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Proposal 96 

This proposal 
"-'.'-'Recommencrstffaftl1e '50ara review ana 

possibly revise its "amount reasonably 
necessary for subsistence uses" finding CANS 
finding) for moose in GMU 13. 

• At its emergency meeting in July 2008, the 
board expressed its intent to review this ANS 
finding at the February/March 2009 meeting. 

Department Recommendation: 
No recommendation. 
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Current State Regulations
 

, ~ The ANS finding for moose in GMU 13 is 600 
I moose (5 AAC 92.025). 
I 

I ~ The board made this finding in 1992. 

I ~ Background on this ANS determination can
 
I be found in written findings adopted by the
 
I board during its 1992 meeting (No. 92-60­

BOG)., 
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Background on current ANS for moose in 
GMU 13 (1992 action) 

•	 Board accepted departn1ent's estimate of 600 bull n100se 
available for harvest. 

•	 Focused on 12 years of data (1980 - 1991) due to reliability 
and relevance to human population. 

•	 Determined that approximately 3,000 "subsistence users" 
would hunt moose in GMU 13, including 600 local residents. 

•	 Determined that under the "all Alaskans policy," all 600 moose 
were needed for the ANS. 

•	 Determined that a success rate of 20% (600 moose by 3,000 
hunters) was acceptable given the recent historical range. 
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Figure 1. 
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Figure 2.	 Number of Alaska Resident Hunters of Moose in GMU 13 and 

Number of Moose Harvested, All Hunts, 1967 - 2007 
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Figure 4. Number of Local Resident Hunters of Moose in GMU 13 and Number 
of Moose Harvested, All Hunts, 1969 - 2007 
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Table 4.-1\rfean annual number of hunters and successful hunters, and success rates, Gl\AU 13 moose, 
1980-1991 and 1992-2007. 

1980 to 1991 a 1992 to 2007 
Annual mean Range Annual mean Range 

G1IfU 13 residents only: 
Num ber of hunters 696 366 - 1,166 885 743 - 961 
Num ber of successful hunters 156 74 - 263 124 103 - 153 
Success rate 22.3% 16.9% - 33.0% 14.0% 11.6% - 17.4% 

All Alaska residents:
 
Number of hunters 3,317 2,615 - 4,278 4,435 3,132 - 5,834
 
Number of successful hunters 764 450 - 1,084 716 428 - 1,158
 
Success rate 23.0% 17.1%-27.9% 16.1% 12.5%-21.3%
 

a. This is the 12-year period upon which the present ANS of 600 moose is based. 
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Figure 3. Hunter Success Rates, Alaska Resident Hunters, GMU 13
 
Moose, 1967 - 2007
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Figure 6. Percentage of GMU 13 moose 
hunters by area of residence,1992-2008 

Other 

26%)
 

•
 

1-·---­I 

I, 
I 

10
 



• • • 

Figure 8. GMU 13 moose hunters, method of transport by 
area of residence, 1998-2007 
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Figure 11. Percentage of Moose Hunters by Area of Residence, 3
 
Areas with GMU 13 proposed for drawing hunts, 1992 - 2007
 

:, Iii1l ~ML!. 13 residents" Anchorage Muncipality 0 Mat-Su Borough 0 Fairbanks-Northstar Borough" Kenai Peninsula Borough It Other Alaska I 

50% ~--

45%
45% L ---------------j

I

40% +------­

35% -t----- -----------------------------------1 

.s~ 

s::: 30% +-----­

­::3o 
::I:

0 
<ll 251'0 +-­ ---------
Cl 
S 
s::: 
~ 20% +-----­
~ 

<ll a. 
15% +--­

10% +--­

0% 

GMU A Proposed Drawing Hunt Area GMU B Proposed Drawing Hunt Area GMU C Proposed Drawing Hunt Area 



Some Options for GMU 13 Moose ANS
 

•	 Option A: No action; leave ANS at 600 moose. 

•	 Option B: Mean harvests 1992-2007 (716 moose), 
+/-25%: 537 to 895 moose. 

•	 Option C: High and low harvest, 1992-2007: 428 
to 1,158 moose. 

•	 Option D: Mean and low harvest, 1992 -2007: 
428 - 716 moose. 

•	 Other Options can be developed. 
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Minutes of G.A.S.H. River Advisory Committee 
IJ S 

I :00 p.m. 
Teleconference February 24, 2009 (J r>

fL- \...-. t7' 

Meeting was called to order by Arnold Hamilton 
Roll Call. 
Present were: Gabe Nicholi, (Grayling) 
Arnold Hamilton, Roger Hamilton (Shageluk) 
Kathy Chase, LeRoy Peters, Peter Walker (Holy Cross) 
Absent were: Marlene Madrose, Harry Maillelle, Ken Chase, Jay Jensen 

Also present were Randy Rogers and Rita St. Louis 

New Business 
The committee wanted to vote on Proposal # 238 that will be deliberated on by the Board
 
ofGame starting the end of this week.
 

Randy briefly summarized the predator control plan for 2lE that the Department was
 
planning to take to the board. Then the members had some questions.
 
Arnold: If this is passed in this March meeting, will it be implemented next winter?
 
Randy: Yes
 

Kathy Chase: Can the winter hunt be revisited in the future.
 
Randy: Any thing can be revisited in the future. The winter hunt is a federal hunt, so the
 
state does not control it.
 
Gabe: For us in Grayling, the federal hunt is more important than the state hunt. Last
 
winter 6 cows were taken.
 
Kathy: She is not in favor ofcow hunts
 
Gabe: You have more moose there. This population is really low and we are barely
 
surviving.
 
Roger: In Shageluk, there are hard times, no jobs, a lot did not get moose in September,
 
and a lot did not get moose the 1st - lOth either.
 

Leroy: It is not worth going after wolves with $7.25 for gas
 
After more discussion the committee Moved, 2nd

, and unanimously supported
 
Proposal 238.
 

The committee felt a lot more discussion needed to go into endorsing the closure ofthe
 
winter hunt as the 2lE plan calls for. Perhaps it would work in portions of2lE and not
 
others. Everyone agreed that a face-to-face meeting was important to discuss this.
 

Randy gave a brief Wood Bison Update, and told that Yukon-Innoko would probably be
 
the primary site for introduction.
 

The committee agreed to meet in Anvik on April 2.
 
Meeting adjourned at 2:45
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CITIZENS' ADVISORY COMMISSION 
ON FEDERAL AREAS 

SARAH PALIN, Governor 

3700 AIRPORT WA Y 
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99709 

PHONE: (907) 374-3737 

FAX: (907) 451-2751 

February 13,2009 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AI( 99811-5526 

ATTN: BOG COMMENTS 

To the Board of Game: 

The Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas submits the following comments on 
Proposal Numbers 44,51,64,67, 77, 78, 112, 174 and 186. Because these proposals potentially 
affect seasons and bag limits for brown bear and wolf for portions ofgame management units 
within several national preserve units, they are of concern to this commission. 

Proposals 44 - Brown Bear, Unit 9C. This proposal makes the argument that the current 
management of brown bear in unit 9C is not sustainable and is inconsistent with the provisions of 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA), the National Park Service 
Organic Act, and NPS Management Policies at 4.4.2. Specifically, it argues that the ANILCA 
mandate that Katmai National Park and Preserve be managed to provide for "high concentrations 
of brown/grizzly bears and their denning areas" is threatened by current harvest levels. 

However, the population and harvest data for Unit 9C brown bear compiled by the Alaska 
Department ofFish and Game do not support this argument. According to ADF&G information, 
the sustainable annual harvest rate of a given bear populations is around 6%. The long term 
harvest rate in all of GMU 9C (70% of which is closed to hunting) is 2% and the harvest rate for 
the remaining 30% of Unit 9C is still below 6%. The harvest level of33 bears for the open 
portion of Unit 9C is well within the harvest guideline of 34-45 bears. 

The proposal incorrectly implies that the State ofAlaska does not regularly consult with the 
National Park Service. In fact, there is a longstanding Master Memorandum of Understanding 
between the ADF&G and the National Park Service. Both agencies cooperatively monitor 
brown bear populations in this area by conducting regular censuses, population surveys and 
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collecting harvest data. In 2004 and 2005 joint Spring surveys gave an estimate 01'2,255 ±306 
bears in Unit 9C. August surveys in 2006 and 2007 for the preserve portion ofUnit 9C indicated 
a density 01'331-581 bears/386 sq. miles. Clearly, this average density of about one bear per 
square mile meets the ANILCA mandate for "high concentrations" of brown bears. 

Sections 1313 and 1314 ofANILCA recognize the State ofAlaska's authority to manage 
resident fish and wildlife, as well as the authorities ofthe Secretary of the Interior. Regulations 
at 43 CFR Part 24 and Section 8.2.2.6 of the NPS Management Policies further clarify the 
respective authorities and responsibilities and encourage cooperative agreements or memoranda 
of understanding between the State and Federal Agencies. 

Given the health of the brown bear population in this unit, continuing high densities and the level 
of cooperation between the ADF&G and the NPS, the allegation in the proposal that the current 
brown bear management structure in Unit 9C is a "violation of federal law" is unfounded. This 
proposal should be rejected by the Board of Game. 

Proposal 51 - Brown Bear, Unit 17B. This proposal should be rejected for many of the same 
reasons as Proposal 42. It attempts to make the case that current harvest levels of brown bear in 
that portion of Unit 17B within Lake Clark National Preserve are inconsistent with the purposes 
for which the preserve was established and that state regulations are in conflict with NPS statutes 
and management policies. Our review of the available information indicates that this claim is not 
accurate. 

Information from the ADF&G 2004 - 2006 Brown Bear Management Report is cited selectively 
in an effort to support the proposal. For example, the proposal states that 85 brown bear were 
harvested in Unit 17 in 2004 - 2005 and 119 were harvested in 2005 - 2006. What the proposal 
fails to state, however, is that within Unit 17B (the unit in question), 48 bears were harvested in 
2004 -2005 and 72 were harvested in 2005 - 2006. It also fails to note that national preserve 
lands are only a small part of Unit 178. 

The Brown Bear Management Report states that brown bear habitat in Unit 17 is virtually 
unaltered and in excellent condition. Salmon stocks are carefully managed and escapements are 
adequate for the needs of the current bear population. The report, while acknowledging that no 
objective data on the status of the bear population in Unit 17 is available, goes on to state that the 
population is probably stable to increasing unit wide. It also points out that hunting pressure is 
greatest along the Nushagak River, in the Mulchatna River drainage, and in the mountains 
surrounding the Wood River/Tikchik Lakes. Only the upper reaches of the Mulchatna and some 
of its tributaries are within Lake Clark Preserve. The report concludes that despite an increase in 
the harvest of brown bears in Unit 17, ADF&G is meeting its objective of maintaining a 
population that will sustain a harvest of50 bears per year. 

We have already outlined the various legal and regulatory authorities of both the State of Alaska 
and the National Park Service. The proposal fails to establish that the current management of 
brown bear in Unit 17B conflict with any of those authorities or with the maintenance ofhealthy 
populations of bear within that small portion of the unit that lies within Lake Clark National 
Preserve. The proposal should be rejected. 
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Proposal 64 - Wolf, Units 9B,C, & E. The Commission recommends this proposal be rejected. 
The 2006 ADF&G Wolf Management Report indicates a conservative population estimate of 
some 350 wolves in Units 9 and 10. The report also states that wolf numbers appear to be 
increasing in these units. The report concludes that harvest has had little effect on the wolf 
population in Units 9 and 10. Consequently, it appears that current management of wolves in 
Units 9B, C & E, including seasons and bag limits, is consistent with the ANILCA mandate to 
maintain healthy populations within those portions of Lake Clark National Preserve, Katmai 
National Preserve and Aniakchak National Preserve. 

Proposal 67 - Wolf, Unit 17D. The commission recommends this proposal be rejected. No 
evidence is presented that the current harvest and management objective is having an adverse 
impact on the existing healthy population ofwolves in that small portion of Unit 17B within 
Lake Clark National Preserve. As the proposal points out, the management objective ofan 
annual harvest of 25 wolves can easily be met with the estimated 280-320 wolves in Unit 178. 

Proposal 77 - Drown Bear, Unit 13C. and ProposalH2 - Wolf, Unit 13C. The commission 
recommends this proposal be rejected. This proposal again unconvincingly attempts to make a 
case that current management objectives for brown bear and wolves in Unit 13 are inconsistent 
with purposes and management for Wrangell -S1. Elias National Preserve. The ADF&G Brown 
Bear Management Report and the Wolf Management Report clearly indicate that brown bear and 
wolfpopulations in this unit are healthy and are not adversely affected by current management 
objectives. These management objectives are within the scope ofthe State's regulatory authority 
and remain consistent with the purposes of the preserve. 

Proposal 78 - Brown Bear, Unit HZ. The commission strongly recommends rejection of this 
proposal. The stated objective is to maintain brown bear harvest in this unit at pre-ANILCA 
levels. There is absolutely no legal or regulatory foundation for this objective. Nothing in 
ANILCA or its legislative history requires capping the harvest level of any fish or game species 
at pre-ANILCA levels. The State's authority to regulate fish and wildlife on federal lands means 
that adjustments to seasons and harvest levels can be made so long as healthy population are 
maintained. To make the claim that an increase in harvest levels beyond those that existed prior 
to designation of the preserve would bring state regulations into conflict with federal statutes and 
management policies is disingenuous and without any legal basis. 

By all indications the bear population in this unit is stable and healthy, with the average harvest 
over the last 8 years below that which occurred prior to creation of the preserve. This proposal 
must be rejected. 

Proposal 174 - Brown Bear and Proposal 186 - Wolf, Unit 16D. The Commission 
recommends rejection of these two proposals for the same reasons given for Proposals 77 and 
112. Populations of brown bear and wolves in this unit remain healthy. State management is 
within the scope of its authorities and is consistent with the purposes of Denali National Preserve 
as well as federal regulations and management policies. 
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The Commission appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments to the Board of Game. If 
we can provide additional information or if we need to clarify anything, please contact our 
Executive Director Stan Leaphart at (907) 374-3737. 

Sincerely, 

~ ~tLr-
.£, Rick Schikora 
O· t Chairman 
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PaulChanek 
21035 Country View Dr 
Chugiak AK 99567 
688-4894 
pchanek@ak.net 

Feb. 25,2009 

To: Alaska Board of Game 
Re: Commentary on Upcoming Proposed Regulation Changes 

As a hiker and a dog owner, I am very concerned that traps are allowed to be 
placed anywhere near publicly USed trails in Alaska. The setting of lethal, spring­
loaded traps in the vicinitY of heavily-used trails is completely senseless. the 
equivalent of a roadside bomb- We've already seen dogs-beloved family pets­
maimed and killed in these traps, and to serve what end? Will it take the maiming 
or killing of a human-which wm surely eventually happen-to bring it to an end? 
There is absolutely no reason trappers cannot go the extra mile to set traps off 
heavily used areas. The interests of a very very few trappers should certainly not 
outweigh the interests of the community at large. Change this practice 
immediately and avoid another senseless tragedy-

Along these same lines, trapping of" lynx and wolverine should be closed in 
Chugach State Park. It likewise endangers recreational users. Far more dogs 
have been caught in wolverine traps than wolverines-which is not surprising. 
given the sparseness of these rare animals. Their value lies in viewing and in 
being part of a rare ecosystem, not in trapping for any dubious commercial profit. 
State wildlife biologists are in agreement that the numbers of these animals do 
not support harvesting. The pUblic has spoken out loudly against their trapping. 
Yet the Board persists in allowing it10 continue. Who is benefiting from this? 
Certainly not the majority of Park users, who come to view wildlife and enjoy the 
outdoors free from worry about their pets, or themselves. being hurt or killed in 
traps. Please respect the recommendations of wildlife professionals and of the 
pUblic at large. Put an end this harmful practice. 

Sincerely, 

•!i1~ L~ 
PaulChanek 

HCEIVED TIME FEB. 25. 1:49PM
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Alaska Board of Game: . 

I am writing this letter in regards to proposal nLnber 34 obtaining to extending the 
Brown Bear season in unit 60. I am the orlJina' author of that proposal, and I wish to 
abolish the proposal entirely. The cunent season dates should stay the same for unit 
60. 

I was originally led to believe that the harvest numbers were a lot tower than they 
actually are for that unit. After clarifying will fish and game about the actual harvest 
numbers, I seems the current take is already at the plefened leNei ofaround 25 
Bears annually. Extendilg the season would allow additionall3ears to be harvested, 
and could hurt the sus1ainable yield. 

Sincerely, 

Otto Kulm 

RECEIVED TIME FEB. 25. 2:02PM 



~ht, Sherry (DFG) _ 

From: Robert Purpura [kbsp@alaska.net]
 
Sent: Saturday, February 14, 2009 10:34 AM
 
To: Wright, Sherry (DFG)
 
Subject: RE Cow Moose Hunt
 

Sherry 

Keith Gain polled the members of the Seldovia AC Board about reauthorization of the 
request to have or extend a cow moose hunt on the Kenai Peninsular and everyone is in 
support of this proposal. 

Please make note for the up coming game board meeting. 

Thank you 
Robert Purpura 
Vice Chair Seldovia AC 

1 



~ount Yenlo AC mcctln2 minutes from February 25,2009 

The meeting was held at 12: pm at the Skwentna roadhouse. Election was held and four 
new members were scated as were 3 previous members re~e1ected by consent giving the 
AC 10 total members. Two members were not in attendance. 

The agenda was centered on the predator control proposals in the area. 

