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Submitted By Thor Stacey
Affiliation Alaska Professional Hunters Association
Phone 9077231494
Email thorstacey@gmail.com

Address PO Box 240971
Anchorage, Alaska 99524

 

December 26, 2013

 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Boards Support Section

PO Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

 

 

ALASKA PROFESSIONAL HUNTERS ASSOCIATION Inc.

 

January 2014, Region v Board of Game Comments

 

Dear Alaska Board of Game Members,

 

Please find the following comments regarding proposals you will be considering during the January board meeting in Kotzebue. The
Alaska Professional Hunters Association Inc. (APHA) is opposed to attempts to change non-resident allocation formulas established in
Board Policy (2007-173-BOG). APHA members rely on fair and predictable allocation to non-resident hunters based on defensible
biological parameters that are inline with the principles of sustained yield and result in a maximum benefit of ALL users. The APHA
maintains it support of the Board’s current allocative policies and believes that the well defined, species specific, resident preferences are
in the best interests all Alaskans.

The APHA is in strong support of the Board and Department’s efforts to form a sheep-working group. We feel strongly that this group
should incorporate voices from stakeholders across the state. To this effect, we request that hunting guides are considered “stakeholders”
and that persons responsible for the formation and implementation of this group are provided information to this effect. We maintain our
participation in this group is historically justified and that our knowledgeable perspective will be essential to its ultimate success. We see
the goal of the working group as:

 

to have a robust discussion, in a think-tank format, that presents current understandings of sheep biology and sheep harvest
information (Alaska) to a group of diverse, knowledgeable Alaskan stakeholders who incorporate their perspectives in the drafting of a
statewide sheep management plan that relies on a set of pre-determined, agreed upon, management tools the Board of Game shall
adopt to achieve the goals and objectives the group sets’ for a sustainable future for Alaska sheep hunting.

 

We strongly suggest that the management tools include not only “stop-gap” measures to conserve the resource but, given abundance,
opportunity liberalizations as well. Alaska’s final sheep management plan should be made easily available to the public and then allowed
to run its course for 10 years before it is revisited. Our 10-year recommendation is based on recognition of the need for biological and
social compromise. First, we considered the cyclical nature of Alaska’s game populations and our northern latitude that can retard the
effects of management changes (up to 20+ years). It is quite probable that ten years will be an insufficient timeline to measure the full
biological effects, on a statewide basis, of a new management strategy. Second, we believe that given Alaska’s current rate of population
growth and the short average length of residency, 10-years will be about as long as the public will understand and accept the working
group’s results. We feel that the 10-year goal is a good compromise that allows for public re-appraisal while giving new management
practices some time to run their course. The recent reappraisal and subsequent validation of the Unit 4 Brown Bear Management Plan
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(January 2013, Sitka BOG meeting) is an excellent example of the net positive effects this type of working group can have for the resource
and the surrounding social climate. The Sheep working group is a timely project and has our strong support.

As you consider our positions we urge you to keep in mind that Alaska’s professional guide industry represents a significant and important
economy in rural Alaska. In addition to the “new dollars” the guide industry brings to rural Alaska and the private sector at large, our client’s
tag and license purchases directly and indirectly, through matching Federal funds, provide the “lion’s share” of ADF&G’s funding. The
health of our industry is dependent upon prudent stewardship and conservation of Alaska’s wildlife as well as fair allocation. It is precisely
because or our stewardship principles and respect for all users and a fair allocation process that our members maintain deep community
ties across our vast State. Alaska’s professional hunters ask that when you consider the below comments you remain mindful that its in our
best interest to have abundant game as well as a healthy, inclusive social situation that is in the best interests of ALL Alaskan’s.

