gle:1nallen 
Fort Y~:;_:on-Birch Cr. 
'r'! ~ ... i 

l; 2. :.r o:: '.:""LCS 

1lc'3ly· 
?·1cG:-G th 
G:·E..i 11 
.!. (l :::.n !12 Flats 
EDz;lc 
Unkno'dn 
P'--c. ::-tp3 rt 

TOTiiLS 

27 
6 

24 
36 
~ " .L. 

89 
27 
23 
10 

1 

9 

4 
1 

301 

125 
21 
99 

157 
53 

331 
124 
126 

46 
':i 
.; 

41 

18 
'.i. 

1263 

[:.. 6 
3.5 

'"· l
4.4 
{L 8 
3.7 
4 .. 6 
4.5 
l.J.. 6 
3.0 

4.6 

4.5 
1.0 

4.2 

4 
l 

19 
17 

5 
58 
36 
1 -~) 

l 
"L. 

2 
6 
4 

22 

192 

26 
5 

SL; 

101 
19 

1'...,- ,_, 
163 

71 
5 
7 

13 
27 
l8 

122 

978 

6.5 
5.0 
4.4 
5.9 
3 .. B 
5.5 
4.5 
l:.• 7 
5.0 
3.5 
6.5 
4.5 
l;., 5 

5.5 

5.1 

31 
8 

43 
5~,:,, 
- /'l ~J 

1(3 
63 
L,3 
, ­
.li 

3 
2 

15 
!.:. 

4 
52 

496 

151 
28 

133 
25G 

72 
649 
,, Cl"'.' 
t..O I 

197 
51 
10 
, " J.....) 

68 
!.3 
18 

21',2 

2245 

4.9 
3.5 
'· ') 

. 'c.-' 

4.9 
i~" 5 
l:~. LI:­

4.6 
t,'-. 6 
l: .. 6 
3.3 
4.5 
1+, 5 
t,, 5 
4. 5 
4. 7 

4.5 
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Plc.::isc. fill in the' followinz b1<·.n1rn to hc:Jp ur.1 1w11~c om:: in):,snntion 

on ly-u.::<:: more: cor<tp1<'te.. 

\ 
t 1 toolc -··-·--·-·-·- lynx <lu-.d.11g th0 'GI.;.-·' 65 trspping scn<.:on. 

I 
\ 

[ 
\. 

This ye.Fir 1.yr,x popi:lotions ,.icre hishc:.·;_·_______.__.______,___. thnn the yc<H bef:or.c. 

l O'd er:__ ..--··-------··--------­

ro.bbtt populationrj \1cr.0 h5gh2!:.... --·---·-·---~..... thzt»:I the ye'1r before. 
J~ O\..Je. "l~..~.......,.,~- ...~ , ... , ~~,. "--·-~---~ __ 

no d j_ f' f: c~ ·r c '' t _________ 

This year g·rouse populations w~re hi2;1w;:__,__ ..... ----··-·- than the year 11cfore. 
o. 

loHcr~-·-·-··--·--------·--
n o d i.f fo ·ccn t __________ 

1 do______ plan to t1:ap lym: next )'CD>~. 


do not_____ 


O'tl:-JER crn·lHENTS: 

Please retm:n this fonfl to us in the enc.losecl envelope. 

Thank you for your coop2ration. 



J.)l';:t?z·: }_.~ ~:· ·~ iI~l~ 1.:. 1 CJ1,·:: ·L~ l ~\~J "':,'...1,.~··1. 'J (;, {'. t ·:'. >·~ 

G(jt.J~ !. ·· :c1.Je:~~ttc: f)'t'. ~ l'(rJC:,1.i\t "'"' J \.(1 

X- 1 ~.·:. i~:.. t~l~.r~ { i.\lt~ 

J:,;) ~;;·i; :~ p;: inq t1v0 : Ji:;1 ·<..,:1 • ·; , 1, 'id: c< P5_c) J i) l:>d c::.:i,~c cor• (i\K; tccl <'~ ~:;1.n·vcy of 
'fz<:.pp'-:;r~.; ·i..:o lc<:'!'.·:n, wo:i:·c0; ~1l;nnt :t.y:i.·1x,. T \-,:;,::,t: cu·:t:<c:'ll'::~ly .r/Lca:,;;e:d -::.-.1:'.:Ji the rcE•nltD 

'i:J8 ~;Gt anO I hop:~ HC: C<r.H do a::; ',·]CJ.J. t\'1:i,f~ yc::·11~·~ 

1J:'ra2pc:r:·f:: i;J.iC;t:c': iite>IT: t:i.J:V? :\J) ·i:1.ir. ::'..:i cJ() ·Lh<t1 nlot·l: pC'Oi:~J r~ \/ho only b.unt 
en::- :r::i_r:3h <:11iu J b.::l:i.. evc: "dJc:::i~ o'i::;;cJ·\;;;1.·i:ic;n:·, t.:rc t\'bDut ·lJ.\(') b:~:::t Q 

J. ~ 91 t:t<.1pp:n~·:::; w}:o )~·c.d.:tD.'l!<':d tJi.c r:n·1 :·vc:~· :Co:·:·r:lL' t:c/nk J.C80 lynx .. 
2,, 'J:'.\'i<?:f (iVC.':c<:c;JC!d 18~6 l:ynx tH1Ch. 


