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CHUGACH STATE PARK CITIZENS’ ADVISORY BOARD 
18620 Seward Hwy, Anchorage, AK 99516   Phone: 907-345-5014 Fax: 907-345-6982  

 
Attn:  Board of Game Comments February 19, 2013 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Board Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska  99811-5526 
 
Re:  March 2013 Board of Game Proposals  
 
I am writing on behalf of the Chugach State Park Citizens Advisory Board regarding new statewide 
regulatory proposals that will affect Chugach State Park.  
 
The Chugach State Park Citizens Advisory Board assists park staff in an advisory capacity with park 
management and development issues.  As an advisory board, our decisions are guided by the five primary 
purposes established in creating the park:  
 

1. To protect and supply a satisfactory water supply for the use of the people; 
2. To provide recreational opportunities for the people by providing areas for specified uses and 

constructing the necessary facilities in those areas; 
3. To protect areas of unique and exceptional scenic value; 
4. To provide areas for the public display of local wildlife; and 
5. To protect the existing wilderness characteristics of the easterly interior area. 

 
At approximately 495,000 acres, Chugach State Park is among the four largest state parks in the U.S. and 
comprises nearly half of Alaska’s Game Management Unit (GMU) 14C.  Most of the big game animals 
that inhabit GMU 14C use the park at least part of the year.  Our 15-member advisory board is appointed 
by the Director of the Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation. The advisory board intentionally 
represents a wide variety of park users.  With over 1.3 million visits to the park annually, we are interested 
in Board of Game regulation changes that may affect park resources and visitors.   
 
We have carefully reviewed the March 2013 Board of Game regulatory proposals that will affect the 
park’s wildlife and users.  Our comments and recommendation for each proposal follow below. These 
recommendations passed unanimously during our February 11, 2013, meeting. 
 
Proposals 133-135 – Support.  These three proposals reauthorize antlerless moose hunts in the 
Anchorage Management Area and remainder of Unit 14C and the any-moose drawing hunt in the upper 
Ship Creek drainage.  All of these permit areas are in Chugach State Park. 
 
Proposal 136 – Oppose. This proposal would allow department biologists the discretion to reduce the 
number of drawing permits for Dall sheep in Chugach State Park by 50 percent and change the bag limit.  
The department already has the discretionary authority to manage harvest quotas and bag limits in 
Chugach State Park.  We believe the department has done a good job adjusting harvest levels when sheep 
populations increase and decrease in the park.  The current management strategy, with a bag limits of a 
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full-curl ram for rifle hunters and any sheep for the relatively few successful bowhunters, is conservative 
and appropriate.  The proposal is unnecessary. 
 
Proposal 137 – Oppose.  This proposal would require the department to issue three to six drawing 
permits for Dall sheep drawing hunt DS123 in Chugach State Park.  DS123 was established to allow 
recipients of the Governor’s tag to hunt for trophy rams in several areas with little or no competition from 
other Dall sheep hunters.  Thus, only one DS123 permit has been issued each year since the hunt was first 
conducted in 2005.  Several very large rams have been taken in the hunt area, and the potential for trophy 
rams and near-exclusive use of the area have increased the value of the hunt among those bidding for 
Governor’s tags.  Our advisory board has always supported this hunt at the current level; however, we 
believe issuing more permits would lead to lower bids for the Governor’s tag and increased conflicts with 
other park users. 
 
Proposal 138 – Oppose.  This proposal would create a new drawing hunt for full-curl Dall sheep rams in 
Chugach State Park in the drainages of Falls Creek, the south fork of Eagle River, McHugh Creek, the 
north and south forks of Campbell Creek, Rainbow Creek, and Rabbit Creek.  Our advisory board has 
supported many justifiable extensions of sheep hunt areas in Chugach State Park.  However, we believe 
this proposal goes too far in several ways.  First, most of these areas are relatively close to road access 
and are, therefore, very popular and heavily used by other park users.  Second, with a few exceptions, 
which are dealt with in the next proposal, relatively few legal rams are found in these areas.  Third, both 
hunters and nonhunters enjoy viewing bands of ewes and juvenile rams at relatively close range in some 
of these drainages.  Adopting this proposal would create conflicts between user groups and frustrate sheep 
hunters who win a coveted Chugach State Park sheep permit but are subsequently unable to find a legal 
ram. 
 