Proposal 166; no action: There was a discussion, but due to the combined issues ofthe 
proposal. no action was taken by consent. 

Proposal) 68; carried 6-1: dissenting member was concerned of the public perception 
from outside ofalJowing non-residents to participate in predator control. . 

Proposal17t carried 6-1: dissenting member was concerned for incidental take of 
brown bears. 

Proposal 173; carried 7-0: no objections. 

Proposal 174; failed 0-7: the AC is unsympalhetic to this group's cause. 

Proposal 182; eani~d 5-3: the opposition is concerned that non-residents may be able to 
harvest moose prior to residents. but looking at the small harvest records, the majority has 
little concern. 

PropoAl1183; (,arried 8-0: this is a yearly re-authorization. 

Proposal 186; failed 0-8: not in keeping with this AC agenda in game management so 
again as with) 74, this group gets no Sllppon. 

Propos.I ISS; carried 8-0: this AC believes this is 'mandated by law and is nessesary. 

Propos.1189; carried 8-0: this AC wants to extend the bait sc:ason and allow perminccs 
to usc choppers for predator CQntroL 

Proposal 190; failed 0-8: this AC has a long history of preferring the pUblic/private 
individuals over the governmenr employees when it comes to this typc of 
controllman3g~mcnrprogram. 

Propo8a1246; failed 0-8: this is adding costly paper work that is not needed.
 
proposal 245; failed 0-8: AC finds UJUlecessary. and amends to eliminate it state-wide.
 

fl.f1,trt,-e.d 1::; <:-:-}c">'-- h~"""'; C /;4/:, 
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Kenai/Soldotna Fish & Game Advisory Committee 

02/18/2009 

Called to Order 

Roll Call 

Present: Chair Mike Crawford, Secretary Christine Brandt, Dyer VanDevere (late), George Hunt, Joe 

Hardy, Joe Mandurano, Nate Corr, Pegge Bernecker, Reubin Payne (late), Rik Bucy, Dick Dykema, 

Andrew Carmichael, Brent Burnett, John lucking. Excused: Vice Chair Paul A. Shadura II, Bill Tappan. 

Absent: Wade Beard 

Agency Staff Present: Jeff Selinger 

A. Bucy moved to approve the minutes from 2/11/09, Carmichael seconded. Unanimous. 

B. Board of Fish proposals 

Proposal 44- Mandurano moved to approve, Bucy seconded. Not even information to approve 

management plan. Concern about abundance of shrimp. 0/12/0 

Proposal 49- Bucy made a motion to approve, Burnett seconded. 0/12/2 

Break - Payne present.
 

Brandt made a motion for Chair Crawford to travel to Anchorage to represent the Kenai/Soldotna Fish &
 

Game Advisory, Corr seconded. 13/0/0 

Board of Game proposals 

Proposal 134-140- Crawford moved to take no action based on action taken on 132, Corr 

seconded. 13/0/0 

Proposal 143- Crawford moved to adopt, Bucy seconded. Unfair to nonresidents. 0/13/0 

Proposal 144-Crawford made a motion to approve, Brandt seconded. Crawford withdrew his 

motion. Crawford moved to take no action based on Seward AC, Corr seconded. 10/2/1 

Proposal 156 - Buey made a motion to approve, Corr seconded. Motion withdrawn. Brandt 

moved to take no action, Corr seconded. 13/0/0 

Proposal145- Crawford moved to adopt, Brandt seconded. 0/13/0 

Proposal 146- Hardy made a motion to adopt, Crawford seconded. Hunting not decreasing 

population. 0/13/0 

Proposal 147- Crawford moved to take no action based on 146, Bucy seconded. 13/0/0 



'.. 

Proposal 148- Crawford moved to adopt, Corr seconded. Concern about depleting bull moose.
 

0/13/0
 

Proposal 153- Corr moved to adopt, Bucy seconded. 0/11/2
 

Proposal 154- Crawford moved to take no action based on 153, Corr seconded. 13/0/0
 

Proposal 155- Crawford moved to adopt, Bucy seconded. 0/13/0
 

Proposal 119- Crawford moved to bring back to the table, Brandt seconded. Crawford moved
 

to amend the proposal to seasons to open November 01- closing April 30, Payne seconded.
 

13/0/0 Amendment. 13/0/0 as amended.
 

Proposal 117- Hardy moved to adopt, Corr seconded. Not a biological concern. 0/13/0 

Proposal 118- Corr moved to adopt, Bucy seconded. 0/13/0 

Proposal 120- Corr moved to adopt, Bucy seconded. 0/13/0 

Proposal 67- Corr moved to adopt, Bucy seconded. 0/13/0 

Proposal 77- Corr moved to adopt, Bucy seconded. 0/13/0 

Proposal 78- Brandt moved to adopt, Bucy seconded. 0/13/0 

Proposal 174- Corr moved to adopt, Brandt seconded. 0/13/0 

Proposal 123- Hardy moved to adopt, Corr seconded. 0/13/0 

Proposal 125- Hardy moved to adopt, Corr seconded. 0/13/0 

Proposal 131- Manduranomoved to bring 131 back to the table, Burnett seconded. 

Mandurano moved to amend 131 to bow/archery general season will be at the same dates as 

the drawing hunt, Burnett seconded. 3/6/4. Crawford moved to amend 131 to 10% of permits 

will go to archery hunters only, peninsula wide. Mandurano seconded. Amendment 7/5/1. 

8/2/3 as amended. 

Van Devere present 9:42PM 

Proposal 201- Hardy moved to adopt, Corr seconded. Hardy moved to amend to be for guided 

hunters, Corr seconded. Amendment 2/12/0. As written 14/0/0 

Proposal 222- Dykema moved to adopt, Corr seconded. 0/14/0 

Proposal 128- Payne moved to adopt, Corr seconded. Crawford moved to amend it to include 

7 & 15, Brandt seconded. Amendment 14/0/0. As amended 14/0/0 



Proposal 129- Payne moved to adopt, Corr seconded. Corr moved to amend to include Unit 

15, up to 1 nonresident permit total in remote areas, Payne seconded. Amendment 6/7/1. As 

written 0/14/0. 

Next meeting March 23, 2009, Lisa Evans with Sport Fish presentation on Sport Fish Economic 

Report, email link to short economic report to AC members. 

Meeting adjourned. 
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Good Morning Mr. Chair, members ofthe board. My name is Jim Strattonand I am the Alaska Regional 
Director of the National Parks Conservation Association. I appreciate the opportunity to comment today 
on our eight proposals that speak to a conflict between the state's Intensive Management strategy and its 
application to wildlife hunted on lands managed by the National Park Service. NPCA is a national 
membership organization working to protect our national parks for future generations. We have over 
1,000 members in Alaska and 340,000 across the country and it is the very opportunity for these members 
and all Americans to know that national preserve lands in Alaska support healthy populations of wolves 
and brown bears living in intact and functioning ecosystems that brings me before you today. 

I would like to say from the very beginning of my testimony today that NPCA is NOT challenging the 
state's Intensive Management laws. We fully understand that Intensive Management is the direction 
passed onto to the Board- of Game and the Department of Fish & Game by the Alaska legislature and 
baring any conflicting direction from federal land management agencies, it is how wildlife is managed in 
Alaska. What we are questioning, however, is the application ofIntensive Management on lands 
managed by the National Park Service because of an irrefutable conflict with the direction set by 
Congress for managing wildlife in national preserves as embodied in Park Service management policies 
and other directives. 

Sport hunting is provided for in the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANLICA) on those 
lands designated by Congress as national preserves. That authority, however, is not absolute and comes 
with some restrictions as found in ANILCA Section 1313: 

A National Preserve in Alaska shall be administered and managed as a unit ofthe National Park 
System in the same manner as a nationalpark ... except that the taking offish and wildlife for 
sport purposes ... shall be allowed in a national preserve ultder applicable State and Federal law 
altd regulation. 

The key words here are "in the same manner as a national park" and "under applicable state and federal 
law and regulation." Let's look at what applicable state and federal laws and regulations have to say 
about managing wildlife in Alaska's national preserves in the same manner as a national park. 

Intensive Management is based on the Alaska legislature finding that "providing for high levels of harvest 
for human consumption in accordance with the sustained yield principle is the highest and best use of 
identified big game prey populations in most areas of the State ... " If those populations are depleted, then 
the board takes action to control predators. Four years ago action was taken to exempt national park lands 



from Predator Control Areas and that action is to be applauded. However, the philosophy ofIntensive 
Management, regardless of whether an actual Predator Control Plan has been adopted for an area, is still 
impacting wolf and brown bear populations in national preserve lands. 

For example, in unit 16(b) (which includes portions of Denali National Preserve) when the state's 
Intensive Management bill was passed, the harvest ofbrown bears was one bear every four years in a 
season from September 1 to May 25. Starting in 1999, several changes were made to both the season 
length and bag limit so that the regulations now provide for two bears every year in a season from August 
10 to May 31. In reading the state's Brown Bear Management Report, these changes were made because 
"moose was the priority species...and a high population of brown bears conflicted with moose population 
productivity" and these changes were proposed "to reduce the bear population." 

This manipulation ofwildlife populations is fundamentally in conflict with· national park service 
Management Policies which read in Section 4.4.2 that 

The Service does not engage in activities to reduce the numbers ofnative species for the purpose 
ofincreasing the numbers ofharvested species (i.e., predator control), nor does the Service permit 
others to do so on lands managed by the National Park Service. 

This prohibition against the implementation of Intensive Management on national park lands was re­
emphasized in a December 19, 2006 letter to the Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council from the Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and Parks which states that" ...undertaking 
intensive management practices, including predator control activities as conducted by the State ofAlaska, 
is not allowed on NPS lands" 

The increase in bag limit in Unit 16(b) was objected to by the national park service in 2005 because of 
concerns over just this conflict, but those objections were not addressed by the Board ofGame. 

This is the rub. The National Park Service, which adopts all non-conflicting state wildlife regulations as 
its own, has regularly objected to increases it feels are in conflict with the Congressional management 
direction they must operate under and the Board of Game dismisses these concerns. 

Our eight proposals - 51,64,67, 77, 78, 112, 174 and 186 - asks that for those portions ofGMUs that are 
in national preserves, the hunting regulations (season length and bag limit) be rolled back to those levels 
that existed prior to the state's Intensive Management law. This was the level ofharvest anticipated by 
Congress when it provided for hunting in national preserves. 

Another way to address this concern would be for the Board of Game to implement a similar regulation to 
that which exempts national park service lands from predator control plans - simply provide that any 
change to hunting regulations on those portions of GMUs that are found on national preserve lands can 
only be implemented with the concurrence of the national park service. This puts the Park Service clearly 
in the decision making loop for wildlife living on its lands and allows it to make a determination if a 
proposed change is in conflict with federal directives. In addition to the solutions suggested in our 8 
proposals, this is another way to get at the concerns we have raised and prevent them in the future and 
we'd be happy to work with the board, the department, and the Park Service to develop such a regulation 
for your consideration. 
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February 23, 2009 

Kristy Tibbles, Executive Director Board of Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK. 99811 

SUBJECT: Comment for Board of Game Proposal#244 

Kawerak Incorporated, and the 20 Seward Peninsula Region villages it represents, vehemently 
opposes Proposal #244 which would make illegal the use of full metal jacket ammunition for the 
taking of big game resources on state managed lands. This proposal, if implemented, would 
cause extensive and unforeseen social and economic hardships throughout rural Alaska. 

Kawerak staff conducted a recent interview of six of the region's twelve village ammunition 
retailers and compiled information on the cost difference between the proposed illegal full metal 
jacket ammunition and its alternative, leaded soft point. The results were definitive: The cost 
for full metal jacket ammunition was less than half the cost of the alternative. This difference is 
due to the U.S. Military's demand and wide production of full metal cartridges, especially caliber 
.223. 

The increased cost in securing food and clothing is only a part of the concern. The motivation 
for hunting big game in rural Alaska is overwhelmingly different from those of urban 
populations connected to the road system. Most urban users supplement their diets with sport 
like game hunts and take home only prized meat. Rural subsistence users depend on securing 
game meat and value all portions of the game including vital and internal organs. 



The proponents ofproposal #244 argue that outlawing full metal jacket ammunition would 
decrease the amount of big game non-lethal wounding. For rural subsistence users, that 
reasoning is illogical as rural subsistence hunters utilize head shots exclusively so as not to 
damage the prized vital and internal organs. There is no more effective method for penetrating 
the skull bone of a big game animal than full metal jacket ammunition. Maiming of animals is 
the result of poor shot placement rather than type of ammunition. 

Kawerak Inc. and the villages it represents within Unit 22 oppose Proposal #244 because Full 
Metal Jacket ammo cost less in our communities, is readily available, and destroys less meat. 
If you would like more information, please contact Sandra Tahbone, Subsistence Program 
Director at 907.443.4265. 

Sincerely, 
Kawerak, INC. 

Loretta Bullard 
President 
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Region II Overview
 
Human Population
 

• Approxilllately 420,000 

• Roughly 2/3 of the state population 

• Areas of tnajor growth and developlllent: 
Anchorage, Mat-Su Valley, I<'enai Peninsula 
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Region II Overview
 
Organization
 

• 55 Etnployees 

• Regional Office in Anchorage 

• Area Offices in: 
• Cordova 

• Homer 

• Soldotna 

• I<.odiak 

• Palmer 

• I<.ing Salmon 

• Dillinghanl 

• Glennallen 



Personnel Changes
 

• Mark Burch - planning and tnanagetnent 

• Totn Lohuis - sheep research 

• John Crouse - Moose Research Center Director
 

• Ed Weiss -lands progratn 

• Joey Lindberg - info center 

• Coleen Greenshields and Patricia Howard ­
adtninistrative staff 



Vacancies and Needs 

• I<ing SalITlon AB, Assistant AB 

• Moose Research Center WEll 

• Moose Research Biologist - GMU 16 

• Anchorage info center 

• Assistant tnanagem.ent coordinator 

• Additional staff in Anchorage, the I<enai, and
 
Palm.er to address public needs and wildlife
 
.
issues. 
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TESTIMONY OF WADE WILLIS
 
DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE
 

Alaska Board of Game
 
Spring 2009 Meeting
 

Defenders of Wildlife ("Defenders") appreciates the opportunity to comment on the regulatory 
proposals being considered at the Southcentral and Southwest regional Board of Game meeting. 
Established in 1947, Defenders is a non-profit membership based organization dedicated to the 
protection of all native wild animals and plants in their natural communities. Defenders focuses on 
imperiled species, habitat alteration and destruction, and the associated loss of biological diversity. 
Defenders also advocates new and innovative approaches to wildlife conservation that will help prevent 
species endangerment. Our outreach programs, including education programs being developed with and 
for Alaskans, emphasize increased protection for entire ecosystems and interconnected habitats while 
protecting predators that serve as indicator species of ecosystem health. Defenders represents more than 
1,900 members and supporters in Alaska, and more than 1 million members and supporters nationwide. 

I am the Alaska Representative for Defenders, a 19-year resident of Alaska, a former biologist for the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, an active member 
of the Alaska Chapter of the Wildlife Society, a member of the Anchorage Regional Fish and Game 
Advisory Committee and a hunter. 

Defenders has submitted detailed written comments on 54 proposals. Today in my oral testimony I will 
focus on those issues of greatest concern to Defenders. 

Wolverine Trapping in Chugach State Park: 

Defenders supports the proposals (22, 25 and 27) that seek to close wolverine, lynx and coyote trapping 
in Chugach State Park due to unsustainable harvest levels of wolverines in 2007 and 2008. Despite 
ADF&G testimony about concerns for overharvest, as well as broad public disapproval and testimony 
regarding wolverine trapping in the Park, the Board of Game based its decision to allow wolverine 
trapping on a non-scientific agenda that supports the expansion of trapping at the expense of all other 
user groups and the long term health of the Park's wolverine population. Trapping for lynx and coyote 
need be terminated as well because of the risk to non-target species including dogs and wolverines. The 
adoption of a wolverine trapping season in the Park was a mistake and there is broad support for 
correcting this error. The board should adopt these proposals to protect the few remaining wolverines in 
Chugach State Park. (ADF&G Wolverine Census Population Estimate Data- 2008 andADF&G Wolverine 
Harvest Data 2007 & 2008) 
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Use of Helicopters by Private Citizens: 

Several proposals such as 192 would allow the use of helicopters by private citizens to kill bears and 
wolves. Defenders opposes these proposals, in part, because the use of aircraft should only be allowed 
to control predators in cases oflegitimate biological emergencies, and then only by ADF&G personnel. 
The effects of allowing private citizens to use helicopters further demonstrates that the state's predator 
control programs are nothing more that a guise to allow aerial hunting of wolves and bears by private 
citizens rather than scientifically defensible and legitimate control programs. 

Helicopter use is also strongly opposed by Alaska Wildlife Troopers as promoting illegal hunting for a 
wide variety of wildlife, including moose. Not only do they oppose it, but the Troopers request that the 
Board "develop a written policy to completely eliminate any possibility of helicopter use for any type of 
hunting of big game by the general public." (DPS comments to BOG - Feb 09) 

The Troopers further state that "by allowing the general public to use helicopters to access bait stations 
and associated camps during seasons when the hunting of other big game animals is open is inviting 
opportunities to kill brown bears, moose, wolverine and other species under the guise of accessing a bait 
station and associated camps." (DPS comments to BOG - Feb 09) The Troopers' concerns are 
especially relevant when the same-day airborne hunting is allowed in Unit 16. The Troopers have also 
testified about same-day airborne regulations that are allowed for one species but illegal for others at the 
same time: "This would give the illegal airplane hunter one more layer of defense by giving him the 
excuse of hunting black bear the "same day he is airborne" for a permitted bait station." (DPS comments 
to BOG - Jan 08) 

And let's not forget, this would occur in a unit that allowed increased numbers of bait stations per 
hunter. Could there be a stronger plea from the Troopers for the board to NOT promote unethical, and 
likely, illegal, hunting in Alaska? 

