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ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
Arctic & Western Regions
November 11-14, 2011
Inupiat Heritage Center
Barrow, Alaska
~T E NT A T I V E AGENDA~
NOTE: This Tentative Agenda is subject to change throughout the course of the meeting.
This Tentative Agenda is provided to give a general idea of the board’s anticipated schedule. The board
will attempt to hold to this schedule; however, the board is not constrained by this Tentative Agenda.
Persons wishing to testify must sign-up by the deadline. Public testimony will continue until those
present at the meeting are heard; the board will continue working through its agenda immediately upon
conclusion of public testimony. The following time blocks are only an estimate.

Friday, November 11, 8:30 AM
OPENING BUSINESS
Call to Order
Introductions of Board Members and Staff
Election of Officers
Board Member Ethics Disclosures
Purpose of Meeting (overview)
STAFF AND OTHER REPORTS
PUBLIC AND ADVISORY COMMITTEE TESTIMONY (upon conclusion of staff reports)
THE DEADLINE FOR SIGN-UP TO TESTIFY will be 2:00 p.m. on Saturday, November 12,
2011. Public testimony will continue until persons who have signed up before the deadline and who are
present when called by the Chairman to testify, are heard.

Saturday, November 12, 8:30 AM
PUBLIC AND ADVISORY COMMITTEE TESTIMONY Continued
BOARD DELIBERATIONS (Upon conclusion of public testimony)
Sunday, November 13 – Monday, November 14, 8:30 AM
BOARD DELIBERATIONS Continued
MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS, including petitions, findings and policies, letters, and other
business (Upon conclusion of deliberations)
ADJOURN
Special Notes
A. This agenda is TENTATIVE and subject to change during the meeting. A list of staff reports and a roadmap
will be available at the meeting. Scheduled updates will be available on the Board of Game website.

B. Meeting materials are available through the website at: www.boardofgame.adfg.alaska.gov
or by contacting the ADF&G Boards Support Office in Juneau at 465-4110.
C. A live audio stream for the meeting is intended to be available at:
www.boardofgame.adfg.alaska.gov
D. The State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game complies with Title II of the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990 (ADA). Individuals with disabilities who may need auxiliary aids, services, and/or special
modifications to participate in this hearing and public meeting should contact 465-4110 no later than October
28, 2011 to make any necessary arrangements.

ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
Arctic/Western Region Meeting
Barrow, Alaska
November 11-14, 2011
Tentative Schedule for Oral Reports

Friday, November 11, 2011 (following opening business)
1. Department and Agency Updates
2. Arctic / Western Region Administrative Overview – Steve Machida, ADF&G
3. Western Arctic Caribou Herd Report – Jim Dau, ADF&G
4. Teshepuk Caribou Herd Report – Lincoln Parrett, ADF&G
5. Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) - Richard Voss, Refuge Manager

Monday, November 14, 2011 (prior to Unit 9 Proposal deliberation)
1. Mulchatna Caribou Herd Update – Lem Butler, ADF&G
2. Northern Alaska Peninsula Herd Update – Lem Butler, ADF&G

NOTICE OF PROPOSED CHANGES IN THE
REGULATIONS OF THE ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
The Alaska Board of Game proposes to adopt regulation changes in Title 5 of the Alaska Administrative
Code, dealing with the use and taking of game. Regulations subject to board action are in 5 AAC 84,
85, 92, 98 and 99. The subject matter areas to be addressed concern Game Management Units 18, 22,
23, and 26A. The board will also address additional topics for other Game Management Units and
statewide provisions as described below:
A. TRAPPING SEASONS AND BAG LIMITS for Units 18, 22, 23, and 26A, including but not limited
to: Beaver, black bear, fox, lynx, marten, otter, mink, weasel, muskrat, squirrel and marmot, wolf,
and wolverine.
B. HUNTING SEASONS AND BAG LIMITS for Units 18, 22, 23, and 26A, including but not limited
to: Muskox, black bear, brown bear, caribou, moose including the reauthorization of antlerless
moose hunts, Dall sheep, wolf, wolverine, lynx, fur animals, small game including ptarmigan,
unclassified game, and deleterious exotic wildlife. In addition, the potential for Tier I or Tier II
subsistence hunting for each population.
C. LICENSES, HARVEST TICKETS AND REPORTS, TAGS, FEES, PERMITS, AND PERMIT
HUNT CONDITIONS AND PROCEDURES for Units 18, 22, 23, and 26A, including but not
limited to: Required and discretionary hunting and trapping permit conditions including trophy
destruction of muskox; brown bear tag fee exemptions; hunter education and orientation
requirements; and Tier I and Tier II subsistence permits.
D. HUNTING AND TRAPPING METHODS AND MEANS for Units 18, 22, 23, and 26A including,
but not limited to: Unlawful methods of taking game, big game, furbearers and fur animals,
including the taking moose with the use of electronic calls and salt licks; taking moose from a boat
under power; and violations for trapping non-target species.
E. POSSESSION, TRANSPORTATION, AND USE OF GAME for 18, 22, 23, and 26A including but
not limited to: Purchase and sale of game and game parts; sealing requirements; and salvage of game
meat, furs, and hides.
F. RESTRICTED AREAS AND GAME MANAGEMENT UNITS for Units 18, 22, 23, and 26A
including but not limited to: Areas closed to hunting; areas closed to trapping; controlled use areas;
and management areas; and the boundary for Game Management Unit 18.
G. INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT in Units 18, 22, 23, and 26A, for all populations having a positive
finding as identified big game prey populations, and predation control areas implementation plans,
including habitat manipulation, and related findings.
H. CUSTOMARY AND TRADITIONAL USES OF GAME POPULATIONS including but not limited to:
Amounts reasonably necessary for subsistence uses for game in Units 18, 22, 23, and 26A.
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In addition to the topics listed above, the following supplementary topics concerning changes to other
Units will be considered:
I. STATEWIDE AND OTHER PROVISIONS: Intensive management for Unit 15; predator control
implementation plan for Unit 9; boundaries for Game Management Units 19 and 21; and the
definition for a specific type of snare to be utilized in Unit 1.
You may comment on the proposed regulations, including the potential costs to private persons of
complying with the proposed changes by submitting written comments to the Alaska Board of Game,
Boards Support Section at P.O. Box 115526, Juneau, AK 99811-5526. Comments may also be
submitted by fax to (907) 465-6094.
Written comments may be submitted to the Board of Game at any time before the proposal is taken up
by the board in deliberations, but as a practical matter, written comments should be submitted to the
Boards Support Section office at the above address or fax number by 5:00 pm Friday, October 28,
2011 to ensure inclusion in the board workbooks.
Written comment over 100 single sided or 50 double sided pages in length from any one individual or
group relating to proposals will not be accepted. Written comments submitted after October 28, 2011
will be limited to 10 single sided or 5 double sided pages in length from any one individual or group.
Written comments that are submitted are public record and are subject to public inspection.
The public hearing portion of the meeting will begin immediately after staff reports and continue until
everyone who has signed up and is present when called has been given the opportunity to be heard.
However, state advisory committee representatives may elect to provide testimony at a later portion of
the meeting. The deadline to sign up to testify will be announced at the meeting. The board will take
oral testimony only from those who register before the cut-off time. The length of oral statements may
be limited to three to five minutes, or less.
Additional public hearings may be held throughout the meeting just before consideration and adoption
of proposed changes in the regulations. A live audio stream of the board meeting is intended to be
available and can be accessed on the Board of Game website at: www.boardofgame.adfg.alaska.gov .
In addition to taking public testimony on the proposed regulatory changes scheduled for this meeting,
the board will also allow public testimony on the proposed regulation to authorize a predator control
program in Unit 26B which is scheduled for the Statewide Regulations meeting in January, 2012. This
will provide an opportunity for oral testimony to those individuals in the Arctic and Western Regions
who are unable to attend the January, 2012 board meeting. A summary of the testimony provided at the
November meeting will provided to the board at the Statewide Regulations meeting.
Tentative Meeting Schedule
Arctic & Western Regions
Inupiat Heritage Center
5241 North Star Street
Barrow, Alaska 99723
November 11-14, 2011
An agenda will be posted daily during the meeting. Any changes to meeting locations, dates or times, or
rescheduling of topics or subject matter will be announced by news release. Please watch for these
announcements in the news media or call (907) 465-4110.
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If you are a person with a disability who may need special accommodations in order to participate in this
process, please contact Scott Crass at (907) 465-4110 no later than October 28, 2011 to ensure that any
necessary accommodations can be provided.
The proposed regulation changes are available on the Board of Game website at
www.boardofgame.adfg.alaska.gov; or through the ADF&G Boards Support Office at (907) 465-4110.
Anyone interested in or affected by subsistence and general hunting or trapping regulations is hereby
informed that, by publishing this legal notice the Board of Game may consider any or all of the subject
areas covered by this notice. THE BOARD IS NOT LIMITED BY THE SPECIFIC LANGUAGE
OR CONFINES OF THE ACTUAL PROPOSALS THAT HAVE BEEN SUBMITTED BY THE
PUBLIC OR STAFF. Pursuant to AS 44.62.200, the board may review the full range of activities
appropriate to any of the subjects listed in this notice. The board may make changes to the hunting and
trapping regulations as may be required to ensure the subsistence priority in AS 16.05.258 including
reexamining customary and traditional use findings and determinations for amounts reasonably
necessary for subsistence use.
After the public hearing, the Board of Game may adopt these or other provisions dealing with the same
subject, without further notice, or amend, reject, supplement, or decide to take no action on them. The
language of the final regulations may be different from that of the proposed regulations. You should
comment during the time allowed if your interest could be affected.
Statutory Authority: AS 16.05.255; AS 16.05.258; AS 16.05.270
Statutes Being Implemented, Interpreted, or Made Specific: AS 16.05.255; AS 16.05.256;
AS 16.05.258; AS 16.05.407; AS 16.05.346; AS 16.05.340; AS 16.30.010 – .030;
AS 16.05.330, and AS 16.05.783
Fiscal Information: The proposed regulation changes are not expected to require an increased
appropriation.

DATE: October 3, 2011
Kristy Tibbles, Executive Director
Alaska Board of Game
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ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS NOTICE INFORMATION
(AS 44.62.190(d))
1. Adopting agency: Alaska Board of Game
2. General subject of regulation: Arctic and Western Regions
3. Citation of regulations: 5 AAC 84, 85, 92, 98, and 99
4. Reason for the proposed action:
( ) compliance with federal law
( ) compliance with new or changed state statute
( ) compliance with court order
( ) development of program standards
(X) other: Regularly scheduled topics for the Arctic & Western 2011 Board of Game meeting and
other miscellaneous provisions. Implement, interpret, or make specific the provisions of AS
16.05– AS 16.30
5. Program category and RDU: Natural Resources and all RDUs
6. Cost of implementation to the state agency and available funding: It is not possible to estimate cost.
However, this action is not expected to require an increased appropriation.
7. The name of the contact person for the regulations:
Name:
Title:
Address:

Telephone:

Kristy Tibbles
Executive Director, Board Game
Boards Support Section
Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
(907) 465-4110

8. The origin of the proposed action:
__X__ staff of state agency
__X__ federal government
__X__ general public
____ petition for regulation change
_____ other (please list)
9. Date: October 3, 2011

Prepared by:
Kristy Tibbles
Executive Director, Board of Game
907-465-4110
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PROPOSAL 256 - 5 AAC 92.095 Unlawful methods of taking furbearers; exceptions; and 92.990.
Definitions. Repeal the statewide definition for an ADF&G style breakaway snare; modify and add the
requirement to trapping in the Gustavus area.
Amend 5 AAC 92.095(a)(16)(A) to allow the use of a specific type of snare with a diverter wire for wolf
trapping only in Unit 1C. The board will discuss modifications to the following language so that it better
clarifies the board intent and specifies that this type of snare is required only in Unit 1C.
(16) in Unit 1C, that portion west of Excursion Inlet and north of Icy Passage, by using
(A) a snare with a cable diameter of 1/32 inch or larger that is set out of water, unless the snare cable is
severed at a point that is 10.0 inches to 10.5 inches from the cable end stop and then reattached
with a double ferrule, and the snare has a wire designed to divert non-target species that is
attached to the snare so that the diverter wire extends at least 28 inches from the snare loop and is
perpendicular to the loop [IS CONSTRUCTED WITH AN ADF&G-STYLE NOOSE
STOP/BREAKAWAY AND A DIVERTER WIRE];
…
5 AAC 92.990(a): Definitions.
[(80) “ADF&G-STYLE NOOSE STOP/BREAKAWAY” MEANS SPECIFICALLY THAT THE
CABLE IS SEVERED AT A POINT THAT IS 10.0 INCHES TO 10.5 INCHES FROM THE CABLE
END STOP AND THEN REATTACHED WITH A DOUBLE FERRULE
(81) “DIVERTER WIRE” MEANS A WIRE DESIGNED TO DIVERT NON-TARGET SPECIES
THAT IS ATTACHED TO A SNARE SO THAT THE DIVERTER WIRE EXTENDS AT LEAST 28
INCHES FROM THE SNARE LOOP AND IS PERPENDICULAR TO THE LOOP.]
ISSUE: At the November, 2010 Southeast Region meeting, the Board of Game authorized wolf trapping in
Unit 1C with the use a specific type of breakaway snare with a diverter wire for the purpose of diverting nontarget species. At a subsequent meeting, the board requested the regulation be addressed in the November, 2011
Arctic & Western Region meeting in order to modify the description of the snare so that it meets the original
intention of the board and that it apply only to Unit 1C.
WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DO NE? There may confusion that this snare is used in other
areas of the state.
WILL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR PRODUCTS PRODUCED BE
IMPROVED? N/A
WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Trappers will benefit from having better clarification of the regulations.
WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER?
OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Leave regulation in place.
PROPOSED BY: Board of Game
LOG NUMBER: ADFGBOG256
*******************************************************************************
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~ PROPOSAL ROADMAP ~
ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
Arctic & Western Region Meeting
November 11-14, 2011
ACTION No.

SUBJECT

Bethel Area – Unit 18

______

1

Increase the number of available drawing permits to ‘up to 100 permits’ for the spring hunt
for bull muskox on Nunivak Island in Unit 18.

______

2

Issue all Nunivak Island muskox permits in Mekoryuk only.

______

3

Issue cow musk ox registration permits only on Nunivak Island.

______

4

Issue cow muskox registration permits only on Nunivak Island.

______

5

Change the Amounts Reasonably Necessary for Subsistence Uses for moose in Unit 18.

______

6

Eliminate the requirement to pick up moose registration permits weeks or months prior to
the season in remote villages in Region V (Units 18 and 23); make all registration permits
available in season from designated vendors. (This proposal will also be considered under
the Unit 23 management area.)

______

7

Lengthen the Unit 18 resident moose season in the Lower Yukon Area (e g., downstream of
Mountain Village) and change the bag limit to include any moose in the fall and two moose
per regulatory year.

______

8

Lengthen the resident moose winter season in the Remainder of Unit 18 and change the bag
limit to include any moose in the winter hunt.

______

9

Reauthorize the antlerless moose seasons in Unit 18.

______

10 Allow the use of electronic calls for taking moose in Unit 18

______

11 Allow the use of salt licks for taking moose in Unit 18.

______

12 Allow moose to be harvested from a boat under power in Unit 18

______

Develop a Unit specific Amount Necessary for Subsistence finding for wolves in each Unit
13 in the Arctic Region. (This proposal will also be considered under the other management
areas.)

______

14 Close nonresident trapping seasons for certain species in the Arctic Region Units. (This
proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)

______

15 Increase the bag limit for wolves in Unit 18.

______

16 Increase the bag limit for wolverine in Unit 18.
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______

17 Extend the season and increase bag limit for lynx in Unit 18.

______

18 Clarify when a violation has occurred concerning incidental take by trappers.

______

19 Close nonresident fur animal hunting seasons for certain species in the Arctic Region Units.
(This proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)

______

20 Increase the bag limit and lengthen the season for ptarmigan in Unit 18.

______

21 Modify the boundaries for Units 18, 19 and 21.

Nome Area – Unit 22
______

22 Reauthorize the antlerless moose seasons in Unit 22C and the remainder of Unit 22D.

______

23 Review the discretionary authority for requiring the nullification of trophy value of animals
taken under a subsistence permit; specifically Seward Peninsula muskox.

______

24 Align brown bear seasons in Unit 22C with remainder of Unit.

______

25 Align brown bears seasons in Unit 22.

______

26 Open a year round season for brown bear in Unit 22.
Develop a Unit specific Amount Necessary for Subsistence finding for wolves in each Unit
13 in the Arctic Region. (This proposal will also be considered under the other management
areas.)

______

______

27 Lengthen the ptarmigan season in Unit 22.

______

14

______

19 Close nonresident fur animal hunting seasons for certain species in the Arctic Region Units.
(This proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)

Close nonresident trapping seasons for certain species in the Arctic Region Units. (This
proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)

Kotzebue Area – Unit 23
______

28 Reauthorize the antlerless moose seasons in Unit 23.
Eliminate the requirement to pick up moose registration permits weeks or months prior to
the season in remote villages in Region V (Units 18 and 23); make all registration permits
available in season from designated vendors. (This proposal will also be considered under
the Unit 23 management area.)

______
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______

29 Allocate 50% of the Unit 23 moose permits for DM875 to guides.

______

30 Establish a harvest objective for brown bear in the Noatak National Preserve.

______

Develop a Unit specific Amount Necessary for Subsistence finding for wolves in each Unit
13 in the Arctic Region. (This proposal will also be considered under the other management
areas.)
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______

14 Close nonresident trapping seasons for certain species in the Arctic Region Units. (This
proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)

______

19 Close nonresident fur animal hunting seasons for certain species in the Arctic Region Units.
(This proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)

Barrow Area – Unit 26A
______

31 Reauthorize the antlerless moose season in Unit 26A.

______

32 Add Unit 26A to the list of areas where a resident brown bear tag is not required for hunts.

______

Develop a Unit specific Amount Necessary for Subsistence finding for wolves in each Unit
13 in the Arctic Region. (This proposal will also be considered under the other management
areas.)

______

33 Open the wolverine hunting season earlier in Unit 26.

______

14 Close nonresident trapping seasons for certain species in the Arctic Region Units. (This
proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)

______

19 Close nonresident fur animal hunting seasons for certain species in the Arctic Region Units.
(This proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)

Regional
______

Reauthorize the current resident tag fee exemptions for brown bear in Units 18, 22, 23 and
34 26A.

Other Units
______

35 Approve an intensive management plan for moose in Unit 15A.

______

36 Approve an intensive management plan for moose in Unit 15C.

______

37 Amend the current predation management plan for the Southern Alaska Peninsula caribou
herd in Unit 9.

______ 256 Repeal the statewide definition for an ADF&G style breakaway snare; modify and add the
requirement to trapping in the Gustavus area.
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Alaska Board of Game
Revised July 2011
NAME AND ADDRESS

TERM EXPIRES

Cliff Judkins, Chairman
PO Box 874124
Wasilla, Alaska 99687

6/30/2012

Ted Spraker, Vice Chairman
49230 Victoria Ave.
Soldotna, Alaska 99669

6/30/2014

Stosh Hoffman
P.O. Box 2374
Bethel, AK 99559

6/30/2014

Teresa Sager Albaugh
HC 72 Box 835
Tok, AK 99780

6/30/2012

Nathan Turner
P.O. Box 646
Nenana, AK 99760

6/30/2013

Nick Yurko
9412 Long Run Drive
Juneau, AK 99801

6/30/2014

Lynn Keogh Jr.
4778 Mills Dr.
Anchorage, Ak 99608

6/30/2013

Alaska Board of Game members may also be reached at:
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
PHONE: (907) 465-4110 FAX: (907) 465-6094
Web address: http://boardofgame.adfg.alaska.gov

ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
Meeting Schedule
2011/2012 Cycle
Tentative

Dates

Topic

Location

November 11-14, 2011 (4 days)
Comment Deadline – October 28, 2011

Arctic Region
Inupiat Heritage Center

Barrow

January 13-18, 2012 (5 days)
Comment Deadline – December 30, 2011

Statewide Regulations
Hilton Hotel

Anchorage

Interior Region
Wedgewood Resort

Fairbanks

March 2 – 11, 2012 (10 days)
Comment Deadline – February 17, 2012

**Note: The Board of Game is issuing a single Call for Proposals for the 2012/2013
cycle; the deadline is: 5:00 pm Tuesday, May 1, 2012.**

ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
Meeting Cycle
The board meeting cycle generally occurs from October through March. The board considers
changes to regulations on a region-based schedule. Each region will be discussed on a two-year
cycle. When the regional area is before the board, the following regulations are open for
consideration within that region:
Trapping Seasons and Bag Limits -- All species
General and Subsistence Hunting Seasons and Bag Limits -- All species
(Except antlerless moose hunts as noted below)
Wolf Control Implementation Plans
Bag Limit for Brown Bears
Areas Closed To Hunting
Closures and Restrictions in State Game Refuges
Management Areas
Controlled Use Areas
Areas Closed To Trapping
Regulations specific to an area (e.g., Permits for Access to Round Island) will be taken up when
the board is scheduled to consider regulations in that region. Proposals for changes to
regulations pertaining to reauthorization of all antlerless moose hunts, 5 AAC 85.045, and all
brown bear tag fee exemptions, 5 AAC 92.015, will be taken up annually, at spring meetings.
The Board of Game does not consider proposals to statewide regulations in every meeting cycle.
Instead, the Board of Game reviews statewide regulations on a four-year cycle, distributed
between winter meetings, every other year. The list of statewide regulations and the associated
“Cycle A” and “Cycle B” meeting schedule is set forth on the next page of this publication.
Regulations for:

Will be considered:

SOUTHEAST REGION (Region I)
Game Management Units:
1, 2, 3, 4, 5

Fall 2012

Fall 2014

Fall 2016

SOUTHCENTRAL REGION (Region II)
Game Management Units:
6, 7, 8, 14C, 15

Spring 2011

Spring 2013

Spring 2015

CENTRAL/SOUTHWEST REGION (Region IV)
Game Management Units:
9, 10, 11, 13, 14A, 14B, 15, 16, 17

Spring 2011

Spring 2013

Spring 2015

ARCTIC AND WESTERN REGIONS (Region V)
Game Management Units:
18, 22, 23, 26A

Fall 20011

Fall 2013

Fall 2015

INTERIOR REGION (Region III)
Game Management Units:
12, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, 26B, 26C

Spring 2012

Spring 2014

Spring 2016

ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
STATEWIDE REGULATIONS SCHEDULE
CYCLE “A”: 2010, 2014, 2018, 2022

CYCLE “B”: 2012, 2016, 2020, 2022.

5 AAC Chapter 92 Statewide Provisions:
.001 Application of this Chapter
.002 Liability for Violations
.003 Hunter Education and Orientation Requirements
.004 Policy for Off-Road Vehicle Use for Hunting and Transporting Game
.005 Policy for Changing Board Agenda
.010 Harvest Tickets and Reports
.011 Taking of Game by Proxy
.012 Licenses and Tags
.013 Migratory bird hunting guide services
.018 Waterfowl Conservation Tag
.019 Taking of Big Game for Certain Religious Ceremonies
.020 Application of Permit Regulations and Permit Reports
.025 Permit for Exporting a Raw Skin
.028 Aviculture Permits
.029 Permit for Possessing Live Game
.030 Possession of Wolf Hybrid Prohibited
.031 Permit for Selling Skins, Skulls, and Trophies
.033 Permit for Science, Education, Propagative, or Public Safety Purposes
.034 Permit to Take Game for Cultural Purposes
.039 Permit for Taking Wolves Using Aircraft
.042 Permit to Take Foxes for Protection of Migratory Birds
.047 Permit for Using Radio Telemetry Equipment
.104 Authorization for Methods and Means Disability Exemptions
.106 Intensive Management of Identified Big Game Prey Populations
.110 Control of Predation by Wolves
.115 Control of Predation by Bears
.116 Special Provisions in Predation Control Areas
.141 Transport, Harboring, or Release of Live Muridae Rodents Prohibited
.165 Sealing of Bear Skins and Skulls
.170 Sealing of Marten, Lynx, Beaver, Otter, Wolf, and Wolverine
.171 Sealing of Dall sheep horns
.200 Purchase and Sale of Game
.210 Game as Animal Food or Bait
.220 Salvage of Game Meat, Furs, and Hides
.230 Feeding of Game
.250 Transfer of Musk oxen for Science and Education Purposes
.450 Description of Game Management Units
.990 Definitions

5 AAC Chapter 92 Statewide Provisions:
.009 Obstruction or hindrance of lawful hunting or trapping
.035 Permit for Temporary Commercial Use of Live Game
.036 Permit for taking a child hunting
.037 Permit for Falconry
.040 Permit for Taking of Furbearers with Game Meat
.041 Permit to Take Beavers to Control Damage to Property
.043 Permit for Capturing Wild Furbearers for Fur Farming
.044 Permit for hunting black bear with the use of bait or scent lures
.049 Permits, Permit Procedures, and Permit Conditions
.050 Required Permit Hunt Conditions and Procedures
.051 Discretionary Trapping Permit Conditions & Procedures
.052 Discretionary Permit Hunt Conditions and Procedures
.057 Special Provisions for Dall Sheep Drawing Permit Hunts
.062 Priority for Subsistence Hunting; Tier II Permits
.068 Permit Conditions for Hunting Black Bear with Dogs
.069 Special Provisions for Moose Drawing Permit Hunts
.070 Tier II Subsistence Hunting Permit Point System
.075 Lawful Methods of Taking Game
.080 Unlawful Methods of Taking Game; Exceptions
.085 Unlawful Methods of Taking Big Game; Exceptions
.090 Unlawful Methods of Taking Fur Animals
.095 Unlawful Methods of Taking Furbearers; Exceptions
.100 Unlawful Methods of Hunting Waterfowl, Snipe, Crane
.130 Restriction to Bag Limit
.135 Transfer of Possession
.140 Unlawful Possession or Transportation of Game
.150 Evidence of Sex and Identity
.160 Marked or Tagged Game
.200 Purchase and Sale of Game
.260 Taking Cub Bears & Female Bears with Cubs Prohibited
.400 Emergency Taking of Game
.410 Taking of Game in Defense of Life or Property
.420 Taking Nuisance Wildlife

Updated 5/2010

Updated 5/2010

ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
Policies and Resolutions
2011
#2011-189-BOG
#2011-188-BOG
#2011-187-BOG
#2011-186-BOG
#2011-185-BOG
#2011-184-BOG
2010
#2010-183-BOG
2009
#2009-182-BOG
#2009-181-BOG
#2009-180-BOG
#2009-179-BOG
2008
#2008-178-BOG
#2008-177-BOG

Subunits 9C and 9E (Northern Alaska Peninsula Caribou Herd) Intensive
Management Supplemental Findings
Units 9B, 17, 19, and 19B (MCH) Intensive Management Supplemental
Findings
Unit 16 Predation Control Area for Moose Intensive Management
Supplemental Findings
Board of Game Bear Conservation, Harvest, and Management Policy.
Board of Game Wolf Management Policy (this policy supersedes BOG
policy 82-31-GB)
Game Management Unit 13 Caribou and Moose Subsistence Uses
(Supplement findings to 2006-170-BOG)

Harvest of Game for Customary and Traditional Alaska Native Funerary
and Mortuary Religious Ceremonies.

Units 12, 20B, 20D, 20E, and 25C Intensive Management Supplemental
Findings
Unit 19D-East Intensive Management Supplemental Findings
Unit 19A Intensive Management Supplemental Findings
Resolution Supporting Increasing Non-Resident Hunting License and Tag
Fees

#2008-174-BOG

Finding of Emergency: Predator Control Implementation Plans
Units 12, 20B, 20D, 20E, & 25C Intensive Management Supplemental
Findings
Units 16A & B Intensive Management Supplemental Findings
Unit 9D (South AK Peninsula Caribou Herd) Intensive Management
Supplemental Findings
Unit 19D East Supplemental Findings

2007
#2007-173-BOG
#2007-172-BOG

Nonresident Drawing Permit Allocation Policy – (#162 Revised)
Annual Reauthorization of Antlerless Moose

2006
#2006-171-BOG
#2006-170-BOG
#2006-169-BOG

Resolution supporting a Moratorium on New Zoo Applications
Unit 13 Caribou and Moose Subsistence Uses
Unit 19D-East Intensive Management Supplemental Findings

#2008-176-BOG
#2008-175-BOG
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#2006-168-BOG
#2006-167-BOG
#2006-166-BOG
#2006-165-BOG
#2006-164-BOG
#2006-163-BOG
#2006-162-BOG
#2006-161-BOG
2005
#2005-160-BOG

#2005-159-BOG
#2005-158-BOG
#2005-157-BOG
#2005-156-BOG
#2005-155-BOG
2004
#2004-154-BOG
#2004-153-BOG
#2004-152-BOG
#2004-151-BOG
#2004-150-BOG
#2004-149-BOG
#2004-148-BOG
#2004-147-BOG
#2004-146-BOG
2003
#2003-145-BOG
#2003-144-BOG
#2003-143-BOG
#2003-142-BOG
#2003-141-BOG
#2003-140-BOG

Unit 19A Intensive Management Supplemental Findings
Unit 16 Intensive Management Supplemental Findings
Unit 13 Intensive Management Supplemental Findings
Unit 12 and 20E Intensive Management Supplemental Findings
Board of Game Bear Management and Conservation Policy
Resolution Regarding Declining Fish and Wildlife Enforcement in Alaska
Nonresident Drawing Permit Allocation Policy
Finding of Emergency: Predator Control Implementation Plans

Finding of Emergency: Methods of Harvest for Hunting Small Game in
the Skilak Loop Special Management Area of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge
Resolution in Support of Allowing Guides to Take Wolves while Under
Contract to Clients
Resolution in Support of Public Education Program on Predator Control
Reauthorizing Wolf Control in Portions of Unit 13
Supporting Joint Federal and State Deer Harvest Reporting
Supporting Governor’s Lawsuit Against Federal Government; Extent and
Reach of Subsistence Regulations in State Navigable Waters

Supporting Increasing Resident and Non-Resident Hunting License and
Tag Fees
Increase FY06 Budget for Boards of Fisheries and Game and State
Advisory Committees
Predator Control in Portions of Upper Yukon/Tanana Predator Control
Area
Bear Baiting Allocation
Authorizing Predator Control in Central Kuskokwim Area, Unit 19A
Signage for Traplines on Public Lands
Authorizing Predator Control in Western Cook Inlet, Unit 16B
Bear Conservation and Management Policy
Americans with Disabilities Act Exemptions

Authorization of Airborne Shooting in Unit 19D East Predation Control
Program
Authorizing Wolf Control in Portions of Unit 13
Authorizing Wolf Control in Portions of Unit 13
Resolution of the Alaska Board of Game Concerning a Statewide Bear
Baiting Ballot Initiative
Request for Commissioner’s Finding Regarding Same-Day-Airborne Wolf
Hunting in Game Management Unit 13
Guidelines for a Unit 19D East Predation Control Program
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#2003-139-BOG
2002
#2002-138-BOG

A resolution of the Alaska Board of Game Concerning Management of
Kenai Peninsula Brown Bear Mortality

#2002-137-BOG
#2002-136A-BOG
#2002-136-BOG

Request to US Forest Service re: Management of Guided Brown Bear
Hunting in Unit 4
Unit 1C Douglas Island Management Area Findings
Unit 1D Brown Bear Drawing Hunt Finding
Government to Government Relations with Tribes in Alaska

2001
#2001-135-BOG

Resolution concerning Unit 19D-East Adaptive Management Team Work

2000
#2000-134-BOG
#2000-133-BOG
#2000-132-BOG

#2000-130-BOG

Unit 4 Brown Bear Management Team Findings
Habituation of Wildlife (unsigned – left in draft)
Reaffirm Resolution re: Management of Alaska’s Fish and Game
Resources/Ballot Initiative Process
Finding of Emergency: Unit 19D-East (Wolf Control Implementation
Plan)
Resolution re: Support of the Conservation and Reinvestment Act of 1999

1999
#99-129-BOG

Snow Machine Use in the Taking of Caribou

1998
#98-128-BOG
#98-127-BOG
#98-126-BOG
#98-125-BOG
#98-124-BOG
#98-123-BOG
#98-122-BOG
#98-121-BOG
#98-120-BOG
#98-119-BOG
#98-118-BOG

Findings on Elk Management in Region I
Findings on Commercial Guiding Activities in Alaska
Emergency Findings – Moose in Unit 25B and Unit 25D
Emergency Findings – Moose in Unit 21D
Emergency Findings – Moose in Unit 18
Emergency Findings – Caribou in Unit 9
1998 Intensive Management Findings: Interior Region
Findings: HB 168, Traditional Access
Resolution re: Ballot Initiative Banning Use of Snares
Trapping and Snaring of Wolves in Alaska
Customary and Traditional Use of Musk Ox in Northwest Unit 23

#2000-131-BOG

1997
#97-117-BOG
#97-116-BOG
#97-115-BOG
#97-114-BOG

Customary and Traditional Use of Musk Ox on the Seward Peninsula
Dall Sheep Management in the Western Brooks Range
Resolution supporting Co-management of Alaska’s Fish and Game
Resources
Resolution re: Dual Management of Alaska’s Fish and Game Resources
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#97-113-BOG
#97-112-BOG
#97-111-BOG
#97-110-BOG
#97-109-BOG
#97-108-BOG
#97-107-BOG
1996
#96-106-BOG
#96-105-BOG
#96-104-BOG
#96-103-BOG
#96-102-BOG
#96-101-BOG
#96-100-BOG
#96-99-BOG
#96-98-BOG
#96-97-BOG
#96-96-BOG
1995
#95-95-BOG
#95-94-BOG
#95-93-BOG
#95-92-BOG
#95-91-BOG
#95-90-BOG
#95-89-BOG
#95-88-BOG
#95-87-BOG
#95-86-BOG
#95-85-BOG
#95-84-BOG
#95-83-BOG
#95-82-BOG
#95-81-BOG
#95-80-BOG

Resolution re: Methods and Means of Harvesting Furbearers and Fur
Animals Including Wolves
Resolution re: Management of Alaska’s Fish and Game Resources/Ballot
Initiative Process
Finding to Include Unit 22 (except 22C) in the Northwest Alaska Brown
Bear Management Area
Finding of Emergency re: Stranded Musk Oxen
Findings re: Unit 16B-South Moose
Resolution re: Subsistence Division Budget
Findings re: Wanton Waste on the Holitna and Hoholitna Rivers

Delegation of Authority re: Issuing Permits to Take Game for Public
Safety Purposes
Delegation of Authority to Implement Ballot Measure #3
Finding of Emergency re: Western Arctic Caribou Herd
Findings – Antlerless Moose in Unit 20A
Findings – Nelchina Caribou Herd Management
Findings – Intensive Management for GMU 19D East
Eastablishment of the Nenana Controlled Use Area
Moose Populations in Unit 26A
Taking Big Game for Certain Religious Ceremonies
Forty Mile Caribou Herd Management Plan
Finding of Emergency – Moose in Remainder of Unit 16B

Resolution – Wildlife Diversity Initiative
Resolution – Change Name of McNeil River State Game Refuge to Paint
River State Game Refuge
Requiring License Purchase in advance
Open Number
Delegation of Authority – Comply with Alaska Supreme Court Opinion in
Kenaitze vs. State
Board Travel Policy
Findings – Noatak Controlled Use Area
Delegation of Authority to Increase Bag Limits in Unit 18 for Mulchatna
and Western Arctic Caribou Herds
Subsistence Needs for Moose in Unit 16B
Findings on Intensive Management in Unit 19D
Findings on Intensive Management in Unit 20D
Findings on Intensive Management in Unit 13
Resolution: Subsistence Use on National Park Lands
“No Net Loss” Policy for Hunting and Trapping Opportunities
Resolution: Remove Federal Management of F&W on Public Lands and
Waters
Resolution to Legislature to Define Subsistence
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1994
#94-80A-BOG
#94-79-BOG
#94-78-BOG
#94-77-BOG
1993
#93-76-BOG
#93-75-BOG
#93-74-BOG
#93-73-BOG
#93-72-BOG
#93-71-BOG
#93-70-BOG
#93-69-BOG
#93-68-BOG
#93-67-BOG
#93-66-BOG
1992
#92-65-BOG
#92-64-BOG
#92-63-BOG
#92-62-BOG
#92-61-BOG
#92-60-BOG
#92-59-BOG
#92-58-BOG
#92-57-BOG
#92-56-BOG
#92-55-BOG
1991
#91-54-BOG
#91-54a-BOG
#91-53-BOG
#91-53a-BOG
#91-52-BOG

Wolf Predation Control Program in Unit 20A
Delegation to Commissioner to Adopt Regulations Resulting from
Kenaitze Decision which Invalidates Nonsubsistence Areas
Addendum to Findings on Unit 16B Moose
Resolution on SB325 (Repeal Antlerless Moose Statute)

Findings on McNeil River Refuge Bears
Resolution on Adak Caribou
Delegation of Authority for Permits to Take Furbearers with Game Meat
Delegation of Authority to Make Emergency Regulations Permanent,
Moose in Unit 19D
Wolf Control Findings – Delta Area
Resolution on Round Island Walrus Hunt
Findings on Unit 16B Moose Seasons and Bag Limits
Resolution on Popof Island Bison
Resolution on Commercialization of Moose
Resolution on Elk Transplants in Southeast
Resolution on Clear-cut Management in the Tongass National Forest

Findings in Units 12, 20B, D, and E on Wolves
Findings in Unit 20A Wolves
Findings in Unit 13 Wolves
Findings Wolf Area Specific Management Plans for Southcentral and
Interior
Resolution on Unit 13 Moose
Findings Unit 13 Moose Seasons and Bag LImits
Findings Unit 19 A&B Moose – Holitna and Hoholitna Controlled Use
Area
Findings on Kilbuck Caribou re Fall Hunt
Report of the Board of Game, Area Specific Management Plans for
Wolves
Relating to Moose in GMUs 19A and 19B per Superior Court order in
Sleetmute vs. State
Relating to Endorsement of State Closure of Deer Hunting in GMU 4 and
Requesting Federal Closure