Proposal 139 –  Neutral. This proposal would expand the hunt area for DS123 to include Ram Valley in 
Chugach State Park. During our meeting on February 11, 2013, the advisory board was not able to come 
to consensus on certain aspects of this issue. Consequently, our group has no recommendation on this 
proposal. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the regulatory proposals submitted for the March 2013 Board 
of Game meeting.  Please let me know if you have any questions regarding these comments and 
recommendations.  I can be reached at 907-227-4125.  Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Judy C. Caminer, Chair 
 
cc:  Jessy Coltrane, Alaska Department of Fish & Game 

John Baker, Alaska Department of Law 
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PROPOSAL 129 – 5 AAC 85.045.(4) Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.  Reauthorize 
the antlerless moose season in Unit 6C. 
 
Current Federal Regulation: 
   
Unit 6 – Moose 
 

Unit 6C—1 antlerless moose by Federal drawing permit 
(FM0603) only. 

Sept. 1 – Oct. 31 

Unit 6C—1 bull by Federal drawing permit (FM0601) only. 
In Unit 6C, only one moose permit may be issued per household.  
A household receiving a State permit for Unit 6C moose may not 
receive a Federal permit.  The annual harvest quota will be 
announced by the U.S. Forest Service, Cordova Office, in 
consultation with ADF&G.  The Federal harvest allocation will 
be 100% of the antlerless moose permits and 75% of the bull 
permits.   

Sept. 1 – Dec. 31 

 
Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  Currently, there are no 
wildlife proposals being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board.  The Board will be 
accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping regulations from January 
to March 29, 2013.  
  
Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Reauthorizing the antlerless moose season in 
Unit 6C would not impact Federally qualified subsistence users, as they can already harvest 
antlerless moose with a Federal drawing permit.  In addition, the current Federal harvest 
allocation is 100% of the antlerless moose permits.  Moose harvest is limited by annual quotas 
and reauthorizing the antlerless season will not impact the fall moose season.  
 
Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this 
proposal.   
 
Rationale for comment:  While Federally qualified subsistence users already have an 
opportunity to harvest antlerless moose in Unit 6C, reauthorizing the State antlerless season will 
maintain management flexibility within the unit.  
 
  
PROPOSAL 132 – 5 AAC 85.045(12).  Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.  
Reauthorize the antlerless moose season in the Twentymile/Portage/Placer hunt area in Units 7 
and 14C. 
 
Current Federal Regulation:   
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Unit 7 – Moose 
  

Unit 7—that portion draining into Kings Bay. 
Federal public lands are closed to the harvest of moose. 

No Federal open 
season 

Unit 7 remainder—1 antlered bull with spike-fork or 50-inch 
antlers or with 3 or more brow tines on either antler, by Federal 
registration permit (FM0004) only. 

Aug. 10 – Sept. 20 

  
Unit 14C – Moose 

 
No Federal subsistence priority No Federal open 

season 
 
Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  Currently, there are no 
wildlife proposals being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board.  The Board will be 
accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping regulations from January 
to March 29, 2013.   
 
Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Federally qualified subsistence users cannot 
harvest antlerless moose under Federal regulations, but could apply for a State antlerless moose 
drawing permit.  A limited number of antlerless permits are issued when the moose population 
can sustain a cow harvest and, thus, reauthorizing the antlerless season should not impact the 
population. 
 
Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this 
proposal. 
  
Rationale for comment:  Reauthorizing the State antlerless season will maintain management 
flexibility in the unit.   
 