3" 'fh(! 1d~;hr;:r~ t 111Jfftl.x::c oi'. ~l.yn.x :t:cj;;ortc:1:1 l,1y c:in;/ tr<::p}.;G:J'.' \•.'c:;_; 170. 

J.966 sc::i son4:., C::n::: t:,:ap}~c.,l'. ont o:C tcn1 d:i.d not: pl.<':1.L to t:<:i:'):i clt1.:.; inc;J the: l~H15 

1. <• u:~·F::;:~:. ''.{ukon ..... 'J';i7;,:1ppe:cf:; bclir?NC:::('. thu lyn>:: 1vJ1 :tnc:i:·ocWOcl in t.he Yukon 

\~~loy above 7~nuna. 
2~ ?::::n~::r:.:1 V:-i:tley -····Lynx have:~ dec1.~c;:\r:-:r:~d c~l:i.~;htly· in ·[:110 '}'2.11:0 

.. na Vallc1y f:;:·orn 

tbc :-i::-·c\~<:on 'co ·~:lw 'l1 ok u ;::-0::1 ~ 
3., t:;:?:;;)cr C):!_o:;>Cr Ri:VC:)~ •n•, Lyrm ""'c:::·e up in thc1 COF1.:i:.::c n:':V(':C Vt~ ]J.ey ~ 

:~:::: r;:;i n:~~ \/;;~ 11 ny •m"~ E(;:u: 0s \'l:~:·]~c r:: c11 r c:: tJi :,: c.1·«1.911 ou-(; the: 'I'2: 11i;_nr1 'Valley f rcr:c 

t·.\~::~ :(L~~~c)r1 tc) t.11~~ ~2c.~k c·.,_J.:E~t1" 
j .. · lip:~;"c,~:c co1':Gir::::·.:· I~ivc:i:: ·~·-· Ho~::t t.:c<: 1 j_>:,,<-;:,: f :c::;,:i0J.:tc(_~ ·;Ji.n 1E:,ro popn1r\tion wz:~~~ 



- ·--- ------~~ . ' 
!. ,_, -· ··-··· ~- ... - ··--··---·~--1-·~··· 

Page 2 c 

,,lune 3, 1966 

1.. Upp2r. Yukon niver: T1.:appcn~G tho\'.!.s:ht the b:c01J.so popuJ.a t:Lon '"ms c1t.::.wn .. 
2. rJ;anana Valley ... - Reportf3 th:ron9h;)nt thr;; a:r.:ea f:co~\1 M.anloy Heit Springs to 

Tok indicate grouse were scGrce. 
3. tJppor Copp0r lti.ver -·- G:(onoe ·wc:ce <:ilso dm.111 in thin arfi~cl. 

· · , ~ l·']~P..... ~-1.0· ' ·'··' G' t"tlJ..J ~,,,, ....vcy :c , •. ,,.. 11ou.• · 1"'..c1 "' ,. ·';. ·'·" J.'t · 1uou.i.a 1. con~.i..nu '<.· ,:.;.._]... · <:1.1..1 .•.J aJ;1p.1.ecJJ t:c very muc 1 
I sclf·-addJ::essE!d 

if you will fill out the enc::J.0:::1e<l :r:r.nin c:im1 retm:T1 :U: in the are very valuable 
envelope.. 'J.'he comments 2.nd lc.:-ttcrr; J:etu:rnc;d \Ji th the :Cm:ms '1.'his yc0r, if 
and ir.rtercs'l:ing and I hep;:;: yo·u ·1.:1ill cont:l.rrv.o to l)<:t}u0 them. infoxma.t:i.on ln.ick you will retm:n the qu8stiol.mai:ce p::·~o:·t'iptJ.y, l ·w:i.ll have U10 

to those •1:iho rn<:d.l :i.n forms as f3oon ~Jr;; p:>c::;:\.l)1e .. 