Findings on Strategic Wolf Management Plan
Relating to Kilbuck Caribou Management Plan
Relating to Taking of Walrus from Round Island by Residents of Togiak
Board Direction to Committee for Strategic Wolf Plan
Findings on Unit 13 Moose Season and Bag Limits
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1990
#90-51-BOG
#90-50-BOG
#90-49-BOG
#90-48-BOG
#90-47-BOG
#90-46-BOG

Findings on Strategic Wolf Management Plan
Relating to Kilbuck Caribou Management Plan
Findings on Kwethluk Emergency Caribou Hunt Petition
Relating to the Use of Furbearers by Rural Alaskans, Including Alaska
Natives
Relating to the Commercialization of Moose and other Wildlife
Relating to Destruction of Moose by the Alaska Railroad

1989
#89-45-BG

Delegation of Authority to Adopt Waterfowl Regulations

1988
#88-44-BG
#88-43-BG

Delegation of Authority for March 1988 Meeting
Resolution Supporting Funding for Division of Game

1987
#87-42d-BG
#87-42c-BG
#87-42b-BG
#87-42a-BG

Procedures for Delegations of Authority (Replacing #75-2-GB)
Delegation of Authority to Correct Technical Errors
Delegation of Authority to Correct Technical Errors Before Filing
Regulations
Delegation of Authority to Adopt Emergency Regulations (Replacing #753-GB)

1986
#86-41-BG
#86-40-BG

Finding of Emergency: New State Subsistence Law
Delegation of Authority

1985
#85-39-GB
#85-38-GB
#85-37-GB
#85-36-GB

Resolution on Resources v/s Logging
Findings: Madison vs. State Requirements
Lime Village Management Area Findings
Findings: Waterfowl hunting in and near Palmer Hayflats

1984
#84-35-GB
#84-34-GB

Resolution on Waterfowl Stamp
Transplant of Musk Ox to Nunivak Island

1983
#83-33-GB
#83-32-GB

Resolution on Guide Board
Findings on Moose in GMU 16B

1982
#82-31-GB

Supplement to Wolf Population Control
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1981
#81-30-GB
#81-29-GB
#81-28-GB
1980
#80-27-GB
#80-26-GB
#80-25-GB
#80-24-GB
1979
#79-23-GB
#79-22-GB
#79-21-GB
#79-20-GB
#79-19-GB
#79-18-GB
1978
#78-18-GB
#78-17-GB
#78-16-GB

1977
#77-15-GB
#77-14-GB
#77-13-GB
#77-12-GB
1976
#76-11-GB
#76-10-GB
#76-9-GB
#76-8-GB
#76-7-GB
#76-6-GB
#76-5-GB

Findings and Policy Regarding Nelchina Caribou
Finding and Policy for Future Management of the Western Arctic Caribou
Herd
Letter of Intent: Wolf Reduction in Alaska
Letter of Intent Regarding Use of Alaska’s Game for Religious Ceremony
Findings and Policy Regarding Bowhunting
Standing Committee II on Deer
Regarding Advisory Committee Coordinators

Authorization to Export Animals from Alaska
Staff Directive to Subsistence Section
Relating to Brown Bear in GMU 4
Relating to Brown Bear in GMU 4
Brown Bear, GMU 4
Relating to Muskoxen

Statement of Direction: Use of Airplanes in Controlling Predation by
Wolves
Relating to (d)(2) Legislation, State’s ability to Manage Fish & Wildlife
Resources
Relating to (d)(2) Legislation, State’s ability to Manage Fish & Wildlife
Resources

Delegation of Authority to Commissioner to Address Petitions
Repeal of Regulations Relating to Registration of Camps by Guides for
Hunting Bears
Regarding Closed Season for Caribou (rescinded November 30, 1977)
Regarding the 17(d)(2) Land Settlement

Trapping Wolves by ADF&G
Request for Public Safety Involvement in Enforcement of Caribou
Regulations
Management Goal: Western Arctic Caribou
Export of Live Game Animals Outside of Alaska
Muskox to Anchorage Children’s Zoo (rescinded November 30, 1977)
Taking of Wolves by Helicopter
Regarding the Taking of Wolves in Units 23 and 26A
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1975
#75-4-GB
#75-3-GB
#75-2-GB
#75-1-GB

Endorsement of Trapping as a Legitimate Use of Renewable Resources
Delegation of Authority to Adopt Emergency Regulations (See #87-42aGB)
Procedures for Delegations of Authority (See #87-42d-GB)
Effectuating Delegation of Authority
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Findings for the Alaska Board of Game
2008-175-BOG
Unit 9D (Southern Alaska Peninsula Caribou Herd)
Intensive Management Supplemental Findings
March 6, 2008
The Board of Game fmds as follows, based on infonnation provided by Department staff,
Alaska residents and users of caribou in Unit 9D. These findings are supplemental to the findings
set forth in 5AAC 92.108.
1. The caribou population size, currently estimated to be 600 caribou, is less than the
population objective of 4,000 - 5,000. The population objective has not been achieved
for at least the last five years.
2. The Unit 9D caribou harvestab1e surplus, as described in 5 AAC 92.106(3)(A), is
currently estimated at zero, which is less than the harvest objective of200 - 500. The
harvest objective has not been achieved for at least the last 7 years.
3. The Unit 9D caribou population is depleted due to poor recruitment, and has already
resulted in a complete hunting closure so that there is no human harvest of the
population.
4. Increases in abundance and :groductivity are achievable utilizing the recognized and""'----prudent active management technique ofpredator control.
5. The bull ratio of 15 bulls per hundred cows and the increasing age ofthe cows in
the herd cause concern that the herd may no longer be viable in another year or two,
and recovery will be difficult unless immediate action is taken. Collared cow caribou
have shown a 79% to 85% pregnancy rate. However, calf survival during the first four
weeks after birth has resulted in a survival rate between 0.5 to 1 calfper 100 cows by
October.
6. The population and harvest objectives have not been achieved, at least in part,
because wolf and brown bear predation have been important causes of mortality in the
population, to the extent that the population is unlikely to recover, and objectives are
unlikely to be achieved in the foreseeable future unless predator control is conducted.
7. Reducing predation can reasonably be expected to aid in achieving the population
and harvest objectives.
Vote: 6-0-1
March 8, 2008
Fairbanks, Alaska
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u, , s, Chairman
Alask oard of Game
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Potential Regulatory Approach for Management of Species
With C&T Use and a Variable Harvestable Surplus

Steps:
1. Board of Game reviews the C&T use patterns and identifies characteristics (i.e. no
use of aircraft, no trophy uses, etc.)
2. Board determines the amount necessary to provide a reasonable opportunity for
subsistence use.
3. DWC estimates Harvestable Surplus level on an annual basis.
Management Guidelines / Board Direction to the Department:
1. If Harvestable Surplus is between ANS (min) and ANS (max), the department may
issue subsistence registration permits and apply discretionary conditions to the
hunt consistent with the C&T use pattern (e.g. no use of aircraft, trophy value,
must be destroyed, etc.)
2. If the Harvestable Surplus is less than ANS (min) the department may issue Tier II
subsistence permits and apply discretionary conditions to the hunt consistent with
the C&T use pattern (e.g. no use of aircraft, trophy value must be destroyed, etc.)
3. If Harvestable Surplus is greater then ANS (max) the department may issue
subsistence registration permits and apply discretionary conditions to the hunt
consistent with the C&T use pattern (e.g. no use of aircraft, trophy value, must be
destroyed, etc.), and issue general drawing permits to take additional animals.

Tier II or Not?

1 of 2

Structure of Regulations
Units and Bag Limits
Unit A, Resident Hunters:
x animal (s) by registration
permit only if the
harvestable surplus is
greater then ANS (min) or by
Tier II permit only if the
harvestable surplus is less
then ANS (max)
y animal (s) by drawing
permit only, provided that
the harvestable surplus is
greater than ANS (max)
Nonresident Hunters:
y animal (s) by drawing
permit only, provided that
the harvestable surplus is
greater then ANS (max)

Resident Season
Subsistence & General
Hunt

Non-resident Season

Start date – End date
(Subsistence Hunt Only)

Start date – End date

Start date – End date

Rationale:
This regulatory structure would enable the department to issue the proper type and
number of permits for both subsistence and non-subsistence hunting based on the
estimated harvestable surplus from year-to-year. The total annual quota for any/all
permits issued will be set each year by the department.
ANS (max) is not set as the upper limit for subsistence take because total subsistence take
should be allowed to exceed ANS (max) if other hunters do not take these animals. Hence
there is no “up to…” language in the regulation. Similarly, there is no upper limit on the
number of drawing permits because we cannot predict whet the proper total would be.
The number of drawing permits does not have to be limited strictly to the number of
animals in the harvestable surplus over and above ANS (max) as long as the number of
animals taken by drawing permittees does not reduce the allowable take under
registration permits below ANS (max).

Tier II or Not?
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Draft 10/01/06
Alaska Board of Fisheries and Game
Steps When Considering Regulations that Affect Subsistence Uses
Alaska Statute 16.05.258 Subsistence Use and Allocation of Fish and Game

Nonsubsistence Area Filter,
based on nonsubsistence
areas identified by Joint Board
5 AAC 99.015

Is the fish stock or game
population in a
Nonsubsistence Area?
AS 16.05.258(c)
Harvest not
subject to
subsistence
priority

NO

YES

Customary and Traditional Use
determination based on Eight
Criteria found at
5 AAC 99.010 (b)

Is there a Customary and
Traditional use?
AS 16.05.258(a)

Board makes a
finding

No Finding
NO

Harvest not
subject to
subsistence
priority

Harvest not
consistent with
sustained yield

YES
Harvestable Surplus
Filter

Is there a harvestable
surplus?
AS 16.05.258(b)
NO

YES
What is the amount
reasonably necessary for
subsistence uses?
AS 16.05.258(b)

Harvestable surplus allows
for all or some uses
AS 16.05.258(b)(1-2)

Harvestable surplus allows
for only subsistence uses
AS 16.05.258(b)(3)

Subsistence uses, and
all or some other uses

Tier I
Subsistence
uses only

Amount Necessary for
Subsistence (ANS)
finding

Harvestable surplus not
sufficient to allow for all
subsistence uses 2
AS 16.05.258(b)(4)

Tier II
Regulations differentiate among
subsistence user based on
1) greatest dependence and
2) fewest alternatives available

2

Harvestable surplus below lower end of ANS range

Kristy,
I would like to request an agenda change for the Statewide meeting next year to include all of these
proposals. Obviously #'s 1,3,4 already meet the call but the others are intertwined in statewide black
bear management too. As you know many things can slip through the cracks over the years and that is
one of the reasons we held this bear group to sort out the mess.
I think it would be very advantageous to have statewide black bear regulations All on the table at on
meeting so we can discuss how each regulation effects the others.
I thought there was a form for an ACR but it has been several years since I have submitted one and the
new ADF&G website is a disaster to find anything.
Thanks,

Aaron Bloomquist
www.fullcurlalaska.com
(907) 982-2471 cell

*************************************************************************

PR OPOSA L X X X - 5 AAC 92.010. Harvest tickets and reports; 5 AAC 92.165. Sealing of
bear skins and skulls; 5 AAC 92.220. Salvage of game meat, furs, and hides. Streamline the
reporting, sealing and salvage of black bears.
5A A C 92.010:
(l) For black bear, a person may not hunt black bear in Units 1-5[7, 11-17, 19(D), AND 20],
except when a permit is required, unless the person has in possession a harvest ticket for the
species and has obtained a harvest report (issued with the harvest ticket); in units 6-26 a person
must first obtain a harvest report card (harvest tickets are not required).
5 AAC 92.165:
(a) Sealing is required for brown bear taken in any unit in the state, black bear of any color
variation need not be sealed unless sealing is required in designated areas for biological
purposes by ADF&G area staff [TAKEN IN UNITS 1 - 7, 11, 13 - 17, AND 20(B)], and a bear
skin or skull before the skin or hide is sold. A seal must remain on the skin until the tanning
process has commenced. A person may not possess or transport the untanned skin or skull of a
bear taken in a unit where sealing is required, or export from the state the untanned skin or skull
of a bear taken anywhere in the state, unless the skin and skull have been sealed by a department

representative within 30 days after the taking, or a lesser time if requested by the department,
except that
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5 AAC 92.220:
(a) Subject to additional requirements in 5 AAC 84 - 5 AAC 85, a person taking game shall
salvage the following parts for human use:
(3) statewide from January 1 through May 31, the hide[, SKULL,] and edible meat as defined in
5 AAC 92.990, from June 1 through December 31, either the hide or meat must be salvaged, in
addition, the skull of a black bear taken in a game management unit in which sealing is
required, [AND FROM JUNE 1 - DECEMBER 31, THE SKULL AND EITHER THE HIDE OR
EDIBLE MEAT OF A BLACK BEAR TAKEN IN UNIT 20(B);]
I SSUE : These changes are intertwined enough that we decided they should all be included in a
single proposal even though they address three separate regulations. There are currently areas of
the state that require sealing but not harvest reports or tickets; harvest tickets/reports but not
sealing; some require both; and some require neither. There are also varying salvage
requirements. These changes will not eliminate all reporting and salvage differences across all
regions and units but it will greatly simplify the requirements to the public. Public compliance
with regulations and reporting will be increased due to simplified regulations. This regulation
change will clean up the current disparity in salvage, sealing, and harvest ticket/reporting.
R epor ting
Black bear hunting in greater Alaska (GMU 6-26) will require a harvest report card but not
harvest tickets. Sealing will be required only in those areas in which ADF&G area staff need
biological data that can only be obtained by sealing. Units 1-5 will not change.
Salvage
Salvage requirements will be standardized statewide to require salvage of meat, and hide Jan.1May 31 and meat or hide June 1-Dec 31. Skulls only need to be salvaged in areas where sealing
is required.
This Proposal consists of several consensus items from a black bear resource users’ group held at
the March 2011 Board of Game meeting. All of these suggestions were approved by ALL
members of the group. We have not included any items or suggestions that were not supported
by all members of the group.
The intent of this group is to clarify and remove complicated or excessively restrictive
regulations and ADF&G discretionary provisions pertaining to black bear hunting in Alaska
Statewide but especially Greater Alaska. Over the years bear hunting and baiting regulations
have accumulated many unnecessary restrictions. We realize Southeast Alaska has unique issues
pertaining to black bear hunting. Many of our suggestions are intended to be statewide. If
Southeast is intended to be excluded we will state a specific area for the regulation (unit 6-26,
etc.).
W H A T W I L L H A PPE N I F NOT H I NG I S DONE ? Hunters will continue to be confused by
the sealing/harvest ticket/none situation in greater Alaska. Hunters will be required to salvage
poor quality hides while meat hunting in the late spring, summer and fall.
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W I L L T H E QUA L I T Y OF T H E R E SOUR C E H A R V E ST E D OR PR ODUC T
PR ODUC E D B E I M PR OV E D? Possibly. A hunter that is not required to salvaged a hide and
skull may be able to take better care of bear meat.
W H O I S L I K E L Y T O B E NE F I T ? Bear hunters will have less confusing regulations and more
options as to the salvage of their animals.
W H O I S L I K E L Y T O SUF F E R ? No one
OT H E R SOL UT I ONS C ONSI DE R E D? Allow the salvage of the meat OR hide year-round.
Require sealing statewide but no harvest ticket/report.
PR OPOSE D B Y : The Greater Alaska Black Bear Committee
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Alaska Board of Game
Agenda Change Requests

Because of the volume of proposed regulatory changes, time constraints, and budget
considerations, the boards must limit their agendas. The boards attempt to give as much advance
notice as possible on what schedule subjects will be open for proposals. The following
regulation specifies how the Board of Game considers agenda change requests (5 AAC 92.005):
BOARD OF GAME
5 AAC 92.005. The Board of Game, will, in its discretion, change its schedule for cons idering
proposed regulatory changes in accordance with the following guidelines:
(1) a request to consider a proposed regulatory change outside the board’s published schedule
must be in writing, and must specify the change proposed and the reason it should be considered
out of sequence;
(2) a request must be sent to the executive director of the boards support section at least 45 days
before a scheduled meeting unless the board allows an exception to the deadline because of an
emergency;
(3) the executive director shall attempt to obtain comments on the request from as many board
members as can reasonably be contacted; and
(4) if a majority of the board members contacted approve the request, the executive director
shall notify the public and the department of the agenda change.

5 AAC 96.625. JOINT BOARD PETITION POLICY
(a) Under AS 44.62.220, an interested person may petition an agency, including the Boards of
Fisheries and Game, for the adoption, amendment, or repeal of a regulation. The petition must clearly
and concisely state the substance or nature of the regulation, amendment, or repeal requested, the
reason for the request, and must reference the agency’s authority to take the requested action. Within
30 days after receiving a petition, a board will deny the petition in writing, or schedule the matter for
public hearing under AS 44.62.190--44.62.210, which require that any agency publish legal notice
describing the proposed change and solicit comment for 30 days before taking action. AS 44.62.230
also provides that if the petition is for an emergency regulation, and the agency finds that an
emergency exists, the agency may submit the regulation to the lieutenant governor immediately after
making the finding of emergency and putting the regulation into proper form.
(b) Fish and game regulations are adopted by the Alaska Board of Fisheries and the Alaska Board of
Game. At least twice annually, the boards solicit regulation changes. Several hundred proposed
changes are usually submitted to each board annually. The Department of Fish and Game compiles the
proposals and mails them to all fish and game advisory committees, regional fish and game councils,
and to over 500 other interested individuals.
(c) Copies of all proposals are available at local Department of Fish and Game offices. When the
proposal books are available, the advisory committees and regional councils then hold public meetings
in the communities and regions they represent, to gather local comment on the proposed changes.
Finally, the boards convene public meetings, which have lasted as long as six weeks, taking
department staff reports, public comment, and advisory committee and regional councils reports before
voting in public session on the proposed changes.
(d) The public has come to rely on this regularly scheduled participatory process as the basis for
changing fish and game regulations. Commercial fishermen, processors, guides, trappers, hunters,
sport fishermen, subsistence fishermen, and others plan business and recreational ventures around the
outcome of these public meetings.
(e) The Boards of Fisheries and Game recognize the importance of public participation in developing
management regulations, and recognize that public reliance on the predictability of the normal board
process is a critical element in regulatory changes. The boards find that petitions can detrimentally
circumvent this process and that an adequate and more reasonable opportunity for public participation
is provided by regularly scheduled meetings.
(f) The Boards of Fisheries and Game recognize that in rare instances circumstances may require
regulatory changes outside the process described in (b) - (d) of this section. Except for petitions
dealing with subsistence hunting or fishing, which will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis under the
criteria in 5 AAC 96.615(a), it is the policy of the boards that a petition will be denied and not schedule
for hearing unless the problem outlined in the petition justifies a finding of emergency. In accordance
with state policy expressed in AS 44.62.270, emergencies will be held to a minimum and are rarely
found to exist. In this section, an emergency is an unforeseen, unexpected event that either threatens a
fish or game resource, or an unforeseen, unexpected resource situation where a biologically allowable
resource harvest would be precluded by delayed regulatory action and such delay would be
significantly burdensome to the petitioners because the resource would be unavailable in the future.
(Eff. 9/22/85, Register 95; am 8/17/91, Register 119; readopt 5/15/93, Register 126)
Authority: AS 16.05.251, AS 16.05.255, AS 16.05.258

PROPOSAL 256 - 5 AAC 92.095 Unlawful methods of taking furbearers; exceptions; and 92.990.
Definitions. Repeal the statewide definition for an ADF&G style breakaway snare; modify and add the
requirement to trapping in the Gustavus area.
Amend 5 AAC 92.095(a)(16)(A) to allow the use of a specific type of snare with a diverter wire for wolf
trapping only in Unit 1C. The board will discuss modifications to the following language so that it better
clarifies the board intent and specifies that this type of snare is required only in Unit 1C.
(16) in Unit 1C, that portion west of Excursion Inlet and north of Icy Passage, by using
(A) a snare with a cable diameter of 1/32 inch or larger that is set out of water, unless the snare cable is
severed at a point that is 10.0 inches to 10.5 inches from the cable end stop and then reattached
with a double ferrule, and the snare has a wire designed to divert non-target species that is
attached to the snare so that the diverter wire extends at least 28 inches from the snare loop and is
perpendicular to the loop [IS CONSTRUCTED WITH AN ADF&G-STYLE NOOSE
STOP/BREAKAWAY AND A DIVERTER WIRE];
…
5 AAC 92.990(a): Definitions.
[(80) “ADF&G-STYLE NOOSE STOP/BREAKAWAY” MEANS SPECIFICALLY THAT THE
CABLE IS SEVERED AT A POINT THAT IS 10.0 INCHES TO 10.5 INCHES FROM THE CABLE
END STOP AND THEN REATTACHED WITH A DOUBLE FERRULE
(81) “DIVERTER WIRE” MEANS A WIRE DESIGNED TO DIVERT NON-TARGET SPECIES
THAT IS ATTACHED TO A SNARE SO THAT THE DIVERTER WIRE EXTENDS AT LEAST 28
INCHES FROM THE SNARE LOOP AND IS PERPENDICULAR TO THE LOOP.]
ISSUE: At the November, 2010 Southeast Region meeting, the Board of Game authorized wolf trapping in
Unit 1C with the use a specific type of breakaway snare with a diverter wire for the purpose of diverting nontarget species. At a subsequent meeting, the board requested the regulation be addressed in the November, 2011
Arctic & Western Region meeting in order to modify the description of the snare so that it meets the original
intention of the board and that it apply only to Unit 1C.
WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DO NE? There may confusion that this snare is used in other
areas of the state.
WILL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR PRODUCTS PRODUCED BE
IMPROVED? N/A
WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Trappers will benefit from having better clarification of the regulations.
WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER?
OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Leave regulation in place.
PROPOSED BY: Board of Game
LOG NUMBER: ADFGBOG256
*******************************************************************************
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Mat Valley Fish & Game Advisory Committee DRAFT Meeting Minutes of October 19, 2011
7 p.m. at MTA Building in Palmer
Members present: Keith Westfal, Stephen Bartelli, Tim Jones, Bill Folsom, Dan
Montgomery, Max Sager, Andy Couch, Erik Beckman, Mel Grove
Members Absent Excused: Ben Allen, Kathy Thompson, Gerrit Dykstra, Brian Campbell,
Bennett Durgeloh and Guiseppe Rosi
Andy Moved to accept agenda 2nd by Mel Grove. Agenda set.
ADF&G present: Tim Pelitier
Public Present: Alaska Outdoor Council Rod Arno
Patrick O’Connor (former AC member) Commented that regulation proposal book was getting
more and more complicated as well as the regulation book. Rather than such complicated
regulation, Pat suggested that hunts be regulated by dates rather than size of antlers, etc. He
would like to see both regulation and proposal books thinned down.
Bill Folsom agreed, but said that state population had greatly expanded since the 50’s and 60’s.
Dave Weiss from Sutton, new to area and without knowledge of proposal process. Wanted to
talk about possible grouse hunting proposal. (Bill Folsom said the process would not allow new
proposals for our area at this time).
Stephen Bartelli suggested Mr. Weiss go to ADF&G website to look for information about the
Board of Game process.
Andy Couch explained that he had killed an illegal bull moose in 14A and turned it into Fish
and Wildlife Protection, but that he was set for a court date in November and would be up for a
violation -- which the Advisory Committee may want to vote on considering whether he
should stay on the Advisory Committee.
Bill Folsom and Max Sager both spoke in favor of just leaving Andy on the AC without taking
any further action, because of the tough regulations, and because he turned himself in, and he
also was a valuable member of the committee.
Mark mentioned if Andy was fined possibly he should not run in the next election for the AC.
Andy Couch mentioned that there seemed to be discretionary calls being made on the
enforcement of the spike / fork/ 50 inch moose regulations and that after the court decision was
made he would like to see an effort through the AC to make enforcement of the regulation
more consistent.
Guiseppe will be missing meetings because of his work schedule, but it was agreed with no
objection that he would remain on the AC through the next election when his term will expire.
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Motion pass proposal 1 which would allow ADF&G to issue additional musk ox permits.
Motion Support Unanimously 9 -0-0.
Motion to pass proposal 2, 3, 4 which would require that all Nunivak muskox registration hunts
be issued in Mekoryuk. Stephen Bartelli explained that the requirement that people must go to
Motion Oppose to unanimously 0-9-0.
Motion to pass proposal 5 which would increase the moose amount of moose necessary for
subsistence in Unit 18 to 500 to 1000 moose. Without knowing what the current number
necessary for subsistence is, Dan Montgomery said 500 - 1000 was a large increase that could in
the future restrict many Alaskans and non Alaskans from hunting moose in the area.
Proposal Oppose Unanimously 0-9-0.
Proposal 6 If adopted would streamline the process for obtaining moose permits in Unit 18, 19,
and 23 -- especially for hunters out of the local area.
Support unanimously 9-0-0.
Proposal 7 by ADF&G would expand the moose bag limit in Unit 18.
Support unanimously 9-0-0.
Proposal 10, 11, and 12 Would expand methods and means for harvesting moose in Unit 18.
Opposed 0-8-1.
Proposal 13 Makes predator prey management more complicated.
Opposed unanimously. 0-13-0.
Proposal 14 would close nonresident trapping seasons for some species
in Units 18, 22, 23, and 26A.
Opposed 0-9-0.
Proposal 15 would increase the hunting limit from wolves from 5- 10.
Support 9-0-0.
Proposal 17 would expand the season and bag limit for lynx in Unit 18. One member felt that
all should be required to purchase a trapping license. Trapping license allows people to take
lynx without limit. There is harvestable surplus at times. Some members felt numbers would
go down and need continual changing.
Motion Opposed 1- 7 - 1.
Proposal 19 This proposal would complicate predator prey management in an area where the
nonresident harvest may be almost nothing.
Opposed 0-9-0.
Proposal 23 puts trophy value of muskox under subsistence regulations for reconsideration.
Rod Arno for Alaska Outdoor Council supported allowing people to keep the trophy value of
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musk ox. Dan Montgomery said allowing hunters to keep trophies could increase hunting
pressure in the area. Mel Grove felt allowing ADF&G to make the determination as proposed
was a good solution.
Proposal Supported 9-0-0.
Proposal 26 would allow year round brown bear hunting in Unit 22.
ADF&G opposed.
Opposed 0-7-2.
Proposal 29 would reallocate moose permits to guides. Rather than reallocating a precious few
permits, some AC members felt the number of permits issued should simply be increased to
allow and maximize sustainable harvest.
Proposal Opposed 1 - 5 - 3 .
Proposal 30 would restrict brown bear hunting unneccessarily in the Noatak National Preserve.
ADF&G position do not adopt.
Opposed 0-9-0.
Proposal 32 would allow brown bear to be harvested without a tag in Unit 26A. ADF&G
proposal.
Support unanimously. 8-0-0.
Proposal 33 would allow season and harvest of wolverine in Unit 26.
Support 8-0-0.
Proposal 34 Support 8-0-0.
Proposal 35 Inadequate information available from ADF&G. Motion to
table with 2nd pending additional information. Motion tabled 8-0-0.
Proposal 36 -- motion to table pending additional information.
Motion tabled 8-0-0.
Members that took a break and got locked outside returned.
Proposal 37 Support 9-0-0.
The AC continued discussion of Board of Game proposals 40 - 50 for Statewide meeting, which
are included in the Oct 26th meeting minutes in order to keep the comments together for use by
the BOG.
Other Member Comments:
Andy Couch announced a public meeting run by Representative Newman at the public safety
building in Wasilla to discuss Mat-Su Salmon stock management.
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Max Sager mentioned that he had no problem meeting at MTA in Palmer.
Dan Montgomery added the same comment as Max.
Bill expressed that AC members should let him know if they feel meetings should be run
differently or if additional items need to be included on the agenda.
Andy mentioned the fishery proposals for Copper River / Upper Susitna River area -- Jehnifer
Ehman from the public also mentioned wanting to cover some proposals from this area.
Meeting Adjourned -- AC to meet again on Oct. 26
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Anchorage Fish & Game Advisory Committee
Meeting of November 11-14, 2011
Comments to the ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
for Arctic & Western Regions, Regional and Other Units proposals.

On October 25, 2011, the Anchorage Advisory Committee(AAC), with 10 members present,
reviewed proposals 1-37. It should be noted a new member who was elected on October 4, 2011
abstained on a majority of the proposals because this member did not have enough time to review
these proposals.
PROPOSAL 1

_9__ SUPPORT; __0__ OPPOSE; ___1__ ABSTAIN

DESCRIPTION: Increase the number of available drawing permits to ‘up to 100 permits’ for the
spring hunt for bull muskox on Nunivak Island in Unit 18.
DISCUSSION: Support, agree with issues stated in proposal.
PROPOSAL 2

__0_ SUPPORT; ___0_ OPPOSE; _10__ ABSTAIN

DESCRIPTION: Issue all Nunivak Island muskox permits in Mekoryuk only.
DISCUSSION: Take no action. AAC needed more information to form an opinion.

PROPOSAL 3
DESCRIPTION:

_0__ SUPPORT; __0___ OPPOSE; _10__ ABSTAIN
Issue cow muskox registration permits only on Nunivak Island.

DISCUSSION: Take no action. The AAC needed more information to form an opinion.
PROPOSAL 4

_0_ SUPPORT; __0_ OPPOSE; __10__ ABSTAIN

DESCRIPTION: Issue cow muskox registration permits only on Nunivak Island.
DISCUSSION: Take no action. The AAC needed more information to form an opinion.
PROPOSAL 5
DESCRIPTION:
Unit 18.

__0_ SUPPORT; __0__ OPPOSE; __10__ ABSTAIN
Change the Amounts Reasonably Necessary for Subsistence Uses for moose in

DISCUSSION: Take no action.
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Anchorage Fish & Game Advisory Committee
Comments to the ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
for Arctic & Western Regions, Regional and Other Units proposals.

PROPOSAL 6

_9__ SUPPORT; __0__ OPPOSE; ___1__ ABSTAIN

DESCRIPTION: Eliminate the requirement to pick up moose registration permits weeks or months
prior to the season in remote villages in Region V. Make all registration permits available in season
from designated vendors.
DISCUSSION: Support, agree with issues stated in proposal.
PROPOSAL 7
_9__ SUPPORT; __0__ OPPOSE; __1__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Lengthen the Unit 18 resident moose season in the Lower Yukon Area (eg.,
downstream of MountainVillage) and change the bag limit to include any moose per regularity year.
DISCUSSION: Support, agree with issues stated in proposal.
PROPOSAL 8
_9__ SUPPORT; __0__ OPPOSE; __1__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Lengthen the resident moose winter season in the Remainder of Unit 18 and
change the bag limit to include any moose in the winter hunt.
DISCUSSION: Support, agree with issues stated in proposal.
PROPOSAL 9
DESCRIPTION:

_9__ SUPPORT; __0__ OPPOSE; ___1__ ABSTAIN
Reauthorize the antlerless moose season in Unit 18, as follows:

DISCUSSION: Support, agree with issues stated in proposal.
PROPOSAL 10
DESCRIPTION:

0___ SUPPORT; _9__ OPPOSE; __1__ ABSTAIN
Allow the use of electronic calls for taking moose in Unit 18.

DISCUSSION: Oppose this proposal because the AAC doesn’t see a need to change the current
regulation prohibiting the use of electronic game calls for taking moose.
PROPOSAL 11
0___ SUPPORT; _9__ OPPOSE; _1__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Allow the use of salt licks for taking moose in Unit 18.
DISCUSSION: Oppose this proposal because the AAC doesn’t see a need to change the current
regulation prohibiting the use of salt licks for taking moose.
Page 2 of 7

AC3
2 of 7

Anchorage Fish & Game Advisory Committee
Comments to the ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
for Arctic & Western Regions, Regional and Other Units proposals.
PROPOSAL 12
0___ SUPPORT; _9__ OPPOSE; __1__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Allow moose to be harvested from a boat under power in Unit 18.
DISCUSSION: Oppose this proposal, the AAC doesn’t see a need to change the current regulation
prohibiting the use of a boat under power for taking moose.
PROPOSAL 13
5__ SUPPORT; __3_ OPPOSE; __2__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Develop a Unit specific Amount Necessary for Subsistence finding for each Unit
in the Arctic Region.
DISCUSSION: The AAC supports this proposal, agree with issues stated in proposal.
Three members oppose this proposal for the following reasons: 1) They don’t see a need to establish
an ANS because they have never seen a complaint or a proposal to establish a need from those using
the resource; 2) Suspicious as to the motive of this proposal; and 3) Concerned that this proposal may
have an impact on Fish & Game’s ability to implement intensive management plans.
Wade Willis, representing Science Now Project!, spoke about this proposal to the AAC.
PROPOSAL 14
DESCRIPTION:
Units.

_1_ SUPPORT; _5__ OPPOSE; __4___ ABSTAIN
Close nonresident trapping seasons for certain species within the Arctic Region

DISCUSSION: The AAC opposes this proposal because five members didn’t see a current problem
that this proposal will fix.
The one member who supports this proposal agrees with issues stated in the proposal.
Wade Willis, representing Science Now Project!, spoke about this proposal to the AAC.
PROPOSAL 15
__0__ SUPPORT; __0___ OPPOSE; _10_ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Increase the bag limit for wolves in Unit 18.
DISCUSSION: Take no action.
PROPOSAL 16
_0__ SUPPORT; __0__ OPPOSE; _10__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Increase the bag limit for wolverine in Unit 18.
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Comments to the ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
for Arctic & Western Regions, Regional and Other Units proposals.
DISCUSSION: Take no action. To form an opinion the AAC needed information regarding the
population of wolverines in the area and if that population could sustain an increased harvest.
PROPOSAL 17
_0_ SUPPORT; _9__ OPPOSE; __1_ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Extend the season and increase the bag limit for lynx in Unit 18.
DISCUSSION: The AAC oppose this proposal because lynx populations follow the hare cycle.
PROPOSAL 18
_9_ SUPPORT; __0__ OPPOSE; _1__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Clarify when a violation has occurred concerning incidental take by trappers for
Unit 18.
DISCUSSION: Support this proposal for reasons stated in the proposal.
PROPOSAL 19
_1__ SUPPORT; __5___ OPPOSE; __4__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Close nonresident fur animal hunting seasons for certain species in Arctic Region
Units.
DISCUSSION: The AAC opposes this proposal because five members didn’t see a current problem
that this proposal will fix.
The one member who supports this proposal agrees with issues stated in the proposal.
Wade Willis, representing Science Now Project!, spoke about this proposal to the AAC.
PROPOSAL 20
0__ SUPPORT; _0_ OPPOSE; __10_ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Increase the bag limit and lengthen the season for ptarmigan in Unit 18.
DISCUSSION: Take no action.
PROPOSAL 21
_9_ SUPPORT; _0__ OPPOSE; _1_ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Modify the boundaries for Units 18, 19 and 21 as follows:
DISCUSSION: Support this proposal for reasons stated in the proposal.
PROPOSAL 22
_9__ SUPPORT; __0__ OPPOSE; _1_ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Reauthorize the antlerless moose season in Unit 22C and the remainder of Unit
22D, as follows:
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Comments to the ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
for Arctic & Western Regions, Regional and Other Units proposals.
DISCUSSION: Support this proposal for reasons stated in the proposal.
PROPOSAL 23
_10_ SUPPORT; _0_ OPPOSE; __0_ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Review the discretionary authority requiring the nullification of trophy value of
animals taken under a subsistence permit.
DISCUSSION: Support, the AAC felt that trophy value of subsistence permit animals should not be
nullified. The AAC recommends the department identify better methods to control subsistence
permit hunts if necessary.
PROPOSAL 24
__0_ SUPPORT; _0__ OPPOSE; 10__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Align brown bear seasons in Unit 22C with remainder of unit.
DISCUSSION: Take no action. Need more information to form an opinion.
PROPOSAL 25
__0_ SUPPORT; _0__ OPPOSE; 10___ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Align brown bears seasons in Unit 22.
DISCUSSION: Take no action. Need more information to form an opinion.
PROPOSAL 26
__0_ SUPPORT; _9__ OPPOSE; _1__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Open a year round season for brown bear in Unit 22.
DISCUSSION: Oppose, the AAC did not agree with year round opening for brown bears.
PROPOSAL 27
_0_ SUPPORT; _0__ OPPOSE; 10__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Lengthen the ptarmigan season in Unit 22.
DISCUSSION: Take no action. Need more information to form an opinion.
PROPOSAL 28
_9_ SUPPORT; __0_ OPPOSE; _1_ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Reauthorize the antlerless moose season in Unit 23, as follows:
DISCUSSION: Support this proposal for reasons stated in the proposal.
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Comments to the ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
for Arctic & Western Regions, Regional and Other Units proposals.
PROPOSAL 29
_0__ SUPPORT; __9_ OPPOSE; _1__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Allocate 50% of the Unit 23 moose permits for DM875 to guides.
DISCUSSION: The AAC did not agree with 50% of the permits being allocated to guides. It was
recommended that other options be considered that would increase permit holder participation.
PROPOSAL 30
__6__ SUPPORT; __4__ OPPOSE; __0_ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Establish a harvest objective for brown bear in the Noatak National Preserve.
DISCUSSION: The AAC supports this proposal for reasons stated in the proposal.
Four members oppose this proposal because they didn’t see a need to establish a harvest objective
and they felt the harvest objective would be too restrictive.
PROPOSAL 31
_9__ SUPPORT; __0_ OPPOSE; __1_ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Reauthorize the antlerless moose season in Unit 26A, as Follows:
DISCUSSION: Support this proposal for reasons stated in the proposal.
PROPOSAL 32
7__ SUPPORT; _3__ OPPOSE; _0__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Add Unit 26A to the list of areas where a resident brown bear tag is not required
for hunts.
DISCUSSION: The AAC supports this proposal for reasons stated in the proposal.
Three members oppose this proposal because revocation of brown bear tags is not necessary. It’s not
going to change reporting of harvested bears.
PROPOSAL 33
_4__ SUPPORT; ___5__ OPPOSE; ___1__
ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Open the wolverine hunting season earlier in Unit 26.
DISCUSSION: The AAC opposes this proposal because there was no data to justify a longer season.
Oppose the August 1st opening.
Four members support this proposal for reasons stated in the proposal.
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Comments to the ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
for Arctic & Western Regions, Regional and Other Units proposals.
PROPOSAL 34
_9_ SUPPORT; _0__ OPPOSE; _1_ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Reauthorize the current resident tag fee exemptions for brown bear in the Units
18, 22, 23 and 26A.
DISCUSSION: Support this proposal for reasons stated in the proposal.
PROPOSAL 35
__8_ SUPPORT; __2__ OPPOSE; _0__ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Approve an intensive management plan for moose in Unit 15A
AMENDMENT: Approve an intensive management plan for moose in Unit 15A to include
significant habitat enhancement.
DISCUSSION: The AAC supports this proposal as amended. Supporting members recognize that
habitat enhancement is essential for this area to support a healthy moose population.
Two members oppose to the amendment; however, they support the proposal as written.
Tony Kavalok, ADF&G, and Jeff Selinger, ADF&G Wildlife Conservation, provided details of
the implementation of the intensive management plan for Unit 15 A and C at our October 25th
meeting.
PROPOSAL 36
__7__ SUPPORT; _3__ OPPOSE; __0___ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Approve an intensive management plan for moose in Unit 15C.
DISCUSSION: The AAC supports this proposal as written. Seven members concur with issues
addressed in the proposal.
Three AAC members opposed the proposal for the following reasons: 1) Intensive management must
include bears to be successful; 2) Lacking current predator prey analyst & habitat carrying capacity
analysis wolf control is not justified and likely will not be effective.
Tony Kavalok, ADF&G, and Jeff Selinger, ADF&G Wildlife Conservation, provided details of
the implementation of the intensive management plan for Unit 15 A and C at our October 25th
meeting.
PROPOSAL 37
__9_ SUPPORT; ___0__ OPPOSE; __1_ ABSTAIN
DESCRIPTION: Amend the current predation management plan for the Southern Alaska Peninsula
caribou herd.
DISCUSSION: Support this proposal for reasons stated in the proposal.
END
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NOATAK/KIVALINA AC
(Unit 23)
Comments re:
Arctic & Western Regions
(Proposals not receiving comments are not included below.)