The Snaring of Bears: 

Proposal 168, 190 and the ADF&G's preferred option recommendations all request the snaring of 
bears, which we strongly oppose. Snares also catch cubs of both brown and black bears, presenting a 
significant risk to the public should they accidently approach a sow that has a cub which has been 
snared. ADF&G has also requested allowing the use of snares all summer long, when recreational use is 
highest by campers, fishermen, hikers, and berry pickers. The dates when black bear trapping are 
proposed to occur would also coincide with closed seasons for other furbearers, including brown bears, 
increasing the opportunities for illegal harvesting of other furbearers that would be out of season. 

Another of our concerns is that the Board of Game has waived the regulations requiring the salvage of 
game meat in Unit 16, even though spring black bears in that area are widely considered excellent 
sources of very good meat. Snaring bears to support the "preferred' harvest of moose meat, when both 
bear and moose are high quality food source, is unethical and wasteful. 

The Alaska Wildlife Troopers also oppose snaring of bears and, have clearly stated in the past: 
"Traditional snares and techniques are ineffective at targeting specific species, which place the hunter in 
violation of regulations." (DPS comments to BOG - Feb 09) 
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The Sale of Bear Parts: 

Defenders opposes the ADF&G recommendation to allow the "resale" of bear black bear skulls and 
hides, either raw or tanned in Unit 16 because harvesting bears in any predator control programs for 
profit is both ineffective and inappropriate. Predator control programs were never intended to provide 
financial gain for a hunter or an industry. 

Alaska Wildlife Troopers have long opposed any form of legal sale of bear parts due to lack of available 
enforcement personnel and insufficient regulatory oversight associated with verifying the legal origins of 
the bear parts. In other words, patchwork regulations promote the illegal harvest and poaching of bears. 

Astonishingly, the ADF&G's rationale for requesting this regulatory change is, and I quote; "to provide 
an incentive for fur buyers to actively participate in the program." Based in this statement, it appears the 
ADF&G wants to promote methods that do not increase harvest, but that actually encourage illegal 
harvest, and promote a for profit, "commercial" fur industry participation in a predator control 
program. 

This and other recommendations by the ADF&G were made, not in the proposal book, but in a 
separate document, "Preferred Options for Predator Control," which was only posted very recendy on 
the Board's website. In our opinion, this document should have made available prior to the close of the 
public comment period. By adding it to the website at such a late date, it appears to be an attempt to 
avoid the traditional and required public notice. 

Killing ofWolves and Wolf Pups Through Poison Gas, Denning, Snares and Traps: 

Also in the ADF&G's "Preferred Options for Predator Control" document for Unit 9, you will find a 
request by the ADF&G to authorize the use of carbon monoxide to kill wolves in dens, including pups. 
Defenders strongly opposes any type of regulation allowing the harvest of wolf pups during a predator 
control program as control should occur prior to pupping season to avoid the controversial killing of 
pups. 

This practice of using lethal gas has never been employed previously by the ADF&G and deserves both 
extensive public discussion and debate. The Department submitted Proposal 190 as a request for 
"public input" on the use of carbon monoxide by agency personnel stating that "the department is 
considering, but not necessarily recommending, the use of carbon monoxide to euthanize wolves." By 
floating it for discussion in Proposal 190, and then quiedy, and unequivocally, recommending it as a 
"preferred option" in an obscure website posting, certainly suggests the Department appears to be trying 
to do its best to hide the request from public view. 

The Department also recommends that plan language be clarified to allow ADF&G staff and the public 
("agents of the state") to trap and shoot wolves in or near dens, and to specifically allow denning. This 
simply dovetails with their plan, as stated by Doug Larson, to, "continue killing wolves and pups during 
the denning season if necessary or if simply encountered during standard field operations for Unit 9D's 
predator control program." (Doug Larson, DirectorADFr&G, testimo'!Y to the BOG - Dec 08). 

To date, the Board of Game has not sufficiendy addressed or discussed the needs and concerns of the 
public or the tourism industry when considering approving such a drastic method of harvest such as 
denning. The Board of Game never specifically called for proposals on the subject of denning at any of 



their previous regional meetings. Without thorough and rigorous participation by the public and strong 
evaluation of the benefits and the costs associated with the policy, it is inappropriate to assume that a 
vaguely worded authorization, that does not specifically address denning, would be sufficient to fully 
address the needs and concerns of the public as well as essential industries affected by the decision to 
allow killing wolf pups in the den. 

This lack of a formal public discussion on the policy of "denning" in Unit 9D, the lack of clarifying 
existing code changes by citing the change specifically, as well as the complete lack of clearly publishing 
calls for proposals specifically addressing denning, clearly highlights the limited scope and biased 
preferences during the Board of Game's evaluation and decision to promote this policy. Due to its 
controversial nature and this lack of proper procedure, denning should continue to be illegal in predator 
control programs, including in Unit 9D. 

New Predator Control Programs and Renewal of Current Programs: 

Proposal 239, submitted by the ADF&G at the request of the Board of Game and the Yukon-Innoko 
Moose Management Working group, would expand predator control programs into Unit 21E. 
Defenders opposes this request. Our review finds that, if adopted, this would be the least scientifically 
defensible predator control program to date. The Department justification for this program is not based 
on immediate biological need, but on "potential" need, calling this unnecessary wolf slaughter an 
"Adaptive Plan." Proposing to kill 80% of the wolves in an area of over 8,000 square miles when the 
Department has no population estimates for wolves nor any data to suggest wolves are significant 
contributor to moose calf mortality in the area is astonishing in its lack of scientific justification. 

And last, we oppose the ADF&G's requests to renew the current control programs and to expand them 
to allow Department personnel to assist private aerial gunning teams by using ADF&G helicopters to 
kill wolves all year long. Defenders continues to contend that none of these programs have the scientific 
evidence to support predator control in these areas. Instead of ending these deplorable, unscientific 
programs, the ADF&G's response is to recommend escalating the programs. No science, no results, and 
no end to the war on predators. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our concerns today. 
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Review of National Park Service Comments 

NPS commented on a large group of proposals that might affect NPS 
lands. Quite a few of the proposals deal with bears, wolves, and predator control 
programs, and are proposals that Defenders commented on too. 

At issue are liberal seasons and bag limits on predators to facilitate 
intensive management. The National Park Service provided the sentence: "The 
NPS supports returning national preserves to a management strategy 
independent of intensive management." Defenders strongly supports this request 
by the National Park Service and believe that it is the states obligation to manage 
resources on NPS preserves cooperatively with the NPS, as agreed to by the States 
MOU with the park service. 

Intensive managementdoes not mesh with the mandates of the NPS to 
manage for "natural" abundance and diversity. Reducing predators for intensive 
management purposes in not appropriate when managing for natural abundance 
and diversity. 

For Proposal 69, the NPS notes that certain park units would be 
virtually encircled by predator control areas thus affecting park populations of 
bears and wolves that migrate beyond the boundaries of the park. Management of 
our wildlife resources must consider the health of entire ecosystems which do not 
follow the rigid boundaries of the park. 

For Proposal 170 and 171 regarding trapping of bears, NPS opposes that on 
the basis of human safety concerns. Defenders agree and also notes the State 
Troopers strong opposition as well as noting that snaring bears is not species 
specific. Unintended catch of moose, caribou, wolverine and other species is 
inevitable making by catch a very real problem for allowing the use of snares. 

For proposal 198 regarding baiting of bears, NPS opposes due to concerns 
about habituating bears to human food sources. NPS lands are the favored 
destination for wildlife viewing by the public. Enticing bears to become 
accustomed to human food sources should be avoided at all costs in areas with 
such a reliance and historical high level of use for the wildlife viewing public. 
Baiting of bears often uses dog food laced with such foods as maple syrup, 

National Headquarters 

1I30 17th Street, N.W: 
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donuts, sugar, bacon, grease and a wide range of other common human foods. 
Baiting and habituating bears to these food sources is inappropriate in NPS lands 
that promote camping and wildlife viewing by the public as their priorities. 
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...--r REVIEW OF ADFG PREFERRED OPTIONS FOR REVISIONS TO 
PREDATOR CONTROL IMPLEMENTATION PLANS-FEBRUARY 2009 

At the March 2009 Board of Game Meeting the Board will consider changes to the 
implementation plans governing predator control actions in the six currently active 
control programs in Alaska. Some of the plans and programs are up for re-authorization 
while others may be modified to accommodate proposed changes in details and 
operational procedures. 

During the week of February 16,2009 ADFG posted a document on the Boards Support 
website detailing the Department's preferred options when the Board deliberates changes 
to the implementation plans. Some of the proposed changes involve major departures 
from past practices and deserve close review and scrutiny. Accordingly, the following 
summarizes the important issues in each of the programs and provides a short summary 
of each. 

Unit 9D-Southern Alaska Peninsula Caribou Herd 

Despite labeling Proposal 190 as issued only for public comment (this is the proposal 
mentioning use of carbon monoxide to euthanize wolves), the Department now requests 
the Board to authorize use of carbon monoxide to kill pups in dens if the den holes are 
too small to allow pup removal. This is a practice never employed previously by ADFG 
and deserves much public discussion and debate. By floating it for discussion in 
Proposal 190 but recommending that it be approved in an obscure website posting, the 
Department appears to be hiding it from public view. 

The Department also recommends that the plan language be clarified to allow ADFG 
staff and the public ("agents of the state") to trap and shoot wolves near dens, and to 
specifically allow"denning." This dovetails with their plan to try to kill wolves in the area 
in spring before the pups are born or, if necessary, to continue killing during the denning 
season. 

Unit 13-The Ne1china Basin 
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The background discussion admits that despite many years of liberal brown bear seasons 
and bag limits there has been no positive response in the moose population. 

The Department recommends re-authorizing the predator control program for up to six 
more years. 

The Department recommends that the Board authorize ADFG personnel using 
helicopters to shoot wolves that elude public aerial shooting in certain places during some 
years. This would be the first time since the first wolf control programs were approved 
in 2003 that helicopter shooting is employed. 

The helicopter authorization would allow shooting wolves " ... at any time during the 
control period... " which seems to allow shooting during summer or at dens. 

Unit 1GB-Upper Cook Inlet 

The background discussion indicates that the control area for wolves and bears will 
remain unchanged but the bear control effort will be concentrated in 1/ 3 of the area and 
research will be initiated to evaluate effectiveness of bear reductions. 

The Department is recommending that the Board authorize resident hunters to use 
helicopters for transport to access the area. This would be the first time that helicopters 
would be a legal means of transport for hunters in Alaska. Strict prohibitions on this 
have always been in effect, even to the extent of prohibiting rescue of hunters stranded 
by weather or other emergencies. Residents could use helicopters to check bait stations 
and shoot bears same-day-airborne. Shooting from the helicopter would not be legal. 

The Department is also recommending that the Board authorize foot snares for residents 
to take black bears. This is a fonn of trapping which has been illegal for bears for 
decades. Residents could use helicopters to check snares with a 24-hour checking 
requirement. 

The Department is also recommending that the Board extend the bear baiting season to 
run through the summer-the season would be April 15 to October 15. Defenders has 
commented previously on the problems associated with summer bear baiting including 
human safety concerns. 

Perhaps the most controversial Department preferred option is to allow private citizens 
to shoot and retrieve wolves in this area with helicopters. This comes as a surprise and is 
not mentioned in any of the proposals before the Board. Again, posting this on an 

2 



obscure webpage at the 11 th hour appears to be an effort by ADFG to hide it from public 
scrutiny. Surely, such a major departure from past practices deserves broad public notice 
and debate. 

The Department also recommends clarifying language in the plan to allow nonresident 
bear hunters to hunt over a guide's baiting permit. Nonresidents would not receive 
predator control permits, but could receive baiting permits if hunting without guides. 

As in Unit 13, the Department is requesting authorization to use Department staff in 
helicopters to take wolves not taken by private pilots in Unit 16B. 

Unit 19A-Central Kuskokwim River 

The Department proposes reducing the size of the wolf control area by 50% to 
concentrate control where it will be most effective along the major drainages. Past 
efforts in more remote, rugged areas have been ineffective. 

ADFG is requesting authorization to take wolves with helicopters if the reduction efforts 
by private pilots don't accomplish program goals. 

Unit 19D East-McGrath Area 

The background discussion indicates that the bear control effort in the EMMA has been 
unsuccessful in reducing bears or benefiting moose. However, the Department does not 
recommend canceling the bear control program. 

ADFG recommends extending the predator control program one year. 

The Department recommends reducing the size of the wolf control area from 6,245 
square miles to 4,636 squaremiles and focusing control near the villages in the unit. 
They also recommend establishing a new area-The 19D McGrath Village Wildlife 
Management Area-with its own moose population and harvest objectives. These would 
be 2,000-2,500 and 120-140, respectively. It is important to note that in 2000 when the 
original McGrath planning team devised a plan for Unit 19D East, ADFG biologists 
advised that 3,000-3,500 moose were necessary to provide sustainable harvests of 130­
150 moose per year. The recommended objectives of the Department now are likely 
inadequate. 

Again, the Department recommends that the Board authorize ADFG personnel in 
helicopters to take wolves not taken by public aerial shooting as necessary to accomplish 
program objectives. 
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Units 12 and 20E-Tok Area 

The background discussion indicates that wolf and bear control efforts have thus far not 
benefited moose or caribou significantly in most of this area. 

The Department recommends Board action to cancel the grizzly bear control program in 
this area and to eliminate the bear control area. We note that past research in this area 
demonstrated that bear predation on young moose calves was a major limiting factor for 
moose population growth. By failing to reduce bear predation on moose, the wolf 
reduction program will likely fail to significantly benefit moose or will take much longer 
to produce significant moose population growth. And it will shift focus entirely to 
reducing wolves rather than dealing with what is likely a more important predator in this 
area-the grizzly bear. We strongly recommended that the Board should explore creative 
options to encourage hunters in this area to harvest additional bears and to explore non­
lethal methods of reducing bear predation on moose. 

As with Unit 16B, the Department recommends that the Board authorize private pilots 
to use helicopters to shoot and retrieve wolves in this area. We should note that due to 
several factors including the remoteness of much of this area, relatively small numbers of 
wolves have been taken to date despite very large numbers estimated as present by 
ADFG. If the wolves are actually present and if helicopters are used by the public, vastly 
more wolves may be shot as a result. 

ADFG recommends that the Board authorize Department personnel in helicopters to 
shoot wolves the escape from private pilots in order to meet program objectives. 

In summary, several of the ADFG preferred options presented in these documents 
(including using carbon monoxide to kill young pups in dens and private pilots shooting 
wolves with helicopters) are highly controversial and deserving of much more public 
notice and debate. We are surprised that they were quietly posted on the Boards Support 
website only after the written public comment deadline on Board proposals for the 
March meeting had expired. It appears that this was a deliberate effort to hide 
controversial recommendations by the Department. We strongly recommend that the 
Board should postpone actions on all of the ADFG recommended changes to the 
predator control implementation plans until such time that the public has the opportunity 
to debate the wisdom of these drastic changes in public policy. 
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Lake Iliamna Fish &Game Advisory Committee 

Randy Alvarez (Chairman)
 

Igiugig, Ak 99613
 

Testimony to BOG February 27-March 9, 2009 

Board members I thank you for the opportunity to express our concerns and comments, on 

those proposals affecting us. Our committee is made up of 9 representatives from 8 

communities. The communities are Port Alsworth, Nondalton, Newhalen, Iliamna, Pedro Bay, 

Pope-Vanoy Landing, Kokhanok, and Igiugig. Our area of usage is units 9B, 9C, 17B, and 17C. 

Starting with Proposals 42, 43, 44, and 45 

Which deal with Brown Bears in Unit 9C. We are opposed to these proposals as they are asking 

to shorten or close the hunting season. At our advisory committee meeting February 2, 2009 at 

Igiugig, the ADF&G game biologist from King Salmon reported to us that there is no problem 

with the Brown Bear population in this area, he said that in 2007 he did an aerial survey ofthat 

area and counted 330 bears. Proposal 43 states that bear watching in this area got started 

about 1999 and in recent years they have been seeing less bears. We believe that bear 

watching started in this area because of the explosion of salmon returning, which resulted from 

the Kvichak River drainage being put into a conservation measure because of low salmon 

escapements. Commercial fishing was moved into the Naknek River to protect the KVichak. The 

Alagnak River drainage wasn't experiencing any problems to escapement during this time so 

the escapements to the Alagnak River were the most on record, as much as 5.4 million when 

the escapement goal is about 400,000 . This concentrated the bears to Moraine, Funnel and 

Battle creeks to feed on the abundant surplus of salmon. I remember flying there and seeing 

Moraine and Funnel creeks packed solid with fish. In fact it happened that because of a hot 

summer with low water, approximately 200,000 fish died from the lack of oxygen. That number 

from the fisheries biologist that manages the Naknek/Kvichak salmon. The last 5 years the 

Kvichak has been coming back and there has been commercial fishing in the Kvichak district, 

which the Alagnak is part of, commercial fishing started out conservatively and has been 

allowed more and more every year. Consequently the Alagnak has been getting less 



escapement and is resulting in Moraine and Funnel creeks getting closer to normal returns of 

salmon, but still well above average or what is needed for sustainability. 