I \:1oulcl J.:!J.:c~ to hti.vo rncn:-e in:f:m:A~fr>tio;:i fx~oni aJJ. arl~<:10.. LE you know of 

any t:t'appe:tc. wllo would possibly 1i1:e 1:o hoJ.p ntCJ 'l:.'.ith th:i.:::: p:::'.·o:jec·~: plcar;e 

·w:cito thc5.r. n.:;une!:; in the :;:;pacG fo::c ccn:p·mnn'c..·: en: f'1C)n0 t1:r:o:m in on a. seporate 


slip o:i: }!''<C·:2:i: .. 

L·~:.:,1t. ycai: ·we did n.ot as1~- \·ihe:(.c the -\:.}~'appc:c w::.;.r; t:r:·•.o.pp~.ns:r anC ,.,r-,on t:1"1rS: 

trappa:c::1 ~"'"! :i.c1 t110 pclpulv.tion 'l.·:a s h~.gh or low \·K~ C:l:LO not }~now 'i·Jhat a:cE)<:i they 
we:r::e refcr:cing to~ \"l<;! have en.c:lor~E~d n nnp thi:;; y<:::c:'l:C so tb.:.:it ·yoti. ccn.:tld shov1 
us the a:ccu whGYC you t:cap ,, Yon Clan' t rn:.>:.HJ. to be c::~act, the) 9e11/3r<:1l a:i:r~:a if.J 

all ·we '\<Jant to l~nOYJ., If the rnap i::1 not o:c the t'.'ig·ht ;:u·ci::\, then tell us as 

best you en n whe:cc you trap. 

Since:r.ely yoD.:es, 

OEB:elp 
Bnclosurerci 

l 
,. 

I J 

http:infoxrna.'c:i.on
http:d:t-:01J.SO
http:rn:.>:.HJ
http:infoxma.t:i.on
http:c1t.::.wn
http:b:c01J.so


·ADDRESS:--- ­ ~·--·------· 

. ~·mere c1id you trap?______________________ 
(Please also ro~rk "rea on enclosed map) 

How many lyn:: did you tak~ in the 1965-1966 trap_ping season? 

11 X11From your observations during the 1965-1966 trapping season, please place an in the best boxes for 
the follo;·;ing: 

~ 
high u .. Tm.ore lvnx thanf 

-. 

Numbers of lynx were 
 medium n wereJthe :3a~e nurnber of lynx tJin the 1964-1965-· 

~trapping season •..,..L--n,... ,,, ....low 0. ... ~~....- lynx tho:i.n I ! 
'<t1-~ 

rhigh D. T more rabbits than 

I- "' ·~· I ~.cf ran.c:;.. ... s werel~mea l.um 0 . There were t the same number of rabbit3 asl_.l in the 1964-1965 
A. •. ~ 

1 !..rapping season. 
lm,i 0 l. fe'.t,.'er rab~its than 

r'1
thigh D L,-.,J 
l 

of grouse ·were J.:nedh.:m grot1Go ao n in the 1954-1965
! 

, trappina season.! 
i1ow t1 0 ' ., 

"' 
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PROJECTS: 
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.AND: 

JOBS: 
AND: 

WORK PLAN SDGMENT REPORT 
FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIHl RESTORATION 

Alaska 

W-:6-R-6 TITLE: Alaska Wildlife In'!~stig~tions 
w=T3-R-l TITLE: Small Game and Purbearer Investigations 

J(W-6-R-6) TITLE: Fur Bearer Studies 
i-\(1~-13-R-l) TITLE: Furbearers 

5(W-6-R-6) TITLE: Southeastern Mink Management Studies 
4(W-13-R-l} TITLE: Mi~1k, Southcas tern 

PERIOD COVERED: January 1, 1965 to June 30~ 1966 

ABSTRACT 

This project was activated from January through April 1966. Procedures 
were restricted to -harvest questi01maires and analysis, only. Questionnaires 
were designed to measure trends in effort, trapper distribution, and catc.h. 

The 1965-66 season reflected an increased take due. to improved weather 
concli tions and better fur prices. With a maxiir,um of only 220 active conunercial 
trappers in southeastern Alaska, an obvious trend in the decline of effort 
exists. If this trend continues, it is cJ.car that successive year seasons can 
be maintained with no harmful biological or economic impacts on the resource. 

REC(M\'IENDATIONS 

A refined sample should be <levcloped 'from the large trapping license 
holder segment polled for this report. This smaller sample group should be 
mailed a questionnaire every other year in order to continue following trends 
in effort, trapper distribution, and catch. 