 

Individual Proposal Comment

 

Below you will find our comments on individual proposals under your consideration for Region V. Leading up to the drafting of these
comments the APHA held a tele-conference and invited all of its members to participate in the drafting of these comments. This tele-
conference was well attended with good representation from guides who conduct hunts in Region V. You will find that there are some
proposals that we don’t have comments listed for. These were proposals that we felt did not directly impact guides or that are outside of
the groups purview. We also chose, in a couple of instances, to group similar proposals together and combine our recommendations
(example, wolverine hunting season proposals). While these comments represent the voice of our group, you will undoubtedly get
comments from APHA members who want their individual positions considered as well. Because the APHA takes a statewide
perspective when approaching Board proposals, we urge you to consider regional expertise from our members even when their position
is different from that of the APHA. Finally, we thank you for you consideration and urge you to reach out to our membership for clarity and
details on proposals before you, either on a unit-by-unit or regional basis. Given the opportunity, Alaska’s hunting guides will continue to
bring a wealth of wildlife and hunting knowledge and experience to table.

 

Proposal #5 OPPOSE

 

We oppose Prop. 5 because there has already been a negative C&T finding for both Nunivak and Nelson Islands. Because mainland
musk-ox populations in unit 18 originate from the same introduced animals that established the populations on Nunivak and Nelson Islands
we see no need to re-visit subsistence findings for an introduced, non-native, population of animals. As and alternative, we support
Proposal #6 because it allows for more musk-ox harvest given abundance and/or habitat stress. Because local residents will also be able
to take advantage of these increased opportunities, given abundance, we see this as the preferred alternative that meets local and
statewide needs.

 

Proposal #6 SUPPORT

 

We support Prop. 6 as a preferred alternative to Prop. 5 and for the same reasons outlined by the Department.

 

Proposals #7, 19- CONDITIONAL SUPPORT

 

Both proposals 7 and 19 propose to provide more wolverine hunting opportunity in April. However neither of them seeks to align the
trapping and hunting season ending dates. We DO NOT support either of the proposals as written. We instead support a preferred
alternative of aligning the trapping and hunting season ending dates throughout Region V. We recognize the potential conservation issues
with April wolverine hunts, we only support more opportunity because additional wolverine harvest would be purely incidental to bear
hunting and since trapping is open at the same time, the opportunity already exists under a different license. We see this change as purely
a regulatory clarification because hunters can ALREADY harvest wolverines while bear hunting with a trapping license. Since there is no
conservation issue associated with this current opportunity, we don’t anticipate any with the proposed changes. By changing the hunting
season to end at the same time as the trapping, the Board will simply be requiring that a hunter only buy a hunting license instead of having
to buy both hunting and trapping licenses in case he happens to encounter a wolverine on his bear hunt.
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Recommendation for proposals #7&19:

 

Region V wide- Maintain a September 1st hunting start date

                           Align the spring hunting closure with trapping season closure (April 15th in Units 22, 23, 26A, March 31st in Unit 22)

           

Proposal 11- OPPOSE

 

While we agree with the “spirit” of the stated concerns relating to wound loss and would encourage a statewide discussion on acceptable
calibers for hunting in Alaska, the effect of the proposal would be to create a caliber restriction specific to Unit 18. Because methods and
means should be approached on a statewide basis, we are opposed to this proposal and feel that it would result in confusion and
inadvertent violations.

 

Proposal 13- SUPPORT

 

The APHA supports this proposal based on population and harvest information presented in the Departments comments. We feel that a
March season would accomplish the goal of safer travel while limiting harvest to younger bulls that drop their antlers later. This would not
have an effect on the adult bull component of the population thus minimizing the impacts of potential increases of harvest on herd fecundity.
Local residents have proven willing to support conservation measures when the moose population was less abundant, so we anticipate
little or no conflicts if this population becomes stressed like it was in 2001.

 

The APHA would make one recommendation based on local, anecdotal evidence. Local observations indicate an increasing wolf
population; therefore we would like the department to do, at a minimum, biannual track surveys of the Seward Peninsula. If these track
surveys are not feasible then would welcome other suggestions on methodology to develop a model that shows relative wolf abundance on
the Seward Peninsula. Generally, geographic features such as islands and peninsulas are very susceptible to the effects of predation.