The ADF&G salmon forecast for 2009 is for the Kvichak to be almost 2 million more than last 

year and the Alagnak to be lower by about 1 million, which is about twice the required amount. 

Consequently we see less salmon in Moraine, Funnel and Battle creeks this coming year. More 

like pre 1999. This will cause the bears to he spread out and not as many to be in this area. This 

is what has happened and will continue as long as the Kvichak and Alagnak salmon runs are 

healthy and the escapements to the Kvichak and the Alagnak get back to normal. 

Proposal 55 

We support this proposal, it would change the harvest objective for the Mulchatna Caribou 

herd. 

Proposal 57 

We submitted this proposal. We are in support of this. It asks to close Mulchatna Caribou 

hunting to nonresidents in units 9, 17, 18 and 19. The problem is the extremely low large bull 

count. We considered proposing closing the bull harvest and leaving the season open to both 

residents and nonresidents. 

Proposal 58 

Change the winter moose season in unit 9 to one antlered bull from one bull. We support this 

proposal. 

Proposal 59 

We submitted this proposal. We are now opposed, and ask that it be withdrawn. We proposed 

that the moose season be opened 10 days earlier in the fall in unit 9B 

Proposal 64 and 67 



We are opposed to these proposals. They ask that wolf bag limits in units 9 and 17 be reduced 

by half. Our game biologist reported at our last advisory committee meeting that the 

population is much higher than the 350 wolf population that proposal 64 states. We feel that 

the wolf population is a lot more than 350 in unit 9 not counting unit 17. 

Proposal 65, 68 and 69 

We support these proposals, they ask to develop and implement predator control plans. 

We submitted proposal 69, we would like to amend it to read units 9B and 17B instead of 9 and 

17. As you know the North Peninsula Caribou Herd is beyond Tier II with no hunting allowed 

and the Mulchatna Herd in severe decline along with the bull count being about half of what it 

needs to be. Something needs to be done to get these two herds healthy again. We at least 

would like to see management plans that state what our moose and caribou populations counts 

need to be, minimum, and what would take place if a herd drops below that count. 

Proposal 202 

Brown Bear tag fee exemption 

We support this proposal. 

Proposal 206 

Asks to establish an archery moose season for units 7, 9, 11, 13, 14, 15 and 16 

We strongly oppose this proposal because September 20-30 would be during the peak of the 

rut and the meat would be uneatable. Any moose taken at this time would be wanton waste. As 

for a season in November that is during freeze-up and would be dangerous, besides we already 

have a December season. 

Proposal 207 

Asks to establish a youth hunt in December 

We oppose this as we already have a December season. Ifthe board wants to implement a 

December youth season we ask to leave unit 9 out. 



Proposal 221 

Same Day Airborne 

We oppose this as it asks to extend the waiting period to land and shoot. Our protection officer 

said it would be hard to enforce. It would affect residents more than nonresidents as 

nonresidents usually book for a week. 

Proposal 244 

The Use of 223 Full Metal Jacket Bullets 

We oppose this proposal, although it is aimed at units 1, 2, 3 and 4 it asks that big game may 

not be taken with 223 full metal jacket bullets. Wolves and wolverine are considered big game 

and the full metal jacketed bullet is the most common for them because they are cheapest and 

military ammo is readily available. Hunters need to realize that full metal jackets are not deer 

bullets and use appropriate bullets. 



PROPOSAL 193 
Establishment of a Controlled Use Area 
On the South Side of Government Peak 

(GMU 14A) 

SUPPORT 

1.	 The Alaska Dept. ofFish and Game assisted DNR in preparing the 
Hatcher Pass Management Plan and the 1989 Amendment to that plan. 
ADF& G "will use this plan as guidance when implementing its 
authority" (see attachment 1). 

2.	 The Hatcher Pass Management Plan Amendment has 5 subunits 
(see attachment 2 & 3). 

3.	 The recreational development guidelines for the Government Peak 
subunit A and B does not permit motorized trail development other 
than a snow machine trail from the Gold Mint Trail Head to the snow 
machine play area north ofFishhook Creek. ORV use is restricted to 
existing roads and trails. Permits are required for offtrail use (see­
attachment 4). 

4.	 The Mat-Su Borough has emplaced "no motorize use", signs at 
several access points along the south side ofGovernment Peak in an 
effort to prevent illegal use. 

5.	 Hunters should have easy access to this information so they can plan 
legal access to this hunting area. Including this controlled use area in 
the Annual Hunting Regulation Booklet will accomplish this (see 
attachment 5). 

6.	 The Hillside subunit does allow "traditional motorized access for 
hunting" (see attachment 6). This area is to the west ofthe 
Govenunent Peak subunit (see map at attachment 3). 

Ed Strabel 
27 February 2009 
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[i.]m, Management of the Ski Area. Prior to soliciti development proposals, 
DNR will evaluate the options available. It could be aut orized under a lease from 
the Division of Land and Water Management or by con ssionaire agreement with 
the Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation. A third 0 tion would be to convey it 
to the Mat-Su Borough as part of their municipal selecti ns and they in turn could 
convey development interests to the private sector. 

n. Recreational Development Guidelines 

1 ORV e. Vehicul r travel is fe tricted to existi Perm' 
are reguired for off road or off trail travel. 

IPage 24 • f3ovt"mment Peak 
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5. WATERSHED PROTECTION 

i 
Bald Mountain Ridge provides watershed protection for private landS;•.• to th.e south of the 
management unit for residential and agricultural purposes. Thus, h bitat enhancement, 
forestry, and grazing practices shall be such that they do not result in e sian or an increase 
in the rapidity of surface run-off. , 

6. PUBUCRECREATION! 
{ 

Density of trails will be low to prevent moose harassment and t1inimize the degree 0 .•.•..·. 
of change to this open space and habitat area. ADF&G will .•. consulted prior to 
authorization of the trail system. 

b. Seasonal restrictions on certain types of recreational use in ar·..••eas may be utilized 
where moose or bear concentrations occur to prevent bear/hum n or moose/human 
confrontations as recommended by ADF&G and DNA. 

J 

Hunting access. Traditional motorized accesslor hunting will cof.•.... "nue unlefS an area 
is closed for a non-motorized trail system. In that event, equal or better access will be... 
provided.. 

[d. RECREATION AREA - EASTERN HILLSIDE: THE PLAN RE OGNIZES STRONG11' 
LOCAL INTEREST IN ESTABUSHING SECTION III (SEE FIGUR 7, PAGE 222) .AS A 
STATE RECREATION AREA. WHILE THIS AREA DOES NOT CU RENTLY MEET THE 
CRITERIA USED IN OTHER AREAS IN THE MANAGEMENT NIT OF BEING AN... INTENSIVELY USED AREA IN NEED OF ENFORCEMENT AND FA 11ITIES AND IS NOT 
PROPOSED FOR INCLUSION IN THE HATCHER PASS PUqB USE AREA, AT A 
FUTURE TIME RE-EVALUATION OF REGIONAL GROWTH PA •. RNS, WATERSHED

1J' MANAGEMENT, AND RECREATIONAL NEEDS MAY DETERINE THAT SUCH A 
DESIGNATION IS APPROPRIATE.] 
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Anchorage Advisory Committee RC 40 
Chairman Aaron Bloomquist 
February 27, 2009 

The Boa~d of Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811 

RE: Amendment to AC 16.05.407 

Members of the Board of Game; 

On February 3ed 2009, the full committee (13 members) of the Anchorage 
AIC voted unanimously to move by written request a petition to the 
Board of Game requesting support for amending AC 16.05.407 "Non 
residents hunting big game must be accompanied" for consideration 
and public deliberation at the upcoming meeting of the Board of Game 
meeting February 27- March 9, 2009. 

In light of the purpose and duties of the Board of Game and the 
Commissioner of the Department of Fish and Games statutory charge to 
manage, protect, maintain, improve the wildlife resources of the 
state, is within the duties of the BOG to provide "support" for and 
advance the Anchorage AIC proposed amendment to AC 16.05.407. 

Recently, just before the statewide hiring freeze was announced by 
Governor Palin, two key people; Corey Rossi, Assistant Commissioner 
for Abundance Management and Jennifer Yuhas Communication Director 
and department liaison for the Commissioner, were hired to enhance 
the statutory duties of office of the Commissioner of Fish and Game. 

The timing of these hiring's make evident the Administration is 
committed to measures that enhance efficient and cost effective 
tools consistent with managing for abundance. Obviously, the 
Administration and the Department are best positioned to take what 
ever steps necessary to amend AC 16.05.407 invariable with current 
conservation concerns; especially in particular areas of concern. 

As stated by Assistant Commissioner Rossi in his compass piece in 
the Anchorage Daily News February 21, 2009 " ...While some techniques 
are more controversial than others, all are management tools and 
should be used properly." 
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The Anchorage A/C is of the opinion that our request for Board 
support of our petition to be sensibly 'less' than controversial 
than some proposals before the Board and represents a proper 
management tool. 

Clearly, nothing is unforeseen or unexpected by any failure to 
lessen the threat to the abundance of prey populations in the areas 
of concern where a biologically allowable resource harvest has been 
found to exist. 

Amending AC 16.05.407 now precludes further delay of a statutory 
action. 

Such delays have already become significantly burdensome to the 
State. The state is forgoing tag fees and incurring other 
immeasurable actual costs associated with the need for predator 
control and the certain resources remain diminished in some areas of 
concern clearly defined by previous Board and Departments actions. 

Proposed Action and Justification 

Amending AC 16.05.407 "Non residents hunting big game must be 
accompanied" 

It is the opinion of the Anchorage A/C to be entirely consistent 
with managing for abundance to encourage unaccompanied nonresident 
hunting of predators; particularly in areas of concern. 

The Department and the BOG identified the following areas of 
specific concern as predator control areas. 201, 202, 301, 302, 303. 
In addition to those specific areas, and in 
an attempt to backstop the need for additional predator control 
programs in the future, the Department and the BOG 

have focused the Departments authority to make 'exceptions' for '0' 
sum resident tag fees for grizzly and brown bears and liberalized 
resident brown/grizzly bear seasons and harvest bag limit 
regulations in other areas; all due to declining prey populations or 
the abundance or predator populations consistent with the intent of 
intensive management goals to manage prey species for abundance. 

In addition to amending AC 16.05.407 to allow nonresident to hunt 
brown/grizzly bears unaccompanied the Anchorage A/C intends the 
amendment to apply to military and their dependents permanently 
stationed in Alaska. Military and their dependents permanently 
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stationed in Alaska and by way the proposed amendment should be 
permitted to hunt brown/grizzly bears in these game management 
units. 

The Anchorage A/C request liberalized non-resident hunting (without 
a guide) may be authorized only in areas determined by the board and 
ADGF&G to have the need for greater brown bear harvest. All non­
residents must pass an online safety course for hunting brown bear 
unaccompanied by guide to be facilitated by the Department. 

The Anchorage A/C believes amendment of AC 16.05.407 fits squarely 
inside the definition of public trust and represents the maximum 
benefit to the people of Alaska. 

•	 Nonresidents who have met Alaska's professional occupational 
standards of a 'registered' guide are not permitted to hunt 
brown/grizzly bear unless accompanied and under contract with a 
registered guide. In this case an 'assistant' guide who by 
definition has not met the standard of a 'registered' guide and 
may also be a 'nonresident' is 'guiding' a 'guide' who is a 
nonresident. 

•	 Nonresidents hunt brown and grizzly bears throughout Alaska 
with residents that meet no other qualification other than 
being a resident and related to the nonresident hunter. 

•	 Non-residents hunt other big game including black bears and in 
the presence of dangerous game; unaccompanied. 

•	 Nonresidents and residents that meet no other qualification are 
obligated to be familiar with state conservation laws. Spike­
for k, 50", 3 brow tines, 4 brow tines, 'bull' only, sows 
without cubs ect. 

•	 Non-residents fish with bears, photograph bears, hike and camp 
with bears ect.; all either unaccompanied or in the presence of 
a 'guide', often without the 'guide' meeting any state 
occupational guide licensing standard whatsoever. 

•	 Nonresidents participate in all sorts of outdoor wilderness and 
backcountry activities in Alaska. They do this regularly, often 
without guides and in all environments including; the natural 
hazards of rugged terrain and inclement weather. 

AC 16.05.407 continues to encourage untold numbers of non-resident 
hunters to hunt moose, caribou and deer strictly due to the 
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additional costs of hunting brown/grizzly bears under contract of a
 
'registered guide' .
 

AC 16.05.407 continues to cost the State untold income in the way of
 
nonresident brown/grizzly 'tag' fees and contributes to the
 
imbalance of predator prey populations throughout some game
 
management units where brown/grizzly bears are hunted.
 

Alaska is experiencing depletion of our prey species resources and
 
it is not entirely due to predators.
 
The competition to exploit the remaining resources and opportunities
 
has predictably escalated.
 

It is inconsistent to declare areas where stocks of critical concern
 
are threatened and continue discouraging nonresidents from hunting
 
bears unaccompanied.
 

Management for abundance and managing the resources generally must
 
demand consistency.
 

Respectfully,
 

Aaron Bloomquist
 
Chairman, Anchorage Fish and Game Advisory Committee
 
Drafted By: Mike McCrary Anchorage AC Member
 

CC: 
Commissioner Denby Lloyd 
All Alaska A/C's 
BGCSB 
SFW-Alaska 
APHA 
AOC 
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Anchorage Fish and Game Advisory Committee 
Aaron Bloomquist, Chair 
Jim Stubbs, Vice Chair ec 41
Wade Willis, Secretar 

2/17/2009 

Governor Sarah Palin 
Alaska Legislature 
ADF&G Commissioner, Denby Lloyd 
Boards of Fisheries and Game 

RE: Deadlines for ADF&G Board Comments 

The Anchorage Fish and Game Advisory Committee requests the Commissioner of ADF&G set policy that states: 

deadlines for Department comments to the Boards be at least two weeks before publiciAdvisory Committee 

comment deadlines. Department Comments have been coming later and later to the point that now, there are no 

comments and very little data presented to Advisory Committees for their consideration before the comment 

deadlines. Some area/regional biologists go out of their way to provide as much information as possible to Advisory 

Committees but many do not. Advisory Committees consist of mostly laymen and biological input is very valuable to 

make educated decisions for our constituents. Commercial Fisheries Division has been notoriously late with data and 

comments as long as many can remember and now the practice has spread to region 2 Wildlife Division as well. 

There are 80+ Advisory Committees statewide that are supposed to make educated recommendations to the Boards 

of Fisheries and Game on behalf of their respective communities. Many of the decisions needed to make these 

recommendations depend heavily on biological data and Department input. Advisory committees are, in many cases, 

the experts in the opinions of their community, local fish and game habits, and preferred methods, means, and uses. 

With proper biological advice, Advisory Committees can make sound decisions in the most public fish and game 

management system in the country. 

Regards, 

a 
Aaron Blomquist, Chair 

Anchorage Fish and Game Advisory Committee 

8807 Honeysuckle Street 

Anchorage Alaska, 99502 

907-982-2471 

bloomya@hotmail.com 



Anchorage Fish and Game Advisory Committee 
Aaron Bloomquist, Chair 
Jim Stubbs, Vice Chair 
Wade Willis, Secretar 

211712009 

Governor Sarah Palin 
Alaska Legislature 
ADF&G Commissioner, Denby Lloyd 
ADF&G Deputy Commissioner, Patrick Valkendurg 
ADF&G Assistant Commissioner, Corey Rossi 
ADF&G Wildlife Division Director, Doug Larson 

RE: Intensive Management of Game Populations 

The Anchorage Fish and Game Advisory Committee continues to support the Governors Abundance Management 

Agenda. Factual responses are needed in the face of mounting pressure from Anti-Hunting, Anti-Predator Control, 

and Anti-Alaskan interests. Many of the recent attacks and some responses have been largely fabrications or half­

truths. We appreciate Governor Palin's strong response and commitment to improving Alaska's wild game resource. 

We urge, Governor Palin to continue educating outside interests of the importance of Alaska's wild food resource to 

the culture and well-being of Alaskans. 

Regards, 

11M­
Aaron Bloomquist, Chair 

Anchorage Fish and Game Advisory Committee 

8807 Honeysuckle Street 

Anchorage Alaska, 99502 

907-982-2471 

bloomya@hotmail.com 



Anchorage Fish and Game Advisory Committee 
Aaron Bloomquist, Chair 
Jim Stubbs, Vice Chair 
Wade Willis, Secretar 

2/17/2009 

Governor Sarah Palin
 
Alaska Legislature
 
ADF&G Commissioner, Denby Lloyd
 
ADF&G Deputy Commissioner, Patrick Valkendurg
 
ADF&G Assistant Commissioner, Corey Rossi
 
ADF&G Wildlife Division Director, Doug Larson
 
ADF&G Wood Bison Project Biologist, Bob Stevenson
 

RE: Wood Bison Transplant Program 

The anchorage fish and game Advisory Committee has received extensive testimony over the last two year regarding 

the proposed re-introduction of wood bison to Interior Alaska. The committee continues to support the concept of 

reintroduction but has serious concerns about the potential Endangered Species Act ramifications. We will not 

support the program unless Alaska Wood Bison are exempt from ALL ESA status. Alaska has a very successful history 

of introduction of important game species (elk, deer, musk-ox, etc.) but no history with re-introducing of an animal 

extinct from the state currently listed as endangered under ESA (musk-ox were extinct but not listed as endangered). 

