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Desired End State

 Alaskan wild sheep, goats, and muskoxen 
protected from the transmission of 
pathogens (M ovi) from domestic sheep and 
goats. 

 Minimized impact on domestic growers and 
breeders.  

 Freedom to continue tradition of raising 
livestock in Alaska including buying and 
selling goats/sheep and access to wilderness 
for pack goats/hiking companions.



Situation



Situation
• 25% of all wild sheep in North America live in the State of Alaska.

• Agreed with producers that probably less than 2,000 domestics.  

• Estimated at 150-200 producers.

• Disease in Alaska livestock may be as low as 10% of the population 
based on studies in the lower 48 and some sampling in Alaska.

• Domestic breeders / producers are decent folks and did nothing to 
cause the problem.

• No documented cases in wild sheep in Alaska yet.

• Range maps probably not in sufficient detail to facilitate risk 
analysis or generation of an accurate buffer zone.

• No current studies to determine foray distances for sheep, goats, 
and muskoxen from which to help determine risk of contact. 

• Preventive fencing specifications including heights and 
configurations not scientifically documented.



Known



Known
• Wild sheep are susceptible to diseases carried by domestic sheep 

and goats that can affect herd survivability. 
• Pneumonia in North American wild sheep has been documented 

in numerous scientific studies resulting in more than 70 technical 
publications.

• Transmission to Dall sheep, muskoxen, and goats has been 
documented. 

• Scientists believe Dall and Stone sheep may be particularly naïve 
(susceptible) to the disease.  

• Other jurisdictions (Yukon, NWT, and BC) all working the same issue 
– as well as lower 48 bighorn sheep states.

• Focus is the prevention and spread of M-ovi (Mycoplasma 
Ovipneumoniae).

• Airborne spread not a significant issue - nose to nose contact is the 
specific threat.



Where We Have Been



Where We Have Been
• Our desire has always been the win-win approach but became 

obvious it was not feasible.
• Livestock producers not registered nor easily identified – no 

domestic organizations with which to negotiate.
• Submitted Proposal 90 to Board of Game (BOG) in May 2015 –

Removal of domestic sheep and goats from the Clean List - forcing 
mechanism to bring the domestic producers to the table.

• The “Clean List” (Alaska regulation 5 AAC 92.029). List of animals 
that can be owned in Alaska without a special permit.  Removal of 
domestic sheep and goats from the list would require producers to 
have a permit to own.

• Proposal 90 understandably created significant stir among 
domestic growers in Fall of 2015.

• Began Information build up Jan 2016 – articles, Sheep Working 
Group Briefing, interviews, information binders.

• Agreed at BOG Meeting in Mar 2016 to delay action pending 
discussions with domestic producers.



Where Have We Been?
• Active discussions for almost a year: Farm Bureau, Two or three 

producer organizations, Department of Environmental 
Conservation (DEC), Department of Natural Resources (DNR), 
Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G).

• DEC and State Vet – Dr. Bob Gerlach identified as the responsible 
government agency/official.

• Offered to provide education briefings throughout the state at 
areas selected by the domestic producers. 

• Proposed and discussed several potential solutions:
• Buffer Zones – Separation.
• Double Fencing – to prevent nose to nose contact.
• Disease Free Domestic Herds.
• Combinations of the above.

• Eventually agreed that “Disease Free” provides us the best chance 
of success and greatest flexibility for domestic producers to 
continue their traditional livestock raising.



The Way Ahead



The Way Ahead
• Domestic producers and government agencies are 

supportive of testing to determine prevalence of 
disease in the herds.

• Must use “Do it once – Do it right philosophy.”   

• Testing – Using third party for testing – University of 
Alaska Fairbanks and certified local vet networks.

• We have offered to pay for testing and replacement 
of animals and compensation for lost revenue in 
exchange for voluntary cooperation.

• Current estimate based on 10% infected assumption is 
$400K.



Disease Free Defined



Disease Free Defined
• All known and discoverable domestic animals tested.
• Voluntary compliance rewarded.
• Costs for testing covered by us (may be some Ag 

grants available). 
• Diseased animals removed.
• Voluntary producers compensated for loss / 

replacement.
• Monitoring program developed by State Vet using 

local vets, State Fairs, etc.
• Disease free certification of herds to reinforce 

responsible breeding programs.
• Disease free (M-ovi) added to importation 

requirements (current State Vet Program).



The Challenge



Major sticking point in all scenarios:

• Our position is we will consider paying for statistical testing to 
determine prevalence of disease but will need agreement with 
domestic producers and DEC, DNR, and ADF&G on eventual 
mandatory testing before any significant expenditure of funds for 
comprehensive testing and animal replacement.

• Assuming this happens then BOG 90 would not require action –
with no agreement we would continue to push for action on Prop 
90 as a first step.

• Regardless of agreement solution will require legislation in about a 
year to codify the solution and empower the State Vet to enforce 
and agreements – question is the amount of opposition.

• We anticipate that the action will require media build up including 
leveraging of social media, full support of our membership as well 
as other conservation / advocacy groups to convince the State 
Legislature.

• Next meeting of the Disease Working Group is Monday.  

Mandatory testing and registration



Thank You 