Bethel Area – Unit 18
Proposal 6
Action: Unanimously Opposed
Description: Eliminate the requirement to pick up moose registration permits weeks or months
prior to the season in remote villages in Region V (Units 18 and 23); make all registration
permits available in season from designated vendors. (This proposal will also be considered
under the Unit 23 management area.)
Amendment:
Discussion: The AC feels that the requirement to pick up moose permits in Unit 23 remain
intact and that it is has proven to be a useful tool to better manage the resource.
Proposal 13
Action: No recommendation
Description: Develop a Unit specific Amount Necessary for Subsistence finding for each Unit in
the Arctic Region. (This proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)
Amendment:
Discussion: After some discussion, the members decided not to act on Proposal 13. We
don’t know enough about all furbearer populations including wolves and the department
would need to be afforded the funds and human resources to determine the populations
before developing ANSs in the Arctic region.
Proposal 14
Action: No recommendation
Description: Close nonresident trapping seasons for certain species in the Arctic Region Units.
(This proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)
Amendment:
Discussion: Same as # 13.
Proposal 19

Action: No recommendation
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Description: Close nonresident fur animal hunting seasons for certain species in the Arctic
Region Units. (This proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)
Amendment:
Discussion: Same as # 13.
Nome Area – Unit 22
Proposal 23
Action: Unanimously Opposed.
Description: Review the discretionary authority for requiring the nullification of trophy value of
animals taken under a subsistence permit; specifically Seward Peninsula muskox.
Amendment:
Discussion: Requiring the nullification of the trophy value of animals taken in subsistence
hunts, specifically the Seward Peninsula musk ox needs to remain intact on some hunts as
it is a useful tool in managing the resource. User conflict already exists and discretionary
authority needs to remain intact as it is a useful tool in some subsistence hunts.
Kotzebue Area – Unit 23
Proposal 28
Action: Unanimously Support
Description: Reauthorize the antlerless moose seasons in Unit 23.
Amendment:
Discussion: After listening to reports about the health and population of the species, the
AC voted to unanimously support the proposal.
Proposal 29
Action: No action
Description: Allocate 50% of the Unit 23 moose permits for DM875 to guides.
Amendment:
Discussion: We don’t know enough about the guiding operations in Unit 23 whether state
or federal to make an informed decision on this proposal.
Proposal 30
Action: Unanimously Oppose
Description: Establish a harvest objective for brown bear in the Noatak National Preserve.
Amendment:
Discussion: Bears knows no boundaries.
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Regional
Proposal 34
Action: Unanimously Adopted
Description: Reauthorize the current resident tag fee exemptions for brown bear in Units 18, 22,
23 and 26A.
Amendment:
Discussion: After listening to reports on the health and population of brown bears in Unit
23, the AC unanimously adopted the proposal to continue to exempt resident tag fees.
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Faribanks AC Comments re: Arctic & Western Regions
The Fairbanks AC offers the following comments and recommendations to the Board of Game.
These comments were approved by the FAC by a vote of ____In Favor,
____Opposed,____Abstaining, ____Absent from vote.
Bethel Area – Unit 18
Proposal 1
Action: Support
Description: Increase the number of available drawing permits to ‘up to 100 permits’ for the
spring hunt for bull muskox on Nunivak Island in Unit 18.
Amendment: None
Discussion: Makes sense to hunt back to the desired bull:cow ratio. The FAC has no
recommendation on “Where” to issue the permits. Mekoryuk makes the most sense as being
closest to the herd.
Proposal 2

Action: Refer to Proposal #1 comment.

Proposal 3

Action: Refer to Proposal #1 comment.

Proposal 4

Action: Refer to Proposal #1 comment.

Proposal 5
Action: Oppose
Description: Change the Amounts Reasonably Necessary for Subsistence Uses for moose in
Unit 18.
Amendment: None
Discussion: High and growing moose population, long seasons and subsistence needs met.
There is no need to revise the ANS, especially to the high numbers recommended.
Proposal 6
Action: Adopt
Description: Eliminate the requirement to pick up moose registration permits weeks or months
prior to the season in remote villages in Region V (Units 18 and 23); make all registration
permits available in season from designated vendors.
Amendments: None
Discussion: There is no need to keep the old discrimination by cost system (an extra round
trip). The proposed change would cut costs for moose hunters. Especially in growing moose
populations it allows more Alaskans access to the resource.
Proposal 7
Action: Adopt
Description: Lengthen the Unit 18 resident moose season in the Lower Yukon Area (e.g.,
downstream of Mountain Village) and change the bag limit to include any moose in the fall and
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two moose per regulatory year.
Amendment: None
Discussion: In this growing and already high population, we prefer moose in freezers rather
than to die off in a bad winter or poor habitat.
Proposal 8
Action: Adopt
Description: Lengthen the resident moose winter season in the Remainder of Unit 18 and
change the bag limit to include any moose in the winter hunt.
Amendment: None
Discussion: Increases opportunity where there is a high moose population.
Proposal 9
Action: Adopt
Description: Antlerless reauthorization
Amendment: None
Discussion: High population warrants reauthorization.
Proposal 10
Action: Amend/Adopt
Description: Use of electronic call for taking moose in Unit 18.
Amendment: Electronic calls may be used in GMU 18 for moose from ½ hour before sunrise
until ½ hour after sunset.
Discussion: The restriction on using electronic calls was because of the interference with other
hunters and camps, especially by idiots who used them all night long to “call in” moose for the
morning hunt. A time restriction would allow the technology without the interference.
Proposal 11
Action: Oppose
Description: Allow the use of salt licks for taking moose in Unit 18.
Amendment: None
Discussion: Don’t start the argument for “why” the salt block was placed in the field. This
practice is not necessary for moose harvest in Unit 18.
Proposal 12
Action: Oppose
Description: Allow moose to be harvested from a boat under power in Unit 18.
Amendment: None
Discussion: This practice is not authorized for moose anywhere. It is not needed to assist
moose hunters in Unit 18.
Proposal 13
Action: Oppose
Description: Develop a Unit specific Amount Necessary for Subsistence finding for each Unit in
the Arctic Region.
Amendment: None
Discussion: The FAC’s opinion is that the original findings for ANS for furbearers and fur animals
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does not contain enough detail about the relationship between the harvestable surplus and the
uses for subsistence. We do not agree that a Unit specific number is needed or even desirable.
The sustainability of these populations under the present regulations for hunting and trapping,
including non-residents is the indicator that detailed unit by unit numbers are not necessary.
We recommend the board modify the ANS by “Region” and use information from the
Subsistence Division for developing the ANS. Either “do not adopt” or defer this proposal until
the necessary information can be available for a regional ANS numbers.
Proposal 14
Action: Oppose
Description: Similar issues to Proposal 13. Restricts non-residents.
Amendment: None
Discussion: Please see discussion for Proposal 13.
Proposal 15
Action: Adopt
Description: Increase the bag limit for wolves in Unit 18.
Amendment: None
Discussion: The proposed bag limit more closely fits with the adjacent units.
Proposal 16
Action: Adopt
Description: Increase the bag limit for wolverine in Unit 18.
Amendment: None
Discussion: It highly unlikely that very many hunters would ever get this opportunity.
However, if there is not biological data that suggests the present hunting harvest is too high,
the board should adopt this proposal.
Proposal 17
Action: Oppose
Description: Extend the season and increase bag limit for lynx in Unit 18.
Amendment: None
Discussion: No trapper or hunter has ever brought this issue to the FAC. The historical
testimony is that lynx is eaten and that the method of harvest is not the issue nor the early
season requested by this proposal. The lynx is more valued as a trapped animal when the pelt
is valuable. There is no reason to change.
Proposal 18
Action: Oppose
Description: Clarify when a violation has occurred concerning incidental take by trappers.
Amendment: None
Discussion: The regulatory year definition is clear and does not need further explanation. It is
our understanding that citations are given for traps/snares placed to intentionally catch
ungulates which then draw furbearers to the area. Even if sets are 300 feet away such
situations are not tolerable if the “bait” moose or caribou was caught in sets that were not
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intended for the furbearer. Our opinion is the existing language is adequate and does not need
to be changed.
Proposal 19
Action: Oppose
Description: Close non-resident fur animal hunting seasons for certain species in the Arctic
Region Units.
Amendment: None
Discussion: Please refer to the discussion for Proposal 13.
Proposal 20
Action: Oppose
Description: Increase the bag limit and lengthen the season for ptarmigan in Unit 18.
Amendment: None
Discussion: The present limit of 20 per day and 40 in possession is generous. A significant
increase, as proposed, could lead to waste rather than use.
Proposal 21
Action: Adopt
Description: Modify the boundaries for Units 18, 19 and 21.
Amendments: None
Discussion: We support the modification of Unit boundaries when it makes them more
identifiable to the hunters. If the local AC’s approve a change, we support them.
Nome Area – Unit 22
Proposal 22
Action: Adopt
Description: Reauthorize antlerless moose.
Amendment: None
Discussion: The FAC supports antlerless reauthorization as approved by the local AC’s.
Proposal 23
Action: Adopt
Description: Review the discretionary authority for requiring the nullification of trophy value of
animals taken under a subsistence permit; specifically Seward Peninsula muskox.
Amendment: None needed
Discussion: The FAC has always opposed antler destruction and seeks other ways to control
the harvest. If mature bulls are removed from the “bag limit” for subsistence muskox, antler
destruction language could then be removed from the regulation. We urge you to take those
actions.
Proposal 24
Action: Oppose
Description: Align brown bear seasons in Unit 22C with the remainder of the Unit.
Amendment: None
Discussion: There is a large difference in the hunter population between 22C and the other
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subunits. If the seasons were aligned, the harvestable surplus of brown bears could easily be
exceeded. We recommend keeping the existing regulation.
Proposal 25
Action: Oppose
Description: Align brown bear seasons in Unit 22.
Amendment: None
Discussion: Please refer to the discussion for Proposal # 24.
Proposal 26
Action: Oppose
Description: Open a year round season for brown bear in Unit 22.
Amendment: None
Discussion: Please refer to the discussion for Proposal #24.
Proposal 27
Action: Support
Description: Lengthen the ptarmigan season in Unit 22.
Amendment: None
Discussion: We recommend aligning the season with the surrounding Units and sub-units. It is
our understanding that there are high ptarmigan populations in Unit 22.
Kotzebue Area – Unit 23
Proposal 28
Action: Support
Description: Reauthorize antlerless moose seasons in Unit 23
Amendment: None
Discussion: The FAC supports reauthorization as approved by the local AC’s.
Proposal 29
Action: Oppose
Description: Allocate 50% of the Unit 23 moose permits for DM 875 to guides.
Amendment: None
Discussion: If successful drawing permit hunters are not taking advantage of their permits
because of hunt conditions, more information about those conditions should accompany the
drawing permit data. Guides can compete by informing potential clients about those same
conditions. An additional allocation for guided hunters is not warranted.
Proposal 30
Action: Oppose
Description: Establish a harvest objective for brown bear in the Noatak National Preserve.
Amendment: None
Discussion: The FAC questions the premise that the present harvest level is “unsustainable”.
The proposer speculates the reason is unreported harvest and lower skull size measurements.
Unless there is evidence to suggest that the harvestable surplus is being exceeded, the board
should not set a formal harvest objective.
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Barrow Area – Unit 26A
Proposal 31
Action: Support
Description: Reauthorize the antlerless moose season in Unit 26A.
Amendment: None
Discussion: The FAC supports the antlerless reauthorization as approved by the local AC’s.
Proposal 32
Action: Support
Description: Add Unit 26A to the list of areas where a resident brown bear tag is not required
for hunts.
Amendment: None
Discussion: The harvestable surplus is high enough to need to reduce the bear population.
Proposal 33
Action: Amend/Support
Description: Open the wolverine hunting season earlier in Unit 26.
Amendment: Substitute August 10 for August 1
Discussion: Hunters that would take advantage of this change are going to be hunting multispecies if possible. Since the sheep season opens on August 10, it would make sense to add
wolverine to the choices.
Regional
Proposal 34
Action: Support
Description: Reauthorize the current resident tag fee exemptions for brown bear in Units 18,
22, 23 and 26A.
Amendment: None
Discussion: The FAC supports this reauthorization.
Other Units
Proposal 35
Action: None
Description: Approve an intensive management plan for moose in Unit 15A.
Amendment: None
Discussion: This plan is not available for comment by the public or AC’s (as of October 25, our
meeting date). How is the public comment/AC comment process supposed to be involved?
The board will need to defer this proposal until the next meeting to get the necessary public
input.
Proposal 36
Action: None
Description: Approve an intensive management plan for moose in Unit 15C.
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Amendment: None
Discussion: Please refer to the discussion for Proposal #35.
Proposal 37
Action: Approve new information
Description: Amend the current predation management plan for Southern Alaska Peninsula
caribou herd in Unit 9.
Amendment: None
Discussion: The FAC supports adding the new information. On page 51 the “new” data changes
the target calf survival rate from 30/100 cows to 20/100 cows. How is it possible to grow the
herd at this level? The 20/100 is below every other target minimum (usually 25/100 to
maintain). We do not approve of this change as it could be precedent setting for other plans.
Proposal 256
Action: Amend/Adopt
Description: Snare with diverter wire for wolf trapping only in Unit 1C.
Amendment and Discussion: 1/32 inch wire is too small to support a diverter and to hold a
wolf. Change to 3/32 inch. Although the concept of a diverter wire may work in some areas,
the heavy snow area in Unit 1C isn’t the place to try this. We constructed an example and the
bulk of the 28” wire will be vulnerable to snow load to the point of not working as desired. We
recommend not requiring the diverter wire in Unit 1C.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Kenai/Soldotna AC Comments re:Arctic & Western
Region meeting November 11 – 14, 2011

Bethel Area – Unit 18
Proposal 6
Action: Support
Description: Eliminate the requirement to pick up moose registration permits weeks or
months prior to the season in remote villages in Region V (Units 18 and 23); make all
registration permits available in season from designated vendors. (This proposal will
also be considered under the Unit 23 management area.)
Discussion: Current regulations regarding registration permits in these areas is
essentially eliminating Alaska residents, other than those actually living in the village,
from participation. Alaska residents should be afforded a reasonable opportunity to
participate in these hunts; the present regulation appears to be the opposite of that.
Action: Oppose
Proposal 10
Description: Allow the use of electronic calls for taking moose in Unit 18
Discussion: This is a hunting ethics issue; electronic calls for big game hunting have
historically been prohibited, not only in Alaska but virtually everywhere in the U.S.
Approving the use of electronic calls would provide a significant advantage that is not in
the best interests of the resource. Further, allowing electronic calls specifically for one
area would set a president that would surely result in statewide use.
Proposal 11
Action: Oppose
Description: Allow the use of salt licks for taking moose in Unit 18.
Discussion: Opposition to this proposal essentially mirrors that for proposal number 10.
The use of salt licks as bait for ungulates has long been considered an unethical approach
and creates the situation akin to “shooting fish in a barrel.” Regulations have prohibited
the use of salt licks in the past and to allow such use in one area would only lead to
having to implement in other areas and would not be in the best interests of the resource.
Proposal 12
Action: Oppose
Description: Allow moose to be harvested from a boat under power in Unit 18
Discussion: Opposition to this proposal essentially mirrors that for proposals 10 and 11.
Taking moose from a boat under power would be little different than taking one from any
motor vehicle under power. The special circumstances where this is allowed, particularly
in the case of swimming caribou is an entirely different situation for too many reasons to
list here. To pass this proposal would set a precedent and would seem to invite more of
the same in the future. Moose harvest in the proposed area is a much more viable option
than in most areas and there is no evident justification to cross those ethical lines.
Page 1 of 2
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Kenai/Soldotna AC Comments re:Arctic & Western
Region meeting November 11 – 14, 2011
Other Units
Proposal 35
Action: Support
Description: Approve an intensive management plan for moose in Unit 15A.
Discussion: The residents of the Kenai Peninsula place great value on the ability to
harvest moose as a sustenance providing resource. Peninsula residents are currently
facing a significant reduction in the ability to harvest moose due to recent regulations
limiting harvest to 50”/4 brow tine bulls. Hunters on the Kenai have shown support for
this regulation as a means of balancing the bull/cow ration and re-growing the moose
population. This proposal will allow the Department of Fish and Game options,
particularly the aerial harvest of wolves, that heretofore were not available. The
operational flexibility in this proposal appears to provide the Department numerous
operational tactics to achieve the management goals for Unit 15A.
The committee would like to comment that the brown bear populations on the Kenai
Peninsula remain a significant threat to moose population growth. The public continually
expresses disappointment that the brown bear situation is seemingly out of control and
the committee suggests opening the fall brown bear season on September 1st to allow
those with permits more opportunity to harvest brown bears.
The committee would also comment that new data pertaining to moose calf
mortality/survival and data from winter moose predation appears to be necessary to
further enhance the region’s moose populations.
Proposal 36
Action: Support
Description: Approve an intensive management plan for moose in Unit 15C.
Discussion: See comments for proposal number 35.
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Draft Minutes from McGrath AC Teleconference
Thursday, October 27, 2011
12:15 pm
Members Present:
Ray Collins, Chair-McGrath
Lewis Egrass-McGrath
Steffen Strick-McGrath
Mark Cox-McGrath
Kevin Whitworth-McGrath
Clinton Goods- Takotna
George Gregory- Nikolia
Nick Petruska-Nikolai
In addition Daniel Esai (who could not make the meeting due to work) call the chair earl to state he was
opposed to any changes in the issuing of permits as proposed in Proposal 6. It is not broken and doesn’t
need fixing. Any increase of hunters from outside the area will impact the current recovery of moose
numbers.
Comments on BOG Arctic/Western BOG meeting
Proposal 6
Action: Unsupported
Description: Eliminate the requirement to pick up moose registration permits weeks or months prior
to the season in remote villages in Region V (Units 18 and 23); make all registration permits available
in season from designated vendors. (This proposal will also be considered under the Unit 23
management area.)
Amendment: None
Discussion:
• Local people in these areas are dependent on the resource, and while there is currently enough
to go around, increasing the availability of permits has the potential to drastically increase the
number of hunters which would be detrimental to the whole resource
• We feel that if hunters have enough money to fly into this area specifically to hunt, they can
hunt on general season tickets, other registration hunts, or drawing hunts, not these specific
registration hunts. This change would impact local hunters that need these moose to subsist on.
With the high cost of fuel in rural Alaska, local hunters are limited to how far away from their
homes they can already hunt, without having to deal with added competition from people who
live outside 19D.
o On a side note, an AC member observed 5 good sized bulls being taken in 19D on the
river this hunting season by non-locals with no harvest ticket. McGrath does not
currently have an enforcement officer, and other areas know this. An increase in
hunters with no enforcement officer is not a good mix.
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With the improved and lengthened runway at Takotna, the ability to fly in boats and 4wheelers
is now a possibility. The workers that came out to make the improvements on the runway went
hunting in 19D and were talking about doing just that. This ability already exists in McGrath.
Passing of this game regulation would take away a valuable tool that the managers use to
manage the moose population. While there is currently a sustainable harvest, an increase of
hunting pressure could negatively impact the bull:cow ratios in GMU 19D
Locals went through a 5 year memorandum on moose hunting the not too distant past. The
communities here did without moose in order to bring the population up. Local hunters paid
the price , while other hunters that are now interested in coming into 19D to hunt did not have
to give up their moose. Already over 20% of these permits go to people willing to come out
here and get the permits who later return to hunt, and that number will increase if this proposal
passes. There is a huntable surplus of moose in the area of 19D that is outside the permit area.
This area does not require a permit and can sustain added pressure.

Motion moved and seconded to adopt
Vote taken
0 in favor; 8 opposed
Motion Defeated Unanimously

The following proposals are to be taken up at the Statewide BOG meeting in Anchorage 2012
Proposal 93
Action: Unsupported
Description: Allow only the use of traps and snares for taking wolf and wolverine on National Park
Service lands and prohibit the use of firearms except for dispatching trapped animals.
Amendment: None
Discussion:
• The McGrath AC believes this would be a horrible proposal to pass
• This proposal would affect very few people, but those people would be effected greatly
• There is no biological reason- if there was, it should be addressed by changing season dates
and/or bag limits.
• The trappers that operate on park lands operate far away from the beaten path, which means
that the viewing wildlife aspect of parks near more accessible areas would not be affected.
• If this proposal is extended to all federally managed land, it would be very problematic. Some
communities, for example Galena and Holy Cross, are surrounded by federal lands. The trappers
who reside there currently use this method of taking furbears quite a bit, and removing the
trappers abilities to remove animals this way would impact their livelihoods as well as moose
and caribou populations, there-by effecting the freezers and pocketbooks of the locals that
depend on the moose and caribou in the area
• All trappers who have traditionally taken wolves and wolverine with a rifle when the
opportunity presents itself could be affected if this is used as a precedent by those who oppose
trapping.
• With the park lands spreading across Alaska, this could wind up being a very bad game
regulation for the whole state.
Motion moved and seconded to adopt
Vote taken
0 in favor; 8 opposed
Motion Defeated Unanimously
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Proposal 131 Action: Support
Description: Authorize a brown bear control program in Unit 19A.
Amendment: None
Discussion:
• It works for us, so it should benefit those folks.
• With an increase of moose down there would help those hunters be able to take the moose in
their own area instead of having to travel too far, including into 19D.
Motion moved and seconded to adopt
Vote taken
8 in favor; 0 opposed
Motion Supported Unanimously

Next McGrath face-to-face AC meeting
February 10th (Roger in Fairbanks 13th-17th , comment deadline on the 17th for Interior BOG meeting)
Possible Agenda items:
• Antlerless Moose reauthorization
• AYK Proposals
• Comment on Interior BOG proposals
Tentative
• 19D Biological Update
• Innoko Update
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NORTHERN SEWARD
PENINSULA AC
(Unit 23)
Comments re:
Arctic & Western Regions
(The Acting Chair prefaced the proposal deliberations by reminding all committee members in person and on the
teleconference that fish and wildlife are important to the people and communities now and into the future and that all
votes will be unanimous. Any issues or concerns will be raised and resolved prior to leaving the table. Also, there
will be no “no action” items as this might be construed as supporting or not supporting the proposal when neither
might not be the case.)

Bethel Area – Unit 18
Proposal 6
Action: Unanimously Opposed
Description: Eliminate the requirement to pick up moose registration permits weeks or months
prior to the season in remote villages in Region V (Units 18 and 23); make all registration
permits available in season from designated vendors. (This proposal will also be considered
under the Unit 23 management area.)
Amendment:
Discussion: Requiring hunters to pick up moose registration permits in Unit 23 has proven
to be a useful tool in managing the resource. At one time, there was a crash and
eliminating this requirement may cause the resource to further decline. There is concern
about calf reproduction and this should be considered before rules are changed.
Proposal 13
Action: Unanimously Oppose
Description: Develop a Unit specific Amount Necessary for Subsistence finding for each Unit in
the Arctic Region. (This proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)
Amendment:
Discussion: The AC feels strongly about taking a stand and taking no action may mean we
support it when the opposite is true. We need to know the total population of a species
before an ANS becomes necessary. This AC feels that the department has enough to do
and that additional funds and human resources would become necessary to census all
furbearers including wolves in the Arctic region.
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Proposal 14
Action: Unanimously Oppose
Description: Close nonresident trapping seasons for certain species in the Arctic Region Units.
(This proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)
Amendment:
Discussion: We need to know the health, population, and take of the species before
arbitrarily closing a nonresident trapping season for wolves in the Arctic region.
Proposal 19
Action: Unanimously Oppose
Description: Close nonresident trapping seasons for certain species in the Arctic Region Units.
(This proposal will also be considered under the other management areas.)
Amendment:
Discussion: Same as # 14.
Nome Area – Unit 22
Proposal 23
Action: Unanimously Opposed.
Description: Review the discretionary authority for requiring the nullification of trophy value of
animals taken under a subsistence permit; specifically Seward Peninsula muskox.
Amendment:
Discussion: Requiring the nullification of trophy value of the Seward Peninsula musk ox
needs to remain intact as it is has proven to be a useful tool in managing the resource. User
conflict is beginning to escalate and removing this management tool would affect the
population. Discretionary authority needs to remain within the department and taking it
away may drive the resources to unsustainable yields.

Kotzebue Area – Unit 23
Proposal 28
Action: Unanimously Support
Description: Reauthorize the antlerless moose seasons in Unit 23.
Amendment:
Discussion: The resource appears to be stable to continue the reauthorization of antlerless
moose seasons in Unit 23.
Proposal 29
Action: Unanimously Oppose
Description: Allocate 50% of the Unit 23 moose permits for DM875 to guides.
Amendment:
Discussion: We don’t know enough about the guiding operations on state and/or federal
lands and cannot make an informed decision that is allocative.
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Proposal 30
Action: Unanimously Oppose
Description: Establish a harvest objective for brown bear in the Noatak National Preserve.
Amendment:
Discussion: While it appears the brown bear population is slowing increasing, the AC feels
there is not enough scientific evidence to establish a bear harvest objective in the Noatak
National Preserve.
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NORTHERN SEWARD
PENINSULA AC
Comments
re: Regional
Regional
Proposal 34
Action: Unanimously Adopted
Description: Reauthorize the current resident tag fee exemptions for brown bear in Units 18, 22,
23 and 26A.
Amendment:
Discussion: After listening to reports on the health and population of brown bears in Unit
23, the AC unanimously adopted the proposal to continue to exempt resident tag fees.
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Alaska Board of Game
Arctic and Western Regions
Public Comments on Proposed Changes in Regulations
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THE ALASKA WILDLIFE ALLIANCE
"LETTING NATURE RUN WILD"

October 27, 2011

.E21VED
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

OCT 2 8 2011
BOARDS

ANCHORAGE

Via Facsimile: 907-465-6094
To Members of the Alaska Board of Game:
The Alaska Wildlife Alliance (AWA) herewith submits its written .comments on
proposals to be considered at the Arctic and Western Regions Meeting, November
11 -14,2011 in Barrow, Alaska.

AWA's Mission Statement
The Alaska Wildlife Alliance is a non-profit organization committed to the
conservation and protection of Alaska's wildlife. We promote the integrity, beauty,
and stability of Alaska's ecosystems, support true subsistence hunting, and recognize
the intrinsic value of wildlife. The AWA works to achieve and maintain balanced
ecosystems in Alaska managed with the use of sound science to preserve wildlife for
present and future generations.
Thank you for considering our comments.
Yours truly,
~- . ---- -

John Toppenberg
Director

~~ .

P.O. Box 202022 Anchorage. AK 99520 ¢ 907·27HJ897 ¢ info@akwildlife.org ¢
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AWA's Comments on the Alaska Board of Game Proposals
Arctic and Western Regions Meeting
(Missing proposal numbers indicates "no comment")

PROPOSAL

#
1

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

COMMENT
SUPPORT This proposal would reduce the bull-cow musk
oxen ratio which if not reduced the musk oxen population
will exceed the carrying capacity on Nunivak Island where
the species has no predators. Hunting permits for bull
musk oxen will increase from current 35 permits to 50.
OPPOSE AWA prioritizes subsistence hunting. This
proposal would encourage urban sport hunts in remote
areas. AWA prioritizes rural subsistence hunting and
therefore opposes this proposal. This proposal will not be
reviewed by the BOG until March 2012.
SUPPORT This proposal would increase harvest of cow
moose, thereby decreasing the current moose population
which has reached habitat/forage carrying capacity.
SUPPORT This proposal would lengthen the hunt season
and liberalize bag limits for moose. These actions would
decrease the ample and growing moose population which is
causing concern. This liberalized hunt would be allowed for
resident hunters only.
SUPPORT This proposal would increase cow and
antlerless moose harvests to keep moose populations from
increasing to numbers which could exceed the
habitat/forage carrying capacity in GMU 18.
OPPOSE This proposal would legalize the method and
means of hunting moose with electric calls. This is
unsportsmanlike behavior which violates the hunting ethic
of fair chase. The liberalized harvest of cow moose should
be sufficient in addressing the concern of the growing
moose population.
OPPOSE This proposal would legalize the use of salt
licks when hunting for moose. This method is
unsportsmanlike and violates the hunting ethic of fair chase.
It is reminiscent of baiting black bears which AWA strongly
opposes.
OPPOSE This proposal would legalize the use of a
'moving' boat to hunt moose. Currently the hunter may
shoot moose from a 'stopped' boat. This method is
unsportsmanlike and violates the ethic of fair chase.
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13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

23

SUPPORT This proposal entails redefining the Amount
Necessary for Subsistence users of wolves in the Arctic
Region GMUs. The impetus for this proposal comes from
the Alaska State Constitution which ensures that Alaska's
natural resources be equally available to all Alaskans. The
reformulation of the ANS would include all Alaskans who
have historically used wolves for cultural and traditional
purposes. Currently the ANS focuses on cultural and
traditional users from the Arctic Region only, therefore not
allocating a percentage of the wolf population for all
Alaskan subsistence users of wolves.
SUPPORT This proposal would halt the harvest of certain
furbearing species in the Arctic Region GMUs by
nonresident trappers and hunters. The reasoning is that
100% of the allowable harvest, ANS, is needed to meet
resident Alaskans' cultural and traditional SUbsistence uses.
OPPOSE This proposal requests an increase of bag Hmits
for wolves from 5 to 10 in GMU 18. Scientific findings need
to be implemented to determine if such an increase would
maintain a sustainable yield.
OPPOSE This proposal requests an increased bag limit
for wolverine from 1 to 2. Scientific findings should be
implemented to determine how such an increase would
impact sustainable yield.
OPPOSE This proposal would increase the bag limit of
lynx in ~MU 18 from 2 to 5 per season. The limit should
not be changed until scientific findings determine that such
an increase will not negatively impact sustainable yield.
SUPPORT This proposal clarifies language in the statute
concerning incidental catch regarding a regulatory year
versus a calendar year. This clarification will be beneficial
for trappers and for enforcement personnel.
SUPPORT . This proposal would halt the harvest of certain
furbearing species by nonresidents in GMUs 18, 22, 23,
and 26A to meet the Constitutionally mandated ANS quota.
The allowable harvest, after calculating sustainable yield
principles, would eliminate all nonresident harvest of
furbearers in the specified GMUs.
OPPOSE This proposal would Increasing the bag limitof
ptarmigan and lengthen the season. Neither should occur
until scientific findings determine that liberalized hunting will
not aversively impact sustainable yield.
OPPOSE This proposal would allow review of the
discr~tionary authority requiring the nullification of trophy
value of animals taken under a subsistence permit. While
AWA supports subsistence hunting, if horns and antlers are
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not destroyed, there is an added incentive to shoot in order
to sell these trophies. Additionally, there would be no way
to tell whether the trophies had been obtained illegally or
illegally. Allowing this practice in one area would invite
demand to allow it in other areas, which would likely lead to
more problems.
OPPOSE This proposal would align the brown bear
season in GMU 22C with that of the remainder of the unit.
Essentially, the proposal calls for the use of predator control
measures with no scientific data to support the need for
such action. We suggest that if the sponsor of this proposal
believes that bear concerns warrant predator control
measures in GMU 22C, he request the BOG to direct
ADF&G to undertake field studies to properly evaluate the
situation.
OPPOSE This proposal would align the brown bear
seasons in GMU 22, but no data are provided to support
the change. We suggest that if the sponsor of this proposal
believes that the proposed change is necessary, he request
the BOG to direct ADF&G to undertake field studies to
properly evaluate the situation.
OPPOSE This proposal calls for a year-round season for
brown bears in GMU 22. Essentially, the proposal calls for
the use of predator control measures with no scientific data
to support the need for such action. It seems highly unlikely
that a year-round brown bear season is warranted;
nevertheless, if the sponsor of this proposal believes that it
is, we suggest he request the BOG to direct ADF&G to
undertake field studies to properly evaluate the situation.
OPPOSE This proposal calls for an allocation of 50% of
the GMU 23 moose permits for DM875 to guides. Because
situations and conditions change with time, it would be
irresponsible to support such a proposal. Additionally, if
this proposal were adopted, it would be difficult to change it
as time passes.
SUPPORT This proposal would establish a harvest
objective for brown bear in the Noatak National Preserve.
All user groups would benefit from establishing and
maintaining a long-term harvest strategy that promotes
stability of the brown bear population in the Preserve.
OPPOSE This proposal would add GMU 26A to the list of
areas where a resident brown bear tag is not required for
hunts. The sponsor states that this measure is necessary
because observations indicate healthy brown bear
populations, and brown bears are breaking into cabins and
camps in the unit. He goes on to state that it is unlikely that
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the proposed change would greatly increase bear harvest.
If the proposal would not increase bear harvest, then the
proposal is unnecessary. If, however, the sponsor
continues to believe that the proposal should be adopted,
then we suggest he request the BOG to direct ADF&G to
undertake field studies to properly evaluate the situation.
OPPOSE This proposal calls for an earlier opening of the
wolverine hunting season in GMU 26. The sponsor states
that this action is necessary because many hunters are
hunting sheep, caribou, and/or bears during the wolverine
season, so they are unable to hunt wolverines.
While hunting seasons are not established simply for the
convenience of the hunters, if the sponsor believes that the
wolverine hunting season in GMU 26 should be extended,
we suggest he request the BOG to direct ADF&G to
undertake field studies to properly evaluate the situation.