The detriment to development and the future economy of the state far outweigh the benefits unless a concrete 

solution to potential ESA listing can be found. We suggest postponing any release into the wild until a final decision 

is reached. If an unfavorable ruling is made by USFWS all bison currently in Alaska should be returned to Canada, 

sold as domestic stock, or donated to Alaska charities to feed the needy. 

aL
Aaron Bloomquist, Chair
 

Anchorage Fish and Game Advisory Committee
 

8807 Honeysuckle Street
 

Anchorage Alaska, 99502
 

907-982-2471
 

bloomya@hotmail.com
 



G.A.S.H. Advisory Committee 

February 26, 2009 

Dear Mr. Judkins and Board of Game Members 

Our G.A.S.H Advisory Committee held a teleconference on 2-24-09 to unanimously 
support Proposal #238. 

For many years -- including all through the Yukon-Innoko Moose Management Planning 
-- we have worked very hard on getting predator control in our area. We recommended 
the closure of the state winter hunt in 2004 to protect the cows, and we have been 
working to get predator control since then. We have seen fewer moose every year, 
especially around Grayling and Shageluk. 

We are serious about wanting predator control so that the moose population does not 
decline further. 
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February 26, 2009 

Austin Ahmasuk 
P.O. Box 127 

Nome, AK 99762 

Alaska Board of Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

RE: BOG Proposal #244, Prohibiting FMJ bullets in all calibers statewide 

Dear Alaska Board of Game, 

Proposal #244 if implemented would outlaw an effective method and mean that has long been utilized 
by subsistence hunters and trappers in GMU 22. FMJ bullets are not designed to maim as the proposer 
indicates. They are designed for entirely different purposes related to firearm function and armor 
penetration. FMJ bullets are intended to kill despite the proposer's ill conceived notion that they are 
intended only to maim. The Hague Convention and its declaration against the use of soft point or 
hollow point bullets addressed "maiming" caused by soft point or hollow points during time of war. 

FMJ bullets have lent themselves well for use in rural AK to take all manner of game. Maiming of game 
is an unfortunate circumstance of poor shot placement when using FMJ bullets and thus why it is 
incorrectly perceived as a lack of stopping power, when it actually is a case of poor shot placement with 
an FMJ bullet. If an animal is shot and not recovered it is impossible to determine what went wrong· 
because one would not know if the animal was shot poorly or even shot at all. FMJ bullets in .22 caliber 
or any larger caliber are effective at breaking many of the bones of all large game in AK up to the size of 
4,000 pound heavy boned & heavy skinned walrus which is the toughest and largest big game animal in 
the United States to kill. Conventional bullets are effective for the extensive tissue damage that can kill 
most big game species. However, extensive tissue damage is one of the reasons subsistence hunters 
and trappers do not use conventional soft point bullets. FMJ bullets are effective on all big game and do 
little pelt damage to furbearers, anyone who argues otherwise discounts the vast and credible 
experiences of rural hunters and trappers. Because firearms are legal trapping methods, prohibiting 
FMJ bullets on wolf and wolverine which are classified as big game would prohibit a long preferred 
bullet choice by rural hunters and trappers. 

The proposer contends prohibiting FMJ bullets will result in efficient killing methods; nothing could be 
further from the truth. One way to kill an animals is by central nervous system damage. The most 
effective bullet for breaking bones that shield the central nervous system are FMJ bullets. Killing by 
massive hemorrhage or trauma to lungs or heart is certainly effective as the proposer indicates, but 
destroy internal organs that are also eaten. 

Rural hunters and trappers must contend with extraordinarily high ammunition prices. It is not 
uncommon for conventional ammunition to be two to three times more expensive than military ball 
ammunition or FMJ ammunition. Hunters and trappers in other parts of the state have the luxury of low 
prices to fund hunting or trapping activities. In rural Alaska we do not have that luxury and if we are 
forced to purchase ammunition that is normally much higher priced it is likely that we will just becom~ 

victims of a regulatory system unsympathetic to our needs or expertise. 



The Alaska Board of Game must oppose proposal #244. I believe rural hunters and trappers have 
perceived the proposal as being so ridiculous that it could not possibly be adopted by the Alaska BOG. It 
is clear however that the Alaska Board of Game is giving the proposal some serious consideration 
because it has modified it to include all calibers statewide. Proposal #244 must not be adopted because 
the proposer has not disproven that FMJ bullets are ineffective for killing game. The proposer has only 
shown that poor shot placement is ineffective. 

I consider myself a mild gun nut, I have never lost an animal in three decades of hunting and read as 
much information as I can about rifles. I reload, and shoot quite often. I hunt throughout the entire 
year and have a great deal of ht:nting and trapping experience going back to my childhood. We practice 
good marksmanship, good stalking and we understand the best way to save the most amount of meat is 
to shoot an animal along the cervical vertebrae of which there are seven vertebrate segments to choose 
from. A solid hit on anyone of those segments will kill an animal quicker than any good lung or heart 
shot. . 

The debate concerning prohibiting FMJ bullets does not hold much water because they are strict 
adherents on both sides of the fence, both with equal and credible arguments. When used for the 
purpose of piercing bone and disrupting the central nervous system FMJ bullets are highly effective and 
destroy very little tissue, and is the quickest killing method. I have taken most of my big game such as 
walrus, polar bear, grizzly bear, moose, and caribou with .22 caliber centerfire rifles such as the .222 
REM and .223 REM sometimes with FMJ's, other times with conventional soft points. I have never lost 
an animal and most have dropp~d where they stood like a sack of potatoes. Prohibiting rural hunter's 
from using FMJ bullets would be a bizarre regulation, with extraordinary enforcement problems, every 
bullet is potentially an FMJ bullet merely by reversing it. What of the bullets with homogenous 
construction (that are becoming more popular) that expand but yet are fully jacketed more akin to a 
"solid" but act like a conventional bullet? Most importantly if enacted, it would prohibit a method and 
mean of hunting required by rural hunters out of necessity and utilized with proficiency. PLEASE DO 
NOT SUPPORT PROPOSAL #244. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Austin Ahmasuk 
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lnSess;on:Out OfSession: 
Legislative Information Office State Capitol 
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DISTRICTT 

Alakanuk 
Arnbler 

Atqasuk 
Anaktuvuk Pass 

6arrow 
6revig. Mission 
Browerville 
Buckland 
Chevak 
Deering 
Diornede 
Elim 
Emmonak 
Garnbell 
Golovin 
Hooper6ay 
Ka.ktovik 
Kiana 
Kivalina 
KobUk 
Kotlik 
Kotzebue 
Koyuk 
Mountain Village 
Noatak 
Nome 
Noorvik 
Nuiqsut 
Nunarn Iqua 
Pilot Station 
Pitka'sPoint 
Point Hope 
Point Lay 
St. Mary's 
St. Michael 
Savoonga 
Scamrnon6ay 
Selawik 
Shaktoolik 
Shishmaref 
Shungnak 
Stebbins 
Teller 
Unalakleet 
Wainwright 
Wales 
White Mountain 

February 27, 2009 

KristyTibbles, Executive Director Board ofGame 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK99801 

Re: Proposal#244 

Dear Executive Director Tibbles, 

As a lifelongsubsistence hunter and ruralAlaskan, 1would like to express my 
opposition to Proposal #244. which attemptsto delegalize theuseoffu11 metal 
jacket ammunition for the taking ofbig game resources on state managed 
lands. 

Full metaljacketamrnunition is usedextensivelytbroughout rural Alaska. 
Hunters find that these bullets shoot faster,· straighter, .and stronger than other 
alternatives. This is especially important to rural sl.'t\)sistence hl.}1lters, who 
truly depend upon the hunt to provide food for their families,.and try to make 
use ofas much ofthe .animal as possible. Straighter and swifter bullets help to 
ensure accurate shots·and cleaner kills. 

Supporters ofProposal #244 have argued that using full metal jacket 
ammunition causes an unnecessary amounfofbig game non-lethal wounding. 
While I agree thatwoundingloss isa serious issue forAlaska, I believe that 
poothunting practices result in unintended wounding regardless ofwhIch t)'l'e 
ofbullets are used. Furthermore, a vast.variet;y.ofbulletsare.sold,·andit 
would be ineffective to try and identifyalltha.tshould be prohibited for these 
specific purposes. 

Perhaps abetter solution to this problem would be to provide hunterswith 
opportunities to leamaboutbesthunting practices and protocoL Ira hunter 
understands when. and where to place a bullet, .itis significantly. less likely that 
he or she Will strike an unintended target..Preparation, and not prohibition, 
should be the focus ofour efforts. 



Executive Director Tibbles/February 27,2009 

I hope that the Board of Game takesthese importantpoints intoconsidetation, and 
ultimately decides against enaeting Ptoposal #244. 
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Western Interior Alaska Subsisten(e
 
Regional Advisory Council
 

c/o Office or Subsisteacc Manageme1lt
 
101 nth Avcn.ue, Room 110
 

Fakbauks, Alaska 99701
 
Phone: 1-('07)-456-0%77 or 1-800-367-3997
 

Fax: 1-(907)..456-0208
 
E-mail: Vince_Mathews@fws.gov
 

February 26,2009 

CliffJudkins, Oun:r 
Alaska Board of Game 
Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska. 99811-5526 

Re: Pratt Adaptive Plan for InteruJive Management ofMoose in Game Management Unit 21E 
related to Proposal 239 

Dear Mr. Judkins: 

The Western Interior Alaska Subsistence Regionll Advisory Council endorsed the Draft 
Adaptive Plan for Intensive Management ofMoose in Game Management Unit 21E (dated 
Janumy 28,2009). The Countil reviewed tbe draft plan during its retent public meeting in 
Galena. on February 18 -19, 2009. 

The Council remains supportive ofthe Yukon-lnnoko Moose Management Plan and intensive 
management actiom§ that provide .. sustainable balanoe between ptey and predator popula.tions 
while providing a healthy ungulate population to meet lRlb~stence needs. The subsistence needs 
for the !Ural residents ofUnit 21E have gone umnet or reqlli:re additiooal time and effort ofthe 
subsistence hu,nters. With the current high cost offuel and the declining Chinook salmon 
retums1 the Unit 21E villages need a healthy local moose population to provide their subsistence 
needs now and for furore generations, 

Thank you for the opportunity to sbue our ondorsement ofyour icteDsive management plans for 
Unit 21E. Ifyou have any questions, please cCJntact me at 1-907-678-2007 or our coonlinatOf, 
Vince Mathews (IXlntact infonnation in the letterhead). 

Jack Reakoff; Chair 
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co:	 Peter ,. Probasco, ARD Subsistence. Office ofSubsillten<:e Managcmemt 
Geoff Beyersdorf, Bureau orLand Management 
Bo Sloan~ Refuge Ma.nager~ Innoko National Wildlife Refuge 
Roger Seavoy, Atea Biologist. Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
Carl Jerue. Anvik-Traditional Council Chief 
DgVid Maillelle, Grayling IRA Council Chief 
Eugene Paul. Holy Cross Tribal Counal Chief 
Arnold Hamilton, Shageluk IRA Counci1 Chief 
Greg Roczicka., Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta Regional Advisory Council 
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Western Interior Alaska Subsistence
 
Regional Advisory Council
 

c/o Office of Subsistence Management 
10'1 12th Avenue, Room no­ RECE:/VC:­.Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 

Phone: 1-(907)-456-'0277 or 1-800-2'67-3997 NAR 0420flJ 
Fax: t-(907)-4S6--0208 

E-:mail: Vince_Mathews@fws.gov 80ARD~ 

February 26J 2009 

Cliff Judkins, Chair 
Alaska Board of Game 
Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
Boards SupporfSecti.on- - . 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneauy Alaska 99811~5526 

Re: Draft Adaptive Plan for Intensive Management ofMoose in Game Management Unit 2IE 
related to Proposal 239 

Dear Mr. Judkins: 

The Western Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council endorsed the Draft 
Adaptive Plan for Intensive Management ofMoose in Game Management Unit 21E (dated 
January 28~ 2009). 'The Council reviewed the draft plan during its recent public meeting in 
Galena on February 18 -19,2009. 

The Council remains supportive ofthe Yukon-Inneko Moose Management Plan and intensive 
management actions that provide a sustainable balance between prey and predator populations 
while providing a healthy ungulate population to meet subsistence needs. The subsistence needs 
for the rural residents ofUnit 21E have gone unmet or require additional time and effort ofthe 
subsistence hunters. With the current high cost of fuel and the declining Chinook salmon 
retulns, the Unit 2IE villages need a healthy localmoose popula.tionJo proYide their subsistence 
needs now and for future generations. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our endorsement ofyour intensive management plans for 
Unit 21E. If you have any questionsJ please contact me at t'-907-678-2007 or out coordinator, 
Vince Mathews (contact information in the letterhead). 

Jack Reakoff, Chair 
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cc:	 Peter J. Probasco, ARD Subsistence, Office ofSubsistence Management
 
GeoffBeyersdorf, Bureau ofLand Management
 
Bo Sloan, Refuge Manager, Innoko National Wildljfe Refuge
 
Roger Seavoy, Area Biologist, Alaska Department ofFish and Game
 
Carl Jerue, Anvik Traditional Council.Chief
 
David Maillelle, Grayling IRA Council Chief
 
Eugene Paul., Holy Cross Tnoal Council Chief
 
Axnold Hamilton, Shageluk IRA Council Chief
 
Greg Roczicka, Yukon-KuskOkwim Delta Regional Advisory Council
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FEB 262009 

BOARDS 
Rick Sinnot & LegislatorslMayor/Governor!Regulatozy Commission 
State ofAlaska 
Department ofFish and Game 
P.O. Box 1.15526 

~O.	 9401 P. @OOll002 

2126/09 
9780 Carlson Road 
Anchorage. Alaska. 

99507 

Junca'll, AK 

DearMt. Sinnot 

Thack you 'toT your letter of 2125109. I have a suggestion for solving the garbage 
problem in areas prone to a1ttact.ng bear in the Anchorage ate&. - thus making Anchorage 
sa.fer for it's citizens. I would like to suggest that a LAW go into effect REQUIRING 
l1omeownexs living in bear prone Anchorage areas to have either a bear-proof garbage 
can or bear-proof dumpster in order to 1la.ve garbage service. You would obviously need 
to define the areas under this Law -- and worlc with the garbage Clompames to be able to 
enforce this Law through them. I oalled .Alaska Wute Cour garbage service provider) 
and talked to their Manager. He ~ they have both beaf..proof dumpst~ and cans 
ava,lJable. 

In our neighborhood, seven fiunilics rent a dumpster with a. metal l~d and beaT bar from 
Alaska Waste for 5169.70 (includ1ng pickup). That bJ:eaks down to $2.4.24 a month for 
each tmnily. For the 96 gallon individual beat'-proof can, the cost is $24/month 
(including pickup). Twas told -- THE NON·BEAR-PROOF CANS ARB THE SAME 
PRICE AS tHE BEAR PROOF CANS! 1asked the Manager ofAlasl~ Waste wby they 
don't just ONLY provide bear proofcans. He said the Regulatory Commission ofAlaska. 
regulates them and they can't do that at this point. I would like to submit that a concerted 
effort be made to get whatever ohange is necessary made tlu-Qugh the Regulatoxy 
Commission so the above is possible witholIt a huge tariff change cost to the Garbage 
companies. Possibly a Law passed would be sufficient? 

. E"\'eD. with everyone's garbage in bear-proof dump.,tets (in bear prone areas) - the 
a.bundanoe ofmoose (and moose calves) automatically cause bear to follow (even without 
the garbage problem). Along with salmon stocked oreeks - beat are attraoted - so 
garbage is only 4'one leg')of the problem. 

In doing a major neighborhood survey~ I find the bear problem has tremendously 
impacted people'S lives negatively in the funowiBg ways: 

•	 People aron't letting their kids out to play as much In)'DlOre. Whenever I go 
around the comer ofmy house in the summer) I've got to assume there will be a 
bear there at least once during the SUmIUct'. DuriDg the day, bears have been not 
only on our property - but right up to our front and back entl'a.n.ces. Great place to 
let children and G1'811dkids play! Tf a door is acx;identally left open - they could 
Potentially also be in the house. 

RECEIVED TlME FEB,26. 4:29PM 



02/ ~FEB, 27, 2C091 1: 13PMA1 90F&G BOARD~ SUJPORT !lIDS SerVl'CeS	 ~O. 9401 P. ~OO2l002 
,"VI ,"VVlI .lllV U. U. I' I \!'1;\IJ..LUU 111.........1 ~"~,, ...
 

2 

•	 People said they don't walk their dogs much anymore 'h~e of bear. Also 
much less use ofbike and hiking tmils. 

•	 Some are not letting their kids walk to school now in fiill and spring. 
•	 You don't dare raise chickens, bees or goats (like we used to do 30-40 years ago 

when :alOose and bear were hunted more aggfCSsively in the surrounding 
mountains). 

•	 You don~ dare ratse a real organic gaxden using kitchen scraps and 'bonemcal in 
the compost. (Even putting kitchen sc.raps through a blender with water and 
burying it in tl1.e soil would still be a problem). 

•	 Smoking fish outside attracts them. 
•	 fIaving a fJ:e=er outside attracts thom. 
•	 BBQing in your own ba.ckyard is going to attract neaTby bear. 
•	 Bears seem to like to chase mwing objects - does this mean our Grandkids can't 

even ride thcir bikes or nm on the big oiroulat driveway at our house - or anyone 
jog down our own strcetnow? 