 

Proposal 16- SUPPORT

 

We support this proposal and agree with the Departments comments. We also agree that it is best to change either the bag limit or the
season individually to ascertain the effects of the change and that making both changes at once could be detrimental in this road
accessible Sub-Unit.

 

 

 

 

Proposal 17- SUPPORT

 

We support this proposal because bears are generally very abundant in Unit 22A and there are legitimate access problems, identified in
the proposal, to the southern portion of 22A during spring time. While this proposal is likely to result in an increase in bear harvest in
southern 22A, this appears to be a desired outcome as all moose populations in 22A are generally healthy or increasing except for the
areas south of St. Michael. Therefore, an increase in bear harvest will, in the short term, benefit bear huntes and moose reliant locals alike.

 

While we strongly support this proposal we would like to respond to the Departments concerns and opposition to this proposal. First and
foremost, the Department should develop an abundance model, perhaps using seasonally critical habit concentrations  or aerial surveys to
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monitor relative bear abundance and thus extrapolate some coefficient for area density. Secondly, a harvest model integrating historic
data (sealing records, hunt success, days in the field for success, etc.) should be developed. This harvest model will give managers,
guides and the Board of Game a sense of population health and hunt quality. For instance, high rates of female harvest or declining age
class in the harvest sample are indicative of population stress and/or over harvest. Third, there are anecdotal reports of “drive by
shootings” on bears. We would like to develop a better method of tracking human caused bear mortality in the area. The Department’s
opposition to this proposal and it concerns should be addressed with data gathering strategies and educational outreach, especially when
other bear season liberalizations are supported based on the positive effects of reduced bear numbers on resident moose populations a
situation that exists in southern 22A.

 

We strongly support this proposal while advocating for resource safeguards and better population and harvest monitoring.

 

Proposal 18- SUPPORT           

 

We support this proposal based on its given merits and on the fact that similar wolf season extensions, notably in Unit 9, have not resulted
in an over harvest of wolves in the Unit. Anecdotal resident observations indicate an expanding wolf population while mainland musk-ox
populations appear to be stressed. Furthermore, the APHA is not aware of any wolf populations in the state that are stressed or depleted
due to land based hunting effort. Quite simply; traditional hunting and trapping methods, no matter how long the season, are not efficient
enough to extirpate, deplete or permantly diminish a wolf population. We anticipate a slightly higher reported harvest, incidental to other
the other hunting activities outlined in the proposal (bear and seal hunting).

 

We also feel our suggestions about wolf population and abundance gathering on the Seward Peninsula in our comments on proposal 13
are applicable to this proposal. Due to wolves large home ranges and dispersal behaviors, attempts at determining Unit-wide abundance
will probably fail.

 

Passing proposal 18 will have a net positive effect in Unit 22.

 

Proposals 20, 21- SUPPORT

 

We support proposals 20 and 21 based on their given merits. We would like the Department to provide accurate bull:cow ratios during the
meeting to either substantiate part of the rationalization for Proposal 21 or refute it. It is possible that more than two non-resident tags
could be issued based on this information and other herd composition information.

 

Proposal 24- SUPPORT

 

Coyotes should be treated as an invasive species north of the Brooks Range and harvested at every opportunity to prevent proliferation.

 

Proposal 27- OPPOSE

 

We oppose this proposal based on the use of inaccurate, untrustworthy population density/data used in support of the proposal. We agree
wholeheartedly with the Departments findings and opposition to the proposal.

 

Proposal 28- SUPPORT

 

We support this proposal for the same reasons we support proposal 24.
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Proposal 29- SUPPORT

 

We support this proposal based on its given merits and a desire for statewide uniformity on the regulations on the sale of antlers.
However, if there is strong opposition from the Western Arctic Caribou Working Group, we would defer to that process and remove our
support.

 

Proposals 30, 31, 32, 33- OPPOSE

 

We oppose all of the region-wide efforts to restrict non-resident sheep hunters. These proposals lack a conservation perspective and are
strictly allocative in nature.