Proposal 35 OPPOSE (AWA hereby adopts the comments on this proposal
made by Defenders of Wildlife)
This proposal, if adopted, would approve an intensive management plan for moose
in 15A.
Firstly, we have substantial concerns over the fact that the BOG has inhibited public
participation by providing ADF&G insufficient time for this plan to be developed thus
preventing its inclusion in the November proposal book. The BOG has further
hampered participation by considering this proposal in Barrow far from the
communities that will be directly affected by the BOG's decision. We have outlined
such concerns in past comments to the BOG and consider the continuation of such
practices to be detrimental to the public process through which such controversial
proposals are adopted. We request, in the very least, that consideration of this plan
be moved to the January meeting in Anchorage in order to allow for participation of
individuals who will be directly impacted should the proposal pass.
During the March 2011 meeting, the BOG directed the ADF&G to develop an
intensive management plan that included aerial wolf control for 15A. The preliminary
plan was released October 17th, 2011 and included aerial control of wolves. We
,vigorously oppose aerial wolf control in Unit 15A. Wolf control is not biologically
warranted, appropriate, or feasible in Unit 15A.
At the March meeting, ADF&G supplied a Feasibility Assessment (FA) for intensive
management in 15A (see attached Record Copy 23 and Proposal 174). Though the
FA was conducted with the goal of describing the feasibility of a habitat based
intensive management plan, it also addressed the limitations of conducting a
predator control program in 15A.
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In the FA, ADF&G biologists recognized that habitat was limiting moose population
growth in 15A. Further, ADF&G recognized that the current moose population
objectives for 15A were too high. A proposal recommending the moose population
objectives be lowered was submitted by ADF&G for the March meeting and, despite
extensive biological evidence that such a reduction was necessary, was rejected by
the BOG. Due to the widely recognized habitat limitations in 15A, ADF&G also stated
in their FA that "if predator densities were reduced to increase moose numbers
without concomitant wide-spread improvements to the habitat any increases to
moose survival would further increase the nutritional stress of the moose population
thereby reducing productivity."
The recognition that habitat, rather than predation, is limiting moose population
growth in 15A is also demonstrated by recent media coverage of this issue. The
regional ADF&G biologist who was responsible for drafting the plan stated "The
reason we had conducted the survey [in 15A] was due to the chronic decline in
moose numbers, which was predicted by the department based on changes in
habitat. Fifteen A has a rich history in wildfires that changes the habitat. This greatly
benefits moose browse and increases moose numbers." further, ''The main cause 
keeping moose at their present level of abundance is the lack of a major fire to
improve the quality ofthe habitat," adding, "The problem is that there hasn't been a
fire of any significant size in 15A for over 40 years. Without the regeneration, moose
numbers are at a relatively low density. We know it's definitely because of the
habitat."
The plan states that the goal of the wolf control program is to "reduce calf mortality to
reverse the long term decline of the bull: cow ratio and increase calf survival."
However, ADF&G's plan also clearly recognizes that habitat is limiting the population
and includes data presenting poor nutritional condition. Further, the origin~1 habitat
plan for this program states that bull: cow ratios have been stable since the 1990's
(see proposal 174). Reducing calf mortality through control of wolves, in the hopes of
improving the bull: cow ratio when neither low bull: cow ratios, nor excessive calf
predation, have been identified as limiting factors is SCientifically unfounded.
Section 3c of the plan states that, ''with limited habitat, reducing predation will allow
for possible reallocation of moose from predators to harvest." We question whether
such a reallocation is achievable. Further, attempting to reallocate moose from
predators to humans would necessitate calves surviving beyond the very y'0ung age
at which they would be taken by predators. Also, considering that the nutntional
stress currently experienced by this population is likely to continue for some time, and
that predation in this area is likely compensatory, it is questionable whether such
calves would survive to a harvestable age. Further, promoting even a temporary
increase in the population is not sustainable under current conditions and could lead
to a crash in the moose population.
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As recently as March of 2011, ADF&G was promoting a reduction in the moose
population objective for 15A. ADF &G staff biologists also indicated during that
meeting that they doubted even the lower population objectives could be met.
Considering ongoing nutritional stress, we seriously question the rationality of
introducing methods meant to increase survival in advance of adequate habitat
improvement and in advance of determining if habitat improvement alone would be
adequate to allow the moose population to recover. We support development of
population objectives which are based on realistically achievable goals.
In section 6c., the plan states that the program will be reviewed and susp~nded if,
after 3 years, any measure consistent with Significant levels of nutritional ~tress
[e.g., twinning rates less than 20%, adult female pregnancy rates less than 80%] fails
to improve to levels no longer showing Significant levels of nutritional stress. While
this plan includes habitat improvement, such improvements will take numerous years
to achieve. Since nutritional parameters are currently below target, reducing
predation and allowing the population to increase could be detrimental to moose and
their habitat in this unit.
In addition to ecological concerns, we also have concerns that the program would be
ineffective based on land management patterns. The Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, whose primary mission is "to conserve fish and wildlife populations and
habitats in their natural diversity," makes up much of Unit 15A.' As part of the
National Wildlife Refuge system, lands within the Kenai Refuge are subject to federal
laws and mandates and are precluded from Alaska's Intensive Management Statute.
Aerial wolf control would not be allowed on the Refuge; implementing a program on
the remaining lands in 15A would be insufficient to achieve the desired but
unsustainable landscape level moose population increase.
This recognition was clearly demonstrated by ADF&G biologist testimony fit the
March, 2011 BOG meeting, as well as in the 15A FA. The regional ADF&<? biologist
was again recently quoted in the Homer Tribune stating that, because most of Unit
15A near Kenai is in the wildlife refuge, aerial wolf control is unlikely to have a
detectable effect on the estimated 41-45 wolves. Further he stated that, "It's adifficutt
plan given the limitations of the available land and where the moose population is in
respect to the habitat."
Despite the realities of land ownership, the plan states that the predation control area
includes all lands within Unit 15A and will be initiated on certain lands pending
authorization by land managers/owners. Though authorization may be sought,
ADF&G is well aware that any proposal to conduct control on the Kenai Refuge
would be subject to NEPA review. We oppose the initiation of such a review. The
Unimak Island decision has already clearly demonstrated that the Intensive
Management Statute is·inconsistent with federal refuge policy. We are therefore
confident that aerial control of wolves would ultimately be rejected on Kenai Refuge
lands. Initiation of a NEPA review would be an unnecessary waste of taxpayer dollars
in a time of fiscal constraint.
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In addition to the program being subject to NEPA review on refuge lands, any
request to conduct aerial control on 22G lands within the refuge would be subject to a
compatibility determination. Intensive management is not compatible with the
purposes of the Kenai Refuge, the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System,
nor federal laws and policies which govern refuge management. We would therefore
consider the time dedicated to such a review to also be a waste of public tax dollars.
As noted in our March 2011 BOG comments, Defenders is also concerned about the
practicality of conducting an aerial wolf control program in 15A. Unit 15A is poorly
suited to aerial shooting of wolves due to the forested nature of much of tne terrain.
Wolves are very difficult to track and shoot in this area and pilots cannot land to
retrieve carcasses. Aerial shooting would therefore likely be ineffective in influencing
overall wolf numbers in this unit and would result in the waste of a valuable wildlife
resource.
Considering that 15A is relatively populated and heavily visited by a variety of
recreational users, allowing aerial wolf control would also create a human safety risk
and would likely result in increased conflict between user groups. As stated by the
regional biologist, lilt's likely this will be a highly visible program if it's implemented. II
The concern over public safety is exacerbated by ADF&G's plan to allow privately
permitted citizens to participate in the program. Defenders has long opposed the
involvement of private citizens in Alaska's aerial wolf control programs. Allowing
private citizens to partiCipate in this program would be especially controversial.
Both the Alaska Constitution and the Intensive Management Statute require the
Board of Game to manage wolves on a sustained yield basis. West v. State, Bd. of
Game, 248 P.3d 689, 696-98 (Alaska 2010). According to the Fish and Wildlife
Service, recent and robust wolf population surveys have not been complEtted in
15A; however, ADF&G's plan states that the wolf population is estimated at 41-45
wolves. Despite the professional difference of opinion with regards to robustness of
the available population data, we question the basis for the population target of 15
wolves absent an analysis of the implications for the wolf population.
Considering that the Kenai is relatively isolated from interior populations, we are also
concerned that the genetic diversity of these populations will be threatened in the
long term; especially considering that the programs - once initiated - do not typically
end. Absent an evaluation of the affect wolf control would have on wolf population
sustainability in 15A, passage of proposal 35 would violate the BOG's constitutional
responsibility to manage wolves on a sustained yield basis.
In addition to the Significant concerns addressed above, current conditions in 15A do
not meet the predator control implementation criteria of the Intensive Management
Statute.
Alaska law requires the Board of Game to:
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adopt regulations to provide for intensive management programs tq restore the
abundance or productivity of identified big game prey populations ~s
necessary to achieve human consumptive use goals of the board in an area
where the board has determined that: ... (2) depletion of the big game prey
population or reduction of the productivity of the big game prey population has
occurred and may result in a significant reduction in the allowable human .
harvest of the population; and (3) enhancement of abundance or productivity
of the big game prey population is feasibly achievable utilizing recognized and
prudent active management techniques
AS 16.05.255(e)(2), (3) (emphases added).
However, the Board of Game is not to implement intensive management programs
where such programs would be "ineffective, based on scientific information" or
"inappropriate due to land ownership patterns." AS 16.05.255(f)(1)(A), (B).
Both of these provisions apply here and, therefore, intensive management is not an
appropriate solution to declining moose populations in unit 15A. First, proposal 35 is
not supported by scientific information. The record is clear that habitat, not predation,
is currently limiting moose populations in Unit 15A. The record is also cle~r that the
potential for moose populations to again reach historic levels is unlikely due in part to
increasing human settlement on the peninsula. Further, as habitat is currently
limiting, increasing the moose population could negatively affect population
productivity.
Second, proposal 35 is inappropriate due to land ownership patterns. The land
ownership patterns in 15A erode the potential success of aerial wolf control and
again preclude such a program from meeting the criteria of the Intensive
Management Statute.
Due to constraints of land ownership, the plan could only be implemented on the
< 3% of lands in the unit managed by the state. At the March, 2011 meeting
ADF&G biologists stated on the record that they did not believe that an aerial wolf
control program would feasibly achieve the objective of increasing moose abundance
in 15A due to the small scale at which it could be conducted.
The state is well aware of the .limitations on conducting this program in an area
whose land base is mostly under federal management. Passing a plan that includes
refuge lands when it is well known that it cannot be implemented on such lands does
not overcome the requirements of the Intensive Management Statute thal the
program be deemed appropriate under land ownership patterns.
Because current biological circumstances do not warrant predator control, and
because the feasibility and potential effectiveness of aerial wolf control are in doubt,
an aerial wolf control program cannot be instituted in 15A under the Intensive
Management Statute.
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Proposal 36 OPPOSE (AWA hereby adopts the comments on this proposal
made by Defenders of Wildlife)
This proposal, if adopted, would approve an intensive management plan for moose in
15C.
Again, we have substantial concerns over the fact that the BOG has inhibited public
participation by providing ADF&G insufficient time for this plan to be developed thus
preventing its inclusion in the November proposal book. The BOG has further
hampered participation by considering this proposal in Barrow far from the
communities that will be directly affected by the BOG's decision. We have outlined
such concerns in past comments to the BOG and consider the continuation of such
practices to be detrimental to the public process through which such controversial
proposals are adopted. We request, in the very least, that consideration of this plan
be moved to the January meeting in Anchorage in order to allow for participation of
individuals who will be directly impacted should the proposal pass.
During the March 2011 meeting, the BOG directed the ADF&G to develop an
intensive management plan that included aerial wolf control for Unit 15C. The
preliminary plan, which included aerial wolf control, was released October 17th,
2011. We vigorously oppose aerial wolf control in this unit. Wolf control is not
biologically warranted, appropriate, or feasible in Unit 15C.
Like 15A, implementing aerial wolf control in Unit 15C is not supported by current .
biological conditions. For this reason, ADF&G recommended "Do Not Adopt" for
March meeting proposals 172 and 173 which called for aerial taking of wolves in all of
Unit 15 under intensive management. The agency's rationale was that "Unit 15C is
currently within intensive management objectives for both population size and
harvest."
In addition to recommendations on these proposals, ADF&G's extensive testimony
regarding 15C during the March meeting clearly demonstrate the agency's belief that
the current low bull: cow ratio in Unit 15C is not the result of predation but of an
insufficient harvest strategy which failed to protect an adequate number of young
bulls. As a result, the bull: cow ratio has declined. The BOG appropriately responded
to this decline by implementing new harvest restrictions. During their testimony,
ADF&G indicated that illegal harvest may also be playing a role in the current moose
population conditions in the unit.
Despite the fact that overharvest of bulls was implicated as the cause for decline in
the bull: cow ratio in prior ADF&G testimony and documents, the recently released
plan does not refer to overharvest of bulls as being a factor. Rather, the plan states
that the goal of wolf control is to "reduce calf mortality to reverse the long-term
decline of the bull: cow ratio." The plan goes on to state that the three major
predators in the unit are brown bears, black bears, and wolves; significantly, humans
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are missing from the list. We find the omission of the human element to this decline
disconcerting considering that all actions by ADF&G and the BOG-to date indicate
that overharvest of bulls was the primary cause of the decline.
Just as the low bull: cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf predation, evidence has not
been presented that productivity and calf survival has been influenced by predation.
Unfortunately. during the March meeting, several BOG members continually
contended that moose productivity and calf survival have declined in Unit 15C;
however, the facts simply do not support these assertions. According to testimony
and evidence presented by ADF&G, productivity remains stable in the unit and low
calf survival is not implicated as a cause for a decline in the bull: cow ratio.
In addition to factors outlined above, the population of moose is well within population
objectives in 15C. In fact, according to the plan, the population increased 40%
between 1992 and 2010. Though the moose harvest will be temporarily limited due to
new harvest restrictions, clearly the population continues to grow. Considering that
the recently initiated harvest strategy is expected to protect a sufficient number of
bulls, there is no reason to believe that productivity of this population will decline.
Controlling wolf predation to improve productivity is simply not warranted.
The plan indicates that the predation control area includes "all lands within Unit 15C
north of Kachemak Bay including the Fox River Flats." As in 15A, a portion of 15C
consists of the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge which would be exempt from this
program. Though authorization to conduct aerial control may be sought, ADF&G is
well aware that any proposal to conduct control on the refuge would be subject to
NEPA review. We oppose the initiation of such a review. The Unimak Island decision
has already clearly demonstrated that the Intensive Management Statute is
inconsistent with federal refuge policy. We are therefore confident that aerial control
of wolves would ultimately be rejected on Kenai Refuge lands. Initiation of a NEPA
review would be an unnecessary waste of taxpayer dollars in a time of fiscal
constraint.
As noted in our comments on proposal 35, Defenders also has concerns over the
practicality of conducting an aerial control program in 15C. Unit 15C is poorly suited
to aerial wolf control due to the forested nature of much of the terrain. Wolves are
very difficult to track and shoot in this area and pilots cannot land to retrieve
carcasses. Allowing aerial shooting would therefore likely be ineffective in influencing
overall wolf numbers in this unit and result in the waste of a valuable wildlife
resource.
Considering that 15C is relatively populated and heavily visited by a variety of
recreational users, allowing aerial wolf control would also create a human safety risk
and would likely result in increased conflict between user groups. As stated by the
regional biologist, tilt's likely this will be a highly visible program if it's implemented."
The concern over public safety is exacerbated by ADF&G's plan to allow privately
permitted citizens to participate in the program. Defenders has long opposed the
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involvement of private citizens in Alaska's aerial wolf control programs. Allowing
private citizens to participate in this particular program would be especially
controversial.
Section 3c. of the plan states that "a reduction of predation can reasonably be
expected to aid in continuing to meet the intensive management harvest objectives at
a higher level than have previously been achieved through both bull and antlerless
harvest." However, the limitations of likely success of the program, given the terrain
as well as social factors, throw this opinion into question. Further, the highly
productive nature of this moose population does not warrant control of predation to
improve moose harvest.
In addition to concerns over the potential for the program to achieve stated goals, we
also question the 15C plan's reliance on the operational plan and FA for proposal 35
(see section 7). Both the plan and FA were developed solely for Unit 15A where
population concerns are substantially different than those of 15C. Since ADF&G has
only recently developed the FA process in order to facilitate proper evaluation of
intensive management programs, and conSidering that ADF&G biologists have been
working to complete the FAs since.March of this year, we are disappointed that an
FA is not yet available for 15C. We are equally concerned that a full independent
plan is not yet available.
Both the Alaska Constitution and the Intensive Management Statute require the
Board of Game to manage wolves on a sustained yield basis. West v. State, Bd. of
Game, 248 P.3d 689,696-98 (Alaska 2010). According to ADF&G, recent and robust
wolf population surveys have not been completed in 15C. While we are pleased to
see that wolf surveys are being planned, ADF&G indicated during their testimony at
the March 2011 BOG meeting that the timeframe imposed for developing the wolf
control plan limited their ability to complete a wolf census to include in the plan.
Though a population of 40-75 wolves is estimated to exist in the 15C, this number is
based on extrapolation from other areas on the peninsula where the robustness of
the data is also in question (see comments on proposal 35). Without robust data on
wolf populations in 15C, the BOG will be unable to evaluate the affect wolf control
would have on woff population sustainability. Further, as in our comments on
proposal 35, we question the basis for determining a population target of 15 wolves
would adequately insure persistence of wolves in the unit. Passage of proposal 36,
absent information on how the wolf population will be affected by the planned
reduction, would violate the BOG's constitutional responsibility to manag~ wolves on
a sustained yield basis.
The current conditions in 15C do not meet the predator control implementation
criteria under the Intensive Management Statute and regulations.
Alaska law requires the Board of Game to:
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adopt regulations to provide for intensive management programs tQ restore the
abundance or productivity of identified big game prey populations ~s
necessary to achieve human consumptive use goals of the board in an area ·
where the board has determined that: .,. (2) depletion of the big game prey
population or reduction of the productivity of the big game prey population has
occurred and may result in a Significant reduction in the allowable human
harvest of the population; and (3) enhancement of abundance or productivity
of the big game prey population is feasibly achievable utilizing recognized and
prudent active management techniques. AS 16.05.255(e)(2); (3) (emphases
added).
However, the Board of Game is not to implement intensive management programs
where such programs would be "ineffective, based on scientific information." AS
16.05.255(f)(1)(A). When implementing the Intensive Management Statute, AS
16.05.255(e) - (g), the Board of Game
"will ... (3) find that depletion of a big game prey population or reduction of the
productivity of a big game prey population has occurred when (A) the number
of animals, estimated by the department, that can be removed by ~uman
harvest from a population, or a portion of a population, on an annual basis
without reducing the population below the population objective, preventing
growth of the population toward the population objective at a rate set by the
board, or altering a composition of the population in a biologically
unacceptable manner is less than the harvest objective for the population; and
(8) the population size is less than the population objective for the
popuJation ... (5)not consider as significant. .. (B) any reduction in taking that is
intended or expected to be of a short-term and temporary nature and is
necessary for the conservation of the population. 5 AAC 92.106(3)(A)-(5)(B)
(emphases added).
Moose population concerns in 15C are not driven by wolf predation but the result of
an insufficient harvest strategy which has potentially been exacerbated by illegal
harvest. ·The current low bull: cow ratio has resulted in recent temporary harvest
restrictions which are necessary to prevent the continued overharvest of bulls and
promote the conservation of the population. The moose population in this region
cannot be considered depleted and there is no indication that productivity has
declined. Though ADF&G does not believe that productivity has declined, if bulls are
not adequately protected, a decline could occur. Because local biologists currently
consider productivity and calf survival to be within acceptable levels, and the moose
population remains within population objectives, this temporary closure can be
expected to improve the bull: cow ratio and conserve a healthy moose population.
The ADF&G and BOG explicitly recognized the temporary nature of this closure
during the harvest restriction testimony and subsequent discussion at the March
meeting. The BOG further recognized the closure as temporary by adding a sunset
clause to the harvest restriction; stating that they would reevaluate population
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parameters and reconsider the regulations at the March 2013 meeting. Control of
predation would not achieve the desired result of increasing bull recruitment because
wolves do not selectively prey on bull moose and problems with calf productivity have
not been identified.
Under current circumstances aerial wolf control in Unit 15C is neither warranted
biologically nor is it appropriate under the Intensive Management Statute or
regulations.

Proposal 37 OPPOSE (AWA hereby adopts the comments on this proposal
made by Defenders of Wildlife)
This proposal, if adopted, would reauthorize wolf control to boost calf survival in the
Southern Alaska Peninsula Caribou Herd.
According to ADF&G the Southern Alaska Peninsula Caribou Herd (SAPCH) has
increased in size since the Unit 90 wolf control program was initiated in 2007;
however, sufficient study has not been dedicated to factors other than predation that
may be contributing to preliminary indications of increased survival. We cqntinue to
have concerns that this program does not meet several recommendations of the
National Research Council.
1. The status of the predator population has not been evaluated. The updated
SAPCH plan states that no current aerial population survey data are available for the
wolf population in the management area. Instead, predator populations are estimated
using anecdotal evidence from pilots and local residents. While anecdotal information
may be sufficient to supplement aerial surveys during years when surveys are not
conducted, they are not adequate on their own in areas where predator CQntrol is
being conducted.
2. Carrying capacity has not been determined nor sufficient monitoring programs
developed. While the revised plan states that nutritional limitations are not implicated
as a factor affecting the current status of the SAPCH, the program continues to lack
nutritional objectives and fails to outline a protocol for monitoring trends in nutritional
condition indices. Further, habitat studies aimed at determining carrying capacity
have not been conducted. Defenders has long documented concerns over the
potential for habitat degradation to occur in areas where predators have been
suppressed. We find it a Significant deficiency that the SAPCH program does not
incorporate requirements for nutritional status and that population goals are not
based on carrying capacity.
3. The programs are not designed as experiments and inadequate data is colle.cted.
According to the February 2011 annual report to the BOG, this program utilizes
Unimak Island as a control to compare trends in magnitude, abundance and
composition. Given that Unimak is an island and island populations perform in a
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manner unlike mainland populations, we find that the control is sCientifically
unacceptable. Defenders supports the more targeted approach being utilized on the
Southern Alaska Peninsula, whereby wolves active on calving grounds are taken by
management personnel, as opposed to the broad and indiscriminant approach
involving privately permitted citizens in other areas. However, we continue to
maintain that these programs generally lack adequately developed plans and
underlying scientific study.
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Alaska Professional Hunters Association Inc.
HC 60 Box 299C Copper Center, Alaska 99573
(907) 822-3755
October 28, 2011
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
PO Box 115526
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526
Fall 2011 Region V Board of Game Written Comments
Dear Alaska Board of Game Members,
Please find the following comments from the Alaska Professional Hunters Association Inc.
(APHA) for your consideration regarding proposals you will be addressing at your Region V
meeting in Barrow, Alaska. We have internally hosted several meeting of our member guides
that operate within the regions affected by these proposals. Many of them live in these regions
and have tremendous hands-on knowledge of the wildlife populations within them.
These same business owners and the professional guide industry represent a significant and
important rural economy in Alaska which is dependent upon prudent stewardship of Alaska’s
wildlife. Additionally, our long history of sharing not only the financial and jobs benefit from
these businesses but also just as importantly, the sharing of meat is an important consideration
for you.
The professional guide industry often operates in remote regions that are not accessed by local
resident hunters. As so, when the meat from the harvest of non-resident hunters is shared within
local communities, it most often is harvested from game that these residents would not have
opportunity to harvest. Our harvest of Alaska’s wildlife resources is directly related to our ability
as Alaskan’s to provide for our constitutional guidelines of management for abundance,
sustained yield and maximum benefit. In this we are dependent upon you.
Thank you for the good work you do for our wildlife and for Alaska.

Please see our following comments on the proposals you have before you.
PROPOSALS THAT APHA OPPOSES: 5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14. 19, 26, 30
PROPOSALS THAT APHA DEFERS TO THE CONSIDERATION OF THE BOARD
WITH COMMENT: 7, 8, 32 and 34.

APHA Written Comments
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PROPOSALS THAT APHA SUPPORTS: 15, 23, 24, 25, 29, 35, 36, 37
PROPOSALS THAT APHA SUPPORT WITH AMMENDMENT: 1, 7, 8, 24, 25
Comments per Proposal:
Proposal No. 1: Support with Amendment:
APHA has a significant respect for the management and harvest opportunity of these muskoxen.
However, as the conservation for this herd has been a success it would be very helpful to the
professional guide in Mekoryuk if the Board would allocate a percentage of these permits to
nonresident hunters. If the number of permits is increased to fifty, and the BOG would allocate at
least six of those permits to nonresident hunters it would greatly benefit the economy within
Mekoryuk. If the BOG would go one step further and allocate three of those nonresident permits
to guided and three to unguided it would be a fair balance for the guides and transporters that live
and operate out of Mekoryuk.
Nonresident funding has been a significant part of the success of this program and it would be
respectful for your consideration on this recommendation. As well, the nonresident hunter is
much more likely to share the meat from his harvest with the local residents.
Proposal No. 5: Oppose
We have a number of concerns with this proposal. When the ANS numbers are established on a
growing or high density game population it often results in the concern of: “Anything less than
the most we ever had will not be enough for a fair allocation to other user groups”. We
encourage the BOG to wait until this herd stabilizes in population before changing the ANS. As
you consider any changes to the existing ANS numbers, we encourage you to explore the
existing unreported harvest of moose and caribou which we feel is substantial. Unreported
harvest should be included within the ANS determination and not the harvestable surplus after
ANS is taken out. Unreported harvest should be considered illegal harvest and no one should
receive credit for it.
Another unknown is the numbers of moose and caribou that succumb to exhaustion and lung
damage after being run with snow-machines. Death does not always occur immediately but
usually several days later. Accountability of harvest is a very important part of any successful or
sustainable conservation program. These concerns need to be addressed, and better respect for
these resources needs to be developed before ANS numbers are increased. Additionally, other
traditional food sources play a big part into the ANS consideration within this region.
Proposals No. 7 and 8: Defer to the consideration of the BOG with the following comments:
We urge special consideration to greatly increasing late season harvest opportunity. Our
members who live in this region feel that further expansion of the herd is possible but high
winter harvest now may decrease that potential. Unreported harvest and exhaustion mortality
remain significant concerns. We would encourage for the best interest of conservation and
APHA Written Comments
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education for this region that these hunts be allowed through registration permit to address the
unreported harvest factor.
Proposals 10, 11 and 12: Oppose
These proposals lack respect for the resource and bring to point ethical factors that would work
against the best interest of all hunters.
Proposals 13 and 14: Oppose
These proposals work against prudent wildlife conservation measures that work for the best
interest of the whole. Further, they work against our constitutional mandates for wildlife
conservation. They are designed to pit user group against user group in a veiled attempt to
restrict conservation based hunting and trapping opportunity.
Proposal 15: Support
We support this proposal for it’s given merits.
Proposal 19: Oppose
This proposal works against prudent wildlife conservation measures that work for the best
interest of the whole. Further, they work against our constitutional mandates for wildlife
conservation. They are designed to pit user group against user group in a veiled attempt to
restrict conservation based hunting and trapping opportunity. Much of these lands fall under
Federal jurisdiction and nonresident funding has played by far the greatest source of funding for
the wildlife conservation measures at work.
Proposal 23: Support
We support this proposal based on its given merits. The problems identified are disrespectful to a
great animal and to hunters who respect that animal.
Proposal 24 and 25: Support only with amendments:
Amendments would allow for the whole region to close on June 15th as the ice does not often
allow for hunting until late May or early April, and, would eliminate the existing non-resident
drawing permit. Neither of these proposed amendments would lend themselves to increased
harvest that is not in keeping with conservation based needs.
Proposal 26: Oppose
APHA has a conservation based concern regarding this proposal.
Proposal 29: Support
We support this proposal based on its given merit. The defined problem of underutilization of
these permits hurts the guide industry, local economies and meat sharing considerations. As long
as the conservation based opportunity exists, we should be doing all we can to fulfill it. If they
continue to go unused, our conservation programs are losing important funding.
Proposal 30: Oppose
This proposal works against prudent wildlife conservation measures that work for the best
interest of the whole. Further, they work against our constitutional mandates for wildlife
APHA Written Comments
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conservation. They are designed to pit user group against user group in a veiled attempt to
restrict conservation based hunting and trapping opportunity.
Proposals 32 and 34: Defer to the consideration of the BOG with comment:
We urge the BOG to recognize that Alaska resident hunters pay very little for world-class
hunting opportunities. Instead of focusing more effort on asking Alaskans to be respectful
enough of their hunting opportunities we are more often making them available for free. We
encourage you to work to present to the general hunting public what the conservation costs are to
provide management that provides for huntable surpluses and to consider support opportunities
for Alaskan to pay for these great privileges.
Proposals 35, 36 and 37: Support
We support these proposals for their given merits.
End of APHA Comments.
Submitted on behalf of the Alaska Professional Hunters Association Inc. by,

Robert Fithian
Executive Director
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NATIVE VILLAGE OF GOODNEWS BAY
TRADITIONAL VILLAGE COUNCIL
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October 24 , 2011

Board of Game
Alaska Dept. ofFish & Game
Board Support Section
P.O . Box 115526
Juneau. Alaska 99811-5526
Juneau,
Attn: Board of Game Comments
AAe 85.045 Hunting seasons and bag limits for
ror
RE: Opposition to Proposal #6 - 5 AAC
moose.

Dear Board ofGarne Members,
On behalf of
the Community of Goodnews Say
Bay and Platinum we are writing in
oftbe
opposition to proposa16
proposal 6 - 5 AAe 85.045 Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose for
Registration # RM620 wbicb i,
is located in Goodnews Bay River Drainage
Drainage.
The author of this proposal wants to eliminate the requirement to pick up a moose
registration pennits weeks or months prior to the season in remote villages in Region V.
and make all registration permits available in season from designated vendors.
The issue he pointed out is "Some registration moose pennits are only available in the
village nearest the hunt two weeks to five months before the hunt opens. This
Th..is causes
eldra from Anchorage) to participate in this hunt for all
much extra cost (around $1,000 extra
aU
residents other than those residing in the local village. This is rural priority designed to
keep non-local hunters out. Moose are trust property (ahhough
(although introduced to Kodiak) and
owned by all Alaskans equally. Most of
these hunts will not he
oftbese
be greatly utilized by
nonlocal hunters but all Alaska residents should have an equal chance to obtain permits.
Registration tags in most writs
units surrounding these areas are available throughout the
season in local villages. Some of these areas have enough moose to offer five month

fur any moose to those that can get pellllits.»
pennits."
seasons for
1bere
There is a reason why Goodnews Bay River Drainage area has this registration pennit
permit
system in place and to the conununities
communities of Goodnews Bay and Platinum it is vita11y
vitaJly
important.
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Back in 2003-2004, these two communities sat down with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
from Togiak National Wildlife Refuge and explored ways to increase the moose
population in Goodnews River Drainage area, after much discussion, they came up with
the agreement that the residents both in Goodnews Bay and Platinum would stop hunting
andlor once the population reaches over 100 moose on the
for at least five (5) years and/or
annual count conducted by Togiak National Wildlife Refuge officials we would be
he able
to start hunting. The residents sacrificed their hunting seasons and much needed diet
supplement which has heen traditionally consumed, in hope
bope that the moose population in
this area would increase for present and future generations. For years the area residents
abided to the agreement, then in 2008, after the annual aerial count they counted about
ahout
113, in which we introduced a proposal to you Board ofGarne to open Goodnews River
1l3,
Drainage fur
for moose hunt, which was granted for that fall but with a quota of 10
I0 moose, at
least 10% of
ofthe
the moose population, this quota of 10 moose was used until this year in
which we asked the Department ofFish and Game to raise the quota to 20 moose since
10 moose was not enough for both the communities of Goodnews Bay and Platinum and
it also let us compete amongst ourselves to try to get a moose before the quota was taken
and that is not our tradition. As you are also aware the price of gas and oil are two to
three times higher than you pay in a city and this put a tremendous strain on the hunters
for the winter and before
taken.
to put food on the table fur
hefore the quota is laken.
communities, like the author of this proposal to
For someone from the outside of our conununities.
complain about extra cost to fly in from Anchorage ($1
($1,000)
,000) to participate in the hunt in
this area just so he can hopefully get a trophy size game is something we cannot support
when we have to endure all the hardships to get all our subsistence needs. Why would a
hunter from Anchorage area come to our area to hunt while in South Central area there
are over thousands of moose roaming around and they occasionally walks in downtown
streets, what is a wrong and what is a8 difference between those moose in South Central
''trust
area and the moose in our area. A moose is a moose and we don't see a moose as "trust
property" any animal including moose does not belong
helong to the State and/or Federal or any
individual until it is caught to be consumed to supplement the subsistence need and as of
now, while we try to increase the population of moose in our area we do not have surplus
and enough moose to offer five months season for any moose to those that can get
permits as pointed out by the author of this proposaL
proposal.
Ifhe or anybody else in Anchorage or other areas doesn't want to spend extra dollars then
we strongly recommend that they hunt in South Central or other areas where there is
more moose to hunt and let us try to increase the number of moose in our area.
proposal,, Proposal #6 - 5ACC
We adamantly oppose this proposal
SACC 85-045 Hunting Season and
bag limits for moose,
moose. pertaining to Regi,tration
Registration #RM620, located In
in Goodnews
hag
Goodnew, River
Drainage, we urge you, the Board of Game not to accept this proposal and do away with
Registration Permit system in Goodnews Drainage area and please keep the distribution
permits in local area as is.
of pennits
Quyana for your time.
Sincerely,
NATIVE VILLAGE OF GOODNEWS BAY
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Sincerely,
Sincerely,
NATIVE VILLAGE OF
OF GOODNEWS
GOODNEWS BAY
BAY
NAllVE
GEORGI< BRIGHT, SR.,
SR., PRESIDENT
PRESIDENT
GE

// r
- ..;-::

/J peter
Julius. Tri~l
Tribal Aa
Administrator
eter Julius,
CC: files
CC: continued
Advisory Committee- Bethel
ADF&G - Bethel
TNWR - Dillingham
AVCP - Bethel
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
FAX: (907) 465-6094
Board of Game:
As a resident of Seward, I extremely confused as to why the meeting to discuss Proposals 35 and
36 (Predator control) is to be held in Barrow and that these proposals are not currently available
to the public. I strongly urge you to postpone this discussion and reschedule this to take place on
the Kenai Peninsula. The Kenai Peninsula Borough citizens on both sides ofthis issue deserve
the chance to attend this meeting, learn about the issue and participate in the discussion.
I personally have reservations about using our Alaskan tax dollars to remove a relatively small
number of predators. This method of wildlife management is not very cost effective and a rather
short-term solution. I would be interested in hearing more about all of the possible wildlife
management strategies that are be considered by the ADFG biologists and which method is most
likely to result in the most economically efficient increase in the moose population.
Sincer,ly, .

.c~· · t-~

"

Jamie Thomton
PO Box 3486
Seward, AK 99664
907-491-0253
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10/25/11
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Attention Board of Directors,
I am writing in regards to the proposal for aerial wolf hunting on the Kenai Peninsula (Unit 15A
and 15C). The proposal numbers 35 and 36 are in direct opposition to my views on wildlife
management in populated areas. I have been living on the peninsula for 11 years, and am an
outdoor enthusiast and biologist. I can honestly say that I have never seen a wolf on the
peninsula. If the wolf population were seriously impacting our wildlife populations, then we
should be seeing signs of wolf activity on a regular basis. If the wolf population i's high for the
amount of area that can support them, then consider increasing the bag limit for trappers first.
I understand that with the population base in this region there are many of us who are
interested in harvesting a moose for subsistence. The reality is that although this land provides
well for us, many of us will not be able to annually harvest moose. Please do not allow aerial
wolf hunting and consider some other options for moose population enhancement.
I highly encourage sensitive habitat restoration projects for riparian zones and wildlife
corridors, and enhancing forests for moose browse (such as selective thinning of dense spruce
forests in wildlife corridors and encouraging alder, birch or mountain ash). I do not think that
the ratio of predator to prey is the problem in these units, but rather the availability of food
due to human activity, forest age and habitat degradation.
The practice of aerial hunting in such a popular tourist destination may also reflect badly on our
image to visitors who support the economy. It could have lasting effects on the local economy
that is already seeing signs of decline since the recession.
Thank you for taking the time to consider my opposing opinion to proposal 35 and 36 for aerial
wolf hunting on the Kenai Peninsula
Peninsula..

.,-1
,-1

/,

~;;W~t-/r~~~ .
Jen Kain
Seward, AK

PC7
1 of 1

~

'?~
">~

"'\
"\

-\
~
\

G"\
~

~ II

~~1_j J!
~~!=l
PC8
1 of 1

P
P.. 001
DOl

FAX No.
No.