WORK PLAN SJ\Cl,11\NT RflPOJ{f 
FliDlmJ\L AID JN WJLDLJTJ: rn:STOJ:Wno;~ 

STATE: Alaska 

PROJ1~crs: 

AND: 
W-6-H-6 
w-iX·=-1~-1 

TITLH: 
TITLE: 

Alaska Wilcll :ifc Investi&§:_tions 
SrnaiT-eame m1cr-1~u1~1~1carcr l1wEstir;ations 
--~--­ ~----..~-·~~-~~-"-·----~~~~~~ 

WORK PLAl\lS: J(W-6-R-6) 'l'ITLh: 
AND: AU~-Tl- r~-T)_ TITLE: 

JOBS: S(IV-6-R-·6) TITLE: 
Al'.JD: 4 (ff~T3- i::~J)_ TITJ,E: 

OBJUCT.1 VJ '.S 

To evaluate and fm111ulatc procedures for the management of rn:i nk :in 
southeastern Alaska to keep ::1brcast of changing economic conditions in­
fluenc:ing the rate of harvest. 

TEQ-lNIQUES 

A master list of a11 1964 traiiping License l1olclcrs in southeastern AL:iska 
was compiled. J\t the c1o:~e of the regular trapping season (for most of the 
area), Jmrnary 22, questionnaires were 1Ec1ilcd to 773 License holders. 1110 
master lists of trappers have been placec.1 on file at the KetchiL:m and fairbanks 
offices. 

Questionnaires ru1ucsted tl1c follrn\'in;; information: did they trap; area 
trapped; total catch by species; miles of be;xh tra)pcx1; 1vou1cl their <ireas 
produce Hith successive seasons; primeness ratint-:; tra~)pint:; pressure ratin.s,; 
fur alnmcLmcc rating; se<1J ab1m<.-1iincc rating; anc1 trappin2 sca'.;on success rating. 
License holders 11crc a] so Lroken dmm by place of residence and class of 1iccnse. 

'lhe questionnaire ancl covering letter rnc:1y l_ic seen in tlic appendix. Tr~11i­
pers were segregated into hm c1asscs- -c01nme1-c.ial m1c1 recreational. Trappers 
nsi ng twenty or 1css tr:.:;_ls 1·1cre classified rccreat:ional and those using more 
than tHcnty trar1s 1·1ere cL=1ssif:i ec.l cornmercia1. 



l. 	 The range antl mean measurewer:ts of zygomatic breadth (left) and 
basilar length (right) of minks froE seven locations. Females are 
indicated by shaded areas and males by unshaded areas~ 
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Fig. 2. :.1e r31;_1;c and ;1;ean 11:easuren:ents of breac'cth of rostrum (left) and 
craniu~t~ ~,\'idt~ (rig11t).. Syn"lbols .as ir1 Fig. :!. .. 
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T}:e range and Lean 'neasurernents of <le;~·th cf skull at pustcricrFig. 3~ borders~ of }.tl (lest) and orbitonasal ·length (right). Su1:'.bols as 

in Fig. l. 
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FINDIN(;s ·· ·. 

Effort 

Replies from the 773 trapping license holders polled totaled -248 or 31 
percent. Replies further showed that only 36 percent of the respondents 
trapped during the 1965-66 trnpping season. Applying this percentage to 
the' 773 trapping license holders,a total maximal munber of 278 active trappers 
is noted for the past season._ This is an exaggerated number as the percentage 
of inactive trappers among the nonrespon_dents is much higher than among the 
respondents. Among other factors, the lack of interest in replying points to 
a much higher inactive trapping role. 

Improved weather and s~ightly improved prices resulted in increased effort 
and catd1 over the 1964-65 season. Although weather conditions were still 
severe in some areas> 53 percent of the trappers rated their season successful 
as compared to only 10 percent success rating for the previous season. Improved 
prices were due to increased demand on marten and otter. 

'f\vcnty-one percent or 58 of the trappers were classified as recreational 
and the remaining 220 or 79 percent were classed commercial. Recreational 
trappers averaged 6. 4 animals and corrmercial trappers- -45. 2 animals. Table l 
shows the respcctive takes and averages for both classes of trappers along with 
the project.eel harvest take for the season. 

Table 1. Projected fur harvest totals and averages for SE Alaska,. 1965-66. 

·-----·-- ­

Class Average Average Average 
of No. of No. Total No. Total No. Total 

Trapper Trappers Mink Mink Marten Marten Otter Otter 

Recreational 58 4.2 244 1. 2 70 0.8 46 


Comnercial 220 29.7 6475 8.9 1940 5.6 1220 


TOTALS 278 6719 2010 1266 

as 
no 

Trappers indivifually rated overall pressure for their respective areas 
either IB1Changec.1, decreasing, or increasing. Forty-three percent indicated 
change in pressure, 13 percent as increasing, and 43 per cent as dccrea:oing. 

Average trapline length was 7. 7 mile:; of beach 8ncl traps used averaged 68. 2 
per trapper. A minimal approx:imation of coastline for Cm:.e J'.Ianagemcnt Uni ts l 
through 4, exclusive of bays 8nc1 inlets, is 9, COO miles. This Hould provide a 
rninimtun of 32 miles of beach per trapper . 