 
PROPOSAL 151 – 5 AAC 92.510(a) Areas closed to hunting.  Re-institute the closure of 
Palmer/Lower Resurrection Creek areas (Unit 7) to moose hunting as follows: 
 
Palmer Creek/Lower Resurrection Creek Closed Area. 
 
Palmer Creek drainage to its confluence with Resurrection Creek, and Resurrection Creek 
drainage from the confluence with Palmer Creek downstream to Turnagain Arm, closed to taking 
of moose. 
 
Current Federal Regulation:   

50 CFR part 100 §__.26 (n)(7)(ii)(C) 
 
You may not hunt moose in the Resurrection Creek Closed Area in Unit 7, which consists 
of the drainages of Resurrection Creek downstream from Rimrock and Highland Creeks 
including Palmer Creek. 
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Note:  The Federal Subsistence Board temporarily lifted the closure in the Resurrection 
Creek Closed Area via action on Emergency Special Action 12-03.   
 

Has a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  The Board approved 
Emergency Special Action 12-03 on July 30, 2012 to open the Resurrection Creek Closed Area 
for the 2012/2013 moose season to align with State regulations.  This allowed Federally qualified 
subsistence hunters, in 2012, an additional 10 days of opportunity to hunt in this area prior to the 
start of the State season. 
 
The Board will be accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping 
regulations from January to March 29, 2013.  
  
Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Only residents of Cooper Landing and Hope 
have a customary and traditional use determination for moose in Unit 7 remainder, which 
includes the Resurrection Creek Closed Area, under Federal regulations.   
 
Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM position is neutral on this proposal. 
 
Rationale for comment:  If adopted, State regulations would be aligned with Federal 
regulations.  However, if the board rejects the proposal, the Federal Subsistence Board could 
take action to open the Resurrection Creek Closed Area to mirror State regulations.  Two 
primary concerns were brought forward by the proponent if the previously closed area remained 
open to moose hunting: 1) the potential for harvest to contribute to the ongoing decline of the 
population; and 2) public safety.  Although moose composition surveys have not been conducted 
in Unit 7 since 2005-2006, it is not expected that a there will be a significant increase in the 
harvest based on past harvest rates.  During the 2011 season two moose were harvested, and no 
moose were taken in 2012.  Safety concerns due to the proximity of homes, community facilities, 
active mining claims, residential subdivisions, and recreational use areas to active hunting areas 
in the Lower Resurrection Creek and Palmer Creek drainages should be considered along with 
conservation concerns of the moose population. 
 
 
PROPOSAL 161 – 5 AAC 85.065.  Hunting seasons and bag limits for small game.  
Lengthen the spring season with a decreased bag limit for ptarmigan on the Kenai Peninsula as 
follows: 
 
Units 7 and 15 ptarmigan.  August 10 – February 28:  10 birds per day – 20 in possession;  
March 1 – April 30:  5 birds per day – 10 in possession.  
 
Current Federal Regulation:   
 
Unit 7 – Ptarmigan 
 

20 ptarmigan per day, 40 in possession Aug. 10 – Mar. 31 
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Unit 15 – Ptarmigan 
 

Units 15A and 15B—20 ptarmigan per day, 40 in possession Aug. 10 – Mar. 31 
Unit 15C—20 ptarmigan per day, 40 in possession Aug. 10 – Dec. 31 
Unit 15C—5 ptarmigan per day, 10 in possession Jan. 1 – Mar. 31 

 
Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  Currently, there are no 
wildlife proposals being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board.  The Board will be 
accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping regulations from January 
to March 29, 2013.     
 
Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Current State and Federal ptarmigan seasons end 
on March 31, 2013, so Federally qualified subsistence users would be provided more opportunity 
to harvest ptarmigan under an extended State season in Units 7 and 15.   However, the extended 
season may adversely impact the ptarmigan populations in the affected units by allowing harvest 
further into the breeding season, when ptarmigan are more susceptible to harvest.  Federal 
regulations generally have higher harvest limits for ptarmigan than the current and proposed 
State regulation, except for the Unit 15C winter season which has a reduced harvest limit from 
January 1–March 31 under Federal regulations.  
  
Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to oppose the proposal. 
 
Rationale for comment:   The proposed ptarmigan season extension to April 31 would extend 
into the breeding season, which could have adverse effects on the ptarmigan population in Units 
7 and 15.  The timing of harvest can be important, and spring harvests can have a higher impact 
on populations than fall harvests (Kokko and Lindstrom 1998).  Male ptarmigan defend 
territories from late April to early June, but breeding behavior can begin in March.  Previous 
research found peaks in natural mortality when ptarmigan were defending territories and 
participating in courtship displays (Sandercock et al. 2011).  Male ptarmigan have a high 
tolerance for disturbance during the breeding season and are more susceptible to human harvest 
(Hannon et al. 1998).  The potential for harvest impacts on ptarmigan is higher in areas of 
Alaska, such as the Kenai Peninsula, that are accessible from the road system and close to 
population centers. 
 
LITERATURE CITED 
Hannon, S. J., P. K. Eason and K. Martin. 1998. Willow Ptarmigan (Lagopus lagopus), The 
Birds of North America Online (A. Poole, Ed.). Ithaca: Cornell Lab of Ornithology; Retrieved 
from the Birds of North America Online: http://bna.birds.cornell.edu/bna/species/369 
 
Kokko, H., and J. Lindstrom.  1998.  Seasonal density dependence, timing of mortality, and 
sustainable harvesting.  Ecological Modeling 110:293–304. 
 
Sandercock, B. K., E. B. Nilsen, H. Broseth, and H. C. Pedersen.  2011.  Is hunting mortality 
additive or compensatory to natural mortality?  Effects of experimental harvest on the survival 
and cause-specific mortality of willow ptarmigan.  Journal of Animal Ecology 80:244–258. 
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March 1, 2013 
 
Ted Spraker 
Chairman, Alaska Board of Game 
Board Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
 
Re:  Request to Withdraw Proposal 171. 
 
Dear Chairman Spraker: 
 
The APHA respectfully requests that Proposal 171 be withdrawn from consideration by 
the Board of Game. 
 
We submitted this proposal because of our concern for the increasing loss of nonresident 
allocation to “next of kin” hunters. Case in point, last year in the TOK out of 8 
nonresident tags, 6 went to next of kin hunters. APHA is concerned this will continue to 
be an increasing problem; however we do not feel that our proposal is the best way to 
address this topic. 
 
Thank you for considering our request to withdraw our proposal and thank you for the 
considerable time and effort you put into addressing the issues that face wildlife 
conservation in Alaska. We highly value the opportunity that all users have to participate 
in the Board of Game process.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sam Rohrer 
APHA President 
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February 28, 2013 
 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Boards Support Section 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 
 

WINTER 2013 REGION II BOARD OF GAME WRITTEN COMMENTS 
 

Dear Alaska Board of Game Members, 
 
Please find the following comments for your consideration regarding proposals you will 
be addressing at your Region II meeting in Soldotna. The Alaska Professional Hunters 
Association Inc. (APHA) has serious concerns with the scope of several of the proposals 
you will be addressing at this meeting. The professional guide industry represents a 
significant and important rural economy in Alaska which is dependent upon prudent 
stewardship and conservation of Alaska’s wildlife as well as fair allocation.  
 
APHA is often working at the forefront of challenges related to wildlife conservation and 
hunting opportunities for all hunters, not just guides or APHA members. By doing this, 
we are often the “first line of defense” and advocacy for Alaska and all hunters. 