OCT/26/2011/WE
AM
OCT/ 26/ 2011 /W
ED 10 :58
:58 A
M

~~~g;
. . t~~Q
~~tpg~"",t~~~

KAWERAK
KA
WERAK , INC.
~,t!>.
~ .or'
~ J!!>~ ~ l!>-~
SERVING THE

JI!>.
J!!>-

®®~ ~ 0 If!I®fj\j\)@g
0 IPQ@Q
I?Q@Q @@b'r
lJ<!I®rJiji)@g ~ ~

TEL (907) 443·5231' FAX:
FAX: (907) 443-4452
443·4452
TEL:

October 19,2011

VILLAGES OF,
OF;
BREVIG MISSION
MISStON

COlJNCll
COlJNCIL
DIOMEDE
DlOMEOE
ELiM

GAMBELL

GOLOVIN
KING ISLAND

KOYUK

ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 225526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Fax: 907-465 -6094
Dear Board of Game:

t-MRY'S IGLOO
MARY'S

NOME
SAVOONGA
SHAKTOOLIK
SHISHMAREF

SOLOMON
TEBBINS
Sl'E:SSIN

Please accept these comments from Kawerak, Inc., a non-profit tribal consortiwn, based in the
Norton Sound/Bering Strait region of Northwest Alaska. These comments are regarding three
proposals to be addressed by the board in November:
Proposal 24: Align brown bear seasons in Unit 22C with remainder of Unit
Proposal 25: Align brown bears seasons in Unit 22
Proposal 26: Open a year round season for brown bear in Unit 22.

ST. MICHAEL

TEllER
UNALAKLEET
UNAlAKLEET

Kawerak'
Kawerak' s constituents are residents of small communities on the Seward Peninsula and the islands
of St. Lawrence and Diomede. Residents reside in GMU 22 and part of 23 .

WALES
W HITE MQUNTAIN
M OUNTAIN

The Seward Peninsula contains approximately 15 million acres of mostly wild country with 15 tiny
N~tive, who by
communities scattered throughout. Most of the population in the region is Alaska Native,
choice and economy live a traditional subsistence lifestyle.
lifestyle. They depend on natural resources
harvested from the country and ocean, to live. People hunt marine mammals, large game, small game
such as birds and gather bird eggs, greens, roots, berries.
berries. These resources have been the mainstay of
livelihood in the region and they are preferred foods. Our constituents cannot afford to buy red meat
(ranch raised beef) at $9/lb
$9/1b or fish (local halibut or shipped in salmon) at $14/lb.
$14/1b.
We take this opportunity to express our position in regards to the seasons for brown bears in GMU
22. We want to see the season for brown bear harvest as liberal as possible. People in the area are
concemed about the number of bears and want to be able to harvest bear year round,
generally concerned
without seasonal limitation, or permit requirements.
Each year our constituents bring up the increasing number of bears surrounding their communities
during Kawerak's annual regional conference, Kawerak board meetings
meetings,, at advisory committee
meetings and regional advisory council meetings. They express the frustration of reoccurring
frames , reindeer, meat hanging racks), loss of
harvests (red meat
ofhar~ts
destruction of property (cabins, tent frames,

.

(i)
(;!)~!!:-'~------~~
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and fish hanging on drying racks), fear of freely roaming through traditional places our fathers and
their fathers traveled in pursuit of fish, game, birds, eggs, greens, berries, roots, drift wood for fuel
and building material. They express the distasteful and unreasonable D LP requirement to submit, at
great expense, the required animal parts to the department.
The fact that bear sows are raising triplet cubs proves our region has a healthy, bountiful habitat for
wild game and bears. We have a right to go on the land to harvest foods without fear of brown bears.
A liberal hunting season is mOre advantageous to local hunters, who can then take the opportunity to
harvest brown bears during the time they are out also harvesting wild foods.
foods, Please take our views
into consideration as you determine the hunting season for brown bears in 22C.
22C.
Sincerely,

KAWERAK,
KA
WERAK, INC.

Loretta Bullard, President
CC:

Representative Foster
Representative Joule
Senator Olson
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ATTN:
ATIN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
SUPpOrt Section
Boards Support
P,O. Box 225526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Fax: 907·465·6094
Fax:
907-465-6094

Dear Board of Game:

NOME
SAVOOl\lGA
SAVOONGA

SHMTOOLIK
SHAKTOOLIK

Enclosed is a copy of a letter from the Shishmaref Elders Advisory Committee addressed to the
Kawerak Elders Advisory Committee (KEAC), a Kawerak board committee.

SHISHMA~EF'
SHISHMA~ EF

SOLOMON
STEBBINS

ST,MICHAEL
5T,
MICHAEL

TEllER

The KEAC reviewed the letter and asked the Kawerak Natural Resources Committee to review and
sed a motion directing staff to
recommend action. The Kawerak Natural Resources Committee pas
passed
send the enclosed letter to you and express they agree with the views of the Shishmaref
Elders
ShlshmarefElders
Advisory Committee.
Committee,

UNAlAKI....EET
UNAlAKL..EET
WALES

wtilTE
VVHITE MOUNTAIN

Elders Adv isory Committee is expressing that their community is being pressured by
hmarefElders
The Shi
Shlshmaref
the increased popUlation
population of musk ox and brown bears in the region,
When the BOG discusses Proposals 23, 24, 25 and 26 during your upcoming hoard
board meeting in
Barrow please take the enclosed views into consideration.
Sincerely,
KAWERAK,
KA
WERAK, INC,

Loretta Bullard, President
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Native Village of Shishmaref
Shishmaref i.R.A. Council
ShishmarefLR.A.
PO Box 72110
Shishmaref, Alaska 99772
Ph: (907) 649-3821/2082
Fax: (907)649
(907) 649 -2104
Email: Irageneral@gci.net
Iragcneral@gci.net
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Kawerak Elder Advisory,
The Elder's Committee held a Meeting on September 15, 2011 and some
comments and concerns were mentioned.
There are too many brown bears and musk ox around the camping grounds, and
the musk ox are ruining alot of the berry picking areas. The Elders would like to
request to have the cemetery extended and protected and would like to have the
roads covered up, which are too close to the cemetery. A suggestion to improve
a road to the lagoon, of which is too soft and muddy for the 4-wheelers to drive
through the ground as it is at this time.

Sincerely,

:~y

_
.•"_.

~

Davis Sockplck, Chairman
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October 26,2011

VILLAGES OF:
BREVIG MISSION
COUNCIL
DIOMEDE
ELiM
GAMBELL
GOLOVIN
KING ISLAND

ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department ofFish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 225526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Fax: 907-465-6094

KOYUK

Dear Board of Game:
MARY'S IGLOO
NOME
SAVOONGA
SHAKTOOLIK

Please accept these comments from Kawerak Reindeer Herders Association (RHA), a membership
organization of reindeer herd owners in the Norton Sound/Bering Strait region of Northwest
Alaska regarding Proposal 23 Musk Ox.

SHISHMAREF
SOLOMON
STEBBINS
ST. MICHAEL
TELLER
UNALAKLEET
WALES
WHITE MOUNTAIN

We understand the Board of Game reviewed a proposal, number 223 at their March 2011 in which
they reviewed the department's discretionary authority to destroy the trophy value of animals
taken under a subsistence hunt, in various GMUs including musk ox in Unit 22 and 23. The
department staff provided Record Copy 96 which provided factual background of management of
musk ox and offered alternatives ranging from no change to drastic changes to subsistence musk
ox hlmting on the Seward Peninsula.
ADFG staff Tony Gorn notified Kawerak Natural Resources that the potential regulation change
bm.ughLfocth-by-the-BO-G-9;!.mpQsaLkl.)-cQmists-Q.£-the-fQ.UQ:wi-t11.f\g;..:-------------~
bmughLfocth-by-the-B.o.G-9;!.wPQsaLkl.)-cQmists-Q.:t:.the-fQUQwi·t11-i\g;..:
1. The BOG is considering a change that would create two (2) Seward Peninsula muskox
populations: 1) a population of mature bulls (bulls that are 4 years old and older), and 2) a
second population consisting of all the other animals in the muskox population (all cows,
and bulls 3 years old and younger).
2. The intent of the mature bull population is to provide hunting opportunity of mature bull
muskox under the drawing hlmt system. Mature bulls would only be available for harvest
to hlmters with a drawing permit and a $500 resident Alaska tag.
3. The subsistence muskox population would consist of all the other animals in the muskox
population (all cows, and bulls 3 years old and younger) and would be available for harvest
to hunters possessing a Tier I or Tier II permit, with no fee to the hunter. However,
subsistence hunters with a Tier I or Tier II permit would be prohibited from harvesting a
mature bull muskox.
4. Trophy destruction of horns that has been in place since hunting began under the State
system would no longer be used on the Seward Peninsula. There would be no further
destruction of muskox horns under the State system of hunting.
PC9
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Department staff have repeatedly expressed to reindeer herders who are subsistence hunters that
they should allow the population to grow and that a subsistence harvest wo
would
uld be allowed.
Subsistence hunting is a priority for both the federal and state management system for allocation
of harvestable wildlife and fish. Subsistence hunters on the Seward Peninsula harvest mature bulls
(4 years and older). Any changes to the Amount Necessary for Subsistence (ANS) for local
populations of wildlife should be fully discussed per Statute and then proposed, considered and
approved by the Board of Game.
Kawerak Reindeer Herders Association opposes changes to muskox hWlting
hW1ting opportunities for
subsistence htwters
hunters on the Seward Peninsula and recommends the musk ox hunting regulations for
Seward Peninsula GMU 22 and 23 remain status quo.
The RHA members are owners of reindeer herds and reside in small communi
communities
ties on the Seward
Peninsula and the st. Lawrence Island. The herd owners obtain range use permits to graze
reindeer on public and private land. They are Alaska Native, who by choice live a reindeer
herding lifestyle and also depend on traditional subsistence resources. Herd owners harvest red
meat from their reindeer herds for family use and for income. They harvest velvet and use the
income to purchase items needed for reindeer herding and to have access to subsistence resources.
They depend on their herds and the natural resources they harvest which include marine mammals,
big and small game, bird eggs, greens, roots, berries.
Sincerely,
KAWERAK, INC.

~ a-'J&jzIuI
~d;J&Jztu1
Ro"FosdlCk
Vice President, Natural Resources Division
Program Director, Reindeer Herders Association
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SERVING THE

October 26, 2011

VILLAGES OF:

BREVIG MISSION
COUNCIL
DIOMEDE
EliM
GAMBELL
GOLOVIN
KING ISLAND

ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department ofFish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 225526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Fax: 907-465-6094

KOYUK
MARY'S IGLOO
NOME
SAVOONGA
SHAKTOOLIK

Dear Board of Game:
Please accept these comments from Kawerak Reindeer Herders Association (RHA), a membership
organization of reindeer herd owners in the Norton Sound/Bering Strait region of Northwest
Alaska.

SHISHMAREF
SOLOMON
STEBI::iINS
ST. MICHAEL

TELLER

These comments are regarding three proposals to be addressed by the board in November:
Proposal 24: Align brown bear seasons in Unit 22C with remainder of Unit
Proposal 25: Align brown bears seasons in Unit 22
Proposal 26: Open a year round season for brown bear in Unit 22.

UNALAKLEET
WALES
WHITE MOUNTAIN

The RHA members are owners of reindeer herds and reside in small communities on the Seward
Peninsula and the St. Lawrence Island. The herd owners obtain range use permits to graze
reindeer on public and private land. They are Alaska Native, who by choice live a reindeer
herdlllg
herdmg hfestyle andalso depend on traditIOnal subsistence resources. Herd owners harvest red
meat from their reindeer herds for family use and for income. They harvest velvet and use the
income to purchase items needed for reindeer herding and to have access to subsistence resources.
They depend on their herds and the natural resources they harvest which include marine mammals,
game, bird eggs, greens, roots, berries.
Each year during their annual meeting reindeer herders bring up the increasing number of bears
causing destruction of private property. They speak of bears killing reindeer and destroying
cabins and meat hanging racks. They are frustrated at the loss of potential and future income from
reindeer products. They speak of the distasteful and unreasonable DLP requirements to submit the
required animal parts to the department at great expense.
The Seward Peninsula contains prime habitat for ungulates and those animals attract
aUract bears and
other predators. Caribou migrate onto the peninsula in the fall/winter and out in the spring
however predators remain and reindeer are prime candidates for bears.
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The herd owners have a right to make a living from their reindeer herds and they believe
liberalizing the season for bear hlmting will be beneficial as reindeer fawning starts in mid April.
The RHA recommends the season for brown bear for GMU 22C be opened on April 15 and closed
May 31 and that the fall season be retained. Please take their views into consideration as you
determine the season for brown bears in 22C.
Sincerely,
KA.WERAK, INC.
KA

~u !l dV-titd<
Rose Fosdick
Vice President, Natural Resources Division
Program Director, Reindeer Herders Association
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October 28, 2011
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards SuppOli
SUppOit Section
P.O. Box 115526
JLmoou,
JLmeau, AK 99811-5526
FAX: (907) 465-6094
To Whom It May Concern:
0ppOliunity to submit these written comments on Proposal 35
Thank you for the opportunity
(Proposal) that would approve an intensive management plan for moose in 15A and 15C
(proposal)
and will be considered at the November 11-14,2011 Board of Game (BOG) meeting in
Ban-ow, Alaska. I am a resident of Homer, Alaska and testified in opposition to the
proposals at the Homer Fish 8lld
Committee Meeting held in Homer on
alld Game AdvisOlY
Advisory Comni.ittee
October 25 th My oppositions to the proposal includes the following reasons:

I.

The Proposal Violates Public Notice and Comment Procedures.

r have substantial concerns over the fact that the
tlle BOG has inhibited public
participation by providing the public insufficient time to review the plan. Specifically, the
Proposal was not made available to the public until it was published on the Alaska
TIus is a violation of thc
the
Department of Fish and Game web-site on October 17, 2011. TIlis
Public Notice Comment requirement under the Alaska Administrative Procedures Act
which provides:
(a) At least 30 days before the adoption, 8lnendment,
alnendment, or repeal of a
regulation, notice of the proposed action shall be;
(1) published in the newspaper of general circulation or trade or industry
publication that the state agency prescribes alld
and posted on the Alaska

---------,QIl11n~P_bIo~I.iG_N0t_iG&_&Y£tsmt_in_ili€-Elisel'et·io~i-et:.t.fle-stilte-ageney-gi-v-i-ng---------
----------,Qnl~n@_P_Il_&I.iG_N0t_iee_S%temt_in-th@..ElisefetioH-et:the-stilte-ageHey-gi-V'tng----------
the
me notice, the requirement
reqlllrement of publication in a newspaper or trade or
industry
indush'y publication may be satisfied by Lising a combination of
publication and broadcasting; when broadcasting the notice, an agency
may LIse
use an abbreviated fonn of the notice if the broadcast provides the
l18lTIe and date of the newspaper or trade or industry journal and the ·.
l1rune
Inten~et address of tlie
the Alaska.OrilinePublk
Alaska 9rilinePubliC Notice System where the full
Internet
:-. '.. .,
. , ''.. . . .
:. :'.
text oHhe
teXl
of the riotic~ Call
can be found; "
-'
(2)furnished to e~ery
everypei'son
pei·son who has fil~d a request
requ~st for notice of proposed
action with the state agency...
agency ...
..
.

AS 44.62.190.
Therefore, based on the fact tlmt
that the Proposal was not published
publi shed until
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October in preparation and the Board will be considering the Proposal sometime
during the November II_14th meeting and none of the other conditions of AS
44.62.190(a)(l)&(2) have, apparently, been complied with, the Board is
prohibited from mal<ing
making any decision on the Proposal at the November Board
meeting. In addition, in the Alaska Department ofFish and Game's (ADF&G')
rush to complete the Proposal, the proposal has been insufficiently developed and
was not even included in the ADF&G's November proposal book. This prevented
the BOG, Advisory Committees and the general public from being able to review
the Proposal in a sufficient amount of time and has contributed to a substantial
amount of confusion relating to tmderstanding the scientific basis for the
Proposal. The BOG has, further, prevented me and other interested members of
the public from participating in the November meeting by holding the discussion
and decision on the Proposal in Barrow far from the communities that will be
directly affected.
The failure of the BOG to acknowledge tile
the need for public participation in
such a controversial proposal is detrimental to the public process and a violation
of state law. I, therefore, request, at the very least, that consideration of the
Proposals be moved to the January meeting in Anchorage in order to allow for my
participation and that of individuals who will be directly impacted by the
Proposals.

II.
Wolf control is not biologically warranted, appropriate, or feasible in
Units 15A or 15C.
Rather than wolf predation, biologists recognize that habitat is limiting moose population
growth in both
both11SA. The Proposal, itself, states "declining habitat quality is the main
lS(A); there has not been a fire of
limiting factor affecting low moose densities in Unit 1S(A);
significant size in the unit for over 40 years." Further, ADF&G recognized that the
lSA were too high as illustrated by a proposal
current moose population objectives for 1SA
recommending the moose population objectives be lowered was submitted by ADF&G
____
_fo.!:..the-March-BDD-I:tleeti];1g.j)espite..exte.];1sil,(e_biologcicaLe¥idew;c-thatcsuch-a-reductioHI-------_
__
__
_---lfo.!:..the-March-BDD-I:neetiug.j)espite..exteusil,(e_biologicaLe¥ideIlcc-thatcsuch-R-reductioHI-------_
was necessary, the BOG rejected the proposed reduction in objectives. Due to the widely
ISA, ADF&G also stated that "if predator densities were
recognized habitat limitations in 1SA,
reduced to increase moose munbers
mnnbers WitllOut
WitilOut concomitant wide-spread improvements to
the habitat any increases to moose sw'Vival would further increase the llutritional stress of
the moose population thereby reducing productivity."
Tbat habitat, rather than predation, however, is limiting moose population growth
in ISA is illustrated by ADF&G, itself, which provides, in the Proposal that habitat is
limiting the population as illustrated by data presenting poor nutritional condition.
Further, the original habitat plan for this program states that bull: cow ratios have been
stable since the 1990's (see proposal 174). Reducing calf mortality through control of
wolves, in the hopes of improving the bull: cow ratio when neither low bull: cow ratios,
nor excessive calf predation, have been identified as limiting factors is scientifically
unfounded.
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cOIltrol in Unit 15C is not
Similarly, as in the case of 15A, implementing aerial wolf cOiltrol
supported by current biological conditions. For this reason, ADF&G recommended "Do Not
fo r March meeting proposals 172 and 173 which called for aeria l taking of wolves
wo lves in
Adopt" for
all of Unit 15 under intensive management. The agency's
agency' s rationale was that "Unit 15C is
on size and harvest."
currently within intensive management objectives for both populati
population
Not only is there insufficient scientific basis for the Proposal, but there is a
substantial question as to whether it will even work at all. The Proposal, itself, provides
that "reducing predation will allow for possible reallocation of moose from predators to
harvest. .. " Similarly, the only thing that remotely resembles a scientific bases for the
effictiveness of aerial wolf control." This means that the
Proposal is " the potential effectiveness
Proposal is not even remotely based in science and is almost entirely based in politics.
The Proposal is further
fmiher flawed by it's complete failure to study the impacts of
reducing wolf numbers on the wolf population itself. This is particularly true since the
Propo sa l will be largely ineffective in increasing moose populations until habitat
conditions improve and will have to be repeated in future years to have any measurable
impact on such populations at all, let alone to reach the BOG 's objectives.
necessmy
Finally, the Proposal fails to address the likely further decline of habitat necessaty
to produce healthy moose populations if wolf populations
popUlations are reduced in 15A and l5C.
This is based on numerous stud ies illustrating that wolves are key species in the health of
ecosystem s and, therefore, popUlations of moose and
ecosystems
at1d other ungulates. Wolves are a
heal thy functioning
keystone predator, and as such , is an integral component of healthy
ecosystems. The admission on the one hand of the ADF&G, itself, that habitat is the
ecosystems.
major factor that is limiting moose populations but, completely, failing to even mention
nwnbers of wolves in 15A
l5C as a means of addressing
maintaining the healthy numbers
l 5A and 15C
such habitat issues on the other, illustrates the complete lack of sound science upon
which the Proposal is ba sed .

Conclusion
The
Tbe fact that the ADF&G, itself, expressly admits that habitat degradation due to
lack of fire and other factors, is the primary cause of Moose populations that are not
meeting the BOG's arbitrary levels of for Moose population
popUlation objectives
obj ectives and ADF&G'
ADF&G'ss
statement that controlling wolves has a mere "possib ility" of increasing moose
populations,
that the Proposal is highly unlikely to meet BOG objectives.
popUlations, illustrates ti1at
Further, tile
the fact that it w ill likely require multiple control applications which will result
in the removal of a keystone species that
tbat is necessalY to improve moose habitat
conditions, means that the Proposal will, actually, negatively impact both moose and wolf
populations over the long term. This proposal is best illustrated by the words of one
ADF&G representative at the Homer Advisory Committee meeting who said, "the BOG
directed ADG&G to increase moose populations as quickly as possible" which illustrates
that this proposal has nothing to do with science and everything to do with politics.
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Please contact me if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Fritz Creek, AK 99603
(907)299-8821
cc:

Commissioner ofFish and Game
Mead Treadwell, Lieutenant Governor of Alaska
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National Headquarters
II30 17th Street, N.W. I Washington, D.C. 20036-4604
www.defenders.org

I tel 202.682.9400 I fax 202.682.1331

October 25, 2011

ATIN: Board of Game Comments
ATTN:
Alaska Department ofFish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811 ·5526

Dear Alaska Department of Fish and Game:
Please fmd attached 89 comments from Defenders of Wildlife supporters urging the Board of Game to
reject proposals 35 and 36. Enclosed are the personalized letters from residents of Alaska who are
strongly opposed to these proposals that would unnecessarily allow for wolves to be killed on the Kenai
Peninsula.

,Please consider these comments as part of your decision making process and accept our thanks for
ensuring that the voices of these concerned citizens are heard. If you have any questions about the
csterga!aS@defenders.org.
letters, please contact Chris Stergalas at 202-772-0256 or cstergalaS@defenders.org.

~',...Ac.....--~'..-Ac.....--Chris Ste
Online Campaigns Associate
Defenders of Wildlife
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Miss Kimberly McConkey
2610 E 42nd Ave
Apt 1
Anchorage, AK 99508-5396
(907) 569-5466
Oct 21, 2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
As an Alaska Resident I am very concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available
science to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.
If passed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A and 15C.
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
Game presented biological evidence at the
the Department of Fish and Garne
March Board of Gmne meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.

If wolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C and harvest
needed to be temporarily reduced.
In 15A, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.
Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
_ _ _ _ _ _~re~c<L\lreatjQn
~re~c<L\:reatjQn The amajs..r.elati'lciy_p.o.pulate.cLan<laetiaLgunning..w.o.ul.dd_
amajs..r.elati'lcly_p.o.pulate.cLan<laetiaLgunning..w.o.ul.dd_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __- -_
-_ _ _~
be highly visible and could impact tourism in the area.
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next
meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and difficult and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage..
Anchorage
Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you to reject
them.
Sincerely,
Miss Kimberly McConkey
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Ms. Cheryl Sennett
PO Box 243493
Anchorage, AK 99524-3493
(907) 000-0000
Oct 21, 2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
As an Alaska Resident I am very concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available
science to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.
Ifpassed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A and 15C.
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department ofFish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.

If wolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C and harvest
needed to be temporarily reduced.

In 15A, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.
Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
recreation. The area is relatively populated and aerial gunning would
be..highly_v.isible_ancLcoulcLimpact-toudsnWn_the_ar.ea.._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _-;-_
_______be..highLy_v.isible_ancLcoulcLimpacLtoudsmin_the_ar.ea.._
_______
_ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
__
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next

meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and difficult and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.
Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and [s(Tongly urge you to reject
them.

Sincerely,
Ms. Cheryl Sennett
Ms.
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Mrs. Patricia Mayhan
PO Box 2387
Homer, AK 99603-2387
(907) 235-2959
Oct 23, 2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
As a Kenai Peninsula Resident I am very concerned about proposals 35
and 36. Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best
available science to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.
These proposals are in direct conflict with the studies and data
collected by the ADF&G resident biologists in the areas of
ofUnits
Units
15A and !5C.
State of Ale highway signs on Alaska's Kenai Peninsula state there were
252 moose killed on the highways July 1,2010 to July 1I 2011
. Pretty amazing since there are only about 260 miles of state highway
on the peninsula.
A 1995 Report by the Ak. Dept. of Transportation addressed the issues
of moose! vehicle accidents on Ale rural roads and their objectives
were to identify areas of
ofhigh
high moose! vehicle collisions and increase
mitigation efforts and look for other possible solutions.
I have lived in Homer for 21 yrs. and have seen some of these solutions
enacted by state DOT but my question is if the number ofmoose!vehicle
collisions is high on the Kenai Peninsula what more can be done?
I own property outside of
ofl-lomer
Homer since 1989. Every year I reported
illegal moose hunting to the state Troopers and no one was ever
charged. The last moose killed illegally on my property was a baby
moose calf shot in the neck in the summer, which I did report and it
was investigated and that was it. I built my house in 2002 and that
stopped the annual poaching ofmoose
of.moose on my property.
There is no doubt there is a need for more law enforcement of state
_ _ _ _ _ _gameJaws
_gameJaws_
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
__
The moose population issues are not new. Increases in h,unan populations
and activities, a major highway that divides moose habitat, an annual
high rate of moose! vehicle collisions, habitat loss leading to
decreases in food supplys and hunting illegally or out of season should
be addressed before killing non invasive species to Alaska, the wolf.
Sincerely,
Patricia L Mayhan
Box 2387
Homer, Ak. 99603
Sincerely,
Mrs. Patricia Mayhan
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Mrs. Stan Stephens
PO Box 1272
Valdez, AK 99686-1272
(907) 835-2700
Oct 23, 2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject:
Subj ect: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
Since I live here, I was appalled to ;hear ofthe newly begun attack on
wolves. I don't see any reason except that there are not enough moose
for big men to hunt. Too bad. We can send OUl' men to the grocery
store, wolves have to do what wolves do - which is to help with the
balance of natural species numbers, not with science but on their own.
Please read the following and act according to the wishes of many
Alaskans who are not in favor of ariel hunting.
As an Alaska Resident I am very concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available
science to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.
!fpassed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in l5A and 15C.
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department ofFish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.

If wolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C and harvest
-----~needed-t0-be_t<lmp0r-ar-ily-redueed7.- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -----~needed-t0-be_temp0r-ar-ily-redueed7.
In 15A, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.

Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
recreation. The area is relatively populated and aerial gunning would
be highly visible and could impact tourism in the area.
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next
meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it
il is in an
isolated area and difficult and expensive to travel 10.
to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.
Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you to reject
them.
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Sincerely,
Mrs. Stan Stephens
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Ms. Theresa Bush
2397 E 47th Ct
Anchorage, AK 99507-1028
(907) 222-13 82
Oct 22, 2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject: [oppose
I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
[I am discusted with our position as suppossed supporters of us
portraying our state as "the last frontier". Why are you
thinking killing wolves would gain hunting or commercial potential
I have had
clients as a positive marketing or financial incentive? [have
many visitors come up here to hike and only hope to see a wolf. This
proposal is nothing less than barbaric. How do you tuck your children
in at night knowing of all this unneccessary bloodshed is going on and
you advocate forthis?
forlhis? Why don't you show them pictures of what you
stand for? As an Alaska Resident [I am very concerned about proposals
35 and 36. Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best
available science to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.
[fpassed,
Ifpassed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A
l5A and 15C. [will
I will to my best ability avert these actions
and inforcement.
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Depru1ment ofFish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.

If wolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
------eiologist-s-GonGluded-that-bulls-were-over-harvested-in-J.!iG-and-h.l'V"st;.----------------------
------eiologist-s-Goneluded-that-bulls-were-over-harvested-in-J.!iG-and-hal'V"st;.----------------------
needed to be temporarily reduced.
In 15A, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.
Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
recreation. The area is relatively populated and aerial gunning would
be highly visible and could impact tourism in the area.
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next
meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation,
pru1icipation, since it is in an
isolated area and difficult and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.
Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you to reject
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them.
Sincerely,
Ms. Theresa Bush
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Ms. Carol Gebauer
2100 Minerva Way Unit A6
Anchorage, AK 99515-1420
(907) 245-0211
Oct 22,2011
Defenders Petitions
Subj ect: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
Mark Begich are you really in support of
oflhis?
this?
Giving private citizens fIrearms that allow them to shoot wolves from
the air is the most unbelievable proposition I have yet to hear since
living in Alaska since 1993; you must be kidding me!
As an Alaska Resident I am very concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available
aud 36 do not.
science to back it up, and proposals 35 and
If passed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A
l5A and 15C.
l5C.
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department ofFish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.
If wolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C and harvest
needed to be temporarily reduced.

-----~In-l.§A;-'ffi0st-0fwhieh-is_e0mprisecl-0Hhe-I"enai-Nati0nal-Wildlife.-----------------------~
-----~In-l.§A;-'ffi0st-0fwhieh-is_e0mprise"-0Hhe-I"enai-Nati0nal-Wildlife.-----------------------~

Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.
Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
recreation. The area is relatively populated and aerial gunning would
be highly visible and could impact tourism in the area.
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next
meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and diffIcult and expensive to travel to. At the very
Jauuary meeting in
least the discussion should take place at the January
Anchorage. Why would this issue be discussed in Barrow where Anchorage
residents have NO reasonable means in which to travel & attend? I
think the answer is obvious.
Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and
aud I strongly urge you to reject
them.
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Sincerely,
Ms. Carol Gebauer
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Dr. Conley Marcum
7463 White Hawk Dr
Anchorage, AK 99507-4808
(907) 317-8174
Oct 22, 2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject: I support Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
Wildlife management using predator control is proven and sometimes
necessary.

Please consider supporting this action.
Sincerely,
Conley Marcum

Sincerely,
Dr. Conley Marcum
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Ms. Judith Guertin
. 2610 Klamath Dr
Anchorage, AI< 99517-3257

Oct 22, 2011

Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
As an Alaska Resident I am velY concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available
science to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.

Ifpassed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A and 15C. Not only is this wrong, but it gives the
wrong impression about Alaska. A bunch of gun toting fools who are out
shooting anything and everything dressed like combat mercenaries!
Having worked for Fish and Game under Ron Skoog as commissioner, I
witnessed firsthand the lack of understanding and compassion when it
carne to the Game Division. Guns, load and kill was their mantra.
came
Guess it still is. Therefore, try to be less antiquated and get into
the 21st century. We do not want our wolves killed! And you and
Parnell do not, I repeat, do not, speak for me!
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department ofFish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game
Garne meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.

Ifwolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game
Garne and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C and harvest
------neecieci-to-be-temporarily-reciueeci.,-.----------------------------------~
In 15A, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.
Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
recreation. The area is relatively populated and aerial gunning would
be highly visible and could impact tourism in the area.
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next
meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and difficult and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.

Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you to reject
them.
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Sincerely,
Ms. Judith Guertin
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Ms. Jane Webber
5137 Sillary Cir
Anchorage, AK 99508-4942

Oct 22,2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
As an Alaska Resident I am very concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available
science to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.
If passed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A and 15C.
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department of Fish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.

Ifwolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting. the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C and harvest
needed to be temporarily reduced.
In 15A, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.

Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
recreation. The area is relatively populated and aerial gunning would
------·b-"triglrly-vimlrl".-a:m:]UllItdimp'[[ct·tnnrism-in-thvaTea-.- - - - -·b-e-higlrly-vi'si'lrl".-anth''OlItdimp'[[ct·tourism-in-thvaTea-.- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next
meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and difficult and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.
Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you to reject
them.
Nothing I have read or seen would indicate a need to ambush wolves fTom
the air. It would appear that someone is generating hysteria to
support a personal agenda, and that is reprehensible.

Sincerely,
Ms. Jane Webber
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Ms. juliet.stoudemnire
PO Box 230625
Anchorage, AK 99523-0625

Oct 21,2011
Defenders Petitions
Snbject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
As an Alaska Resident I am very concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available
science to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.
If passed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A and 15C.
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populatious
populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department ofFish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.

If wolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C and harvest
needed to be temporarily reduced.
In 15A, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife,
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.

Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
recreation. The area is relatively populated and aerial gunning would
_ _ _ _ _ _-'!bC!2e.!!Jhighly.
_-'!bC!2e.!!Jhighly. visible and could imll~a!><cl.t
imll~a!><cl.ttllO!1ur!illjsi!Jml..!linL!!th!!;eUa;ur"el1a~
tllO!1ur!illjsi!Jml..!linl.--llth!!;eua;ur"ei1a~_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
__
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next

meeting in Barrow
BalTow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and difficult and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.
Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you to reject
them.
I agree with everything written above and emain fIrmly against any
aerial wolf hunting. It is wrong!
Sincerely,
Ms. juliet stoudenmire
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Ms. Ileana Dumitrescu
12, Baciului st.
Bucharest, AK 99566

Oct 21, 2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
As an Alaska Resident I am very concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available
science to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.
Ifpassed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A and 15C.
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department ofFish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.
If wolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C and harvest
needed to be temporarily reduced
reduced..
In 15A, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.
Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
gurming would
recreation. The area is relatively populated and aerial gunning
- - - - - - > b e liiglily
IiigJrly vlsll5leliiITl
vlsll5le ana couTcnmpact toUrIsm il111i"'e"ar'"e"'ar.--=-------------------------~
Any proposal that tbe Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next
meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and difticult and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.
Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you to reject
them.
.

Moreover, wolf hunting seems to have become some cheap political point
meant to gain votes from eco-blind people who fail to understand the
importance of wolves for keeping wild animals' health and vigour.
Trying to obscure the REAL causes of moose population decline will NOT
solve the problem!
Sincerely,
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Ms. Ileana Dumitrescu
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Ms. Annie Dunham
8901 Peck Ave
Aptl02n
Anchorage, AK 99504-1495
(907) 337-5758
Oct 21, 2011

Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36

Dear Defenders Petitions,
As an Alaska Resident I am very concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available
science to back it up, and
aud proposals 35 and 36 do not.
If passed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A and 15C.

These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department of Fish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.
If wolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason

to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C and harvest
needed to be temporarily reduced.
In 15A, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat
babitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.

Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
-------rre'"c"'r""'eattoIr:-Tlie
relmmlypopulmetl-aml<rerill:! gUIlIltng
gaIll1lng woultll-----------------------~
-------rre"c"'r""'e"t1ill"r-:-Tlie area Is relllttwlypllJlTIllltffii-aml<rertaJ
be highly visible and could impact tourism in the
tbe area.
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next
meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and difficult and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.
Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you to reject
them.
PLEASE STOP KILLING ANIMALS THAT BELONG HERE and were here BEFORE
humans. It is sinful and NOT necessary.

Sincerely,
Ms. Annie Dunham
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Ms, April Warwick
5716 Kennyhill Dr
Anchorage, AK 99504-3724
(907) 338-7777
Oct 21, 2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36

Dear Defenders Petitions,
As an Alaska Resident I am velY upset about proposals 35 and 36, Any
proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available science
to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 DO NOT,
Ifpassed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A and 15C,
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula, Even though
the Department ofFish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines,
If wolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is NO reason
to kill them, At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in I 5C and harvest
needed to be temporarily reduced,
In 15A, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves, Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.
Proposals 35 and 36 are BAD ideas and I strongly urge you to REJECT
them,
Sincerely,
Ms, April Warwick
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Mr. Brian Bailey
36915 Hakala Rd
Soldotna, AK 99669-6804

Oct 24, 2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35. and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
As an Alaska Resident of 35 years I am very concerned about proposals
35 and 36. Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best
available science to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.