. ' 52 
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Harvest 

1he projected fur harvest for 1965-66 is seen in Table 2 in com:)arison 
with fur export swrnnaries for the previous three seasons. ~J11e mink harvest com­
pares favorably with the 1962-63 exrort records when the last nonnal season 
(due to weather and area open) occurred. Increased take on marten and otter 
can be attributed to improved prices. 

Table 2. 	 Fur export stmmKlYies for 19Ci2-65 with comparison of 
1965-66 estjJnatcd harvest for SE Alaska. 

Year 	 Mink Marten Otter 

1962-1963 6,025 1, 334 814 
1963-19641 3,848 705 535 
1964-1965 5,486 1,172 817 
1965-19662 6, 719 2,010 1,266 

1 Season open in GMU #1, only, north of Cape Fanshaw. 
2 Harvest questionnaire estimates. 

Trapper Dis~ribution 

Twenty-nine percent of the trapping pressure was reported in aru #1. 'lhis 
is to. be expected because GMU #1 is the largest lh1i t vJi th the greatest popula­
tion. Unit #], subtmits breakdown by total trapping effort percentage 8:-re: 
lA - 20 percent, and lB - 7 percent, and lC - 3 percent. lh1it 112 reported 26 
percent, and Unit 5 - only 1 percent. 

1he residence of respondents is seen in Table 3 along with an area breakdown 
of total effort. Almost half (44 percent) of the total trapping effort comes 
from the outlying villages and conmmni ties. 

Table 3. 	 Residences of respondents with percentage breakdown of trapping 
p.ressure. 

No. Active Percent No. -Non-Active· frar~ 
Residence T~e_r_s___ of Effort . .Ping License Ilolclers 

Juneau area 7 8 23 
Petersburg 8 9 12 
Ketd1ikan 15 17 20 
Sitka area 11 12 17 
Wrangell 7 8 10 
Haines 2 2 8 
Communihes 19 22 22 
Villages 19 22 31 

l 
---~-----~--~-~ 

144 
Non·· Res iclent 

53 
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Type o.f Seasons 

Of particular importance 111as the in<li vi<lual trapper's rating of his 
season preference--altcmate year openings as opposed to successive season. 
1he 1965-66 season was a trial effort directed at experimenting 1vith succes­
sive season. 

Seventy-six percent of the trappers replying stated that their areas 
would produce 111ith successive year seasons v1hile 24 percent stated their areas 
could not produce on a successive bas.is. Eighty-seven percent further stated 
that they would trap during successive seasons. 

Primeness 

Trappers were queried on fur primeness during the last season. They were 
asked to rate their fur as either prime, su'bprime, or past prime. Eighty­
eight percent of the furs taken were rated prime, 11 percent as subprj_me, ancl 
one percent as past prime. 'l11is certainly reflects that harvest periods are 
close to maximum primeness periods for most of t11c area. 

Hair Seals 

Trappers were additionally requested to rate the rnm~Jer of hair seal in 
their .area as ei thcr abtmdant, average, or scarce in number. Undoubtedly, 
considerable bias existed in some of the ratings based on the raters overall 
outlook on the seal. Ten percent of the trappers rated seal as abtmdCJnt, 4 2 
percent as average, ancl 4 8 percent as scarce. T'n is ceitainly reflects <:m 
impact on the SE hair seal resources cluring H.c recent years of good prices 
and heavy take. 

This Report Prepared By: John Cra1dord, Garnc Biologist 
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D.w_ar TI>aJ!l'.'e.r:' 

Rncloaed is n f'o:rm x>equest~ !'tnfo:0m2tion on your J.96~;;... 66 
t1'f.".1:i111ng cct:t:uit:'ten. It will b(i g:;:·cctly S.PI>l."cciv.:;;ed 11' you will 
.fill out a.11 o:r.'" even ix.n•t of this fox·;;1 e':~-;.d :r·0tu.:r1.1 1t to thin oi'f'ico o 

Your coopel'S:.t1on 1n thln su:i:•vey will cna.blo us to con.t:'.tnw~ to 
Udd. to Ot'l.l"' knowledge and provi.de tho 1:Jei;ri.; J?OSSibJ.12 man::1g~;tUOI:·'.t Of 

_. So\.1~;heastotn :ru1~ :resources. · 

A self, addre!'!SCd, stamped envelope iB enclos0c1 fOl" yoUJ." 
conven1once j.n i ..e11lying. 

··.·· 	 ·,··.· 

... ~ .. 

,. 