Many of the proposals you will be considering at this meeting seek to eliminate or restrict 
existing non-resident hunter opportunity in some manner. There are numerous reasons for 
APHA to urge caution and restraint in regards to support of these proposals related to 
balance for the whole considerations. By eliminating non-resident hunters or by giving 
special season dates for resident-only hunters we further fragment the 
hunter/conservationist fraternities. The perceived conflicts will not disappear from the 
field, rather they will continue to be replaced and possibly escalated within different user 
groups. Let’s turn together as hunter conservationists before we turn away from each 
other. Every time we turn away from each other as hunters we give success to those 
who work to eliminate our way of life. If we can encourage the turning together and work 
together as the hunter conservationists we are, Alaska can and will continue to be one of 
the greatest places for all people to enjoy wildlife. As subsistence hunters, general 
resident hunters  or non-resident hunters we have a common bond; “wildlife conservation 
measures that provide for abundance,  for sustained yield and maximum benefit provides 
for the best interest of the whole” and we encourage this board to continue to do the great 
job they have been doing to help provide that balance. 
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As you consider the Region II proposals, APHA asks that you keep the following points 
in mind: 

 
1. APHA has no support for any of the reduce, eliminate or restrict nonresident 

opportunity proposals as written. None of these proposals have been submitted from a 
conservation based or best interest of the whole concern but rather from a self-serving 
aspect. 

 
2. Many long established professional guide businesses will be negatively impacted and 

or put out of business if the proposals we oppose were to pass. To impact their 
businesses with preferential resident hunter privileges and thus provide a commercial 
transporter incentive to fill the void goes strongly against our constitutional mandate 
of maximum benefit.  

 
3. Several of these proposals express concern over perceived crowding of guided 

hunting activity on public lands. Please understand that eliminating non-resident 
hunting activity will not eliminate transporter or other hunting parties. The perceived 
conflicts will continue or even be enhanced as the transporter industry has no 
conservation basis. 

 
4. Alaska Statutes 08-54-720 clearly defines unlawful acts related to the guiding 

industry and of the 19 items listed therein, #2 states that it is “illegal for a person 
licensed as a guide to intentionally obstruct hinder or attempt to obstruct or hinder 
lawful hunting engaged by a person who is not a client of the person”.  

 
Additionally, AS 16-05-790 defines similar protection of hunters through the Hunter 
Harassment Law. If there are bad things going on within this scope, let’s first turn to 
existing law, and enforcement of it before we start eliminating an important industry, 
hunting opportunities, meat sharing and allot of peoples ways of life.  

 
We would encourage you to look at the number of complaints received from the 
public and that exist related to these two laws and the related conflict between 
nonresident and resident hunters to help you understand better the actual extent of the 
perceived problems. 

5. According to ADF&G reports, approximately six percent of the annual human harvest 
of caribou, ten percent of the human harvest of moose and forty percent of the human 
harvest of Dall’s sheep are harvested by nonresident hunters during general State 
regulated hunting opportunities. If the Federal harvest and unreported harvest factors  
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are considered as well, the percentages of nonresident harvest drop several points 
even lower.  

 
6. Nonresident license fees are added to by multiplying times three with the matching 

Pitman-Robertson funds which make up the majority of ADF&G Wildlife 
Conservation Division budget. Nonresident annual harvest percentage of moose, 
caribou and sheep is low in comparison with the wildlife conservation funding 
(approximately eighty percent) they provide. Eliminating nonresident opportunity as 
many of these proposals request will result in an immediate and large shortfall of 
important conservation funding for ADF&G which will eventually result in overall 
resident hunter opportunity loss as well. 

 
7. Also important to this equation is that Alaska’s annual human harvest of these 

wildlife resources represents something near six percent of the annual mortality of 
these species while predation accounts for approximately eighty-four percent.  

 
8. Intensive management increases actual costs to achieve prudent wildlife conservation 

goals that provide for the best interest of our wildlife and all people who enjoy or 
depend on them. When you eliminate non-resident opportunity, you eliminate vital 
funding needed to enhance and conserve wildlife for the best interest of the whole.  

 
9. When non-resident hunting opportunity is reduced or eliminated, a substantial part of 

the annual predator harvest which occurs during the ungulate hunts is also reduced or 
eliminated. When you eliminate this non-resident harvest, you eliminate in most 
cases, the most significant annual predator harvest as well. . 