If passed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
l5A and 15C.
citizens in 15A
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department of Fish and Game
Garne presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game
Garne meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.
If wolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the Marcb
March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C
l5C and harvest
needed to be temporarily reduced.
In 15A, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.

Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
recreation. The area is relatively populated and aerial gunning would
------lue-highly-visiul<,-and"CUlrld-impactiourism-in-the-area-.- M a n y - k l < - ( - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
residents and visitors to the state look upon animals such as wolves
and bears as being true symbols of Alaska wilderness, not as victims of
aerial predator control designed to appease a percentage of moose
hunters. Residents and visitors come to Alaska with the HOPE of seeing
wolves or bears, not hearing about them being killed for no readily
apparent reason.
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next
meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and difficult and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.
If the Board of Game truely wants moose numbers to rise on the Kenai,
then habitat management is the best solution. Prescribed bum
burn
management could create a significant amount of moose habitat that
would have a positive influence of the moose population. Aerial wolf
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hunting is not a solution, it just creates more upheaval and uproar
from thousands of people in Alaska and the rest of the country who
wonder what decision-making processes go into Board of Game proposals.
Focus on habitat management and please don't go down this slippery road
of predator control on the Kenai Peninsula
Peninsula....
Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you to reject
them.
Sincerely,
Mr. Brian Bailey
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Ms. Andrea Enciso
8440 Berry Patch Dr
Anchorage, AK 99502-7264

Oct 24,2011
Defenders Petitions
Subj ect: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
Please do not allow these beautiful creatures to be killed. They are a
part of what is left of our world's wildlife. They mean no harm against
people or other animals. They are hunting for food just as any other
wild anhnal was born to do to survive. Let nature take its course,
instead ofletting (certain) human beings try to alter the ways of
nature. I ask of you to think twice before allowing these beautiful
creatures to be gunned down.
As an Alaska Resident I am very concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available
science to back it up, and proposals 35 aud
and 36 do not.
If passed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A and 15C.
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose popnlations
populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department ofFish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.
Ifwolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C and harvest
------'flue'O'ded-ro-tre-tempurarilyTednced.
------'Tlue"'ded-ro-tre-tempurarilyTeduced.
In 15A, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.

Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
recreation. The area is relatively populated aud
and aerial gunning would
be highly visible and could impact tourism in the area.
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
tbe area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next
meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and difficult aud
and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.
Proposals 35 aud
and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you to reject
them.
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Sincerely,
Ms. Andrea Enciso
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Mr. Jack Swihart
1601a E 41st Ct
Anchorage, AK 99508-5107

Oct 24, 2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
I Strongly urge our lawmakers to reject these two (2) proposals. The
studies conducted suggest that poor habitat and not predators are the
reason for the low moose population. As an Alaska Resident and a lover
of all wildlife I strongly oppose these measures.
As an Alaska Resident I am very concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available
science to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.
If passed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A and 15C.
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department ofFish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.
If wolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C and harvest
needed to be temporarily reduced.
In 15A, most of which is comprised ofthe Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
------'e0ntr0J-e0ulcl-make-thiS"'preblem-even-w0r-se~.- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ------'e0ntf0J-e0ulcl-make-thiS"'pr0blem-even-w0rse~.

Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
recreation. The area is relatively populated and aerial gunning would
be highly visible and could impact tourism in the area.
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next

meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and difficult and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.
Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you to reject
them.
Sincerely,
Mr. Jack Swihart
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Miss Iris Magana
364 6th St Apt A
Jber, AK 99505-1207

Oct 21,2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
As an Alaskan resident and military wife that is concerned not only for
our environment but our futures I ask you to please reconsider
Proposals 35 and 36. It seems that the recent evidence brought to light
by the department of fish and game presents no more threat from the
wolves towards the moose population than any other creature. In fact,
it seems that one of the true causes of the low population is us
over-hunting the bulls. With very few
rew safe habitats left in the world
for wolves, and Alaska now considering un-sporting extermination
methods, we need to think about the future we are handing over to our
children where the majestic wolf is no longer endangered but completely
and totally extinc!. Yes, wolves have been around for centuries, but
when humans decided to step into the picture, their numbers started to
viciously dwindle. We need to remember that in nature, wolves and moose
keep themselves in check without much problem, it's us with our
helicopters and our traps that are throwing ofrtbe balance of both
creatures. Please, tor all of US, reconsider alternative options to/or
some severe revising of proposals 35 and 36.
Thank you very much.
Sincerely,
Miss Iris Magana
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Ms. Jeanne Schaaf
6961 Rabbit Creek Rd
Anchorage, AK 99516-3738
(907) 345-6071
Oct 21,2011
Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
The idea of aerial gunning by anyone with the means to do so is pretty
frightening to a person who hikes and runs in the backcountry. Are you
guys serious? I am an Alaska Resident I don't like proposals 35 and
36.
If passed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in 15A and 15C.
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department ofFish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.

If wolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 15C and harvest
needed to be temporarily reduced.
In 15A, most of which is comprised ofthe Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.
Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
_ _ _ _ _ _.rTlljec,arJ;;,eawt"'iollnL-Tuh.lSe:J=J£.mlatjy..e1y_pnp.ulated.anclaetiaLgunninE\-w.ouldL
_.rrl<Jec,arJ;;,eawl"'iollnL-Tuh.lSe:JarllliJ£.mJ.ajjy..dy_pnp.ulated.anclaetiaLgunninE\-w.ouldL_
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
__
be highly visible and could impact tourism in the area.
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
affected.. Considering the issue at the next
the area that will be affected

meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and difficult and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.
Proposals 35 and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you 10
to reject
them.
Sincerely,
Ms. Jearwe Schaaf
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Ms. Mckinlee O'Donnell
7539 Eastbrook Cir
Anchorage, AK 99504-3569
(907) 332-0438
Oct21,20ll
Defenders Petitions
Subject: I oppose Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Defenders Petitions,
As an Alaska Resident I am very concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available
science to back it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.
If passed, these proposals would allow aerial gunning by private
citizens in ISA and ISC.
These proposals cite the need to reduce wolf populations because of a
recent decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula. Even though
the Department ofFish and Game presented biological evidence at the
March Board of Game meeting that showed predation was not the cause of
moose population declines.

Ifwolves are not the cause of moose declines, then there is no reason
to kill them. At the March meeting, the Board of Game and state
biologists concluded that bulls were over harvested in 1SC and harvest
needed to be temporarily reduced.
In ISA, most of which is comprised of the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, poor moose habitat has caused declines -- not wolves. Wolf
control could make this problem even worse.
Further, the Kenai Peninsula is a popular attraction for tourism and
recreation. The area is relatively populated and aerial gunning would
_ _ _ _ _ _-1b~e_1h!Jigl1lx
-1b~e_1h!!iglili: visible and could impact tourism jn the (]fea
Any proposal that the Board of Game considers should be discussed in
the area that will be affected. Considering the issue at the next

meeting in Barrow suppresses public participation, since it is in an
isolated area and difficult and expensive to travel to. At the very
least the discussion should take place at the January meeting in
Anchorage.
Proposals 3S and 36 are bad ideas and I strongly urge you to reject
them.
Sincerely,
Ms. Mckinlee O'Donnell
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October 19, 2011
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
FAX: (907) 465-6094
To Whom It May Concern:
Defenders of Wildlife, The Alaska Center for the Environment and The Alaska
Wildlife Alliance appreciate the opportunity to submit these written comments on
proposals that will be considered at the November 11-14, 2011 Board of Game
(BOG) meeting in Barrow, Alaska.

Established in 1947, Defenders of Wildlife (Defenders) is a non-profit membership
animals and plants in
bas ed organization dedicated to the protecti o n of all native wild ani.mals
their natural communities. Defenders focuses on the accelerating rate of species
extinction and associated loss of biological diversity and habitat alteration and
destruction. Defenders also advocates for new approach es to wildlife conservation that
will help prevent species from becoming endangered. We have field offices around the
country, including in Alaska where we address conservation issues affecting wolves
wolves,,
black bears, brown bears, wolverines, Cook Inlet beluga whales, sea otters, polar bears,
Pacific walrus and impacts to wildlife from climate change. Our Ala ska program seeks
---------itFi'o)jil·I!71C"'rl"eas=e'r'l"el'lco
---------,t"'ooij",nO"cl'lre""as"'e""re"'c"'OT!g"r";,iTitiiromu
rrg!>'11mlitimrohlre-importanee-"f;-attcl-need..f0r-t.fl~1*0t;@Gt.jt>B-Gf.,-&ntir.(j.-ohhe-impo,rtan=of;-axtcl-l'leed..fflr-t-he:l*et;&;t.j.ga~Gf.,..&ntire",
e- ________
_______
ecosystem s and interconnected habitats while recognizing the role that predators play
as indicato
indicatorr species for ecosystem health,
health. Defenders represent s more than 3,000
nationwide,
members and supporters in Alaska and more than one million nationwide.

COMMENTS ON ALASKA BOARD OF GAME PROPOSALS

Proposal 15. We offer the following comments on this proposal.
This propo sal aims to increase the bag limit for wolves in Unit 18 from 5 to 10
wolves.
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Defenders supports regulations that adhere to sound wildlife management
principles and are consistent with maintaining healthy populations of all species as
well as healthy ecosystems. We urge the ADF&G to analyze and report what effect
this proposal would have on the local wolf population in order to insure that its
passage would not result in the overharvest of wolves in this area.
Proposal 16. We offer the following comments on this proposal.
Passage of this proposal would increase the bag limit for wolverine in Unit 18 from
1 to 2.
Defenders supports regulations that adhere to sound wildlife management
principles and are thus consistent with maintaining healthy populations of all
species as well as healthy ecosystems. We urge the ADF&G to analyze and report
what effect this proposal would have on the local wolverine population in order to
insure that its passage would not result in the overharvest of wolverines in this
area.
Proposal 17. We offer the following comments on this proposal.
This proposal seeks to extend the season and increase the bag limit for lynx in Unit
18.

Defenders supports regulations that adhere to sound wildlife management
principles and are consistent with maintaining healthy populations of all species as
well as healthy ecosystems. We urge the ADF&G to analyze and report what effect
this proposal would have on the local lynx population in order to insure that its
passage would not result in the overharvest of lynx in this area.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _Er.oposaL2..4...._W-e-oppose...thls_p.wposaLand_ur.ge-the.-B.OG-to-r.eject-it
_W-e-oppose...this_p.t:OposaLand_ur.ge-the.-B.OG-to-r.eject-it. - - - - - - - - - - - _
This proposal, if passed, would align brown bear seasons in Unit 22C with the
remainder of the unit. The proponents of this proposal claim that the bear
population is underutilized, there is bear predation on local ungulates and reindeer,
and bear and human conflict exists
exists..
. While allowing increased opportunity to harvest bears where opportunity exists
may be acceptable, data must be provided which demonstrates that increased
harvest will not negatively affect the sustainability of the population. We do not
consider increasing the take of brown bears to be a solution to addressing the
primary concerns outlined in this proposal.
While we agree with the proponents that brown bears predate upon ungulates,
there is no evidence that bear predation is having an excessive influence on the
2
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caribou or moose populations in this unit. According to ADF&G's 2007 Moose
Management Report the moose population in 22C exceeds objectives and an
to stabilize the population. Further, this
antlerless hunt was implemented in 2000 to
unit falls within the range of the Western Arctic Caribou herd which remains at
high levels.
In addition, while brown bears may occasionally take domestic reindeer it is likely
that only a few bears can be implicated; we do not view altering the season to allow
for increased and non-targeted take of brown bears as solution to this problem.
Husbandry tools have been successfully developed to decrease risk of depredation
on livestock in the lower 48. Rather than increasing brown bear harvest to address
this issue, efforts should be made to determine if such tools might be adapted to
prevent depredation of domesticated animals in Alaska.
Finally, while some brown bears may break in to cabins, it is unlikely that all of
the unit's brown bears are actually responsible for such break-ins. Therefore,
targeting all brown bears in the region with increased hunting is unwarranted.
Further, residents already have the ability to take a bear in Defense of Life and
Property.
While residents have the right to protect their property from being raided by bears,
residents are also responsible for adequately protecting their homes and properties
in order to prevent conflicts with wildlife. Emphasis should be placed on
preventing negative interactions rather than attempting to solve conflicts by
increasing the take of brown bears.
ADF&G recently held workshops on bear-proofing subsistence cabins. Additional
workshops should be held in mrallocations
rural locations as an effective means of providing
residents with additional tools to prevent future conflict.
Proposal 26. We oppose this proposal and urge the BOG to reject it.
This proposal, if passed, would open a year round season for brown bear in Unit
22. The proponent of this proposal claims that brown bears are causing excessive
damage by breaking into cabins and subsistence caches. The goal of the proposal is
to prevent this type of damage from occurring.
While brown bears may be implicated in cabin break-ins, it is unlikely that all of
the unit's brown bears are actually responsible. Therefore, targeting all brown
bears in the region is unwarranted. Further, residents already have the ability to
take a bear in Defense of Life and Property.
As stated in comments on proposal 24, while rural
mral subsistence users have the right
to protect their property from being raided by bears, all Alaska residents also hold
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the responsibility of adequately protecting their homes and properties in order to
prevent conflicts with wildlife. Emphasis should be placed on preventing the types
of interactions described in this proposal rather than attempting to solve conflict
by increasing the take of brown bears.
workshops on bear-proofing subsistence cabins. Additional
ADF&G recently held workshops
workshops should be held in rural locations as an effective means of providing
residents with the tools to prevent the type of conflict outlined in this proposal.
30.. We support this proposal and urge the BOG to adopt it.
Proposal 30

If passed, this proposal would establish a harvest objective for brown bear in the
Noatak National Preserve.
The proponent of this proposal claims that there is a localized unsustainable
harvest rate for brown bears in certain portions of Noatak National Preserve and
provides evidence to support this claim. Defenders supportS
supports efforts aimed at
preventing overharvest and ensuring the continued viability of wildlife
populations.
Proposal 33. We offer the following comments on this proposal.
The proposal aims to open the wolverine hunting season earlier in Unit 26.
Defenders supports regulations that adhere to sound wildlife management
principles and are consistent with maintaining healthy populations of all species as
well as healthy ecosystems. We urge the ADF&G to analyze and report what effect
this proposal would have on the local wolverine population in order to insure that
its passage would not result in the overharvest of wolverines.
Proposal 35. We oppose this proposal and urge the BOG to t·eject
reject it.
This proposal, if adopted, would approve an intensive management plan for moose
in 15A.
Firstly, we have substantial concerns over the fact that the BOG has inhibited
public participation by providing ADF&G insufficient time for this plan to be
developed thus preventing its inclusion in the November proposal book. The BOG
futther hampered participation by considering this proposal in Barrow far
has further
from th
thee communities that will be directly affected by the BOG's decision. We
have outlined such concerns in past comments to the BOG and consider the
continuation of such practices to be detrimental to the public process through
which such controversial proposals are adopted.
adopted. We request
request,, in the very least, that
consideration of this plan be moved to the January meeting in Anchorage in order
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to allow for participation of individuals who will be directly impacted should the
proposal pass.
During the March 2011 meeting, the BOG directed the ADF&G to develop an
intensive management plan that included aerial wolf control for 15A. The
preliminary plan was released October 17'\ 2011 and included aerial control of
wolves. We vigorously oppose aerial wolf control in Unit 15A. Wolf control is not
biologically warranted, appropriate, or feasible in Unit 15A.
At the March meeting, ADF&G supplied a Feasibility Assessment (FA) for
intensive management in 15A (see attached Record Copy 23 and Proposal 174).
Though the FA was conducted with the goal of describing the feasibility of a
habitat based intensive management plan, it also addressed the limitations of
conducting a predator control program in 15A.
In the FA, ADF&G biologists recognized that habitat was limiting moose
population growth in 15A. Further, ADF&G recognized that the current moose
population objectives for 15A were too high. A proposal recommending the moose
population objectives be lowered was submitted by ADF&G for the March
meeting and, despite extensive biological evidence that such a reduction was
necessary, was rejected by the BOG. Due to the widely recognized habitat
limitations in 15A, ADF&G also stated in their FA that "if predator densities were
reduced to increase moose numbers. without concomitant wide-spread
improvements to the habitat any increases to moose survival would further
increase the nutritional stress of the moose population thereby reducing
productivity."
The recognition that habitat, rather than predation, is limiting moose population
growth in 15A is also demonstrated by recent media coverage of this issue. The
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ regiD.naLAnE~G...biD.lo.gis.LwhQ...Y.{..asJ'-esp.nnsihle..f.cu:...dJ:a£tlngj;kpl.aru;Me""d_"
regiQnaLAnE~G...biQhgis.Lv.mQ...Y.{..asJ'-esp.nnsihle..f.cu:...dJ:a£tlngj;kp.laru;Me""d_"....
.....
T.....
TMh....
h"-"
" _ _ _ _ _ _ __
reason we had conducted the survey [in 15A] was due to the chronic decline in
moose numbers, which was predicted by the department based on changes in
habitat. Fifteen A has a rich history in wildfires that changes the habitat. This
greatly benefits moose browse and increases moose numbers," further, "The main
cause keeping moose at their present level of abundance is the lack of a major fire
to improve the quality of the habitat," adding, "The problem is that there hasn't
been a fire of any significant size in 15A for over 40 years. Without the
regeneration, moose numbers are at a relatively low density. We know it's
definitely because of the habitat."
The plan states that the goal of the wolf control program is to "reduce calf
mortality to reverse the long term decline of the bull: cow ratio and increase calf
survival." However, ADF&G's plan also clearly recognizes that habitat is limiting
the population and includes data presenting poor nutritional condition. Further,
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the original habitat plan for this program states that bull: cow ratios have been
stable since the 1990's (see proposal 174). Reducing calf mortality through control
of wolves, in the hopes of improving the bull: cow ratio when neither low bull:
cow ratios, nor excessive calf predation, have been identified as limiting factors is
scientifically unfounded.
Section 3c of the plan states that, "with limited habitat, reducing predation will
allow for possible reallocation of moose from predators to harvest." We question
whether such a reallocation is achievable. Further, attempting to reallocate moose
from predators to humans would necessitate calves surviving beyond the very
young age at which they would be taken by predators. Also, considering that the
nutritional stress currently experienced by this population is likely to continue for
some time, and that predation in this area is likely compensatory, it is questionable
whether such calves would survive to a harvestable age. Further, promoting even a
temporary increase in the population is not sustainable under current conditions
and could lead to a crash in the moose population.
As recently as March of 2011, ADF&G was promoting a reduction in the moose
population objective for 15A. ADF&G staff biologists also indicated during that
meeting that they doubted even the lower population objectives could be met.
Considering ongoing nutritional stress, we seriously question the rationality of
introducing methods meant to increase survival in advance of adequate habitat
improvement and in advance of determining if habitat improvement alone would
be adequate to allow the moose population to recover. We support development of
population objectives which are based on realistically achievable goals.
In section 6c., the plan states that the program will be reviewed and suspended if,
after 3 years, any measure consistent with significant levels of nutritional stress
[e.g., twinning rates less than 20%, adult female pregnancy rates less than 80%] fails
________---'t"'o'-'i"'m"'J]2tove
________
---'t"'o'-'i"'m"'J]2tove to levels no longer showing..significant levels of nutritional stress,
While this plan includes habitat improvement, such improvements will take
numerous years to achieve. Since nutritional parameters are currently below target,
reducing predation and allowing the population to increase could be detrimental to
moose and their habitat in this unit.
In addition to ecological concerns, we also have concerns that the program would
be ineffective based on land management patterns. The Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, whose primary mission is "to conserve fish and wildlife populations and
habitats in their natural diversity," makes up much of Unit 15A. As part of the
National Wildlife Refuge system, lands within the Kenai Refuge are subject to
federal laws and mandates and are precluded from Alaska's Intensive Management
Statute. Aerial wolf control would not be allowed on the Refuge; implementing a
program on the remaining lands in 15A would be insufficient to achieve the desired
but unsustainable landscape level moose population increase.
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Both the Alaska Constitution and the Intensive Management Statute require the
Board of Game to manage wolves on a sustained yield basis. West v. State, Bd. of
Game, 248 P.3d 689,696-98 (Alaska 2010). According to the Fish and Wildlife
Service, recent and robust wolf population surveys have not been completed in
15A; however, ADF&G's plan states that the wolf population is estimated at 41-45
wolves. Despite the professional difference of opinion with regards to robustness of
the available population data, we question the basis for the population target of 15
wolves absent an analysis of the implications for the wolf population.
Considering that the Kenai is relatively isolated from interior populations, we are
also concerned that the genetic diversity of these populations will be threatened in
the long term; especially considering that the programs - once initiated - do not
typically end. Absent an evaluation of the affect wolf control would have on wolf
population sustainability in 15A, passage of proposal 35 would violate the BOG's
constitutional responsibility to manage wolves on a sustained yield basis.
In addition to the significant concerns addressed above, current conditions in 15A
do not meet the predator control implementation criteria of the Intensive
Management Statute.
Alaska law requires the Board of Game to:
adopt regulations to provide for intensive management programs to restore
the abundance or productivity of identified big game prey populations as
necessary to achieve human consumptive use goals of the board in an area
where the board has determined that: ... (2) depletion of the big game prey
population or reduction of the productivity of the big game prey
population has occurred and may result in a significant reduction in the
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ al1D..w:ahl.~humarLhar.Y_es.tJJHhe_p.o.p-ulation;J1.n.d-(l).-enhanc.ement...ofL.
al1D..w:ab1.~humarLhar.Y_es.tJJHhe_p.o.p-ulation;J1.n.d-(l).-enhanc.ement...ofL._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
__
abundance or productivity of the big game prey population is feasibly
achievable utilizing recognized and prudent active management techniques
AS 16.05.255(e)(2), (3) (emphases added).
However, the Board of Game is not to implement intensive management programs
where such programs would be "ineffective, based on scientific information" or
"inappropriate due to land ownership patterns."AS 16.05.255(f)(1)(A), (B).
Both of these provisions apply here and, therefore, intensive management is not an
appropriate solution to declining moose populations in unit 15A. First, proposal 35
is not supported by scientific information. The record is clear that habitat, not
predation, is currently limiting moose populations in Unit 15A. The record is also
clear that the potential for moose populations to again reach historic levels is
unlikely due in part to increasing human settlement on the peninsula. Further, as
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habitat is currently limiting, increasing the moose population could negatively
affect population productivity.
Second, proposal 35 is inappropriate due to land ownership patterns. The land
sUCcess of aerial wolf control and
ownership patterns in 15A erode the potential success
again preclude such a program from meeting the criteria of the Intensive
Management Statute.
Due to constraints of land ownership, the plan could only be implemented on the
< 3% of lands in the unit managed by the state. At the March, 2011 meeting
ADF&G biologists stated on the record that they did not believe that an aerial
wolf control program would feasibly achieve the objective of increasing moose
abundance in 15A due to the small scale at which it could be conducted.
The state is well aware of the limitations on conducting this program in an area
whose land base is mostly under federal management. Passing a plan that includes
refuge lands when it is well known that it cannot be implemented on such lands
does not overcome the requirements of the Intensive Management Statute that the
program be deemed appropriate under land ownership patterns.
Because current biological circumstances do not warrant predator control, and
because the feasibility and potential effectiveness of aerial wolf control are in
doubt, an aerial wolf control program cannot be instituted in 15A under the
Intensive Management Statute.
http://homertribune.com/20
http://homertribune.coml 2011/1
111 10/ aerial-walE·h1m(-proposed-on-pen
aerial-wolf·.tum(-proposed-on-peninsulal
insula/

---------P·roposals-:3.6;-W,;-oppose-t:h~proposal-and-uFg6-the-EQ.G-to-t:eject..it.
__
--------Proposals-:3-6.W~oppose-t:h~prepesaJ..and-tU'g-6-t.hc...~Q.G~tQ-r.eject..it •. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

This proposal, if adopted, would approve an intensive management plan for moose
in 15C.
Again, We
we have substantial concerns over the fact that the BOG has inhibited
public participation by providing ADF&G insufficient time for this plan to be
developed thus preventing its inclusion in the November proposal book. The BOG
has further hampered participation by considering this proposal in Barrow far
from the communities that will be directly affected by the BOG's decision. We
have outlined such conCerns
concerns in past comments to the BOG and consider the
continuation of such practices to be detrimental to the public process through
which such controversial proposals are adopted. We request, in the very least, that
consideration of this plan be moved to the January meeting in Anchorage in order
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to allow for participation of individuals who will be directly impacted should the
proposal pass.
During the March 2011 meeting, the BOG directed the ADF&G to develop an
intensive management plan that included aerial wolf control for Unit 15C. The
preliminary plan, which included aerial wolfcontrol, was released October 17'h,
2011. We vigorously oppose aerial wolf control in this unit. Wolf control is not
biologically warranted, appropriate, or feasible in Unit 15C.
Like 15A, implementing aerial wolf control in Unit 15C is not supported by
current biological conditions. For this reason, ADF&G recommended "Do Not
Adopt" for March meeting proposals 172 and 173 which called for aerial taking of
wolves in all of Unit 15 under intensive management. The agency's rationale was
that "Unit 15C is currently within intensive management objectives for both
population size and harvest."
In addition to recommendations on these proposals, ADF&G's extensive
testimony regarding 15C during the March meeting clearly demonstrate the
agency's belief that the current low bull: cow ratio in Unit 15C is not the result of
predation but of an insufficient harvest strategy which failed to protect an adequate
number of young bulls. As a result, the bull: cow ratio has declined. The BOG
appropriately responded to this decline by implementing new harvest restrictions.
During their testimony, ADF&G indicated that illegal harvest may also be playing
a role in the current moose population conditions in the unit.
Despite the fact that overharvest of bulls was implicated as the cause for decline in
the bull: cow ratio in prior ADF&G testimony and documents, the recently
released plan does not refer to overharvest of bulls as being a factor. Rather, the
plan states that the goal of wolf control is to "reduce calf mortality to reverse the
_________ longoter.rn_decline_oLthe..b.uILco:w-xatio.
longoter.rn_decline_oLthe..b.ulLco:w-xatio ..::.:r:he..plan_goes_oXl_to_state.-that-thti...thre:ee_________
.::.:r:he..plan_goes_on_to_state..that..thti...thre:ee___________
major predators in the unit are brown bears, black bears, and wolves; significantly,
humans are missing from the list. We find the omission of the human element to
this decline disconcerting considering that all actions by ADF&G and the BOG to
date indicate that overharvest of bulls was the primary cause of the decline.
Just as the low bull: cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf predation, evidence has not
been presented that productivity and calf survival has been influenced by
predation. Unfortunately, during the March meeting, several BOG members
continually contended that moose productivity and calf survival have declined in
Unit 15C; however, the facts simply do not support these assertions. According to
testimony and evidence presented by ADP&G, productivity remains stable in the
unit and low calf survival is not implicated as a cause for a decline in the bull: cow
ratio.
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In addition to factors outlined above, the population of moose is well within
population objectives in 15C. In fact, according to the plan, the population
increased 40% between 1992 and 2010. Though the moose harvest will be
temporarily limited due to new harvest restrictions, clearly the population
continues to grow. Considering that the recently initiated harvest strategy is
expected to protect a sufficient number of bulls, there is no reason to believe that
productivity of this population will decline. Controlling wolf predation to
improve productivity is simply not warranted.
The plan indicates that the predation control area includes "all lands within Unit
15C north of Kachemak Bay including the Fox River Flats." As in 15A, a portion
of 15C consists of the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge which would be exempt
from this program. Though authorization to conduct aerial control may be sought,
ADF&G is well aware that any proposal to conduct control on the refuge would
be subject to NEPA review. We oppose the initiation of such a review. The
.
Unimak Island decision has already clearly demonstrated that the Intensive
Management Statute is inconsistent with federal refuge policy. We are therefore
confident that aerial control of wolves would ultimately be rejected on Kenai
NEPA
A review would be an unnecessary waste of
Refuge lands. Initiation of a NEP
taxpayer dollars in a time of fiscal constraint.
As noted in our comments on proposal 3j, Defenders also has concerns over the
practicality of conducting an aerial control program in 15C. Unit 15C is poorly
. suited to aerial wolf control due to the forested nature of much of the terrain.
Wolves are very difficult to track and shoot in this area and pilots cannot land to
retrieve carcasses. Allowing aerial shooting would therefore likely be ineffective in
influencing overall wolf numbers in this unit and result in the waste of a valuable
wildlife resource.
--,---------IGeH~id"r..i.H.g_t-hat-l-9G-is-f."lat.i-v"ly-f'ef'lJ.lat@Q....'uaQ-h@a;"'i.ly-v-isit"d-by-a-v.ar.i"t-y-G£---------
'uaQ-h@a;"'i.ly-v-isit"d..by-a-v.ar-i"t-y-G£---------
--,---------IGefl~id"r..i.n.g_t-hat-l-9G-is-f."lat.i-v"ly-f'ef'lJ.lat@Q

recreational users, allowing aerial wolf control would also create a human safety
risk and would likely result in increased conflict between user groups. As stated by
the regional biologist, "It's likely this will be a highly visible program if it's
implemented." The concern over public safety is exacerbated by ADF&G's plan to
allow privately permitted citizens to participate in the program. Defenders has long
opposed the involvement of private citizens in Alaska's aerial wolf control
programs. Allowing private citizens to participate in this particular program would
be especially controversial.
Section 3c. of the plan states that "a reduction of predation can reasonably be
expected to aid in continuing to meet the intensive management harvest objectives
at a higher level than have previously been achieved through both bull and
antlerless harvest." However, the limitations of likely success of the program, given
the terrain as well as social factors, throw this opinion into question. Further, the
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highly productive nature of this moose population does not warrant control of
predation to improve moose harvest.
In addition to concerns over the potential for the program to achieve stated goals,
we also question the 15C plan's reliance on the operational plan and FA for
proposal 35 (see section 7). Both the plan and FA were developed solely for Unit
15A where population concerns are substantially different than those of 15C. Since
ADF&G has only recently developed the FA process in order to facilitate proper
evaluation of intensive management programs, and considering that ADF&G
biologists have been working to complete the FAs since March of this year, we are
disappointed that an FA is not yet available for 15C. We are equally concerned that
a full independent plan is not yet available.
Both the Alaska Constitution and the Intensive Management Statute require the
Board of Game to manage wolves on a sustained yield basis. West v. State, Bd. of
Game, 248 P.3d 689,696-98 (Alaska 2010). According to ADF&G, recent and
robust wolf population surveys have not been completed in 15C. While we are
pleased to see that wolf surveys are being planned, ADF&G indicated during their
testimony at the March 2011 BOG meeting that the timeframe imposed for
developing the wolf control plan limited their ability to complete a wolf census to
include in the plan.

Though a population of 40-75 wolves is estimated to exist in the 15C, this number
is based on extrapolation from other areas on the peninsula where the robustness
of the data is also in question (see comments on proposal 35). Without robust data
on wolf populations in 15C, the BOG will be unable to evaluate the affect wolf
control would have on wolf population sustainability. Further, as in our comments
on proposal 35, we question the basis for determining a population target of 15
wolves would adequately insure persistence of wolves in the unit. Passage of
--------p.fGpGsal-JlO,-a!;,s(}Rt-iRfG.fmat.iGR-Gf.l-hG'N_t;hr&-wGH-pGp\l.ht;iGH-wiU-b-@-a££@Gt@t1-by.'----------
--------p.fGpGsal-JlO,-a!;,s(}Rt-iRfG.fmat.iGR-Gf.l-hG'N_t;hr&-wGH-pGp\l.ht.iGrl-wiU-b-@-a££@Gt@Q-by.'----------
the planned reduction, would violate the BOG's constitutional responsibility to
manage wolves on a sustained yield basis.
The current conditions in 15C do not meet the predator control implementation
criteria under the Intensive Management Statute and regulations.
Alaska law requires the Board of Game to:
adopt regulations to provide for intensive management programs to restore
the abundance or productivity of identified big game prey populations as
necessary to achieve human consumptive use goals of the board in an area
where the board has determined that: ... (2) depletion of
ofthe
the big game prey
ofthe
the productivity of the big game prey
population or reduction of
population has occurred and may result in a significant reduction in the
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allowable human harvest of the population; and (3) enhancement of
abundance or productivity of the big game prey population is feasibly
achievable utilizing recognized and prudent active management techniques.
AS 16.0S.2SS(e)(2),
16.05.255(e)(2), (3) (emphases added).
.
However, the Board of Game is not to implement intensive management programs
where such programs would be "ineffective, based on scientific information." AS
16.05.255(f)(1)(A). When implementing the Intensive Management Statute, AS
16.0S.255(f)(1)(A).
16.05.255(e)
16.0S.255(e) - (g), the Board of Game
"will ... (3) find that depletion of a big game prey population or reduction
of the productivity of a big game prey population has occurred when (A)
the number of animals, estimated by the department, that can be removed
by human harvest from a population, or a portion
ponion of a population, on an
annual basis without reducing the population below the population
objective, preventing growth of the population toward the population
objective at a rate set by the board, or altering a composition of the
population in a biologically unacceptable manner is less than the harvest
objective for the population; and (B) the population size is less than the
population...
... (5)not
significant...
... (B)
(S)not consider as significant
population objective for the population
any reduction in taking that is intended or expected to be of a short-term
and temporary nature and is necessary
nece"ary for the conservation of the
population. 5 AAC 92.106(3)(A)-(5)(B)
n.l06(3)(A)-(S)(B) (emphases added).

Moose population concerns in lSC are not driven by wolf predation but the result
of an insufficient harvest strategy which has potentially been exacerbated by illegal
harvest. The current low bull: cow ratio has resulted in recent temporary harvest
restrictions which are necessary to prevent the continued overharvest of bulls and
promote the conservation of the population. The moose population in this region
----'-----,eafl.ne>t-be-ee>n~ide·fed-d
~f' I~ted-a·na-.h€>FcH.s-ne-i.nGiGat;iefl-ttiat-p.l'G,h,tcti-v.iiy-llas _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
_
-----'-----ea!'l-nGt-be-eGn~ide·fed-dE>!31E>ted-ll·na-t-i'l(;FcH.s-ne-i.J1GiGat;iefl-ttiat-p.md"Gti:v.iiy..l!as
__
deClined. Though ADF&G does not believe that productivity has declined, if bulls
are not adequately protected, a decline could occur. Because local biologists
currently consider productivity and calf survival to be within acceptable levels, and
the moose population remains within population objectives, this temporary
closure can be expected to improve the bull: cow ratio and conserve a healthy
moose population.
The ADF&G and BOG explicitly recognized the temporary nature of this closure
during the harvest restriction testimony and subsequent discussion at the March
meeting. The BOG further recognized the closure as temporary by adding a sunset
clause to the harvest restriction; stating that they would reevaluate population
parameters and reconsider the regulations at the March 2013 meeting. Control of
predation would not achieve the desired result of increasing bull recruitment
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because wolves do not selectively prey on bull moose and problems with calf
productivity have not been identified.
Under current circumstances aerial wolf control in Unit 15C is neither warranted
biologically nor is it appropriate under the Intensive Management Statute or
regulations.
Proposal 37. We offer the following comments on this proposal.
According to ADF&G the Southern Alaska Peninsula Caribou Herd (SAPCH) has
increased in size since the Unit 9D wolf control program was initiated in 2007;
however, sufficient study has not been dedicated to factors other than predation
that may be contributing to preliminary indications of increased survival. We
continue to have concerns that this program does not meet several
recommendations of the NRC.
1. The status of the predator population has not been evaluated.
The updated SAPCH plan states that no current aerial population survey data are
available for the wolf population in the management area. Instead, predator
populations are estimated using anecdotal evidence from pilots and local residents.
While anecdotal information may he sufficient to supplement aerial surveys during
years when surveys are not conducted, they are not adequate on their own in areas
where predator control is being conducted.