. ·.·_ ·> ·ce::--e. ~~ 
, 	 John E. C:t">Et'll1ford 

Regional Go.me Suprn~isor 
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. O'che1" an:twa1s taken: 
· . .-·1 ' ­

.·· 
:· l ··......... -· 

Can you:-i:- trapline cont;tnu.c to p:i:odi.rne wii~h suc:ccae:tve 2easom~?~~
I ·.. ·· ,. I Will you continue to trap on· sucGE::;rn:!.ve sca:::oi":-;'l · . ­. ~ : : 

~' ..-.=-....-~..... ~~"1111~~~~~!.=r~-.,..·· 

! .. 

~-.....:..:,.i:i;:,m~~~1M.~~~~'"'"'"~""'~·o:;,~~~~~'""~~~...,......-...---~·'.!.~<.,._•-.,.,.,~~,,..~..!~1 · •....•..·.... 
. .. 

I 
- . l 

' .~ .. -~ 
Subp:i:."i.me =----~------------~~Fa.st Pi..j.m0:_~.,,._____.,..._,.~~~·-------

·.·~ f 
.. r 

What 1a your estimate or trapping effort by othm.~ t1~a111)er·n in yau1' 

:> .l area for the pant aeason(1965-66)?
.•-c i . . I .. 

Uc change: Deei..easlng: Inm."eac1ng: 
~~~ ~----~...-.- &It"---~. I 

. 

I What is yo1.i1· estit1.ate or fur numbel""S in your t.:ra:o:plng area d\U"ing
I ... ·.

• t the past season (1965-66)? 


What is your est:t,,1ate of current seal nurr.bcrs in ;your al'"ea? 
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WORK PLAN SEGMENT REPORT 
FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIFE RESTORATION 

TITLE: Alaska Wildlife Investigations 
TITLE: Small Game and Furbearer Investigations 

TITLE: Fur Bearer Studies 
TITLE: Furbearers 

TITLE: 
TITLE: 

Selected Mink Population Studies 
Mink, Geographic Variation 

PERIOD COVERED: January 1, 1965 to June 30, 1966 

ABSTRACT 

Examination of four groups of mink was completed. These groups were 
composed of animals from the following areas: Mackenzie River Delta, Kenai 
Peninsula--Prince William Sound, Alaska Peninsula, upper Kuskokwim River. 
Samples from other areas were also examined. 

Preliminary examinations show little similarity between Mustela vison 
aniakensis and ~- ~- melampeplus. Comparisons between ~- ~- ingens--and 
M. v. aniakcnsis have been discussed previously (Burns, 1964b). 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

No recommendations are made relative to inanagcrient. 
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TITLE: 

TITLE: 


TITLE: 
TITLE: 

TITLE: 
Tl'J'LE: 

Alaska Wildlife Investigations 
~!2121 ~ ..s~~C-a]~~-_}:~urb C1:_1.~l' -·Investigations 

fur Bearer Studies 
Furbcarers 

Selected 0!ink Pcl_0,11ation Studies 
fllink, Geograp"fi'J...c Va-:-ri<1tion ---· 
--·---·~·~~-·-~~~- ~----~--~~~-~~~-

PE!UOD COVERED: 


OBJLCTJ \/LS 

To continue cataloging the various populatio11s of minks in Alaska 
with the ultimate objectives of discovering factors responsible for dif­
ferences in productivity, and characteristics affecting value. Also, to 
determine the relationships among the V<1rious morphological forms of 
Mustela vison founcl throughout Alaska. 

TECHNIQUES 

Efforts during tl1e period covered by this segment report were devoted 
prirriarily to morphometric exa1;1ination of rnink that lwd previously been acquired 
by the Departrncnt, or submi ttecl by interested cooperators. Exarninat:i'on of 
four groups of minks 1vas completed. These four groups included anir.1als from 
the ~lackenzie llelta, N. \\!. Canada, supplied by Mr. Vernon lla1dey of the Cana­
dian Wi lulife Service; from the Kenai Peninsula and PTi11cc WilJ iam Sound area, 
suppll.ed by Mr. Rae Baxter, Alaska Department of Fish &Came; from the Alaska 
Peninsula, in the biological collections of the University of Alaska; and 
from the upper Kuskokwim River area, sui;plicd by the late ;1Jr. Leroy Bohuslov, 
formerly with the Alaska Departrnent of Fish &Game. 

ln additibn to the samples mentioned above, su.itaJ1lc sarn.ples from the 
follo1dng areo.s have also been exo.rnine 1_l: Yukon-Kuskobvim Delta; the Kotze1rne 
Sound area; t11c middle Kuskoh:im River area (Aniak), the Upper Yukon Ri\'er 
area (Yukon flats); tLe Lake i•linchtun:ina area; the Fai/hanks area; the Sc\1'ard 
Peninsula; and the Petersburg area of southeastern Alaska. 

Two samples remain to be processed before the final stat:i stic:ll anJ.lysis 
1dll be i:iadc, and the project concluded. Those samples are frorn Ketchikan 
(presently in the possession of the Alaska Dcpart1;1ent of Fish Ci Game), and 
the (.!ulcLstna-'.'lushagak-Kvichak I~iver areas. I aw presently jrc the process 
of acquid ng the latter sample. 