 

The APHA is solution oriented regarding the recent slew of “sheep re-allocation/resident first proposals” but believes that the best solution
will come from compromises that put all the users groups at the same table with the same objective information. We ask that the board to
reject ALL SHEEP PROPOSALS PENDING THE RESULTS OF THE SHEEP WORKING GROUP. Furthermore, during the past 7 years
the APHA has been actively fulfilling its commitment to the Board to advocate for a guide concession program on State Lands that will
significantly reduce conflicts over game resources in Alaska. While the Guide Concession Program is in its final round of debate in the
legislature before being implemented, it is more appropriate that the results of the sheep-working group be applied in conjunction with
guide area implementation. Furthermore, because areas with and without guiding concessions have vastly different intensities of conflict
over sheep, these substantive findings can and will be addressed in the working groups’ recommendations’ even if guide areas are not
implemented. In a scenario where Guide Concessions are implemented behind schedule the recommendations of the working group can
be seamlessly be applied in to management strategies in this “delayed” or “tiered” implementation scenario. We feel this is appropriate
because sheep conservation is not an issue, trophy quality and other subjective hunt qualities and values are. We feel that the working
group format is the best possible forum for airing, expressing and solving this list of grievances currently being alleged between user
groups.

 

We urge you to move the working group ahead rapidly, in the interest of ALL Alaskan sheep hunters and, potentially, the resource itself!

 

Proposal 34- OPPOSE

 

We oppose this proposal because it has no conservation basis and is purely allocative in nature. Since sheep conflict or decline is used
as an example by its author, please include our above comments in addressing and opposing this proposal.

 

Proposal 35- OPPOSE

 

We oppose this proposal based on the Department of Laws finding that there is currently no bear snaring permitted in Region V. The
proposal is therefore groundless and should be mooted without discussion.

 

Proposal 36, 37- OPPOSE

 

Both of these proposals seek to restrict non-resident allocation and once again, similar to other proposals requesting the same result, are
not conservation based but purely allocative in nature. These two proposals are particularly troubling because they use other Western
States as positive examples. Certainly this is misleading because residents of other western states living under the 90/10 have only seen
diminished hunting opportunity, while, at the same time, isolating themselves and their use. Alaska has some similarities to other Western
States but it has a vastly different constitutional treatment of renewable resources. Arguments that reference “other western states”
should be rejected outright as they do not fairly address or represent Alaska’s unique status; legally, culturally or
geographically.
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Sincerely,

 

            Thor Stacey
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Submitted By John D Frost
Affiliation The Alaskan Bowhunters Association

Attn: Board of Game Comments

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Board Support Section

PO Box 115526

Juneau AK 99811-5526

                                 Fax 907-465-6094

 

The Alaskan Bowhunters Association comments for Board consideration Region V meeting in Kotzebue Jan. 2014

 

 

Proposal #32  New archery season for sheep Support
This proposal was submitted by the Alaskan Bowhunters Association.  As the Board is aware there is considerable concern about the
declining quality of sheep hunting in Alaska.  Over crowding is reducing the quality of the sheep hunting experience.  The vast areas of
Federal Park sheep habitat that are off limits to hunting squeeze hunters into smaller areas.  Declining sheep populations in some open
areas and transition to drawing permits have limited access to sheep hunting.  The Board probably should review all sheep hunting on a
Statewide basis but at present the only opportunity for change is to make proposals on regional basis.

 

The concept of this proposal is to improve the quality of the sheep hunting experience by reducing some of the over crowding seen in the
first week of sheep season.  By allowing an archery hunt starting on August first, ten days prior to the start off the general sheep season,
many bowhunters would opt for the early season and would be leaving the field when the general season opens.  This might allow for
increased business for air taxis and transporters.  It would reduce the crunch just prior to August 10th and would allow some hunters to be
taken out of the field as the next group is being brought into the field.

 

The success rate of bowhunters is far lower than firearms hunters.  This has been shown over the last 30 years with experience with
special bow hunts in Unit 14C.  Those hunts had very low success rates in spite of allowing “any

 

sheep”.  This proposal would be for full curl rams only.  So the success rate would be even lower.