•	 Anchorage has a respOllSlole law that no dogs are to be num.ing loose. Having 
bear multiply and :rwming loose in our neighborhoods is comp.a.rable to having 
"pit bulls" :ru:w:ling loose in the neighbDl'boods. B~se beat have the potential to 
cause incredible harm, why do we have to wait u.ntiI 80me 1ra.Jedy happens? 

•	 Ifsomeone is mauled on their own property (after having called Fim and Game­
and they refuse to remove the bear ftom the neighborllood.) - Twould think the 
liability of the State would be very high. Many people donJt have medical 
insurance and would need to sue the State for extremely expensive medical costs 
from a mauling - along with possible lifelong disfigurement. ifnot death in the 
first place. 

IfState officials were to dart a bear first. they could be killed or moved without having a 
wounded bear in the neighborhoods. Tdon't think. individual people should be shooting 
at a bear in the neighbOtboods either U:D1ess someone is being attacked. I WoUID 
TH1N1{ KEEPING AND REGULARLY MONITORING BEAR TRAPS Pur IN THE 
KNOWN wn.DLIFE ANCHORAGE CORRlDORS WOULD BE VERY FEASIBLE 
AND SAVB A LOT OF TIME AND STATE fUNDS RAmER THAN TRYING TO 
HUNT DOWN AN ELLUSIVE BEARI 

THANK YOU for e~panding the hunting in the Chugach Mountains! That mould be 
greatly helpful, but I think requiring Bear Proof dumpb'ters CIIId gatbage cans - along with 
bear traps in the wildlife conidOl'S •• arc also needed for the bear that have made our 
neighborhoods their home. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Sandra K:ranich 

Cc: Michelle Toohey, Spec.lal AssistaDt, Lt. Gov. 
Grant Hilderbrand) Regional SupeIVisor, ADF&0
 
Alaska State Legislators
 
Anchorage Mayor
 

RECEIVED TIME FEB. 26. 4:29PM 



1: 12 PM F&G BOARDS SUJPORT ~Q. 9401 P. L P.e'llI FEB. 27. nos 

J.P,"Jake" Jacobson 
FPJ<.: (907) 465-8094. 
A1ask.a Board of Game 

POB 1313 Kodiak,Ak.99615 
Tel: 907'486·5253 
E..mail: huntflsh@ak.net 

To all members of the Alaska Board 01 Game; 

I have been asked to transmit two ProJ?QSals to you fOr consideration and, hOpefully,
 
adoption of the first They are summarized below. Also, I have proVided a few comments
 
thereon.
 
"PROPOSAL 159 .. 5 AAC 85.025. Hunting seasons and bag limits for caribou.
 
*MocUfy the bag limit for caribou in Unit 8 as follows: ••• .­
It 

On Febru!JIY 17, 2009 the current regulations under Proposal 159 and Proposal 160 were 
discussed at a meeting of the Unit 8 AdVIsory Committee, and itwas decided to 
recommend a modified version of the two as follows: 

PROP 1591160 - Feral reindeer regUlations ~ Amend and adapt (11...Q) 
- the KAC seeks management of the feral reindeer population tor sustained yield (200 • 
500 animals) in spite of Kodiak NWR disapproval. The proposed amendment closes 
same-day·airbome hunting.sets me bag limit at one caribou,& sets the season to be the 
same as the deer season ..August Q1-January 31. 

I have been informed by reliable hunters that they have harvested on in Unit asome bull 
Reindeer with no testes in their scrotum, thereby making them bilaterally cryptroehld and 
sterile. I believe for this reason, as well as many others (tourism, subsistence & sp'ort
huntIng), we must manage this now wild Reindeer herd for sustaIned yield. In addItion to 
these reports pertaining to Reindeer, bilateral cryptorchidism afflicts more than 70% of male 
Sitka black·taRed deer on the A1uDik Peninsula of the southam end of Kodiak Island. Testes 
from most ayptorchld deer and also most seemingly norma' deer from the Aliulik Peninsula 
examined in"detail have tumors identical to those found in testes of young men with 
testicular cancer. Cryptorchism In any wnd animal population might be a r'oanary in the coal 
mine", It seemS imprUdent to ignore this problem in deer and reindeer on the Kodiak 
Archipelago. Research to establish the cause could reassure citizens of Alaska that there Is 
little or no risk for humans. but this likely would require funding from the State of Alaska. 
Crytorchism and testicular cancer are increasing the the human population in many countries. 
and we may benefit from studies of these animals. 
It Is my hop!? & expectation that in collaboration with the University of Alaska, Anchorage 
and Colorado State University, we may be able to determine the cause of this alarming. 
developmental problem. Funding for research from the State of Alaska would allow 
continued & more complete pursuit of this unique and alarming situation,. 

Therefore,' urge you all to support and pass the modified proposal. 

·PROPOSAL 161 .. 5 AAe 92.010. Harvest tickets and reports; and 85.030.
 
Hunting seasons and bag limits for deer. *
 
A new requirement tor deer hunters in Unit 8 was lJI:oposed as Proposition 161, It was
 
voted dOWn (0,,11), but is brought to your anentlon for reasons below.
 

This Proposal was for a Deer Harvest Report whioh j for the first timel would enable 
ADF&G p$rsonnel to learn the extent and locations where cryptorchid Sitka black-tailed 
deer are found In unit 8. Available Information is anecdotal: except for detailed information I 

Page 1 of 2 pages 
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have gathered over the past 10 years which has served as Ihe basis for several scientific 
papers on the extent and nature of the problem. I have been preparing sampl~ of deer of 
both sexes t sterile &fertile, taken in GMU 8 for the past 10 years &have reported that 
74Q/o Of the deer taken in on@ "hot 20neh -for the past 5 years - have been sterile. The total 
sample number exceeds 330 animals. 
Require a deer harvest report for Unit 8 With the following questions: 

Proposed addition to Deer Harvest Report for GMU 8
 
I hunted deer-yes or no
 
I hunted_days in Unit 8 -----,; near the following specific
 
location

I killed a'-:d;--e-e~':"'"_":"":ye':"'"$':"'"o""'r""n~o---' ­
For each deer harvested:
 
Date of Kill_
 
8e><-; if male--anUers normal, non-typical or velvet, unit specifio location
 
If male, scrotum -- YES or NO
 
testes -- 2. 1, or 0
 

Aspart of the discussion of this proeosal at t the February 17, 2009 meeting of 1he Kodiak 
Fish & Game Advisory Committee, It was suggeeted that a brief trIal of such a Harvest 
Report would be appropriate before formal adoption. To this end. Dr. larry van Daele 
asked that 
(1) the formal Harvest ticket I proposed be deferred for two years, on a statewide basis
 
and:
 
(2) that in the meantime. he & I keep a genUemen's agreement that he & I will design a short 
queStionnaire to be dIstributed toGMU 8 deer hunters that will satisfy my request for this 
information. See above. I offered to pay for printing of these questionnaires and to organize 
Kodiak volunteers to assist in compilation of data generated by the questionnaires. 

No formal action on this Proposal Is requested at thl$ time. Howeve(, it is 
anticipated that a similar Proposal for inclusion of information on scrotum and testes of deer 
shot In GMU 8 will be advanced no later than spring 2011, wIth modifications based on 
experience dUring the 2009 and 2010 hunting seasons. 

Thank you for consideration of these requests. I can be reached for questions, eto. by
 
telephone or e-mail dUring the period of the board meeting.
 

Sincerely. (7 ~~'t lJ. .L...
 
Jake Jacobson, Kodiak 7-T r-- ­
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE MINUTES	 '~t--,J d I ")
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ACNAME: ~CWnQ flnnsJJ~
 
LOCATION (town): -~'--b-t (~A;~/-I-;<~c=---",h+-/~'k-,--1~__
1--1.,1

DATE (of meeting): ----i-I----....::..7_·.::-6_~_c_~;--Icr,----__ 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 1'~l; 

MEMBERS ABSENT EXCUSED: 
-7e It J} ('j' (/ ~I' 

/ J 

MEMBERS ABSENT UNEXCUSED:
 

QUORUM PRESENT: YES V' NO
 

Jeff
------""---''-=--'-------r------j'------­

AGENCY STAFF PRESENT:
 

J
 

Time Meeting Called to Order: 

Old Business and New Business (See following pages) 

10 \~5 ,)/1;)
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Proposal Summary of Discussion 
# Support Oppose Abstain (include minority view) 
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MVFGAC Comments for 2[27[09-3[09[092009 BOG Meetings (C S;L 
- Proposals 13, 111, 143, 223 (Motions passed by unanimous consent) - guide client agreement 

•	 We favor a guide-client agreement requirement for all draws hunt {or a second degree 
of kindred affidavit} 

•	 Guides can better predict their client numbers for next season 

•	 Application clearing-houses can be effectively eliminated from our draw system in this 
manner so non-residents' applications don't swamp the draw 

- Proposal 14 -{We passed it 14-0-1} limited # of drawing tags for non-residents 

•	 We favor a limited percentage of tags allotted for non-residents in draw hunts, #14 is 

ours and example of what we want, 10% or less {14-17, 19, 203, 212-214} 

•	 We most often choose no more than 10% of tags to go to non-residents 

•	 We realize guided hunters with 10% of the tags often take 20-30% of the animals 

•	 However, we do want a limited number of guides in Alaska and we want them to have 

an opportunity to stay in business year after year, so guides should get some tags for 

most draw hunts, Proposal 15 -14C sheep hunt - our vote was 0-15 = we do not want to 

eliminate non-resident hunters or guides from Alaska hunting 

•	 We realize non-resident, guided hunters bring in funds to ADF&G, but please don't sell 

our wildlife for a few extra dollars. 

•	 Bottom line is: Residents of Alaska should get the bulk of drawing tags AND take the 

bulk of the harvest 

-	 Proposal95 {We voted 12-0-1 in favor} Unit 13 moose season and bag limit 

•	 The Area Biologist estimates the harvestable surplus at 800 for next season 

•	 Only 700 were harvested in 2008; plenty of hunter reports of increasing population 

.•	 An any-bull drawing permits in specific high bull-cow ratio areas seems like a wise way 

to add limited harvest 

•	 Proposals 97 & 99 {36" legal} were too likely to result in drastic increase in harvest 

•	 Proposal 98 - 3 brow tines moose are legal- voted slightly against as #1 choice - we felt 

this may be an option for resident before opening non-resident hunt 

•	 Unit 13 is most important moose hunting unit in our area, so even though numbers are 

creeping up and we voted to allow increased harvest, we prefer to err on the side of 

caution - if you allow a non-resident hunt 



- Proposals 75, 168, 189, 192, 190 (in favor of all) Support Predator Management 

We support predator management in the same manner we support prey-species 

management. Done wisely and with the objective as healthy predator populations, that are 

not out of line with their food supply, this needs to be implemented as needed. Intensive 

management of predators is currently needed in many areas of Alaska. 

-. Proposal #180 -later moose seasons in 14A, 14B, & 16A 

Our Committee submitted and supported proposal #180 which would shift the moose season 

in Units 14A, 14B, and 16A later. The intent of this proposal was to allow moose hunting to go 

later through September 25. ADF&G support for the season going later and still meeting bull 

to cow ratio goals was contingent on cutting days from the season. Thus days were cut from 

the early end of the season, and the archery season was proposed to shift later into this gap. ( 

Proposals in the book and testimony before our Committee indicate archers would prefer to 

hunt later -- so this would accomplish that goal to some extent without robbing general late 

hunt opportunity). 

In discussion before the Committee some public testimony and members of the Committee 
opposed the idea of shortening the genera I season, however the majority of the Committee 
agreed that providing a later season moose hunting opportunity, even if the general season 
had to be shortened somewhat, would be preferable to the present season dates. 

Although the adjacent Unit 16B moose population has increased significantly under tier II only 
hunting and intensive predator management, we have reservations about opening up a 
general hunt this coming year. This unit is still under intensive predator management; our Area 
Biologist informed us the cow moose population is not increasing noticeably; and the increase 
in the bull population is the main reason for the population increase. We would prefer to wait 
another year or two to make sure all factions of the moose population are recovering before 
allowing unlimited moose hunting in this area. 

Proposal193 voted 0-10-0 against put closed area on Govt.Peak in regs 
Public vote was 1-21 against it also, mistake in our notes. Doesn't belong in regs. 
Proposals 24-26 unanimous vote against all- close wolverine trapping in 14C Chugach 

State Park 

If you do close wolverine trapping, then rescind all restrictions placed on trappers in 

14C-CSP at last BOG meeting, as Randy Zarnke of Trappers Association asked in his 

testimony 

-Proposal84 unanimously against, do not give one group of hunters advantage over 

others, it will further divide hunters and cause more animosity. 



PROPOSAL # 218
 
TOMLAMAL
 

MODIFY SHEEP SEASON DATES
 

Most ofyou probably remember my sheep proposal from last year. 

rwould first like to state, "this is not an Anti-Guide or Anti-Nomesident proposal. The 
intent is to greatly reduce conflict in a highly coveted area ofhunting in Alaska. The 
guides have pressure to produce for their clients in these expensive hunts, and the 
resident is spending a lot of $ to get to remote areas and then has to compete against the 
guides infrastructure such as tent camps set up early in many ofthe drainages, planes, 
cabins, horses, ATV's, etc. 

After reading your resumes and reading the newspaper, I see that many ofyou are or 
were involved in education and contribute to youth education. I facilitated the Hunter Ed. 
Programs in the Fairbanks School District for several years. A POSITIVE outdoor 
hunting experience for kids is our future! It is our responsibility to promote our hunting 
heritage and no one is going to develop a passion for ANYTHING if they feel crowded, 
in potential conflict, or wasting their time and hard earned dollars. This is all about a 
positive experience and a trophy ram would just be a bonus. 

I purchased non-resident licenses in 3 states last year and put in for drawing permits in 
other states, and I don't mind paying the higher fees because I am hunting in someone 
else's backyard. In many states the hunting dates are different for resident and non­
resident hunters and I am not eligible to hunt some species. Those states are taking care 
of the people who contribute to the economy all year long. 

Non-resident sheep tags bring in about $230,000, which is less than halfofcaribou, and 
caribou is halfofmoose. To put this in perspective (non-resident sheep tags = 139 
permanent fund checks). 

Last year my proposal was denied, then passed and at the eleventh hour denied again. 
This year's proposal has addressed every concern you expressed last year. I sure some 
people will once again become very creative and find a reason why this proposal is a 
BAD IDEA. This should be a state wide proposal and hopefully you will pass it for 
Region II this spring, Region V this fall, and Region III next March and you will cover 
all the sheep areas. It would be a good idea to implement this in the OPEN areas of 
Region IT this year and address the permit areas when you can take time to examine those 
individual permit units. I doubt ifyou'll be able to find a resident hunter who would be 
against having some time in the mountains with this reduced conflict. I had to adjust the 
dates to meet you concerns - please note that the non-resident has seven days with no 
residents in the field, so the resident is giving up a lot! I wish the resident wouldn't have 
to give up time in the mountains but the Board didn't want to add any hunting time to 
resident hunting dates. I know sheep populations are low but we are talking about full 



curl rams and this is not going to take away our future sheep - predation is the big player 
in that arena. Nothing is perfect, but this will work and be appreciated by Alaskan's and 
hopefully keep our youth on board. 

Your job is not easy and you face a lot of heat from difierent user groups, but the 
responsibility that goes with leadership is making those ethical and tough choices for 
Alaskans. 

I wish this proposal was put into play 40 years ago. I'm over 60 with four knee surgeries 
so maybe this proposal won't do me any good, but I think it is a good choice for our 
young outdoor's people. 

I believe F&G's & your mission statements support this proposal. 



AVCP
 
ASSOCIATION OF VILLAGE COUNCIL PRESIDENTS 

P.O. Box 219 • BETHEL, ALASKA 99559. PHONE 543-3521 

44TH ANNuAL CONVENTION
 
BETI-IEL, ALASKA OCTOBER 7-9,2008
 

RESOLUTION 08-10-16 

TITLE:	 REQUESTING THAT THE MOOSE MORATORIUM IN GAME
 
MANAGEMENT UNIT 18 BE LIFTED
 

WHEREAS	 The Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) is the recognized tribal
 
organization and non-profit Alaska Native regional corporation for its fifty-six
 
member indigenous Native villages?yitJrin Western Alaska and supports the
 
endeavors of its memher 

' 
viHag~s; 

-
and ,.•• ' ."- ~~ •. ':', ',".
 . .... . .. 

WHEREAS AVCP fully sUPPdrl~ itslnember vir.I~ges in ~Il ~pe~t:s of their self-determination, 
health and well··being; and .. '~~; ,.: \ 

WHEREAS The AlaskaNati~es living on the1rr;:di~i~nil:~bomelahdsin the Yukon­

Kuskokwipr·:QeltJ!.,co~tinue to r~iy' on the.laq.dsap~r~~tef:s.~forrenewable
 

. SUbsistenq~,ref~~~I~~~?:-:~~~~:~~~~:~:;;'~~'~·,~:<.~~ <.< "':~.~:.~ .. ".'~".~, ~'.: 
WHEREAS AVCP martdateqa,Mogse ·Morat-o.rJuui·,fo[:a penod'ofJiveyears and/or until the 

population of:th~ moQ$e:irtcr.eas¢s ~{Q~:au'ac~eptaqfe}~v~i; ~,itd 

WHEREAS The U.S. ~i;h'and ~i:l~~~e:Servic'~ a~~i~ih~'~a;'~'JJ~~a~ment ofFish and Game 
enforces the MObse Monlt6num in Gcini:e.'Urlit:;r!{::;aJ{d 

WHEREAS The Alaska Nativ~s~ho'have traditiO:~~:~~~~i~~~s since time immemorial in 
Game Management Unit 18 ~~trrficed:fh~n;~st due to the fact that they are unable 
to conduct subsistence huntsf6r nioosein other areas because their limited 
financial resources do not anow them to purchase adequate fuel and/or the supplies 
needed to travel to areas where subsistence hunting of moose is allowed; and 

WHEREAS	 Federal and State laws and regulations on subsistence conflict with traditional
 
subsistence laws ofthe Alaska Natives.
 