 
10. Few if any of these proposals are generated from concerns related to Federal lands 

where guide industry concessions or special use permits are incorporated which limit 
the number of guides per geographical region. Currently, the proposed 
DNR/ADF&G/BGCSB Guide Concession program development is in its final stages 
and implementation of the program will help dispel the perceived conflicts.  

 
11. Over sixty percent of Alaska’s lands are federal domain. Nonresident sportsmen and 

women pay for upwards of 80 percent of our wildlife conservation funding. Alaska 
represents by far the greatest divide between resident and non-resident licensing fees 
of any state. Nowhere else in the US do residents pay so little for so much in relation 
to hunting privileges. Alaska needs additional funding for wildlife conservation in a 
very serious way and the only tool we can find support for is increasing non-resident 
hunting license and tag fees. As our economy and especially our rural economy needs  
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as much bolstering as possible, these proposals are pushing the envelope in a manner 
that will result in much greater adverse consequences. 

 
12. The Board of Game has a policy related to basing nonresident and resident hunter 

opportunity when implementing a drawing permit program due to conservation and or 
allocation concerns. This policy requires the Board to look at the previous ten year 
history of effort between nonresident and resident hunters and to make the drawing 
permits available on that defined basis. This is a fair mechanism and should be 
continued. 

 
13. It has been proven within the guide industry throughout the Western US States that 

when a limit of ten percent of hunting opportunity is provided to nonresident hunters,  
and guides have to compete with other guides to secure the hunters as clients, that a 
viable guide industry cannot survive. The broad overhead cost of maintaining a viable 
business cannot be supported on the “luck of the draw” concept. 

 
14. Alaska is different than the rest of the US where we often hear comparisons. It is 

important to note that the Alaska Guide Required law is vitally important to the 
resident hunter. One of the key points is its application to wildlife conservation by 
restricting non-resident opportunity. Compare all of the other states that do not have 
this law and see what challenges exist for quality big game hunting opportunities. 
They are nearly 100 percent allocated by very restrictive drawing permits and many 
residents who live in the heart of these areas compete for a lifetime without ever 
receiving a permit to hunt in these hunts.  

 
15. Montana recently underwent a loss of nonresident hunter opportunity due to a ballot 

initiative that did away with private landowner tags because a small group of 
residents felt that these permits should not be going to nonresident hunters. The result 
was a catastrophic loss of funding to Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks for important 
wildlife conservation programs. Alaska cannot afford this.  

 
16. The number of resident hunters who use airplanes to find and then harvest animals, or 

that have mechanical means to access what used to be hard to access remote regions 
are growing in number. They also contribute substantially to the perceived conflicts 
in the field. Professional guides are already restricted by law (with the exception of 
some spring bear seasons) from using an airplane to find an animal with the intent to 
harvest that animal. Resident hunters are not thus restricted. Again, if problems do 
exist, allow for existing law to be applied. 
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17. APHA has concerns about the nature of these proposals which lack any proof of issue 
and have no biological or conservation basis. We urge you to explore the actual 
documented problem to define if it is real.  

 
18. There exists the serious question of “Can the Board of Game in such a serious manner 

legally separate one user group from another.” Certainly, related to wild sheep or 
mountain goat populations which are not covered under the Intensive Management 
Law, the question is raised about how a preference would be provided without 
addressing the Tier I or Tier II hunt aspect and qualify them as an Intensive 
Management Species and then develop C&T and ANS findings statewide? These 
proposals have broad sweeping changes and impacts on the future of hunting and 
wildlife conservation in Alaska, none of which we view as beneficial to the whole. 