Standard body mcc:.surements \\'ere recorllcc', for :-tl l carca~~scs acquired, 
ancl for donated n:itcri;tl for \·.'hich they \·:ere :-tval 1ahlc. Sto;;Hcb; of c:n"­
casscs received Here 1n·csf'rvcd fc1· :'n«ly<:0j:; ;:; :' J::c~.cr clc:tc. Skttlls \·:ere 
measured usin~'. di.2.l cilipcrs, Cllh'. ('.c1L1 \\'Cr\:· reconlc,I to the ncaresl ht:n­
drcdth J::1;l. ~!e:1sureracnts rcconle.J \\'Cl'C those Outbnc'(~ by J!;ll l (19:)1), vi th 
the addiLi on of craniu•r1 \iid tl1 (usec, by Balncns, 19G l). Procedure g;c11cra 11 y 
follo1,·ed that prcvJoudy used (Burn~;, 1961:1,h). 
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FINDINGS 

The final statistical comparison for this study will be rnacle during 
the next project segment, when all the desired samples have been examined. 

Some general comparisons of skull measurements are shown in Figs. 1, 
2 and 3. ln a vertical plane the top four smnples in these figures arc 
of Mustcla vison ingens, the fifth is /11. v. aniakensis, and the bottom 
two arc N. V-:-mc\~i);:;E._cplus. - ._~ --·-~··--~-

Al though these comparisons clo not shot·: the proportional differences, 
covariation, and allometr1c differences between the three subspecies) they 
do show the size differences in the measure;nents included. 

In the four samples representing ~1. v. ingens (from the Upper Kuskoh1irn, 
Fort Yukon, Sela\vik and t·!ackenzie River-:- Ile-ltaa-r·Cc~:S) there is evidence of a 
clinal increase in size from south to north, and from interior to coastal 
areas. The differences in size arc mo:r:e obvious Hhen tot:al body measure­
ments, rather than skull size, are consiclerecl. 

My prev1ous work (Burns, 19G4b) discussed comparisons between !:L· y_. 
aniakensis and M. v. ingens, but mentioned nothing of the relat.ionships 
of the- former wTth-~L-v-:-me-larnpcpJ us overlap, at least near the base of the 
Alaska Pe11insula (the Alaska Range may be an effective barrier further east). 

The sample of M. v. mclampeplus, consisting of 25 mink from the Kenai 
Peninsula, 21 from the Copper River Delta, and a few from other areas on 
Prince William Sound, shO\vS little similiari ty \'Jhen compared with M. v. 
aniakensis. Skulls of the former are rno1~e elongate, but are sirnilTar-in 
depth; tTlCy possess a well developed sagittal crest (whereas M, v. · aniakensis 
does not), an(l the occupital crests show greater developnicnt,-·and ex(cncl o-\;er 
the posterior portion of the skull to a greater extent than in M. v. 
a.n:i.akensis. 

The possibility of M. v. aniakensis being a clinal varient of either 
~· '!...· inze1~, or £!· '!.._· Eielan_p_~J2.!.2..'...:.~ was eliminated in view of the proportional 
di ffcrcnces j n measurements, and the fact that ~!. v. aniakens is is a smal 1 er 
form whose nmge u es between the distributional ranges of~h.'l;·-larger fornts. 

At the present time little is knoll'n about the effects (if any) of the 
major glacial periods on the zoogeogra.phy of minks in western Alaska, hut 
the quest:ion may ha.ve an important hearing on the d:istribution of the three 
stilispecies mentioned. 

This project will be completed during the next project sq;n:ent \dwn the 
complete statistical comparison will be reported. 

http:EJelan_p_~.J2
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TITLD: Small Game and Furbearers 

TITLE: Furbcarers 

TITLE: Beaver Pelt Primeness 

PERIOD COVERED: July 1, 1965 to Jlll1e 30, 1966 

ABSTRACT 

Investigations 

Beaver were trapped from October 29 to December 15 to detennine if beaver 
can be harvested earlier than the present season which conm1enccs February 1. 
Beaver were fmmd to be marketable at the beginning of the trapping period; 
however, a conservative opening would be November 15. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Advance the season to December 1 in those lmi ts where the beaver harvest 
is less than the rnaximwn allowable harvest. 

Select certain lll1its in whid1 to initiate the early season to measure 
the effects on the resource, econOITI'/, and harvest. 
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STATE: Alaska 

PROJECT: W-13-R-l TITLE: Small Game and Furbearers Investigations 

WORK PLAN: A TITLE: Furbearers 

JOB: 6 TITLE: Beaver Pelt Primeness 

~uly 1, 1965 to Jtme 30, 1966PERI OD COVERED: 

OBJECTIVES 