 

You also have several proposals to open resident seasons earlier than non-resident seasons.  Those proposals are generally opposed by
the guiding industry.  This proposal should be supported by guides, because it would give them opportunity to guide a bowhunt before their
regular season if they took nonresident bowhunters.

 

There is always the concern expressed by the Board that bowhunters are a special interest group.  We want to reiterate that nearly anyone
can learn to bowhunt.  The analogy to fly fishing is appropriate.  Fly fishing is a method which reduces the take by comparison with bait
fishing.  The same is true of bowhunting.  Bowhunting requires more patience and persistence because the hunter must get much closer to
the quarry.  That is the reason that the actual success rate is so much lower than with firearm hunting.

 

There would appear to be no biologic problem with opening a sheep season earlier in August.  Sheep seasons in NWT start July 15th and
in BC the stone sheep seasons start August 1st.
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We considered requesting a late archery sheep hunt similar to that, which has been successful for many decades in unit 14C.  However in
late September and early October the days are very short and the weather is getting colder and stormier.  This is even more of a problem
in the far northern Region V.  Probably far fewer bowhunters would participate in a late season sheep hunt and it could be more
dangerous.

 

Allowing a bowhunting season before the regular firearm sheep season would have minimal impact on the sheep population but would
reduce some over crowding.  That should enhance the quality of the hunt for everyone.

 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

 

Sincerely,

 

John Frost – Legislative VP of the Alaskan Bowhunters Association

 

Page 2 ABA comments to Board of Game

December 27, 2013
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Submitted By Joe Letarte
Affiliation Alaska Trappers Association
Phone 907 488 7517
Email letarte@alaska.net

Address Box 16075
Two Rivers, Alaska 99716

Proposal #35 - The ATA does not support this proposal.  It is the responsibility of the state of Alaska and the board of game to manage
the resources in the best manner, so they should have the final decision in these matters.
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Submitted By Gary Eckenweiler
Affiliation
Phone 907 624-4249
Email geckenweiler@gmail.com

Address P.O. Box 231
Unalakleet, Alaska 99684

re: proposal 19-5 AAC 85.060 etention of wolverine season unit 22

I am not supporting this proposal.

The wolverine season as it stands give more than ample time for anyone interested in havesting wolverine to do so. Being a wolverine
trapper I notice an increase in activity at the end of the current season and the few weeks following the season. This may be due to
females hunting for their young; with a longer hunting season females nurturing their young may be harvested, not good. Also at that time of
the year wolverine have a tendency to loose thier fur tip ends especially right on the parka ruff stripe which makes them undesirable. Also
durring this time of year there are more people out and longer daylight which could relate to a harvest quite higher than any other portion of
the open season.
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Submitted By Joe Letarte
Affiliation None
Phone 907 488 7517
Email letarte@alaska.net

Address Box 16075
Two Rivers, Alaska 99716

Proposals 36,37 and any other proposals that deal with restricting non resident hunting I do not support. There is no biological reason for
these proposals and we would be excluding the people who are paying the way for the rest of us.
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Submitted By Mike Wade
Affiliation
Phone 907-443-5470
Email betsmike@nome.net

Address P.O. Box 1623
Nome, Alaska 99762

PROPOSAL 19:  5 AAC 85.060. Hunting seasons and bag limits for fur animals.

I oppose this proposal:

This propsosal is to extend the wolverine hunting season from September 1 - April 30.  Right now the season ends on March 31.  That
makes for a  6 month  hunting season for wolverines.  Very little is really known about the population of wolverines in GMU 22.  What is
known is that in late March and April wolverines breed.  They travel around the counrty looking for mates, which make them very vulnerable
to hunters and being run down by snowmachines.

I feel that with very little biological data on this animal and an already long hunting season, we should not lengthen it another month and into
their prime breeding season.

The trapping season ends on April 15, why would we allow hunters to harvest them until April 30?

Mike Wade, Nome, Alaska
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