 
Specific Proposal Recommendations 

 
PROPOSALS APHA SUPPORTS: 127 - 129, 131, 139 - 143, 148, 152, 153, 160, 175 
 
PROPOSALS APHA OPPOSES: 130, 136 - 138, 144, 145, 151, 162 - 170, 172, 173, 
174 
 
APHA WISHES TO WITHDRAW PROPOSAL 171 
 

INDIVIDUAL PROPOSAL COMMENT 
 
 
Proposal 127 through 129 - Support. Based on the proposals given merits. 
 
Proposal 130 - Oppose. Based on ADF&G comments. 
 
Proposal 131 through 135 Support. We Support the re-authorization of these antlerless 
moose hunts so that ADF&G has all the tools they need to soundly manage this moose 
population in a very urban area. 
 
Proposal 136 - Oppose.  ADF&G already has the ability to reduce or increase the 
number of permits that are issued.  We do not support the relaxing of the full curl 
requirement because we believe it is a vital management tool that automatically limits the 
harvest to the older age class rams that have already passed on their genetics and are at 
the upper end of their life expectancy. 
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Proposal 137 - Oppose. This hunt was established to be very limited to make it a 
premier trophy hunt and the Chugach State Park advisory committee approved it 
because of its low impact on the resource and we support their decision. 
 
Proposal 138 - Take no Action. Based on action taken on proposal 139 
 
Proposal 139 - Support with Modification. We support this proposal with the ADF&G 
amendment to include all of the west side of Indian Creek, all of the Falls Creek drainage 
and all of the Rainbow Creek drainage. There were very few legal rams in this unit last 
year and by adding these additional areas it will make it the premier sheep tag to draw 
again. The Chugach State Park advisory committee approved the expanding of this unit 
almost unanimously and we support their decision. 
 
Proposal 140 - Support. We do not feel that this proposal will have a noticeable impact 
on the deer population. The biggest factor in regards to the population is severe winters.   

Proposal 141 - Support. This proposal was developed with input from a diverse group 
of Kodiak stakeholders, including: Sport and Subsistence users, Guides, and Federal and 
State Managers. This proposal address overpopulation of goats, while putting in place 
measures to prevent the wasteful harvest of goats. It also provides opportunity for local 
hunters to access goats that have been pushed to lower elevations by winter weather. 

Proposal 142 - Support. This proposal was developed by the same stakeholder group 
that developed Proposal 141. Currently Kodiak Island has this same regulation in place 
for Brown Bears and Elk. Most APHA Guides have a similar requirement written into 
their hunt contracts. 

Proposal 143 - Support with modification. We support this proposal with the 
Departments modifications.  

Proposal 144 - Oppose.  

Proposal 145 - Oppose.  

Proposal 148 - Support. Based on its given merits. 

Proposal 151 - Oppose. APHA supports hunting opportunity where ever possible. 

Proposal 152 - Support. Based on its given merits. 

Proposal 153 - Support with modification. We support this proposal with the 
Departments modifications. 
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Proposal 154 through 156 - No Comment. APHA has no comment on these proposals 
due to lack of consenses. 

Proposal 160 - Support. Based on its given merits. 

Proposal 162 through 170 - Oppose. APHA does not support any of these severely 
restrict or eliminate non-resident hunting opportunity proposals. Please see points 1-18 at 
the start of this letter. These proposal should be rejected. 

Proposals 171 -  APHA has asked the Board of Game to withdraw this proposal. 

Proposal 172 - Oppose. This proposal would substantially reduce opportunity to harvest 
wolves. 

Proposal 173 and 174 - Oppose. Oppose. Most APHA members are not proponents of 
bear snaring, but we favor letting the department keep this method in their tool box to use 
if necessary to reverse severe decline in ungulate populations. 

Proposal 175 - Support.  

This concludes our proposal comments. Thank you for the opportunity to submit our 
comments. 

Sincerely, 
 
APHA Board of Directors 
 
Sam Rohrer, President 
Tony Lee, Vice President 
Brad Dennison, Treasurer 
Joe Klutsch 
Mike Litzen 
Wayne Kubat 
Sam Fejes 
Joe Schuster 
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