2. Carrying capacity has not been determined nor sufficient monitoring
programs developed.

While the revised plan states that nutritional limitations are not implicated as a
---------£aGte.F-a££@Gt;i£.g-t-h<l_G1±r-f..
f}Ht{l,t;1±5-ef-t.h<l-SA-J2GFI,t;h<l_f'r-0gr-am-e0mi'fFl,~t0-litGkc----------
---------£aGte.F-a££@Gt;i£.g-t-h<l-G1±r-f<>f}t-<;t;at;1±5-ef-t-h<l-SA-J2GFI,t;he-f'r-egr-am-eemi.f}Be-5-te-litGkc----------
nutritional objectives and fails to outline a protocol for monitoring trends in
nutritional condition indices. Further, habitat studies aimed at determining
carrying capacity have not been conducted.
Defenders has long documented concerns over the potential for habitat degradation
to occur in areas where predators have been suppressed. We find it a significant
deficiency that the SAPCH program does not incorporate requirements for
nutritional status and that population goals are not based on carrying capacity.
3. The programs are not designed as experiments and inadequate data is
collected.
According to the February 2011 annual report to the BOG, this program utilizes
Unimak Island as a control to compare trends in magnitude, abundance and
14
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composition. Given that Unimak is an island and island populations perform in a
manner unlike mainland populations, we find that the control is scientifically
unacceptable.
Defenders supports the more targeted approach being utilized on the Southern
Alaska Peninsula, whereby wolves active on calving grounds are taken by
management personnel, as opposed to the broad and indiscriminant approach
involving privately permitted citizens in other areas. However, we continue
maintain that these programs generally lack adequately developed plans and
underlying scientific study.
Predator control remains a controversial issue in Alaska. Only by clearly
demonstrating that predator control is actually achieving stated goals, that habitat
is not being over-utilized, and that predator populations and ecosystems are being
adequately protected will ADF&G earn increased trust over this issue. This cannot
be achieved in the absence of adequate data collection and management planning.
The National Research Council (NRC) 1996 recommendations were aimed at
improving management of Alaska's predator and prey populations. We will
continue to oppose all predator control programs that do not meet the basic
recommendations set by the NRC.
Thank you for considering our comments.
Sincerely,
Theresa Fiorino
Alaska Representative
Defenders of Wildlife

-------'Gn-Behal{-efi:-----'-----------
-------Qn-Behal{-efi'----'-----------_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Valerie Connor
Conservation Director
Alaska Center for the Environment
John Toppenberg
Executive Director
Alaska Wildlife Alliance
The Alaska Center for the Environment (ACE) is a non-profit environmental
education and advocacy organization, whose mission is to enhance Alaskans'
quality of life by protecting wild places, fostering sustainable communities and
promoting recreational opportunities. ACE advocates for sustainable policy on
behalf of over 6,000 Alaskan members.
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Founded in 1978, the Alaska Wildlife Alliance is the only group in Alaska solely
dedicated to the protection of Alaska's wildlife. Their mission is the protection of
Alaska's natural wildlife for its intrinsic value as well as for the benefit of present and
future generations.
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Intensive Managel11ent Feasibility Assessment
1) PUlpose·..

.....
.
. ..
. ..
. .
.
This report serves as a feasibility assessment (FA) for conducting Intensive Management
(lM)
(1M) actions in Game Management Unit 15A. The FA is premised Oil the Guidelines/or
intensive manageme11t 0/ big game ill Alaska recently created by the Alaska Department of Fish
& Game (ADFG)i The ADFG has formalized IM guidelines and FAs for areas considered for
1M. The Board typically assesses feasibility prior to adopting an 1M program. 'the Board is not·
required to adopt regulations to provide for an intensive management program per AS
16.05.255(f)(1) if a proposed IM program is:
(A) ineffective, based on scientific information
.. (B) inappropriate due to land oWnership patterns
.(C) against the best interest ofsubsistence
ofsubsistimce uses

2) Definition o/populations, recommended strategy, and measures o/progress
The moose population in Unit.!5A
Unit.15A was identified as an 1M
IM population (5 AAC 92.108)
when the 1M law took effect. In 2000, the 1M objectives for Unit 15A moose were established (5
AAC 92.108): the population objective is 3000'-3500 moose with a harvest objective of 180
350. The moose population in Unit 15A has been below 1M
IM population objectives before the
objective was established in 2000 and has not met objectives to date. The moose harvest in Unit
15A has been below the 1M objective in 10 ofthe 11 years since the objective was established III
2000.
Based 011 thorough studies of the moose population response in Unit 15A to fire, which
creates and improves moose browse, the management strategy for Unit 15A moose is to focus on.
improving habitat. While Unit 15A shows a rich history ofJires
of11res over the past century, there has.
not been a habitat rejuvenating 11re
ltttge scale fires
Jire of any significant size in over 40 years. The large
of 1947 (about 300,000 acres) ai1d 1969 (about 80,000 acres) indicate that you obtain 20-25
years ofqualitymobse.habitat post fire. Currently, the deterioration of the available moose
browse is obvious. The main measure
measme of
ofptogresstoward
progress toward achieving the goal of improving moose.
habitat will be based on the size and frequency of future fires (both wildfire and controlled
bmns) and the concomitant (albeit delayed) response of
burns)
ofmDose
moose to the fire.
.
A key consideration in the feasibility~ 1M program
j:ltQgram for mOOse in Unit 15A whether
throllgh habitat enhancements i.e.
Le. conductin controlled burns
bmns 0.' ot s
..
.
ot er
actlVltles is cooperation and collaboration with the principal land
Jand manager, the Kenai
National Wildlife Refuge (KNWR), who manage 79% ofthe area of Unit 15A, which includes.
approximately 232,000 acres that is classified as Wilderness. There is an insignificant amOlmt of
State land in Unit 15A (12,500 acres or <2% of the total land in Unit 15A) to accomplish any
meaningful IM actioils alone without support from the KNWR. Any successful 1M
IM program must
. have support and cooperation of the KNWR.
.
3) Elements a;f/easibility (lssessment/or moose ill Unit J5A
A) Biological
I. Non-predation and non-hunting mortality

.. :::

a) While severe winters (snow depths >36 inches) do occur in Unit 15A, they
occur relatively infrequently and such weather events would not deter the long
long
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\ .

t61m recruitmimt of moose should the productivity of the population increase due
to habitat improven1ents ..

·b) Vehiole caused m01'tality on moose in the southem portion of Unit 1SA is
· significant and in the past decade has eqllaled roughly 35% of the combined
human caused mortality ofhuntel' harvest and known vehicle caused mortality.
Furthermore, most ofthis vehicle caused mortality is on cows and calves, and,
therefore, affects the productivity of the moose population more than the bull-only
harvest. However, we do not believe that road-kills, given the limited road
system in Unit 1SA, would prevent the long-term recruitment ofmo08e
of moose shoUld the·
productivity of the population increase due to habitat improvements:
..
c) There is no known significant prevalence of disease or parasites in the Unit
1SA .moose popUlation.

II. Access for predator reduction or ungulate harvest
Approximately 79% of Unit l5A isfedel'al land
lfmd managed by the KNWR. Access
onthe Refuge limits the use of off-road vehicles (motor boats, ATVi;, airplanes,
snowmachines) to various degrees. (Specific Refuge restrictions are listed in the
· Appendix A of this report).
.
a) Th6 estimated availability of all-season roads: within the KNWR (andoutside
· of the niajority of the human-population areas around Soldotna, Kenai, Sterling,
and Nikiski), ·the only access road is the Swanson River road that extends roughly
15 miles north of the Sterling Highway in the central pOl'tion of Unit 15A. There
is also a seasonal gravel/dirt road (Mystery Creek Road) that extends north
approximately 20 miles nOlth ofihe Sterling Highway in the eastern portion of
.
Unit 15A and it is typically closed from October - July.
b) The estimated amount of ATV trails is unknown but considering there is no
A I VtraHs
tralis that
tfiat prOVIde significant access to the arca
area is limited to the undeveloped
and urunaintained
unmaintained trail (pipeline road) of about 30 miles which starts north of
Captain Cook State Park on the northwest coast of Unit 15A and ends near Point
Possession, all outside the KNWR boundaries.

c) The exact availability (in miles) of navigable rivers is unknown but is
somewhat limited by the KNWR restrictions.
d) The feasibility of landing fixed-wing aircraft in winter through()lftU~\it 15A is
somewhat limited due to KNWR restrictions.
e) The feasibility of ocean shoreline access is low considering the lack of
sufficient moorings and high tidal action.

PC11
PC32
18 of 57
45
30

. Game Management Unit 15A
Intensive Manag.ement Feasibility Assessment
III.

Potentialeff~ctivel1ess of pred~to; oo~trol . .
Pot~ntialeff~ctivelless

.
a) Are there concentrated
concentratedcalvil1g
calving and/or rearing areas of ungulates that justify
focused bear or wolf control? Concentrations are unlGlown,

b) Are there concentrated winter ranges of ungulates suitable for focused wolf
.contl'017
.col1tl'017 The areas of highest winter moose concentrations are along the human
residential areas. However, the current low density of moose in Unit 15A is due to
the poor quality of the habitat. Ifpl'edator densities were reduced to increase
moose numpers without concomitant wide-spread improvements to the habitat,
any increases to moose suryival would
wouldfurther
further increaseihe
increase~e nutritional stress oflhe
moose population thereby reducing productivity. Although the moose population
has declined about 50% in the past 2 decades, the moose density in Unit 1SA is
currently (tlle last census was conducted in 2008) about 1.3 moose(mi2, which is
within the
thedensity
density objectives of many moose populations around the State.
IV, Potential effectiveness of predator control through public participation
. a) Number
Nuinber of c0Ull111mities
c0Uli111mities and residents withhl
withitl proposed management area.
Soldotna, Kenai, Sterling, and Nikiski
Nildski are the maj or ccmmunities in Unit 1SA
15A
and comprise the vast majority of the approxilnate 50,000 human population on
the Kenai Peninsula.
b) Estimated·
Estimated·wolf
wolf harvest rate, While we do not have data
data. to allow such a
calculation ofhUl'vest rate, the approximate harvest rate according to the best
. ·available data shows·
shows·aa harvest !"ate of approximately 20·25% of the fall
population the 3 most recent Regulatory Years. The exact harvest rate is
unknown, but the average harvest is about·lO
about·IO wolves pel' Regulatory Year.
0) Estimated black bear harvest rate. We do not know clln'ent
cUIl'eut black bear

densities. If we use densities calculated in the 1980s, the yearl"-y.":'h=arv:..:-=e::.:st:c;r",at:;:·e~in::.
yearl"-y.":'h=arv:..:-=e::.:st:c;r",at:;:'e~in::._ _ _ _ _ _ __
__
Unit 15A would be approximately 7-9%, The exact harvest rate is unknown,
.d)Estimatedgrizzlyibrown bear harvest rate. We do Ilotknciw
Ilotknow br~wn bear
densities and browll bears arc
are known to have large· ranges that extend outside of
knowing that Unit
the Unit 15A boundary. Without an approximate density and lmowingthat
15A is not a Closed population, we are unable to calculate the harvest rate of
brown bears,
. .
V. Ability to confirm tl'eattllent
treatment response in treatment (e.g., predator control, habitat
enhancement, or non-typical harvest) areas with data from nearby and comparable
untreated areas through assessment of:
a) Fall composition surveys for young to adult female ratio. We would have this
index: for moose in Unit 15A to compare with past data.
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female ratio. We would
would'have
b) Fall compositiOli.Burv~ys
co~~ositiOli.surv~yS for yearling to adult
adultfemale
have
this index for moose ill l)'nit
lJnit 1SA
ISA to compare with past data.
c) Other metrics?'
metrics?' We could also estimate population size of moose in Unit lSA '
as an overallmeasure
overallmeasl.tre of a treatment response.
B) Societal elements: detine hunting confliots (e.g., constraints to access, acceptable
methods, and harvest expectations) and public tolerance fot
fat intensive management
practices
pl'actices

Overall
tDltigate huntingconflictsm
hunting Conflicts is low considering
on •.
,
O~erall potel~tial
potelltiai to ffiitigate
con~idel'ing limitations on
access and lack of St ate land (<2% oflm1d
"
ofland in Unit lSA).
1SA). ,
,

'

I. ' Expectation for target ungulate harvest that may limit ability of the Department to
., ,...: :• , control growth of ungulate popUlations for managing nutritional condition or public
conflicts,
,,'
, The ADFG believes that should the productivity of the moose population in Unit
'. 1sA
ISA improve due to wide-scale habitat improvements, the Area Managers
M!\nagers would plan
to increase the harvest through gender and age specific harvests similar to what is , "
, being achieved ill
in Unit 20A, The ADFG predicts that a harvest based on nutritional
.
constraints and maximized productivity would be supported by the public.
, The Department would like the Board of Game to consider changes to the 1M , ,
popUlation and harVest objectives
obJectives as the population responds to habitat enhalicementto
enhrutcementto
Jiliudmize
pwductivity of
oftbe
the moose population for the gr.eatest
greatest time period: While
nwximize the productivity
:
, access is limited by the KNWR,
KNWR. hunters would certainly maximize their hunt success
across lUuch
much of Unit 1SA.
lSA.
,'
There are celtainly
certainly constraints regarding public
publio acceptance
acceptm1ce of both controlled '
", burns and
m1d wildfire. Fire threats to residential areas would and
m1d shou ld limit the use of
: fire near residences. However,
However, even in remote areas (i.e., federal wilde1'1less
wilderness
designations with limited snppression),
sUP.1~ression), health and aircraft safetyissuesassociate4 with
smoke both all
on the Kenai Penillsula
Peninsula and Anchorage has and
mld will result in the
suppressIOn of fires that may have burned WIthout
Without any
m1y threat to restdenlull
resldenlLiil areas or
01'
esta!Jlished
esta1Jlisbed oil/gas structures on tbe KNWR.
'
'

"

"

II. Land Ownership tbat
that may restriot aocess for predator control or ungulate harvest.
The KNWR manages
mm1ages approximately 79% of the land in Unit 15A, which includes
232,000 acres designated Wilderness. Because the KNWR would likely not support
of predator control on their lands, there is no foresee!lble
any form of
foreseeable issue regarding ,;
,';,
public acceptance of predator control methods. The fact that <2% of Stat~ land
landexisis
'exists '
in Unit 15A prevents the efficacy of predator control outside of Federallm1d
Federa! land in Unit
15A
1SA.
'
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C. Economic elements define estimated ~o~ts of ~~fu.tagement programs and expectations
for public participation in predatorcontl'ol progrill1iS
progrillns for comparison to perceived
benefits. .
.' '...'
.
.......
. '.
.
.
....
. '
..
Considering that the 1M activities that are needed are oontrolled bums or non
suppression of wildfire, thel'e is no anticipated public participation based on expense and
other factors. We do not believe that hunte!'
hunter participation after an increase in the moose
productivity following wide-scale habitat improvements will be an issue. While hunter
access is restricted to some degree in the KNWR, there are enough access points that
.
hunters would certainly take advantage of increase hunting opportunities. .
There are obviously costs associated with managing fires orconductingcoiltrolled
bW,'l1s. These costs are substantiill and would be incm1'ed by the land manager and State
Forestry.
Because the KNWR would not support any form of predator control on their
lands, there is no foreseeable isstle
issue regarding expense (public or other) for predator
control methods. The fact that <2% of State land exists in Unit 15A prevents the efficacy
ofpredator control outside of Federal land in Unit 15A.
.4) A vailabifily of biological a;ld harvest iliformatioll 011 populatioll status ojpredators alld
ullgulate species for modelillg ungulate populatioll growth rates and time ulltit
ulltif increase in
ilaI'Vest
JlaI'vest of Ullgulates is feasible
.
Sufficient data would be available to model moose population growth in order to design
effective management plan. Periodic abundance slU'veys and yearly composition
oomposition counts have
been and will be available metrics'for managers. Furthermore, when moose productivity
· increases followilig wide-scale habitat improvements, the Department would likely increase
efforts to monitor productivity (e.g., pregnancy rates, body condition, parturition rates, etc.).
Harvest has and will be monitored in the future ..
Little data exists for predator densities in Unit 1SA. While moose predation bywolves
and bears certainly occurs, the moose population in Unit 1SA is currently
cUTI'ently limited by habitat
______,c.onditio.ns
______
,c.onditions ...Therels_m:l_ahtllldanLho.d.y_ofJitetatuI:drom_studies_col1ducfedjlLUriiU5_that.
..Therels_m:l_ahtlllclanLbo.d.y_ofJitetatuI:drom_studies_conducfedjILUriiU5_that._________~
document the response of moose to habitat conditions after fire. Rou
ROll hi 20
moose. ave reached their maximum lllilllerical
lllUllerical response to tile improved habitat and (It 40 years
post-fire due to the sl\ccessiona1
sl\ccessional advance of tile
the 11100se
moose browse, moose densities are back down to
· densities before the·
the· fire. If predator densities )'(ere reduced to increase lTIOOSe
InOOSe numbers without
concomitant wide-spread improvements to the habitat, any increases to moose sllrvival
survival would
further increase the nutritiol'),al stress of the moose population thereby reducing productivity.
·Although the moose population has declined about 50% in the past 2 decades, the moose density
· in Unit 15A is currently about 1.3 moose/mi2,
moose/mi 2, which is within the density objectives of many
moose populations around the State. Area managers will closely mQnitor available browse after
fire to determine browsing pressure that will detelmine along with other measures how to
maximize hunting pressure to keep the moose population below carrying
oarrying capacity and, therefore,
at
ar its maximum productivity.
!U1
tUl

5) Overall potential to increase moose harvest in Unit J5A within 6 years is low. The ability to
document reasonsfor success or failure is high
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The .cun-ent moose population
l5A is clearly
clelU'ly limited by habitat conditions. Aliy
po!mlation in Unit 15A
productivity andpepuratien
andpopuration 'size of
moose in Unit 15A
increases in the preductivity
ofmoese
lSA will be dictated by the ·
frequency and size of ariy
any.futnre
fumre fires. Due
bue to. the unpredictable nature of wildfue, the constraints
constrain:ts
imposed by the KNWR fcir
feir fire
fire inippression;
suppression; and the ces
cost and risks imposed by controlled bums,
burns,
it is not realistic
realistio to
to. predict the oocurrence
oocm'rence ef
of a significant fire that would
weuld impl'ove
ifilp1'OVe the current
stams
Game can maintain epen
open dialogue
statns ofmeose
of moose in Unit 15A. The ADFG and the Board of GlUl1e
Forestry regarding fire suppressien
contrclled . :•
with the KNWR and the State Division of
cfForestry
suppressicn and centrclled
bum issues but neither the ADFG ncr the Board of Grune
authcrityte make
Grone has the autherityto
d~ti:mninaticns en
management decisions:
.'
.' ,.. ....
deti:rtninatiens
on fire management
decisions. .
.
Because the primary limiting factor iffecting
irfecting the l'iioose
riloose popul~tien
populatien in Unit lsA is poor
habitat cenditians
conditiens and because <2% efthe
o.fthe land in Unit 15A
lSA is State owned, there is little
justification fot·
for pursuing 1M actiens
actions with predator
predater control.
cantrol.
The potential to achieve IM objectives in the defined peried
period should be defined as:
.,.. . a) Pepulation
Po.pulation increase in ungulates required to reaoh le
lo.wer 1M populatien
pepulatio.n ebjective
objective'·
equals approximately a 50% increase.
increase.

b) Percentage
P~l'ceiltage increase in average estimated harvest (last
(Iast 3 RYs) to reach lewer
lower 1M

harVest
harvest objective equals apprexiinately
appro.xiinately a 68% increase

6) Recommelldlitlons
for public involvemetlt
involvement to define mellSu/'es
measures ofsuccess,
Recommelldlitlonsjor
ojsuccess, acceptable
methodsfor
popllllltiollS
m~thods jor enhancing pOp
illations and
Ilnd harvest, and
alld risk tolerance
.
. . Considering
Considerillg wildfire and controlled burns are the ma
main
in mechanisms
mechlUlisms needed to
to. bring the
the.
moose population in Unit 1SA
moese
lSA back within 1M objectives, the public is somewhat limited in what
their involvenWllt
invelvement can be. Certainly public acceptance af
of installing fire breaks along
alang the Refuge
borders, tolerance
tolerance.of
ef smoke from fires, and ether
other measures to reduce tbe
the choice effrre
of fITe
suppression by the Refuge and State Ferestry is welccmed
welcomed 'and encouraged. Furthelmore,
Furthe!'lltore,J2:l±ubl!jl1;ic'
J2"'ub""I"'ic'-_ _ _ _ __
tolerance and enco.uragement
bums would
weuld
centrolled burns
taleranceand
enceuragement of the Refuge and State Forestry to. conduct contrelled
be beneficuil
benettcJai and may also
also. help land managers make declslans
deCISIons net to suppress fires m areas
suppressien. .
designated under limited suppression.
with improving moose habitat via fire. Typically, threats
tJn-eats to
to. strtlctures
., . There is
isaa trade-off
trade-offwitll
strtJCtures
(e.g., homes, eil/gas
associated .with smoke (e.g.,
oil/gas infrastructure,
infrastructure, power
pawer lines, etc.), hazards asseciated
health, aircraft safety), and demands ef
0.1' fire crews 1hreughout
threughout the state quickly trump desires to.
rejuvenate moese
moose habitat. Certainly,
Ce!1ainly, fir es that
tlueaten human health and safety are and shauld
should be
th at threaten
justifiably suppressed. However, under certain favorable canditions,
conditions, the fires that eccur
occur in
isolated areas with
witll designations under limited suppressian
suppressio.n sheuld
sho.uld receive the suppert by the
isalated
the ..
public and land
llUld managers to .burn. Public in
input
put and demand in these circmnStances
circumStances may help. ;.c:·
influence land
llUld managers in allawing
allowing certain fires
fires to burn.
.'
burn.
c

Summary

Considering the land ownership patterns in Unit 15A and the lack of
o.f a significant fire
during
years, addressing tlle question
of whether the "enhancement ef
of abundance er
or ·
durjng the.
t:he.past 40 yeru's,
questien efwhether

PC11
PC32
22 of 57
49
30

·,
.

,- '

:, ';

.

'. "

,

' ,,'

Game Management Unit 15A " ,
Intensive Management FeasibilityAsSE:!ssl11ertt
FeasibilityAsSE:!s'smertt "'.
,

. "'

' .

productivity of
the big game prey population is feasibly achievableutilizing ;ecogUiZeci~d
reco~izedaIld
produc~ivity
~fthe

'

the Department believeS that .···
,' .'
prudent active management techniques" [AS 16,05,255(e)(3)] ,,the
''
traditional 1M practices axe
ru:e not feasible. The Department does intend to foster a cooperative
coopemtive ..
relationship with the KNWR and to help ensure the State has avo ice in encouraging
enco\U'aging the use of
sUPPression of wildfire to improve the status of moose habitat in .:
controlled burns and limited SuPPressiOli
Unit 1SA.
.'
The Board is not required to adopt regulations to provide for an intensive management
program per AS 16.05.255(f)(1)
16.0S.255(f)(1) if a proposed 1M program is: (A) ineffective, based on scientific
,information,
information, (B) inappropriate due to
to land ownership pattems, (C) against the best interest
intere~ of ,
w~lUldbe ..,
subsistence uses,
uses. TbeDepartment
The Department believes that traditional predator control actions w9i.!1dbe
ineffective in
ill helphig the moose population given
gi ven the current poor condition of the habitat.
Furthel1nore, the Department acknowledges
Furthermore,
acknowleciges that 79% of the land is managed by the KNWR who
may
Ellld <2% of Unit 15A is State iand wbich
which
may reject any predator control programs on their land; and
would be available for 1M activities. ",'
.'

::/ . • •.,.,!
\'

.. ,

' .'
',.'
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KNWR thut pertai~ ' to Unit
'15A .'
Appendix A. Description of l'estrictions
J'estridions on the
theKNWR
Unit15A

1.) Aircraft

The'operation of aircraft on the Kenai NWR, except in an emergency, is permitted'
The
permitted· only as
111~se areas are also depicted on a map
authorized in designated areas as described below. 111cse
available from refuge headquarters.

Within the Canoe Lakes, Andy Simons, and Mystery Creek Units of the Kenai Wildemess,
Wilderness, only
for
airplane
operations:
."
.
".. .th~
the followlng
followll1g lakes
are
designated
.
.
,"', "

,

'

,

.

Canoe Lakes Uliit
Utlit
Pepper, Gene, and Swanson Lakes are only open for sport ice fishing.
Scenic Lake
N
Nekutak
ekutak Lake
Laice
Shoepac Lake
NorakLake
Bird Lake
VogeH.ake
Vogel'Lake

Grouse Lake
.Ki,ng
Lakee .'
K\ngLak
B·edlam Lake
Bedlrun
Taiga Lake
Cook Lake

Snowshoe Lake
Wilderness Lake
Mull Lake
Mtill
Tangerra Lake
Sandpiper Lake

Mystery Creek Unit
An unnruned
unnamed lake in section
sectiQn It,
II.. T,
T. 6 N., R.
S.M., AK.
R. 5 W., 8.M.,

(B) Airplanes may operate on all lakes outside the Kenai Wilderness except those lakes with
recreational developments,
devel9pments, including, but not limit~d to, campgrounds, campsites, and public
------'hiking-trai1s-connected-to-road-waysides,-T-he110n-wiIderness-lakes-elosecl-to-rureraFt-e]3er.atiel1l5-s-----hlking-trai1s-oonnected-to-road-waysides:-T-he-non-wtlderness-lakes-e10secl-t0-Mrerait-0j3er-ati0n,s-s-., - - - - - - 


are as fallonT
fQ110 urS'
s'
North of theSteding
the Stei-ling Highway
High\~ay

'Cashka Lake
Laice
Dolly Varden Lake
Nest Lakes
Mosquito Lake
Watson Lake
Afonasi Lake
AfonRsi

."',
."".

Rainbow Lake
Dabbler.Lake
Lily Lake
Laice
Forest Lake
Upper Jean Lake

AllI:l'tz Lake
Anel'tz
Weed Lake
Silver Lake
Breeze Lake
ImeriLake
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All lakes in the Skilak Loop Area (South of Sterling Highway and North of Skilak lake
Al11akes
m:e ,, . '
lake))a1"e
yeiu
lalid on Bottenintnin Lake, 'which
which is open yein
closed to aircraft except that airplanes may 1sIid
around and Hidden Lake, which is only ope!i for spM
spOlt ice fishing. .'
.
... ,

.

(ti)
(ii) Notwithstanding any
auy other provision of th~se
th~se regulations, the operation
op~ration of
of aircraft is ....'
.'' .'

prohibited between May 1 and September 30, inclusive, on any
allY lake where nesting trumpeter
swans andlor
and/or their broods
bl'Oods are present except Scenic and Lonesome Lakes where the closure is
between May 1 and September 10, inclusive. ;'
(Iii) theopemtion of wheeled airplanes, at the pilot;s
on the tUllnaintainect
tmmaintainect ·.·'
(iii)
pilot's ovm risk, is authorized oft
Big Indian Creek Airstrip '
..
.
..
.

authorized by a sp~cial use
(iv) Unlicensed aircraft are permitted to operate on the refuge only as authodzed
permit from the refuge manager.
.
!~ .

(v) Airplanes may operate only within design~ted areas
ar~as on the Chickaloon Flats, as depicted on a ·
map available from the refuge manager.
.

the

(vi).Airplane operation is permitted on the Kasilof River, the Chickaloon River outlet,
ontlet, and the
Kenai River below Skilak Lake
Lal(e from JUlle
June 15 through
thwugh March 14. All other rivers on the refuge
.
.
'
are closed to aircraft.
aircraft.
..

"

2). Motorboats
Motorboatss are authorized on all wa
watters of the refuge except
exc~pt under the following conditions and
Motorboat
within the
tile following areas:
.
(i) Motorboats are not
notanthorized
authorized on Jakes
lakes within the Canoe Lakes Unit oithe Kenai Wilderness
th<l
except those lakes as desig!lated for airplane operations as described on a map available from the

-----.leittge-manager;-Boat-motof"11se-is-not-autb('ll'izeci-el11-those"Pol,t·i(:)ns-ef-the-M00SIHlllcl-gwan~el'll----------~lefuge-manager~B,oat-motor"11se-is-not-auth('ll'ized-ell1-thosel'lOl'H0ns-eHhe-Meese-ru,ld-Swan~el'll------canoe T
ekes 110it
IInit pfj-be
)iVjldenJess
Rjyers wjthip tJ)e
the Canoe
T ekes
o f the Kenai 'Vilderness
'.

(ii) That section of the
iheKel~i
f6f three miles
SkHai< Lake downstream
downstrean} fcit
nii1es is .
'Kenal River from the outlet of Skilak
t'notorboat use between March 15 and June
Jl1l1e 14, inclusive. However, any
allY boat having a
closed to luotorboat
operatting.
motor may drift or rowthrougb
row through this section provided the motor is not opera
(iii) That section of the Kenai River from the
tile power line
line'crossing
crossing located approximately one mile
downstream to Skilak Lake is closed to
below the confluence of the Russian and Kenai Rivers dowllstream
motorboats. However, any boat having a motQ
motQfi- attached may drift or row through this section
provided the motor is not operating.
operating,
.'
(iv) Motors in excess of 10 horsepower are not authorized on the Moose, Swanson, Fnrmy,
Chickaloon (upstream of river mile 7.5), Killey, and
aild Fox Rivers.
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(v) A "no wake" restriction applies to Engineer, Upper and Lowet Ohmer, Botteninulln,
BotteniniIlln, Upper
and Lower Jean, Kelly, Petersen, Watson, Imeri, Afonasi,
Aionasi, Dolly Varden, and Rainbow
RainbOw Lakes.
.-

. ..
"

.

(vi) Notwithstanding any other provisions of these regulations,
regulatiol1s, operation
l110torboat is .
opera~o~ ofa motorboat
prohibited between May 1 and September 30, inclusive, on any lake where misting trumpeter
tnunpeter
swans 8nd/or
and/or .their broods are present, except Willdy,
Windy, Scenic, and Lonesome Lakes whel'e the
closure is between May 1 and September 10, inclusive.'
.
3. Off'Toad
Off·road vehicles
~

..

is

watercraft, exceptmotorboats, is not
not
.(i) The
~rhe use
us~ of air cushion, airboat; or other.motorized
motorized watercl'.ill,
allowed on the Kenai NWR, except as authorized by a special ·use pennit fi'om the refuge
inanager.
manager.
.

. .

in61uding operation on lake and river ice, is
i~ not permitted. Licensed
(ii) Off'Toad
Off'road vehicle use, including
highway vehicles ani permitted on Hidden, Engineer;
Petersen, imd Watson Lakes for ice
Engil).eer; Kelly, Petersen;
fishing
fishillg pnrposes
purposes only, and must enter
.
. and exit lakes via existing boat. ramps.
.

'

4. Snowmachilles
Snowmachines
..

'

.,

'

Conditions
Operation of snowmobiJeds
snowmobiJesls a~iliorized
a~thorized on the :Kenai
Kenai NWR subject
subjeot to the following conditions
and exceptions:
.
..
,
.
.
..

.

-

.,

.

.

I
I

.

(i) Snowmobiles are permitted
pel1nitted between December
December 1land
and ·April 30 only when the refuge manager
determines that there is adequate BilOW cover to protect underlying vegetation and soils. During
Dnring
this time, th.e manager wil!
will authorize, through public notice,
notice~ the lise of snowmobiles less than 46
inches in width and less than 1,000 pounds (450 kg) in weight. Designated snoWluobile
snowmobile areas are
described on a map available from the refuge manager.
manager.· . ..

------(iiJ-A;tl-a:reas-above-timberlin~are-dosed_to·sl1(')wm(')bile·nse',-.-~---------------
------'Cii)-Athrreas-above-timberline-are-dosed-to·sllowmobile-llse:;-.
-~-----------------

(iv) An area, including the Swanson River Canoe Route and portages, begilll1ing
beginning at Paddle Lalce
.... parking
piu:king al'ea,
area, then west and north along the Canoe Lakes wilderness boundary to the Swansoll
Swanson
River, continuing northeast along the !'lver
river to Wild Lalce Creek, then east to the west shore of
Shoej)ac lake, south to the east shore of Antler Lake, and west to the beginning point near Paddle
Lake, is closed to snoWlnobile
snowmobile use.
(v) An area, including the Swan lake Canoe Route, and several road-connected public
recreatiOllallakes, bounded
bounded·pnthe
we,~t by Swanson River Road, on the north by the Swall
Swan Lake
reoreationallakes,
(mthe west
Road, on the east from a point at the east end ·of
of Swanlake Road south to the west bank of the
Moose River, and on
Oll thesollth
theso1.lth by the refuge boundary, is closed to snowmobile use.

(vi) Within the Skilak Loop .Special Management Area, snowmobiles are prohibited except on
Hidden, Kelly, Petersen, anp
an? Engineer Lakes for ice fishillg
fishing access only. Upper and Lower
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. Skilak Lake campground boat !m.mches may be used as access points for
Skilak Lake.

";'::".,,

snownl~bile use ~n
.

(vii) Snowmobiles may not be used on maintained roads within the refuge. Snowmobiles may
cross a maintained road after stopping and when traffic on the roadway allows safe snowmobile
crossing.
crossing.

.. .
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WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All users, both consumptive and nonRconsumptive will
benefit in the long term, There may not be an immediate benefit, but ifnothing is done, our moose
population will continue to decline, resulting in lost opportunities for all users.
WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Hunters will continue to suffer lost harvest opportunities until
the bull to cow ratio and avera!!
overa!! population improves,
OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED: Eliminate only the fork regulation and allow the
harvest of spikeRantler bulls, This would allow some additional harvest opportunity , but would not
be as effective and swift as a recovery effort. This would also be 'likely to be confusing to hunters
in adjoining subunits in discerning multiple regulations,

PROPOSE]} BY; Kenai/Soldotna Fish and Game Advisory Committee
LOG NUMBER: EGII0310146

•• ***••• **************************
•• ************

**~*****.**.**.*.***.****.**********.******.***.**********
**~**.**.*****************************

PROPOSAL 174 5 AAC 92.125(0), Predation control areas implementation plans.
Approve a habitat based intensive management plan for the Unit l5A Northern Kenai Intensive
Management Area.
R

Unit 15(A) encompasses 1314 square mHes
miles (840,960 acres) and includes all of unit 15A.
Approximately 80 percent of the land mass in Unit 15(A) is managed by the Kenai National
Wildlife Refuge, Notwithstanding any other provisions in this title. and based on the following
information contained in this section, the commissioner or the commissioner's designee may
conduct an intensive management program on the Kenai Peninsula in Unit 15(A):
(1) the discussion of wildlife population and human use infonnation is a follows:
(A) the NOl'them Kenai Peninsula moose population information is as follows:
(i) the most recent moose population peak occurred in 1971; the ncar absence of wolves from
1913·1968, and the increased moose productivity following the 1947 wi Idfire (flpprox,
(approx. 309
309,,000
acres) werc two events that led to increased moose numbers throughout the 1950's and 1960's;
although harvest seasons were long and either-scx
cither-scx harvest was allawed,
allowed, the moose population
incrcased beyond carrying
cfll'rying capacity and extensive over-browsing occurred by the late 1960' s;
increased
5;
(ii) a wildfire in '969 (approx, 79,000 acres) that initial!y reduced moose habitat in Unit 15(A),
coupled with harsh winters in 1971·1974, caused the moose population In Unit 15(A) to decrease
by 59 percent (from 5298 to 2175) by 1975; aftcr the low number in 1975, new habitat created by
the 1969 burn ,and more favorable winter conditions allowed the Unit 15(A) moose population to
grow until thc mid-1990's; the ADF&G conducted moose cenSllses
censuses in Unit IS(A) during
dLJring February
of 1991, 200
2001,
1, and 2008 with respective point estimates of 3432, 2068, and 1670;
(iii) since 1991 moose barvests followed a similar pattern, with annual variatiolls;
variatiollS; the peak
reRQrt~d harY(,'l~t.
harv~~t d~ring thi~ perigd (J 991~20Q8) ~AS f7.l __ ,!_njm<!l~ I[l 199~_a!1dthe)9_Q_8
199~_a!1dtl}C79_Q_8 rcpor:t~d
repor:t~d

------------bar-vGst-was-l.;I.JRmQGse~----------------------------------------

(iv) 75 percent of the collared adult cows in Unit 15(A) were pregnant in March 2007, as identified
from blood samples; this compares to pregnancy rates of 85 R90 percent in the subRalpine portion of
Unit 7 which is adjacent to Unit 15(A); lower pregnancy rates in the lower elevations indicate
habitat may be the limiting the growth of the population:
population;
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(v) the percent calves measured from fall surveys in the moose population for Unit 1S(A)
lS(A) is about
half of what it was during the 1990's (down from 20 percent in 200 I to J 2 percent in 200S)
(vi) over-all bull ratios have been consistent since the 1990's.
(vii) the intensive management objectives for moose are as follows: moose population objective of
3,000-3,500 moosej harvest objective of 180-350 moose.
(2) the predator population and human use information is as follows
(A) wolves are a major predator of moose on the Kenai Peninsula;
(i) the wolf population in Unit 15(A) is believed to be stable; anecdotal evidence obtained from
biologists, pilots, trappers, and local residents indicates that the wolf population is healthy
throughout the area;
(ii) an average of 8 wolves (range of2 to 16 wolves) have been harvested annually in Unit 1S(A)
since 1991192;
(B) brown bears are also considered to be a predator of moose on the Kenai Peninsula,
(i) the extent of their predation has not been documented; while brown bears have been known to
kill adu It moose opportunistically, brown bears are regal'ded as an effective predator of calves
during the first 6 weeks of life;
(ii) anecdotal information combined with available data indicate the Northern Kenai Peninsula
supports a healthy brown bear population.
(iii) human caused brown bear mortalities in Unit IS(A) have
havc averaged 7 (range, 1--16) brown
bear annually from 2000 to 2008;
(C) black bears are also an important predator of moose calves during the first 6 weeks of life;
(i) black bears are considered abundant in Unit IS(A) with a 1991 population estimate of205 black
bearsllOOOkm 2 in the area of the 1947 burn and 265 black bears/l000km 2 in the area of the 1969
burn,
(ii) black bear harvests have averaged 44 bears annually dul'ing 1991192 - 2007/08; this compares
to an annual average of27 bears from 1973/74-1977/78;
(3) the prey population and human use information is as follows
(A) moose habitat information is as follows:
(i) the history offire on the Kenai Peninsula has generally involved human caused fires. Natural
fires from llghtning strikes are rare, but have increased in frequency in recent years.
(li) the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge initiated a fire management program in 1985 based in part
from the objectives set in their moose habitat management plan.
(a) since J 970, wildfires have only burned about 10,000 acres in Unit lS(A);
(b) since 1995, controlled burns have encompassed 1795 acres in Unit IS(A);
(B) moose population objectives for Unit IS(A) arc to maintain 3,000-3,500 moose; the
thc moose
population objective for Unit 15(A) is not curl'ently being met;
(4) the commissioner may initiate a habitut enhancement program with the concurl'ence of relevant
land owners to increase the moose population to meet the following objectives:
(A) the post hunting bull·to-cow ratio can be sustained within management objectives of at least 20
bulls per 100 cows.
fal! calf-to-cow ratio can be sllstalned above 30 calves per hundred cows; or
(8) the fall
(C) pregnancy rates above 85~90 percent for adult cows;
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _.....!(Q)tne-i2Qulllatiotl
_....!(Q)tne-P.Qp.ulatiotl can grow at a-su-stai"neq
-.su-stai"neq fate of5peh;;ciiCaillluaHY
of5peh;;ciiCEiill1ual!Y Until ititeh-sive mtfnagemeITt
tiitfoagemeITt
objectives are
al'e met;
(5) the anticipated time frame and schedule for update a,nd reevaluation are as follows:
(A) for up to 10 years beginning July I, 2010,
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(B) annually the Department shall, to the extent practicable. pl'Ovide to the board a report of
program activities cond~lcted dllring the preceding 12 months, incillding implementation activities,
the status of the moose population, and recommendations for changes, if necessary to achieve the
objectives of the plan.
ISSUE: The Unit 15A moose population and harvest has been below Intensive Management
objectives since J 999.
WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? The Unit ISA moose population and
harvest will likely stay below Intensive Management objective.

WILL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR PRODUCTS
PRODUCED BE IMPROVED? Yes. The moose population should increase and more moose
should be available Ihl' harvest.
WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT'? Hunters and wildlife viewers who would like more moose
in Unit 15A.
l5A.
WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Potentially motorists and home owners. If the population
grows considerably, we will likely see an increase in Moose/vehicle collisions and have more
nuisance moose issues.

OTHER SOLliTIONS
SOLlITIONS CONSIDERED? Reducing moose hunting oppottunities in Unit! SA.
PROPOSED BY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game at the request of the Board of Game
LOG NUMBER: ADFGIl3010QQ

************************************************************************
PROPOSAL 175 - 5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful me,thods of taking gamej exceptions. Allow the
use ofartific1al
ofartific1allight
light to hunt predators in Units 15 and 7.

1 would like the Boal'd
B081'd of Game to adopt a policy that would enable hunting of predators with
artificial lighting. This policy would allow predator hunters to use 81tificial
altificiallight
light to aid in
harvesting black bear, coyote, and wolves in 15 and 7. Artificial lighting would be made legal for
predator calling on the peninsula during all night hours.
ISSUE: Prcdators
Predators are causing a severe decline in the moose population on the Kcmli. Wolf,
coyote, and black hem'
bem' all contribute to the decline of
ofthc
the calf population. Current methods of
harvesting these predators is not having a significant impact on their population. Currently we arc
are
allowed to bait black bear under a permit for a specified period of time. As hunters we can bLltlt

___________-'w:.a.lv~Cia~Qietlii:Qug~i)redato['carrrngWaufrn-g-day'..!r"ig","C!.f",il0",l"li'"-s.cfo",-'..!ll"-S"np,,,-e-,,cl"T",fe""..!-p",-e"''-i"o"<I,,o,,-',,tl",,m:::-e-.:.,
-'w:.a.lv~Cia~Qietlii:Qug~i)redato['carITnlraurrn-g-day'..!I"ig","C!.f",il0",l"li'"-s.cfo",-'..!ll"-s"np,,,-e-,,cl"T",fe""..!-pe",---"''-i"o"<I,,o,,-',,tl",,m:::-e-.:.,______________~
The Board of Game has to address the impact of the predator population on the Kenai. Failure to
do so is irresponsible on their part.
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To the board of game;regarding proposals 35 and 36
An intensive predator removal plan is needed, the proposal is only for 15A and 15C they should include the entire kenai
peninsula 158 and 7.
first the numbers don't lie annual harvest averages in the 550 range drops to around 50,
50, Its predictable if you are a hunter
who spends time In the field . in my little corner of unit 7 the brown bears outnumber the moose,
pacK to
moose, add a small wolf pack
exterminate moose even faster. while black bears get some calves the brown bears get the some cows as well. we up the
limit on black bears no additional brown bear permits are issued . two dips on brown bear and a camera count this spring of
19 brown bear on exit glacier rd alone 4 new cubs so we are not keeping up with the natural growth of population. bulls are
available and calves are born but don't make it to fall and many cows don't make it past calving . currently brown bears
have a negative value to hunters because they consume the whole of the moose and black bear populations that we can
hunt. no hope in sight of any management for moose only redlculous tales of rabbits eating the moose food and tales of
poor feed and low birth rates , birth rates don't count for much if they only get eaten at or before birth now add to this the
huge packs of wolves,
wolves, does a moose have a chance?
.
we hunters restricted our own harvest with antler
an~er restictions and created a healthy heard but the brown bear is protected
and with an additional protien source did very well and is in no danger of going away,
away, however that is not the case with
broWn bears and wolves moose have no chance .