Now THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT all tribally enrolled members ofthe Federally 
recognized tribes residing throughout the Game Management Unit 18be allowed the right to 
harvest moose effective immediately. 

ADOPTED by the Association of Village Council Presidents during its Forty-fourth Annual
 
Convention held at Bethel, Alaska, this 9th day ofOctober, 2008, with a duly constituted
 
quorum ofdelegates.
 

CERTIFIED: 

resident 



Review 

Demographic Side Effects of Selective Hunting in 
Ungulates and Carnivores 
lOS M. MILNER,*t:I: ERLEND B. NILSEN,*t AND HARRY P. ANDREASSEN* 

*Hedmark University College, Department of Forestry and Wildlife Management, N-2480 Koppang, NOlWay
 
tCentre for Ecological and Evolutionary Synthesis (CEES), Department of Biology, University of Oslo, P.O. Box 1066, Blindem,
 
N-0316 Oslo, NOlWay.
 

Abstract: Selective harvesting regimes are often implemented because age and sex classes contribute differ­
ently to population dynamics and hunters show preferences associated with body size and trophy value. We 
reviewed the literature on how such cropping regimes affect the demography of the remaining population 
(here termed demographic side effects). First, we examined the implications of removing a large proportion 
of a specific age or sex class. Such harvesting strategies often bias the population sex ratio toward females 
and reduce the mean age of males, which may consequently delay birth dates, reduce birth synchrony, delay 
body mass development, and alter offspring sex ratios. Second, we reviewed the side effects associated with the 
selective removal of relatively few specific individuals, often large trophy males. Such selective harvesting can 
destabilize social structures and the dominance hierarchy and may cause loss ofsocial knowledge, sexually se­
lected infanticide, habitat changes among reproductive females, and changes in offspring sex ratio. A common 
feature ofmany of the reported mechanisms is that they ultimately depress recruitment and in some extreme 
cases even cause total reproductive collapse. These effects could act additively and destabilize the dynamics 
ofpopulations, thus haVing a stronger effect on population growth rate than first anticipated. Although more 
experimental than observational studies reported demographic side effects, we argue that this may reflect the 
quite subtle mechanisms involved, which are unlikely to be detected in observational studies without rigorous 
monitoring regimes. We call for more detailed studies of hunted populations with marked individuals that 
address how the expression ofthese effects varies across mating systems, habitats, and with population density. 
Theoretical models investigating how strongly these effects influencepopulation growth rates are also reqUired. 

Keywords: big game, population dynamics, selective harvesting, trophy hunting, wildlife exploitation, wildlife 
management 

Efectos Demogcificos Secundarios de la Caceria Selectiva en Ungulados y Carnivoros 

Resumen: Los regimenes de cosecha selectiva a menudo son implementadosporque las clases de edady sexo 
contribuyen distintamente a la dinamica de lapoblaci6ny los cazadores muestranpreferencias asociadas con 
el tamano corporaly el valor como trofeo. Revisamos la literatura sobre los efectos de esos regimenes de cosecha 
sobre la demograf(a del resto de la poblaci6n (denominados aqu(efectos demogcificos secundarios). Primero, 
examinamos las implicaciones de la remoci6n de la mayorparte de una clase espec(fica de edad 0 sexo. Tales 
estrategias de cosecha a menudo sesgan laproporci6n de sexos de lapoblaci6n hacia hembrasy reducen la edad 
promedio de los machos, 10 que consecuentementepuede retardarfec/?as de nacimiento, reducir la sincron(a de 
nacimientos, retardar el desarrollo de la masa corporaly alterar la proporci6n de sexos de las cr(as. Segundo, 
revisamos los efectos secundarios asociados con la remoci6n selectiva de relativamente pocos individuos 
espec(ficos, a menudo machos grandes. Tal cosecha selectiva puede desestabilizar las estructuras sociales y 
la jerarqu(a de dominancia y puede provocar la perdida de conocimiento social, infanticidio seleccionado 
sexualmente, cambios de habitat entre hembras reproductivas y cambios en la proporci6n de sexos de las 
mas. Una caracterfstica comun de muchos de los mecanismos reportados es que, a fin de cuentas, deprimen el 
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reclutamiento y en algunos casos extremos causan un colapso reproductivo total. Estos eJectos pueden actuar 
aditivamentey desestabilizar la dinamica de laspoblaciones, por 10 que tienen un mayor eJecto que elesperado 
sobre la tasa de crectmiento poblacional. Aunque estudios mas experimentales que de observaci6n reportaron 
eJectos demograJicos secundarios, argumentamos que esto puede reflejar los sutiles mecanismos implicados, 
que puedenno ser detectados en estudios de observaci6n sin regimenes de monitoreo rigurosos. Hacemos 
un llamado para la realizaci6n de estudios mas detallados de poblaciones cazadas u~ilizando individuos 
marcados para abordar la variaci6n de esos eJectos en sistemas de apareamiento, habitats y densidades 
poblacionales diferentes. Tambien se requieren modelos te6ricos que investiguen el impacto de estos eJectos 
sobre las tasas de crecimiento poblacional. 

Palabras Clave: caza deportiva, caza mayor, cosecha selectiva, dimimica poblacional, explotacion de vida sil­
vestre, gestion de vida silvestre 

Introduction 

One of the central aspects of conservation biology is the 
relationship between human exploitation and the con­
servation of exploited resources. Throughout the world 
terrestrial mammals are hunted for sport, subsistence, and 
to control population size (Festa-Bianchet 2003). Hunting 
thus provides a significant source of meat and income in 
rural communities and beyond. Nevertheless, there are 
numerous examples of populations being overharvested, 
and subsistence hunting may be one of the most urgent 
current threats to the persistence of species in tropical 
ecosystems (Robinson & Bennett 2000; Milner-Gulland & 

Bennett 2003). Over 30% (250 species) of mammals cur­
rently listed as endangered on the World Conservation 
Union (mCN) Red list are threatened by overexploita­
tion (Baillie et al. 2004). Of these, larger mammal species, 
especially ungulates and carnivores, are particularly tar­
geted (Baillie et al. 2004; Fig. 1). 

Although subsistence hunting may take a random 
sample of a population, in many other instances­
particularly associated with sport hunting of ungulates 
and carnivores-economic demands, ecological knowl­
edge, and hunter preferences have led to the implemen­
tation of selective harvesting regimes (e.g., Ginsberg & 

Milner-Gulland 1994; Solberg et al. 1999). Here the off­
take is focused around predetermined sex and/or age 
classes or specific individuals. Such selective hunting 
will, in addition to the obvious direct effects of reduc­
ing the population size, also affect the demography of 
populations by altering age and sex structures (Ginsberg 
& Milner-Gulland 1994) and potentially disrupting social 
systems (Swenson et al. 1997). Although such effects have 
received far less attention than direct overharvesting, they 
are potentially equally undesirable (Festa-Bianchet 2003) 
and occur even when the overall offtake is not regarded 
as excessively high. 

We sought to synthesize the current knowledge on how 
selective harvesting regimes affect the performance of 
populations. We considered the effects of hunting a large 
proportion of a selected sex and/or age class of the pop­
ulation, so affecting the age and sex structure of the re­

maining population and hunting specific individuals for 
trophies, so disturbing social structures and dominance 
hierarchies. We included recreational or sport hunting 
for meat and trophies, and poaching and population con­
trol where specific individuals or sex/age classes are tar­
geted. We focused on ungulates and carnivores because, 
with the exception of a vast literature on size-selective 
exploitation of fisp. stocks and its consequences (see e.g., 
Law 2001), these are the groups for which most informa­
tionregarding selective harvesting is available. 

Consequences of Perturbing the Population Age 
and Sex Structure 

Many mammalian populations are strongly structured by 
age and sex. Because survival rates typically differ among 
age and sex classes (Gaillard et al. 1998), populations of 
equal size but differing structures will have different tem­
poral dynamics (Coulson et al. 2001) and will respond dif­
ferently to stochastic environmental variation (Cameron 
& Benton 2004). Consequently, by perturbing population 
sex and age structure, selective harvesting affects popu­
lation dynamics (Festa-Bianchet 2003). 

Theoretically, the most productive populations are 
those with a female-biased sex ratio (Caughley 1977). 
Male-biased harvesting regimes have therefore been 
widely applied to ungulates in North America (McCul­
lough 2001; Stalling et al. 2002), Scandinavia (Langvatn 
& Loison 1999; S:ether et al. 2004b), and in wildlife crop­
ping schemes inAfrica (Ginsberg & Milner-Gulland 1994). 
Even though a more balanced or slightly female-biased 
harvest is taken in many European countries (Milner et 
al. 2006), harvested ungulate populations invariably have 
mortality patterns that deviate significantly from those in 
unhunted populations (Ginsberg & Milner-Gulland 1994; 
Langvatn & Loison 1999). In particular, mortality rates 
of prime-aged adults, especially males, are considerably 
higher than in unhunted populations. 

Male-biased harvesting regimes have led to severely bi­
ased sex ratios; for example, there are 0.05 adult males 
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Proportion of ungulate and 
carnivore.species threatened 
by harvesting 
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Figure 1. The number ofungulate (U) and carnivore (C) species registered as threatened (all threat categories) at 
leastpartly due to harvesting (IUCN 2004) relative to the total number (in parentheses) ofungulate and carnivore 
species evaluated in each region. Shading represents the approximate proportion ofungulate and carnivore species 
threatened. There are substantial differences among the regions with the highestproportion of threatened species 
(0.3 7) occurring in south and southeast Asia and west and central Asia. 

per female in populations of both North American elk (if 
not provided, scientific names are in Table 1 or 2) (Noyes 
et al. 1996) and the central Asian saiga antelope (Milner­
Gulland et al. 2003). In addition, the often high harvesting 
pressure on mature males for trophies results in harvested 
populations with lower average ages of males and fewer 
old males than unhunted populations (Langvatn & Loison 
1999; Laurian et al. 2000; Apollonio et al. 2003). For exam­
ple, 70% of all males in a Norwegian moose population 
are harvested by 3 years of age (Solberg et al. 1999). 

In the following we discuss how sex- and age-specific 
hunting affects various demographic processes. We do 
not discuss genetic and evolutionary effects in detail be­
cause they have been reviewed recently (Harris et al. 
2002; Festa-Bianchet 2003). 

Effects on Reproduction 

Although selective harvesting of males leads to female­
biased adult sex ratios, this does not necessarily lead to a 
reduction in fecundity rate because most harvested game 

Conservation Biology 
Volume 21, No.1, February 2007 

species have polygynous mating systems in which a sin­
gle mature male is capable of inseminating many females 
(Ginsberg & Milner-Gulland 1994; Mysterud etal. 2002; 
but see Greene et al. 1998 for monogamous species). Con­
sequently in many cases, recruitment rates are resilient 
to skewed sex ratios (Table 1) and may even increase 
because of higher proportion of females in the adult 
population (Solberg et al. 2000). But there may nonethe­
less be a sex-ratio threshold below which fecundity col­
lapses. Indeed, if the offtake is strongly male-biased, pop­
ulation crashes due to reduced fecundity can occur at 
lower overall offtake rates than if a random harvest is 
taken (Ginsberg & Milner-Gulland 1994). This has been 
observed in saiga antelope at a ratio ofbetween 0.025 and 
0.009 males per female (Milner-Gulland et al. 2003), cari­
bou (Rangijer tarandus) at a sex ratio of 0.08 (Bergerud 
1974), elk populations with a sex ratio of 0.04 (Freddy 
1987), and elephants with a sex ratio of 0.013 (Dobson 
& Poole 1998). In moose, even moderately, female-biased 
sex ratios (0.25-0.70) can affect the fecundity of primi­
parous females, although the fecundity of older females 
seems to be unaffected (Solberg et al. 2002). 
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Many populations with low male-to-female ratios also 
tend to have a low mean male age, which may be a con­
tributing factor to lower fecundity (Solberg et al. 2002). 
Nevertheless, even though it has been suggested that 
subadults show immature courtship behavior, are socially 
disruptive, and prolong the mating season (Squibb 1985; 
Shackleton 1991; Singer & Zeigenfuss 2002; Stalling et al. 
2002), young males. are nonetheless capable of achiev­
ing paternities successfully (Stevenson & Bancroft 1995; 
Hogg & Forbes 1997). It is less clear whether they are 
able to inseminate as many females as old males (Gins­
berg & Milner-Gulland 1994). Overall, there is little clear 
evidence that a reduction in male age affects fecundity 
rate per se (Table 1). Rather, the literature points toward 
changes in parturition dates, birth synchrony, and off­
spring sex ratio with a reduction in male age. 

Selective harvesting may also have indirect effects on 
recruitment through its influence on the mean age of 
adult females. For example, in an Norwegian moose pop­
ulation in which selective harvesting protects adult fe­
males, the resulting increase in average female age led to 
an increase in both calving rate and twinning rate (Solberg 
et al. 1999). In other situations, such as game ranching, 
cropping results in a general reduction in average female 
age and thus in an increased reproductive rate due to 
the absence of senescent individuals (Ginsberg & Milner­
Gulland 1994). 

Effects on Timing and Synchrony of Birth 

Timing and synchrony of birth have important implica­
tions for demographybecause oftheir effects on offspring 
body weights and survival. Greater birth synchrony leads 
to higher survival in species with heavy predation of 
neonates (Sinclair et al. 2000), whereas late-born individ­
uals often have lower survival (Clutton-Brock et al. 1987; 
Festa-Bianchet 1988) or delayed body mass development 
(S~theret al. 2003; Nilsen et al. 2004; Holand et al. 2006). 
In female ungulates this may lead to a delay in onset of 
reproduction (Langvatn et al. 1996). 

In both reindeer and moose calving is earlier when the 
adult sex ratio is even rather than female-biased (Holand 
et al. 2003, S~ther et al. 2003). In addition, timing of calv­
ing in moose can be delayed when the male population 
is restricted to yearlings (S~ther et al. 2003). Similarly, 
birth dates in fallow deer (Komers et al. 1999), timing of 
the rut in elk (Noyes et al.1996), and median date of ac­
cepted mounts in Dall sheep (Singer & Zeigenfuss 2002) 
are all significantly earlier in groups or populations with 
mature males than when only young males are present, al­
though other studies have shown no such effects (Table 
1). Birth synchrony was greater in a moose population 
with an even sex ratio compared with a population in 
which the sex ratio was experimentally manipulated to­
ward females (S~ther et al. 2003), whereas birth dates are 
more synchronous with increasing male age in elk (Noyes 
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et al. 1996) but less synchronous in fallow deer (Komers 
et al. 1999). By contrast, no effects of male age on rutting 
behavior or the timing of the birth season were found in 
bighorn sheep (Shackleton 1991) or in a hunted moose 
population (Laurian et al. 2000). 

Effects on Offspring Sex Ratio 

In dimorphic and polygynous species birth size is more 
strongly correlated with fitness in males than in females 
(Kruuk et al. 1999). The Trivers-Willard model (Trivers 
& Willard .1973) predicts that mothers in good condi­
tion should therefore produce male offspring because this 
yields the highest fitness return (Sheldon & West 2004). 
Nevertheless, other factors such as'male quality and tim­
ing of breeding may also influence natal sex ratio. For ex­
ample, if females hesitate to mate with young males and 
thus conceive late, the model predicts that fitness would 
be maximized by producing females because late-born 
offspring generally have lower birth and autumn weights 
(Holand et al. 2006). 

In an experimental study of a Norwegian moose pop­
ulation, a change in male age structure toward younger 
males led to a reduction in the proportion of male calves 
born (S~ther et al. 2004b), whereas manipulation of the 
adult sex ratio had no effect. Similarly, Holand et al. (2006) 
showed that reindeer conceived in the first estrus are 
more likely to be male, whereas second-estrus offspring 
are more likely to be female. They argue that a skewed 
sex ratio and young male age structure could result in 
fewer adult females conceiving during the first cycle due 
to their hesitation to mate with young males. A trend to­
ward more male offspring being sired by older males than 
by yearling males has also been observed in white-tailed 
deer (Ozoga & Verme 1985). 

Effects on Survival 

Participation in rutting activities is energetically costly, 
and, consequently, winter survival rates of participating 
males are typically lower than for other individuals (Geist 
1971; Stevenson & Bancroft 1995; Jorgenson et al. 1997). 
Subordinate males may engage in high-risk alternative 
mating tactics (Hogg & Forbes 1997)and may invest more 
heavily in reproductive activities when there is either an 
abundance of females relative to males or a paucity of 
prime-age males (Squibb 1985; Singer & Zeigenfuss 2002; 
Mysterudet al. 2003). One might therefore predict that 
young males will be more involved in the rut and suffer 
higher winter mortality rates in areas where heavy hunt­
ing of mature males occurs (Geist 1971; Murphy et al. 
1990). Evidence for the so-called depressed survival hypo­
thesis, however, is equivocal (Singer & Zeigenfuss 2002; 
Table 1). No effect is seen in Dall sheep populations in 
whichyoung rams show adult mating behavior in the ab­
sence of mature males (Murphy et al. 1990) or in lightly 
hunted populations of desert bighorn sheep and bighorn 
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sheep (Singer & Zeigenfuss 2002). Higher mortality rates 
have been detected only among young rams in a heavily 
hunted Dall sheep population (Singer & Zeigenfuss 2002). 