To detennine the feasibility of harvesting beaver from interior Alaska 
in November and December. 

TEOINIQUES 

Beaver were trapped along the Chatanika from October 29 to December 15, 
1965. The intended style of trapping was to locate "phmge holes" and place 
snares or Conibear traps in the path of the beaver entering or leaving the 
house. A selection of beaver of various ages and both sexes was desired to 
detennine the period of primeness for an average population. 

FINDINGS 

Eleven beaver were caught and the results of the grading by the Seattle 
Fur Exchange are included in Table 1. 

Michael Dederer, president of the Seattle Fur Exchange reported: '11e 
would say that these beaver are taken very close to the proper timing, as a 
few showing very little tmprimeness is not tmdesirable just so it docs not 
exceed the skins you shipped out." 

Harvest dates were not indicated on the beaver sent to the exchange. 
Slightly tmprime indicates the peltry is more prim0 than near prime. Color 
has little bearing on the detennination of primeness; hrn"ever, the hair will 
change color late in the season causing a reduction in the value of the pelt. 
The designation of color used in Table 1 seemed to indicate· the darlness of 
the pelt i'i'hich is probably controlled by age ancl genetics. Mr. Dederer indi­
cated the skins were well handle cl but it appeared to t11e wri tcr that their 



Table 1. Quality of the beaver peltries. 

·Pelt • - '1 

Size 
Date Caught Color Fur .. Leather Age Se>( in 

Primeness Primeness Inches 

Oct. 29-Nov. 4 Good Fair to Good 

Nov. 5-7 Fair Good 

Nov. 10 Very Good Good 

Nov. 15 Fair Fair 
~ °' 

Nov. 17 Fair Good 

Nov. 20-22 Fair Good 

Nov. 24-27 Good Good 

Nov. 24-27 Good Good 

Nov. 24-27 Very Good Fair to Good 

Dec. 1-8 Good Fair 

Dec. 8-15 Fair Good 

Slightly Unprime 

Near Prime· 

Slightly Unprime 
But Satisfactory 

Near Prime 

Near Prime 

Near Prime 

Slightly Unprime 
But Satisfactory 

Slightly Unprime 

Slightly Unprime 
But Satisfactory 

Near Prime 

Prime 

Adult c! 66 

Adult " 66 

Adult c! 68 

Kit ~ 44 

Kit <:! 44 

Yr Cf 58 

Adult " 66 

Adult r:! ·.'70 

Adult ~ 72 

Adult cf 62 

Yr c! 56 



! 

criteria of leather primeness was somewhat influenced by the stretd1ing and 

fleshing of the skin. 


Primeness improved through the trapping period. It would appear that by 
November 15 beaver would be acceptable to the market with little or no loss in 
value. A conservative opening date for the beaver season would be November 15. 
Opening the season on November 1 would probably not cause a depreciation in 
the value of the harvest. 

Informing trappers that they may expect a reduction in value for some 

pelts taken in November would serve to limit the harvest from that period but 

still allow beaver to be harvested from some areas where they can not be 

caught after Febn1ary 1. 


The thickness of the ice and accumulation of snow on the ice had obscured 
the plunge holes by October 29. For best results, pllmge holes should be 
marked before ice fonns or before snow accumulates on the ice. Only one set 
could he correctly made in the pllmge hole and it was successful. All other 
sets were ''bait sets." Bait sets are const1ucted by placing limbs or pieces 
of limbs from palatable trees (birch Betula papyrifera or cottonwood Por~ulus 
balsamifera) through a hole in the ice anctplacing snares or traps arow1d the 
bait in a manner to catd1 the beaver as he attempts to cat the hait. 

Conibear traps were successfully used but appeared to be more readily 

avoided after one beaver had been taken at a set. They also seemed to be less 

effective in the clear water of the river. 


Few conclusions can be made about beaver trapping tedmiques for a fall 
season. Placing traps and snares in the plunge holes is not recommended as a 
means of harvesting beaver. It is not selective and Nould result in a high 
percentage of kits in the harvest. 111e beaver did not seem as attracted to the 
bait during the experimental trapping period as they normally are during the 
spring season; therefore, trapping success in terms of beaver per w1i t of effort 

. may prove to be lower in the fall . 

SUBMITTED BY: APPROVED BY: 

Oliver E. Burris ~lj'
Study Leader Coordinator 
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