Where selective hunting leads to high adult mortal­
ity, populations tend to have a high proportion of juve­
niles and yearlings. Because ovelWinter survival of these 
classes is variable from year to year (Gaillard et al. 1998), 
such populations are more sensitive to winter mortality in 
harsh years than unhunted populations, leading to greater 
population variability (Cameron & Benton 2004; Gordon 
et al. 2004). 

Effects on Body Weights 

Another cost to young males participating in the rut is 
reduced body growth as resources are diverted to repro­
duction (Stearns 1992). In populations with few mature 
males, one might expect increased energy expenditure 
of young males participating in mating behavior to lead 
to greater weight loss during the rut. This is observed in 
male reindeer (Mysterud et al. 2003) and moose (Solberg 
& S:ether 1994; Garel et al. 2006). However, S:ether et 
al. (2003) found no such effect when mature male moose 
were removed from a population, although they found an 
indirect negative effect on calf body weight the following 
winter due to delayed parturition dates. Similarly, lower 
birth and autumn body weights occur in second-estrus 
offspring in moose (Schwartz & Becker 1994) and rein­
deer (Roland et al. 2003, 2006). Low mass at birth has 
implications for other life-history traits such as survival, 
age and body size at maturity, and lifetime reproductive 
success (Krouk et al. 1999). 

As a result of expending more energy in avoidance 
behavior, female fallow deer in an enclosure with only 
young males lost significantly more body weight than fe­
males enclosed with only mature males (Komers et al. 
1999). Female white-tailed deer in a low-density hunted 
population significantly increased their daily movement 
and home range size in peak and late rut, apparently in re­
sponse to low availability ofadult males (Labisky & Fritzen 
1998). Bycontrast, Singer and Zeigenfuss (2002) found no 
compelling evidence for any negative effects on ewe en­
ergetics of increased harassment of ewes by young rams 
in hunted mountain sheep populations. 

Consequences of Removing a Few Targeted 
Individuals 

Trophy hunting typically targets the largest males or those 
with impressive ornaments but is generally restricted to 
relatively few individuals. Nonetheless, a high proportion 
of individuals that qualify as trophy individuals may be re­
moved each year (Coltman et al. 2003). Species subject to 
trophy hunting include large carnivores and large horn-, 
tusk-, or antler-bearing herbivores. Trophy hunting is usu-
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ally associated with a considerable fee, making it an im­
portant tool for wildlife management and conservation 
programs, particularly in developing countries, where 
it offers potential benefits for rural economies (Festa­
Bianchet 2003). Within Europe and NorthAmerica, there 
is also considerable interest in the trophy hunting ofsome 
relatively common ungulate species that, are also hunted 
for meat or population control (Festa-Bianchet 2003; Mil­
ner et al. 2006). 

In many mammals the largest individuals are also the 
oldest and, as such, play an important role in leading so­
cial groups that benefit from their greater experience. 
Nevertheless, these are often the same individuals that 
are typically targeted by trophy hunters because of their 
size. For example, in elephants, tusk size is related to age, 
and hunters or poachers focus their efforts on individuals 
with the largest tusks, including matriarchs (Dobson & 
Poole 1998). Older matriarchs have social discrimination 
abilities that are superior to those of young matriarchs, 
so enabling them to make more appropriate responses 
during encounters with other elephant groups (McComb 
et al. 2001). These factors and a greater knowledge of the 
distribution of resources may result in higher per capita 
reproductive success for female groups led by older indi­
viduals. Consequently, ifgroups rely on oldermembers for 
their store of social knowledge, then whole populations 
may be affected by the removal of a few key individuals 
(McComb et al. 2001). 

Among lions, the absence of males within a pride en­
ables hyenas to drive females and subadults off their 
kills under certain circumstances, constituting a constant 
energy drain by forcing them to hunt more frequently 
(Cooper 1991). In populations where adult males are 
scarce, due, for example, to trophy hunting, cleptopar­
asitism by hyenas is likely to increase. 

In most species managers assume that sport hunting 
for trophy males only reduces the overall population size 
when the rate of male removal is so high that not all 
females are impregnated. In many cases it is thought that 
sport hunting of males may even have a positive effect 
on population growth through compensatory density de­
pendence (Mclellan 2005; but see also Miller 1990). In 
monogamous species and species in which males pro­
vide parental care, however selective removal of even 
a modest number of adult males is predicted to have a 
stronger impact on population growth than random re­
movals (Greene et al. 1998). 

Effects on juvenile Survival 

Removal oftrophy individuals, especiallydominant males, 
can have far-reaching effects where male replacement is 
associated with infanticide. Sexually selected infanticide 
(SSI) can occur when a male gains increased mating suc­
cess by killing dependent young he has not sired himself 
(Swenson 2003). By killing unrelated offspring a mature 
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Table 2. Demographic consequences of selective removal of a few specific individuals,from a population. 

Effect ofharvesting Demographic consequenaf' 

removal removal fecundity offspring offspring adult Q 
Species dominantc! dominant Q rate sex ratio survival condition Reference 

Plains zebra (Equus burchellt) X Hack et aI. 2002 
Feral horses (Jfquus caballus) X Berger 1983 
Shackleford Banks horses X Rubenstein 1986 

(Equus caballus) 
Elephants (Loxodonta ajricana) X Dobson & Poole 1998 

X McComb et aI. 2001 
Lion (Panthera leo) X Pusey & Packer 1994 

X >c! Smuts 1978 
X >d Creel & Creel 1997 

Brown bear (Ursus arctos) X Swenson et aI. 1997 
X 0 Miller et al. 2003 
X Wielgus & Bunnell 2000 
X b (_)b Stringham 1983 
X b (_)b McCullough 1981 
X 0 McLellan 2005 

aKey: 0, no effect; +, positive effect; -, negative effect.
 
b Reduced cub recruitment when adult males were removed, but effects on fecundity rate and offspring survival not distinguished.
 

male can reduce the interbirth period and sire the next lit­
ter. Furthermore, because males tend to roam over larger 
areas than females (Nilsen et al. 2005), the turnover of 
one male can affect several females. For example, in root 
voles (frficrotus oeconomus), high male turnover rates 
severely hamper population growth (Andreassen & Gun­
dersen 2006). Male infanticide occurs primarily in pri­
mates, -terrestrial carnivores, and some rodents. 

Among bears, older males may limit the immigration of 
younger males (Rogers 1987). Therefore, increasing the 
mortality rate of old males can result in a higher immigra­
tion rate ofyounger, potentially infanticidal, males (Table 
2). In Scandinavian brown bears survival rates of cubs are 
depressed in areas with high adult-male hunting offtake 
(juvenile survival 0.98 vs. 0.72 in unhunted and hunted 
populations, respectively; Swenson et al. 1997). A con­
siderable body of evidence points toward infanticide as 
the cause oftrus (Swenson et al. 1997; Swenson 2003). In 
North American brown bear populations the evidence for 
SSI due to male turnover is still controversial (McCullough 
1981; Stringham 1983; Wielgus & Bunnell 2000; Miller 
et al. 2003; Mclellan 2005). Nevertheless, cases ofSSI are 
extremely difficult to doclUllent in the field, and recent 
studies strongly support the SSI model and the adaptive 
value of SSI for male brown bears (Bellemain et al. 2006). 
In hunted black bear (Ursus americanus) populations 
with high male turnover rates, SSI is thought to cause 
high intraspecific juvenile mortality (leCount 1987). 

Sexually selected infanticide is also well doclUllented in 
lions (Pusey & Packer 1994), and because trophy hunting 
is expected to increase the rate of male takeovers, exces­
sive trophy hunting could limit recruitment through the 
negative effects of infanticide on cub survival (Whitman 
et al. 2004). Although trophy hunting increases the risk 
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of population extinction, quite extensive trophy hunting 
could be sustained as long as only old males are targeted 
(Whitman et al. 2004). 

Rare cases of SSI have been doclUllented in some 
herbivore species (captive red deer: Bartos & Mad­
lafousek 1994; hippopotamus [Hippapotamus amphibi­
ous]: Lewison 1998; captive plains zebra [Equus 
burchelli]: Pluhacek & Bartos 2005). Although the evi­
dence is somewhat circumstantial, this suggests that sim­
ilar effects could arise in ungulates under some conditions 
where trophy hunting for adult males takes place. 

Effects on Reproduction 

In situations where SSI is not doclUllented the removal 
of a few adult males may nonetheless have an impact 
on demography through other mechanisms. For exam­
ple, when comparing two North American griZZly bear 
populations, Wielgus and Bunnell (2000) found that re­
productive rates were suppressed in the hunted com­
pared with the unhunted population (Table 2). These 
differences were caused by mature females avoiding food­
rich areas inhabited by potentially infanticidal immigrant 
males (sexual segregation), forcing them to use subopti­
mal habitats (Wielgus & Bunnell 2000). Subsequent mod­
eling exercises show that this has a strong negative effect 
on the population growth rate and thus increases the risk 
of population extinction (Wielgus et al. 2001). 

Equids often show highly developed multilevel social 
organization. Harem-fornIing feral horses and plains ze­
bras are vulnerable to social instability and a high turnover 
of harem males (Hack et al. 2002). The selective removal 
of harem stallions can lead to increased stress levels, re­
duced grazing time, and loss of body condition in females 
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subject to harassment from intruding males, resulting in 
induced.abortion (Berger 1983) and lower female repro­
ductive success (Rubenstein 1986). Male takeovers in 
feral horses led to abortion due to forced copulation in 
80% of females <6 months pregnant and due to other 
stress factors in a further 10% (Berger 1983). Females 
were subsequently reinseminated by new males resulting 
in a reduced interbirth interval and genetic investment of 
rival males. 

As with the selective hunting of specific age and sex 
classes, the selective removal of individuals could also 
affect other birth characteristics. For example, lion pop­
ulations in which males are hunted, rear a higher propor­
tion of male than female cubs (Smuts 1978; Creel & Creel 
1997). According to the sex-allocation theory (Charnov 
1982), this could compensate for a high turnover of adult 
males (packer & Pusey 1987) but reduces the number of 
lions that can be sustainably harvested before the avail­
ability of females becomes limiting (Greene et al. 1998). 
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Synthesis and Conclusions 

Our review shows that when selective harvesting per­
turbs the sex or age structure in such a way that the mating 
system is disrupted, the fecundity and survival of certain 
sectors of the population and the offspring sex ratio may 
all be affected. The removal ofeven a few targeted individ­
uals could have similar consequences. Nevertheless, the 
evidence for the occurrence of such unintended demo­
graphic side effects is somewhat equivocal (Tables 1 & 
2), being more common in experimental than observa­
tional studies. We believe this arises because such effects 
are often subtle, indirect, and sometimes involve time 
lags (Fig. 2). Changes such as shifts in calving date or 
offspring sex ratio are difficult to detect without detailed 
monitoring programs, and there is currently a lack oflong­
term studies of marked individuals in hunted populations 
(Festa-Bianchet 2003). This limits our understanding of 
how and when these demographic effects are expressed 

Figure 2. Schematic model ofsome of the processes and indirectpathways by which selective harvesting may affect 
population growth rate. Solid lines are mechanisms and effects that are well documented, and dashed lines 
indicate effects that are less well documented. The dotted lines indicate the path by which selective harvesting can 
increase population growth rate. 
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across different mating systems, habitat types, and popu­
lation densities. 

Many of the processes triggered by selective harvest­
ing indirectly reduce the recruitment of new individuals, 
thereby potentially reducing the population growth rate 
(Fig. 2). Recruitment is depressed because females hesi­
tate to mate with young males (e.g., Holand et al. 2006), 
ovulation is delayed in the absence of stimulation from 
mature males (e.g., McComb 1987; Komers et al. 1999), 
or, more rarely, there are insufficient males for all females 
to be mated (e.g., Milner-Gulland et al. 2003). Concep­
tion rates can be limited by spatial (Mysterud et al. 2002) 
and social (Greene et al. 1998) factors influencing ac­
cess to mates and by a physical limit to the number of 
females each male can inseminate (Ginsberg & Milner­
Gulland 1994). Although there are clearly differences be­
tween monogamous and polygynous mating systems in 
the ratio ofadult males to females necessary for all females 
to be mated, within polygynous species differences in fe­
male group size (solitary individuals, small'social groups, 
or large harems) and male mating behavior (e.g., tend­
ing, lekking, or harem holding) also influence access to 
mates. In addition, mate access may vary within species 
because group size differs with habitat type (Hewison et 
al. 1998). Extrapolation of adult sex ratios from domes­
tic populations is not advisable. GenerallY,daily sperm 
production, sperm density, and absolute sperm numbers 
are directly related to testes size (M0ller 1989), and most 
domestic animals have large testes for their body weight 
(Ginsberg & Milner-Gulland 1994). Under intense compe­
tition between males, sperm depletion can occur before 
the end of the rut, even in species with relatively large 
testes (Preston et al. 2001). 

Although the mechanisms by which selective harvest­
ing could affect population demography are relatively 
well documented (Fig. 2), the extent to which they affect 
population growth is still poorly understood (e.g., Wiel­
gus et al. 2001; Whitman et al. 2004). Because the sensitiv­
ity of population growth rate to recruitment is generally 
lower than its sensitivity to adult female survival (Gaillard 
et al. 2000), demographic side effects that depress re­
cruitment may not have as strong an effect on population 
growth rate as the direct harvesting ofadult females. Nev­
ertheless, because many of these effects are likely to act 
additively (Fig. 2), they may nonetheless reduce the pop­
ulation growth rate more than first anticipated. Although 
good estimates are lacking for many parameters, concep­
tual models would be helpful in suggesting when demo­
graphic side effects might start to limit population growth 
and in guiding empirical data collection. 

The occurrence of demographic side effects of selec­
tive harvesting has implications for the performance of 
population viability analyses (PVA). In many of the most 
commonly used PYA software programs there is an im­
plicit assumption that sex does not matter as long as the 
number of adult males is ~ 1 (Brook et al. 2000). Never-
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theless, estimated extinction probabilities are affected by 
both population sex ratio and mating system (Ginsberg & 
Milner-Gulland 1994; S:rther et al. 2004a). In addition, for 
small populations, demographic stochasticity in the sex 
ratio could have a direct negative effect on mean popula­
tion growth rate (S:rther et al. 2004a). If the abundance 
of one sex is particularly low, chance events could result 
in that sex being limiting in certain years. This would be 
especially important in small, harvested populations and 
in more abundant populations when the sex ratio is close 
to the threshold where these effects become important. 

Selective harvesting regimes can have destabilizing ef­
fects on populations. The young age structure of har­
vested populations results in less-stable dynamics due to 
high stochasticity in juvenile survival (e.g., Gordon et al. 
2004). Furthermore, if late-born offspring enter the win­
ter with lower body weights (e.g., Holand et al. 2006), 
they are more likely to be affected by random climatic 
variation (Festa-Bianchet 1988), which, together with re­
duced birth synchrony, could result in large interannual 
fluctuations in juvenile survival. In addition, in species 
with SSI, the effect ofmale removal on population growth 
rate is hard to predict because it depends on the number 
of offspring killed by immigrant males. In a Scandinavian 
bear population Swenson et al. (1997) estimated that the 
removal of one male was equivalent to the removal of 
0.5-1.0 females, depending on the extent to which the 
immigrant male killed the cubs in the area. In such situ­
ations harvesting juveniles and females will have more 
predictable effects. 

In response to the demographic side effects discussed 
here and the evolutionary consequences of selective har­
vesting (Harris et al. 2002; Festa-Bianchet 2003), wildlife 
managers are advised to implement harvesting regimes 
that mimic natural mortality patterns more closely. Be­
cause natural mortality is typically higher among juveniles 
and old individuals (Gaillard et al.1998), these groups 
should be targeted (Ginsberg & Milner-Gulland 1994), al­
though this may conflict with economic considerations 
in some areas (Festa-Bianchet 2003; Milner et al. 2006). 
Applying a mininIum age threshold is a possibility for tro­
phy males if a reliable assessment of age can be made in­
dependently from trophy phenotype, which may be well 
developed at a young age in high-quality males (Whitman 
et al. 2004). An additional approach would be to consider 
the timing of the harvest. Currently many temperate un­
gUlates are hunted during the breeding season. If the har­
vest is delayed until after the rut, older males have the 
opportunity to breed and could be harvested at the time 
of year when their reproductive value is lowest (Kokko 
et al. 2001). In lions the optimal time for hunting a pride 
male would be as his cubs become independent (Whit­
man et al. 2004). In this way, and by following natural 
pride take over intervals, infanticide can be minimized. 

We are now starting to understand the mechanisms by 
which undesirable side effects of selective hunting occur, 
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but much less is known about when they occur and the 
extent to which they affect population growth. To be able 
to make firmer predictions about the effects on popula­
tion growth and viability, both large-scale empirical ma­
nipulations of harvesting regimes and theoretical studies, 
including simulation modeling, are urgently needed. Be­
cause most of the effects discussed here operate through 
recruitment, monitoring recruitment and juvenile sex ra­
tios should be standard routines for managers, in addition 
to assessment of total population size. In addition, stron­
ger emphasis should be put on the timing of the har­
vest. Until the importance of the mechanisms triggered 
by selective harvesting discussed here are more clearly 
understood, we urge managers to be cautious in their use 
of nonrandom harvesting strategies. 
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