moose. no antler restriction will fix the moose problem, with as many brown
I would urge an open season on brown bear peninsula wide . and a neW biologist to go with it, his numbers don't add up.
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Michele & Gene Cornelius
PO.
P.O. Box 739
Homer, AK 99603
rnichelescornelius@gmail .com
michelescornelius@gmail

RECEIVED

OCT 1 4 2011
BOARDS

October 11, 2011

Alaska Department ofFish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O . Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
RE: Proposal 35 & 36 for aerial wolf control on the Kenai Peninsula

To Whom it May Concern:
Concern:
This letter is in response to the proposed aerial wolf control program for the Kenai Peninsula (15A
(15Aand
and
15C). We are very much opposed to these proposals, and do not see how aerial killing of wolves could
be a viable solution to the problem of declining moose populations.
bdm wiped out,
Wolves in the wild are valuable too. Coming from California where all wolves have been
seeing a wolf in the wild in Alaska was a wonderful wildlife viewing oppottlinity,
opporttinity, even more exciting
than seeing a moose. What excites 111e, and many people who come to Alaska to visit or live is the
wildness of it and the fact that such a variety of animals still exist here. Protecting the inoose
moose for
wildlife viewing and hunting is only part of
ofthe
the picture. Round up some moose and put them in a park
where they can be safe, but don't make all our public land into a moose farm. Learn from the mistakes
made in the lower 48 . Having wolves in the wild is one of the things that makes Alaska special. It is
better to have it balanced ecosystem with natural predators and prey than to 'manage' it since such
manipulation can have unintended consequences.
There is just not enough information to determine that killing wolves will solve the problem.
problem. Is
there a recent study that shows how many wolves are in the Kenai Peninsula? Our local paper said
there has NEVER been a study of wolf numbers here in 15C. The last study on the effect of predators
on moose on the Kenai was done in 1977-78 which showed that 34 percent of the calves that died were
killed by black bears, with 6 percent killed by brown bears and 6 percent killed by wolves . Even this
dated study didn't show that wolves were the biggest problem . 6 percent isn't enough to justi~y
justifY the
expense, the potential disruption to people recreating in areas where the shooting will take place, and
removing wolves from the ecosystem .

Itis very likely that the increase in people has led to the decrease in moose numbers :'. More people
in the area means
nleans less habitat , more moose killed on the road , mOre people hunting, and more
poaching. In the past year, we have heard of two incidents in our little neighborhood where young
moose were
were killed illegally. What about having more enforcement officers to control poaching? I read
that fewer fires (because offire suppression) has led to less moose habitat. What about having
controlled burns to provide more habitat?
PC13
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Shooting wolves by helicopter sounds like a barbaric and unscientific solution to the problem.
Unbiased scientific studies are warranted before taking action
action,, and I bet they will show that killing off
wolves isn't the best solution.

Sincerely,

~-trlidfLrl} ~
'-fllIjJ/fLri;

~ ~- -

Michele & Gene Corn
Corneelius
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vahies
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that!~ know
thiscommuuity,
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LaDawn
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,
LaDawnDruc
President, Kenai Peninsul
Peninsnl
Ed
ucation Associatio
Education
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dark in the evening with
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these hunting friends. I know how
,
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,JCilf control 'on ,
,loif
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had '"a camp and
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same area for
and'hunted
Kenai overClue
overdue
the K~nai
43 years
years.. This year they spotted 300 qlWS
In response to the letters in the Oct. 4
and some of these would be the same ones
Clarion sent in by Jerry Brookman and
each day. But the worst stat of all was only
, three calves with these cows, and 20 bulls ,'
Jeanne Schaaf ,regarding
Jegarding wolf control
' on the
the Kenai Peninsula, I disagree. I've
with none of tbem
them being of the legal size. "' '
been' trapping on tbe
the Kenai dating back to '.
been'
Black bears, 13 and brown bears, 23. On ,
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these 60
60 years
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have
1962. During
1962.
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ting scope, they
they saw 7 brown bears.
bears. The 8
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of the
general public
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P.O. Box 2994
Homer, AK 99603
October 16, 2011
ATIN: Board of Game Comments
ATTN:
Alaska Department ofFish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau,AK 99811-5526
Dear Board Members:

.

Once again the Alaska Board of Game is considering the use of aircraft to kill
wolves to artificially boost moose numbers for hunters (Proposals 35 and 36).
Under the guise of "Intensive Management Plans" aerial wolf control on the Kenai
Peninsula is sought(GMU 15 A & C). ADF&G's own biologists indicate that
habitat issues are the real reason for low moose numbers in.15
in 15 A. Moose
flourished after major fires like the huge 1969 burn. Ifpoor quality and quantity of
browse are the main factors for the downward trend in moose, there is no
justification for killing wolves or bears, except to placate hunters. With increasing
numbers of humans settling and
l or recreating on the Kenai Peninsula, there are
and/or
simply not enough moose to go around, especially with declining carrying capacity
and instances of overhunting like taking too many bulls in 15C.
Sadly, the current paradigm for ADF&G and the Board, as espoused by the
department's director, is managing for abundance. This largely ignores wildlife
of Alaskans who do not hunt or trap.
diversity and the roughly 80% ofAlaskans
I urge the Board to not disregard the "big picture" and therefore not authorize the
use of aircraft to shoot wolves, particularly on the Kenai Peninsula, where a
negative public response will ensue.
Sincerely,

Edgar Bailey

PC15
1 of 1

PC16
1 of 1

Of.;
Uf,; I 07
D7 lO»
20»
BOARDS

October 4, 2011
Austin Ahmasuk
P.O. Box 693
Nome, AK 99762

Alaska Board of Game
(907) 465-6094 (FAXED)
Cora Campbell, Commissioner
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 115526
1255 w. 8th Street
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
(907) 465-2332

RE:

Muskox Trophy Destruction, Deferred Proposal #223, Spring 2011
Muskox Management changes
GMU 22, Comments

Dear ADF&G Commissioner & Alaska Board of Game,
My name is Austin Ahmasuk I am a resident of Nome, Alaska and wish to make
comment to the Alaska Board of Game (BOG) in regards to the deferred action on
Proposal #223 which deferred the action on Muskox trophy destruction from the Spring
2011 BOG meeting to the Fall 2011 BOG meeting taking place in Barrow.

I may not be able to attend the meeting in Barrow and wish to make comment now so
that your office and staff may be informed of local opinion. I hope and pray this
comment letter is in good order and will be received accordingly for iriclusion in the
public record
record..
MUSKOX
I wish to reference my
my.. letter of February 15, 2011 to the BOG in comment to proposal
#223 from the Spring 2011 BOG meeting. I have reviewed the audio for the Spring
2011 BOG meeting and also reviewed a powerpoint presentation given to the BOG and
understand that the BOG is considering significant changes to musk ox management
and I am concerned about the potential changes. The ADF&G presented a powerpoint
to the BOG which may have helped the board make its decision to defer action and
dramatically alter the original proposal.
The BOG is now considering segregating the harvestable surplus of the musk ox
population into a trophy segment and SUbsistence
sUbsistence segment in order to address the
perceived notion that doing so will reconcile problems amongst the various user groups.
The vast majority of the hunting public that I have spoken to favors trophy destruction.
Additionally, local subsistence users are becoming growingly disturbed by how the
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musk ox hunt has changed since the BOG opened the first season. It is as if the BOG
is unsympathetic to local uses and local users. It is my opinion that local users should
t~e primary beneficiary of local resources.
become the
The original proposal would have proposed changes to 5AAC 92.052. If the BOG is
considering changes to musk ox management as I have noted it would be considering
changes to 5AAC 85.050. That being the case I believe the proposal now generated
from Proposal #223 flies in the face of public involvement and frustrates the public trust.
The original proposal is vastly different from the options now being considered and I
.'
believe it is not a good exercise of the public trust given to the BOG to make such
dramatic changes to Proposal #223. The wording of a proposal to change muskox
management has not been fully fleshed out with the public or given the proper
consideration by an ANS discussion. If a proposal to change muskox management
resulted from the light debate in proposal #223, I am convinced that is not the public's
will. The BOG's intention with BOG Proposal #223 was to gather comment about
trophy destruction and from the limited debate and comment it received regarding the
issue it is now generating an entirely different proposal that would change 5AAC
85.050.
85,050. Had the BOG developed the proposal as it is presently worded, it would have
generated significant debate and concem.
I believe the BOG's proposal to drastically alter musk ox management will cause an
even greater rift between user groLlps.
groups. I believe the public's trust has been
.,
compromised because the BOG is considering changes that it has not gathered the
appropriate public record from which to draw upon to make a new ANS determination,
determination.
believe the Administrative Procedures Act governs BOG proposal making authority,
when it considers changes 109ame
to game regulations that affect AS 16.05.258, wh
which
ich should
have guided the BOG to make more efforts to inform the public.
44,62,312.
Sec, 44
meetings,
Sec.
.62.312. State policy regarding meetings.
(a) It is the policy of the state that
governmenttal units men
menttioned in AS 44.62.310 (a) exist to aid In the conduct of the people's
(1) the governmen
business;
(2) it Is the Intent
intent of the law that actions of those units be taken openly and that their deliberations be
openly;;
conducted openly
(3) the people of this state do not yield their sovereignty to the agencies that serve them;
them ;
(4) the people, In delegating
delegating authority, do not give their public servants the right to decide what is
good for the people to know and what Is not good for Ihem
them to know;
to remain informed shall be protected so that they may retain control over the
(5) the people's right to
instruments they have created
created;;
(6) the use of teleconferencing under this chapter is for the convenience of the parties, the public,
and the governmental units conducting the meetings.
(b) AS 44
44,62
.62 .,310
310 (c) and (d) shall be construed narrowly in arder
order to effectuate the policy stated in (a)
of th is section and to avoid exemptions from open meeting requirements and unnecessary executive
sessions,
sessions.

I do not believe the limited discussion and deferment of BOG proposal #223 from the
Spring 2011 meeting is adequate material for the BOG to consider changes to musk ox
whim.
management unless it is the policy of the BOG to dramatically, alter its position at whim,
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It appears the BOG is taking extraordinary steps to change musk ox management that
has not been properly vetted in the guise of a deferred proposal that considered
changes to trophy destruction requirements and was not a proposal to musk ox
management. Had the public known of a proposal to change musk ox management to
create two distinct population segments then I believe there would have been significant
debate.

I also place a significant amount of fault upon the ADF&G for not vetting the issue
properly. ADF&G put out a survey to GMU 22 communities on the proposal
deferment, citing the BOG's idea to change musk ox management, as a result of
2011 . ADF&G should have put
in Spring 2011.
its powerpoint presentation to the BOG inSpring
out the survey prior to its powerpolnt presentation not months after the fact. AS
16.05.094 requires the Division of Subsistence to compile sUbsistence
subsistence data,
present info to the public and BOG, and participate with other divisions on all
sUbsistence hunting. ADF&G government to government policy dated
aspects of subsistence
May 1, 2002 requires ADF&G to engage tribes In
in a meaningful manner. The musk
ox proposal deferment should have been fully vetted with tribes and Alaska
Native Organizations since its implications are far reaching.
.
By copy of th
this
is letter to the Commissioner I urge the Commissioner to review the
information exchange that took place at the Spring 2011 BOG meeting and to lessen
the public frustration of deferred proposal #223.
I urge the BOG and ADF&G Commissioner to lend a strong ear to the concerns of local
people when it considers changes to GMU 22 musk ox management. GMU 22
residents have worked long and hard to conserve musk ox populations and provide for
hunting opportunity. Of late that opportunity has become highly regulated and in some
years only lasts days before becoming closed my emergency order. Musk ox is an
excellent resource that provides easily obtainable meat.

BROWN BEAR
26,, or
In regards to brown bear management I urge the BOG to adopt proposals 24 thru 26
proposed. Brown bear populations are healthy,
healthy , and local
a variation on the themes proposed.
hunters will benefit from being able to harvest from a bear population that by local
opinion are healthy. Local persons of various persuasion proposed ideas very similar to
those in proposals 24-26 over the years. It is my opinion people who hunt bear in GMU
22C are frustrated by the lack of continuity of regulation
regulation.. Bears which inhabit the border
regions of the sub-units may be harvested in any event as they travel in and out the
sub-unit boundaries.
In regards to Brown Bear Tag Fee exemptions I urge the BOG to adopt the tag fee
exemption..
exemption

PTARMIGAN
In regards to Proposal #27
#27,, the BOG has no authority to make changes to the Federally
managed subsistence season.
season. The Federal season (50 CFR Part 92) for non-waterfowl
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opens August 20 and is fully adequate to provide for the subsistence harvest of birds.
Proposals for the prohibited season should be made to the Alaska Migratory Bird Co
Management Council (AMBCC).
CONCLUSION
I am a lifelong subsistence hunter.
hLlnter. Many of my Alaska Native fishing and hunting
traditions are prohibited or illegal. The compounding losses of my culture through the
actions of the BOF and BOG is disheartening. The BOF and BOG are responsible for a
in regards to the fishing and hunting traditions of Alaska
tremendous amount of loss In
Natives . In our desire to ensure our culturallifestyie
cultural lifestyle we make strong efforts to be
advocates only to see our efforts unrealized . Strong sport hunting interests contrast
with the local livelihood.

I feel as though our traditions are treated with little regard, as is evident from the
potentially disastrous deferment of Spring BOG proposal #223. AS 16.05,258
16.05.258 requires
the BOG to make the specific identifications in that subsection of Alaskan Statute when
it proposes to do what it is now proposing for musk ox management. It is also my
understanding that a fully vetted ANS determination should be made available for public
comment as a result of the proposal. To date there has been no such ANS discussion
developed by the Alaska Division of Subsistence. The BOG has made a sUbsistence
determination for musk ox in GMU 22 and AS 16.05.258 requires the BOG to ensure
that subsistence is protected. The BOG's musk ox proposal will impact the 8 criterion
under the Customary and Traditional Use Determinations and must be addressed as
required by 5 MC 99.010.

Thank you for your time and consideration .
Sincerely,

')

t2-J

c)
~ ., cS'j

Austin Ahmasuk
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October 16, 2011
AlTN : BOQrd
Board of GQme
Game Comments
AnN
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Alilska
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
99811- 5526
Juneau, AK 99811FAX:
(907)
465-6094
FAX:
TO: Members of the Alaska Board of Game:
conservation of natural
The Kachemak Bay Conservation Society (KBCS) is a 501c3 committed to the conserviltion
resources in the Kachemak Bay region . The current recommendation by the Board of Game to
implement an Olerial
aerial wolf hunting program by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game is opposed by
KBCS. The reasons for opposition are listed below:
below:
the members of KBCS.
1.

Scientific research indicates that low moose populations are the result of a lack of browse
habitat has been created by the lack of fire which creates an
caused by poor habitat.
habitat . The poor hilbitat
unsustOlinOlble environment for moose browse resulting in starvation.
environmentally unsustainable
2. The process for including the public in this decision is severely lacking. The public hearing to
review the plan is going to be held in Barrow making it extremely difficult for local citizens to
attend and comment .
3. The other reasons for low moose numbers are not being addressed.
addressed . These include
moose/motor vehicle collisions and over hunting and poaching of moose
moose..
4. Alaska Department of Fish and Gilme
Game have no accurate data as to the total number of wolves
located on the Kenai Peninsula
Peninsula.. Why would the Board of Game make such a recommendation
when there are no accurate
Olccurate data?
Aerial wolf control is highly visible and controversial. KBCS urges the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game and the Board of Game to approach this
this issue using strong biological facts
facts.. KBCS is committed to
Kenili Peninsula. Wolves are an important piece of this biodiversity and
maintaining biodiversity on the Kenai
a healthy ecosystem.
Sincerely,
Roberta Highland
President
PreSident KBCS
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To whom it may concern,

I a111 writing this in regards to your proposed aerial wolf predator control hunt in game unit 15. As an avid
11100se hunter ill GMU 15 and as Alaskan citizen. I am opposed to this hunt. There are other factors that
have lead up to the decline of 11100se populations on the Kenai Peninsula beside predation by wolves. As
your biologist have stated, habitat and browse being the 1110st significant factor. And have the numbers of
11100se killed by cars on the Sterling Highway been taken it to account? Maybe we should have an aerial
hunt for the111?
If
Ifthe
the biologist "the experts" said that wolves are killing all or the biggest majority of moose then I would
be 1110re in support of doing predator control to bring a balance to the population on the peninsula. As it
stands and my understanding of the facts is that humans and lack of fires are the biggest reason for the
decline of moose populations.

I would also like to know why you as a board feel it is so important to wipe out a small population of
wolves on the Kenai Peninsula? When historically humans have all ready done that here and in others parts
of the US. Shouldn't the board be looking at the facts and using those facts manage the entire ecosystem to
the benefit of all the game animals and the hunters?

Thank,you7fOr
you ti e and I hope you 111ake a sound judgment on the facts,

«3 /

~~--7."L~ -;
~--7."L~
Buck Curr

A concerned taxpayer, citizen, avid hunter and fisherman
PO Box 2414
Homer, Ak 99603
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Scott P Miller
PO Box 2457
Homer, AK 99603

Alaska Board of Game
Sirs:
I'm writing today to strongly oppose implementation of proposal 35-36 allowing aerial wolf hunting as a
solution to declining moose populations.
Stndies,
Studies, including one in Denali National Park, have shown that wolf predation actually
strengthens moose populations. Killing wolves will not result in more moose.
clituate change,
chaoge, or from other causes is much more likely
Habitat loss due to human development, climate
populations yet your solution is to kill wolves.
to affect moose popUlations
wolves. Wolves and moose have coexisted
successfully for thousands of years without human intervention.
Your attitnde
attitude toward wolves is positively medieval. Ifyou were to ask people who live here on the
peninsula I think you would find that most people oppose this terrible proposal.
Wolves are part of the natursl
natnral world and the board of game's irrational hatred ofthese
of these animals
anituals
Dot direct policy. Your plan would leave 15 wolves 00
should not
on the peninsula. That is a crime against the
Kenai Peninsula, the state of Alaska and the world. .
Please abandon this proposal.
proposa\.

~~!7dd
G~1ldd
Scott P. Miller
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. B k 0 Proposals 35 and 36)

Letter to Board of Game Oct. 26, 2011 (To post moon

As a
a Kenai Peninsula Resident IJ am very concerned about proposals 35 and 36.
Any proposal that impacts our wildlife must use the best available science to back
it up, and proposals 35 and 36 do not.
These proposals are in direct conflict with the studies and data collected by the
ADF &G resident biologists in the areas of Units 15A and 15C.
State of Alaska highway signs posted on the Kenai Peninsula state there were 252
moose killed on the highways July 1,2010 to July 1I 2011
That is pretty amazing since there are only about 260 miles of state highway on the
peninsula.

Ak. Dept. of Transportation addressed the issues of moose/
A 1995 Report by the Ak.
Ak. rural roads and their objectives were to identify areas of
vehicle accidents on Ak.
high moose/ vehicle collisions and increase mitigation efforts and look for other
possible solutions.
II have lived in Homer for 21 yrs. and have seen some of these solutions enacted by

state DOT but my question is if the number of moose/vehicle collisions is high on
the Kenai Peninsula what more can be done?

ow~ property outside of Homer since 1989. Every year II reported illegal moose
~~ntJ~f to the state Troopers and no one was ever charged. The last moose killed
~~ntI7f
property was a~ baby moose calf shot in the neck in the summer
1 e~a y ~n my propert~
h
.'
whIch J dld report and it Was investigated and that Was it I b·Jt
in 2002
and that stopped the annual poaching f and that was it.. I built
Ul my house
ouse In
I

:U~~~~t~~~;~~~~!:!u:~p~~~~sl.~gatfed
goo moose on my property.

There is no doubt
dOUbt there i
is ad e
d [;
s a nee lor
or more law enforcement of state game Iaws.
The moose popUlation
.
population issues are not new I
ill human pop~lations and
activities, a major highway that divides . ncrease~ 10
10 I ~~ose habItat,
hIgh rate of
moose/ vehicle collisions habitat loss
h~ltat, an ~nual high
hun~ing illegally or out of season shoUJ~~
sh~~J~~ 1O~~0
In~ to decreases
hun!ing
ecreases In food supplies and
~: w~~;sed before the state takes action
kill a non· invasive species to Alaska, ~:w~f;sed
to kIll

Patricia Mayhan
Box 2387

Homer, Ak. 99603
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
I OPPOSE BOG proposals 35 and 36 would implement aerial wolf control in Game
. Managem ent Units 15A and 15C

Why?

•

Wolves are not the problem. The Alaska Department of Fish &
Game's own evidence presented to the BOG in March concluded that
predation was not the cause of declining moose populations on the
KenaI. So why target wolves?
In 15A,
1SA, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is
responsible for fewer moose. So why target wolves?
In addition, much of Unit 1SA
15A is within the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, federally managed land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator
control programs. Targeting wolves in the remaining area would be
inefficient and at best unlikely to affect moose populations.
inefficient
In Unit 15C,
lSC, according to the ADF&G's own analysis, moose
populations are not declining. A cited low bull-to-cow ratio
ratiO cannot be
traced to wolf predation, and killing wolves does not negate hunters'
prior overharvest of bull moose.
moose .

T
I •d

•

Aerial wolf killing will be highly viSible, controversial, and is
not an appropriate
appro~riate action in an area that is heavily populated and a
year-round recreation
recreatIon destination.

•

In both units aerial predator control Is simply not practical.
Forested terrain makes tracking and shooting the wolves difficult.
difficult.
Landing a plane, in order to salvage a carcass or dispatch a wounded
animal, is problematic and dangerous.

•

Any private citizen with a permit - not trained ADF81G
ADF8lG
biologists - will be allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft.

•

on the proposals will be severely limited. The BOG
Public input Qn
its March 2011
directed ADF&G to formulate aerial wolf control plans at Its
meeting, but the plans were only very recently published for public
review.
partiCipation, the proposals will be
review . Further inhibiting public participation,

XI:J.:I
XI:J.:f
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discussed and voted on at the BOG's meeting In Barrow, one of
Alaska's most remote and dlfficult-to-access
difficult-to-access cities. People from the
Kenai and Southcentral Alaska - those directly affected by the
proposals - will have virtually no opportunity for in-person Input.
We ask that the BOG to postpone action on the proposals until its
January meeting In
in Anchorage, when residents directly affected by the
measures woul<l
would have a fair opportunity to have their voices heard

Si ncerely
Kathy Henley
Lafayette, CO
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WP12-45/49 Executive Summary
General Description

Proposed Regulation

Proposal WP12-45 requests that for a portion of Unit 18, the start of the
fall hunting season be moved from Aug. 10 to Sept. 1, and that the harvest
limit be modified from one antlered bull to one moose, except that a cow
with a calf may not be taken. Submitted by Aloysius Unok of Kotlik
Proposal WP12-49 requests the moose hunting season in Unit 18, that
portion north and west of the Kashunak River including the north bank
from the mouth of the river upstream to the old village of Chakaktolik,
west of a line from Chakaktolik to Mountain Village and excluding all
Yukon River drainages upriver from Mountain Village be revised from
fall and winter dates (Aug. 10 – Sept.30 and Dec. 20 – Feb. 28) to Aug. 1
through the last day of February. The harvest limit would be two moose,
only one of which may be antlered. The harvest of an antlered bull would
be limited to the dates of Sept. 1 – 30. Submitted by the Yukon Delta
National Wildlife Refuge
WP-45
Unit 18 — Moose
Sept. 1 Aug. 10 – Sept.
Unit 18 — that portion north and west of the
Kashunuk River including the north bank from the 30
mouth of the river upstream to the old village of
Chakaktolik, west of a line from Chakaktolik to
Mountain Village and excluding all Yukon River
drainages upriver from Mountain Village – 1
antlered bull 1 moose except a cow with calf may
not be taken.
Dec. 20 – Feb. 28
Unit 18 — that portion north and west of the
Kashunuk River including the north bank from the
mouth of the river upstream to the old village of
Chakaktolik, west of a line from Chakaktolik to
Mountain Village and excluding all Yukon River
drainages upriver from Mountain Village – 1
moose. If 1 antlered bull is taken during the fall
season in this area, 1 additional moose may be
taken during the winter season. If no moose are
taken in the fall season, 2 moose may be taken
in the winter season. No more than 2 moose may
be harvested in this area in a regulatory year. A
Federal registration permit is required. The Yukon
Delta NWR Manager may restrict the harvest in
the winter season to only 1 antlered bull or only
1 moose per regulatory year after consultation
with the ADF&G and the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta
Subsistence Regional Advisory Council chair.
continued on next page
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WP12-45/49 Executive Summary (continued)
Proposed Regulation

WP-49
Unit 18 — Moose
Unit 18 – that portion north and west of the
Aug. 10 – Sept. 30
Kashunuk River including the north bank from the Aug. 1 – the last day of
mouth of the river upstream to the old village of
February
Chakaktolik, west of a line from Chakaktolik to
Mountain Village and excluding all Yukon River
drainages upriver from Mountain Village – 1
antlered bull2 moose, only one of which may be
antlered. Antlered bulls may only be harvested
from Sept 1 – Sept 30.

Dec. 20 – Feb. 28
Unit 18 – that portion north and west of the
Kashunuk River including the north bank from the
mouth of the river upstream to the old village of
Chakaktolik, west of a line from Chakaktolik to
Mountain Village and excluding all Yukon River
drainages upriver from Mountain Village – 1
moose. If 1 antlered bull is taken during the fall
season in this area, 1 additional moose may be
taken during the winter season. If no moose are
taken in the fall season, 2 moose may be taken
in the winter season. No more than 2 moose may
be harvested in this area in a regulatory year. A
Federal registration permit is required. The Yukon
Delta NWR Manager may restrict the harvest in
the winter season to only 1 antlered bull or only
1 moose per regulatory year after consultation
with the ADF&G and the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta
Subsistence Regional Advisory Council chair.
OSM Preliminary Conclusion Support Proposal WP12-49.
Take no action on Proposal WP12-45.
Yukon/Kuskokwim
Delta Regional Council
Recommendation
Western Interior Regional
Council Recommendation
Seward Peninsula Regional
Council Recommendation
Interagency Staff Committee
Comments
ADF&G Comments
Written Public Comments
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
WP12-45/49
ISSUES
Proposal WP12-45, submitted by Aloysius Unok of Kotlik, requests that for a portion of Unit 18, the start
of the fall hunting season be moved from Aug. 10 to Sept. 1, and that the harvest limit be modified from
one antlered bull to one moose, except that a cow with a calf may not be taken.
Proposal WP12-49, submitted by the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge, requests the moose hunting
season in Unit 18, that portion north and west of the Kashunak River including the north bank from
the mouth of the river upstream to the old village of Chakaktolik, west of a line from Chakaktolik to
Mountain Village and excluding all Yukon River drainages upriver from Mountain Village be revised
from fall and winter dates (Aug. 10 – Sept.30 and Dec. 20 – Feb. 28) to Aug. 1 through the last day of
February. The harvest limit would be two moose, only one of which may be antlered. The harvest of an
antlered bull would be limited to the dates of Sept. 1 – 30.
DISCUSSION
The proponent for Proposal WP12-45 states that hunting opportunities for local users are limited in Unit
18 by the antlered bull restriction during the fall hunting season. The proponent states that hunters have
to spend a long time in the field searching for a legal animal to harvest and by allowing a 1 moose harvest
limit, there would be more harvest opportunities.
The proponent for Proposal WP12-49 states that the moose population of the lower Yukon has grown
dramatically and the season and harvest limit for this portion of Unit 18 can be liberalized. This proposal
would increase hunting opportunities for Federally qualified subsistence users by increasing the
opportunity to harvest cows and harvest two moose during the fall. Reducing the number of cows may
help slow the increase in the population, thereby reducing habitat damage that could lead to a population
crash.
Existing Federal Regulation
Unit 18 — Moose
Unit 18 — that portion north and west of the Kashunuk River
Aug. 10 – Sept. 30
including the north bank from the mouth of the river upstream to
the old village of Chakaktolik, west of a line from Chakaktolik to
Mountain Village and excluding all Yukon River drainages upriver
from Mountain Village – 1 antlered bull
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Unit 18 — that portion north and west of the Kashunuk River
Dec. 20 – Feb. 28
including the north bank from the mouth of the river upstream to
the old village of Chakaktolik, west of a line from Chakaktolik to
Mountain Village and excluding all Yukon River drainages upriver
from Mountain Village– 1 moose. If 1 antlered bull is taken during
the fall season in this area, 1 additional moose may be taken
during the winter season. If no moose are taken in the fall season,
2 moose may be taken in the winter season. No more than 2 moose
may be harvested in this area in a regulatory year. A Federal
registration permit is required. The Yukon Delta NWR Manager
may restrict the harvest in the winter season to only 1 antlered bull
or only 1 moose per regulatory year after consultation with the
ADF&G and the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta Subsistence Regional
Advisory Council chair.
Proposed Federal Regulation
WP-45
Unit 18 — Moose
Unit 18 — that portion north and west of the Kashunuk River
Sept. 1 Aug. 10 – Sept.
including the north bank from the mouth of the river upstream to
30
the old village of Chakaktolik, west of a line from Chakaktolik to
Mountain Village and excluding all Yukon River drainages upriver
from Mountain Village – 1 antlered bull1 moose except a cow with
calf may not be taken.
Unit 18 — that portion north and west of the Kashunuk River
Dec. 20 – Feb. 28
including the north bank from the mouth of the river upstream to
the old village of Chakaktolik, west of a line from Chakaktolik to
Mountain Village and excluding all Yukon River drainages upriver
from Mountain Village – 1 moose. If 1 antlered bull is taken during
the fall season in this area, 1 additional moose may be taken during
the winter season. If no moose are taken in the fall season, 2 moose
may be taken in the winter season. No more than 2 moose may be
harvested in this area in a regulatory year. A Federal registration
permit is required. The Yukon Delta NWR Manager may restrict the
harvest in the winter season to only 1 antlered bull or only 1 moose
per regulatory year after consultation with the ADF&G and the
Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta Subsistence Regional Advisory Council
chair.
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WP-49
Unit 18 — Moose
Unit 18 – that portion north and west of the Kashunuk
River including the north bank from the mouth of the river
upstream to the old village of Chakaktolik, west of a line from
Chakaktolik to Mountain Village and excluding all Yukon
River drainages upriver from Mountain Village – 1 antlered
bull2 moose, only one of which may be antlered. Antlered
bulls may only be harvested from Sept 1 – Sept 30.
Unit 18 – that portion north and west of the Kashunuk
River including the north bank from the mouth of the river
upstream to the old village of Chakaktolik, west of a line from
Chakaktolik to Mountain Village and excluding all Yukon
River drainages upriver from Mountain Village – 1 moose. If
1 antlered bull is taken during the fall season in this area, 1
additional moose may be taken during the winter season. If
no moose are taken in the fall season, 2 moose may be taken
in the winter season. No more than 2 moose may be harvested
in this area in a regulatory year. A Federal registration
permit is required. The Yukon Delta NWR Manager may
restrict the harvest in the winter season to only 1 antlered bull
or only 1 moose per regulatory year after consultation with
the ADF&G and the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta Subsistence
Regional Advisory Council chair.

Aug. 10 – Sept. 30
Aug. 1 – the last day of
February

Dec. 20 – Feb. 28

Existing State Regulation
Unit 18 — Moose
Residents, one antlered bull
OR
One moose
One antlered bull for nonresidents

Aug. 10 – Sept. 30
Dec. 20 – Feb. 28
Sept. 1 – Sept. 30

Extent of Federal Public Lands
Federal public lands comprise approximately 64% of Unit 18 and consist of 62% US Fish and Wildlife
Service managed lands and 2% Bureau of Land Management managed lands (Map 1).
Customary and Traditional Use Determinations
Rural residents of Unit 18, Upper Kalskag, Aniak and Chuathbaluk have a positive customary and
traditional determination for moose in Unit 18, that portion of the Yukon River drainage upstream
of Russian Mission and that portion of the Kuskokwim River drainage upstream (but excluding) the
Tuluksak drainage.
Rural residents of Unit 18, St. Michael, Stebbins, and Upper Kalskag have a positive customary and
traditional determination for moose in Unit 18, that portion north of a line from Cape Romanzof to
Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting
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Kuzilvak Mountain to Mountain Village, and all drainages north of the Yukon River downstream from
Marshall.
Rural residents of Unit 18 and Upper Kalskag have a positive customary and traditional determination for
moose in Unit 18 remainder.
Regulatory History
In November 2005, the Alaska Board of Game adopted State Proposal 04 in response to the rapid growth
of the lower Yukon moose population. Action taken on the proposal modified the State harvest limit by
allowing the harvest of antlered bulls only and established a winter season for antlered bulls and calves.
During its November 2007 meeting, the Alaska Board of Game lengthened the fall moose season for the
lower Yukon and remainder areas of Unit 18 by 21 days and the winter season in the lower Yukon by 10
days through the adoption of State Proposal 06.
At its March 2009 meeting, the Alaska Board of Game adopted Proposal 228, which liberalized the State
harvest limit from antlered bulls to any moose for the Dec. 20–Jan. 20 season in the lower Yukon area of
Unit 18. The State believed that the affected moose population has increased to a size that can support the
harvest of cows.
At its November 12, 2009 work session, the Federal Subsistence Board adopted Special Action WSA0813, submitted by Scammon Bay Traditional Council, which requested the harvest limit in the lower Yukon
area of Unit 18 be increased to two moose per regulatory year, with one allowed in the fall and one in the
winter.
7KH$ODVND%RDUGRI*DPHDWLWV1RYHPEHUíPHHWLQJDGRSWHGQHZUHJXODWLRQVWRH[WHQGWKH
winter season from Jan. 20 to Feb. 28 and move the boundary between the lower Yukon and the remainder
areas, south to a more discernible geographic land mark.
State Management Objectives for Unit 18 (Perry 2008) are as follows:
Ɣ
Ɣ
Ɣ
Ɣ
Ɣ
Ɣ
Ɣ
Ɣ

Allow the lower Yukon River moose population to increase above its estimated size of 2500–3500
moose. Allow the lower Kuskokwim River moose population to increase above its estimated size
of 75–250 moose to at least 2000 moose.
Maintain the current age and sex structure for both populations, with a minimum of 30 bulls:100
cows.
Conduct seasonal sex and age composition surveys as weather allows.
Conduct winter censuses and recruitment surveys in the established survey areas on a rotating
basis.
Conduct fall and/or winter trend counts to determine population trends.
Conduct hunts consistent with population goals.
Improve knowledge of and compliance with harvest reporting requirements and hunting
regulations through education and incentives.
Address user conflicts through education and hunter contacts.

WP10-56, submitted by the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge, requested that the harvest limit in
the lower Yukon area of Unit 18 (that portion north and west of a line from Cape Romanzof to Kusilvak
Mountain to Mountain Village and excluding all Yukon River drainages upriver from Mountain Village)
be changed to two moose per regulatory year. Hunters would be allowed to harvest one antlered bull in
the fall season and one moose in the winter season. Hunters that did not harvest a moose in the fall would
Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting
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be allowed to harvest two moose during the winter season. The proposal also delegated authority to the
Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge manager to restrict the season, if needed, after consultation with
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. The proposal was supported by the Federal Subsistence Board
with modification to extend the winter season to February 28.
WP10-57, submitted by the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge, requested a change in a portion
of the regulatory boundary description for Unit 18, north and west of a line from Cape Romanzof to
Kusilvak Mountain to Mountain Village, and excluding all Yukon River drainages upriver from Mountain
Village. This area is referred to as the lower Yukon hunt area. The proposal was supported by the Federal
Subsistence Board with modification to remove the Cape Romanzof to Kusilvak Mountain section and
replace with a descriptor for the Kashunuk River drainage.
Biological Background
In February 2008, the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge and Alaska Department of Fish and Game
conducted cooperative moose surveys in portions of Unit 18, including the furthest down river survey
unit along the main stem of the Yukon River corridor from Mountain Village to Kotlik. The mid-point
of the moose population estimate for this area was 2,828 moose when using traditional survey methods
and 3,320 moose when a Sightability Correction Factor (SCF) was incorporated in the 2008 analysis
(USFWS 2008). Using the SCF population estimate on the lower Yukon River (from Mountain Village to
Emmonak), the resulting moose density estimate was 2.8 moose/mi.2. The affected area has experienced
rapid population growth since the end of the moratorium in 1994 (Figure 1) with an average annual
growth rate of 27% for the period of 1994–2008. Based on the 2008 survey results, it appears that
the affected population could support additional harvest with the current population size, density, and
productivity (Doolittle 2009, pers. comm.). The most recent population composition data for lower
Yukon moose shows 30 bulls per 100 cows and 69 calves per 100 cows, with 55% of cows having calves
(Rearden 2011, pers. comm.). This data most likely reflects a growing population since the 2008 surveys.

Without SCF
With SCF

Lowest Yukon Survey Unit--2008
(Mountain Village down river to Kotlik)
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Figure 1. Moose population survey results from the lowest survey unit along the main stem of the
Yukon River, 1988-2008 (UFWS 2008).
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Habitat
Moose browse surveys have not been conducted within the affected area, thus there are no habitat data.
Browse surveys would facilitate analysis of the impacts this moose population is having on its habitat,
which could provide some insight into the carrying capacity of the habitat and the nutritional quality of
the standing browse.
At the Federal Subsistence Board work session in November 2009, Mr. Gene Peltola, Refuge Manager
of Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge, testified that if moose density continues to increase in the
lower Yukon area of Unit 18, there is a risk that the population will exceed the carrying capacity of the
habitat and experience a decline. Mr. Peltola stated that over the last three years there have been reports
of localized calf and yearling die offs and this past winter reports of dead adult moose on the Yukon main
stem. In addition, he stated that the refuge would prefer a proactive management approach because of the
significance of the moose population to lower Yukon residents (FSB 2009).
Harvest History
Reported harvest totals from the fall (2005-2007) and winter seasons (2005–2009) are provided in
Table 1. There appears to have been an increase in hunter success for the fall and winter seasons since
2005. From 2007 through 2009, the average annual reported winter moose harvest was 29. Even with the
“any-moose” harvest limit provided in the 2009 winter season, the total reported winter harvest remains
lower than anticipated. It should be noted that harvest information is typically collected through harvest
ticket or registration permit reports submitted by users, which may undercount harvest (cf. Andersen and
Alexander 1992). However, the reported moose harvest does show an increasing trend. Overall harvest
continues to be lower than expected in Unit 18 relative to the moose population.
Effects of Proposal
If adopted, Proposal WP12-45 would shorten the fall season by 21 days from Aug. 10 – Sept. 30 to Sept.
1 – Sept. 30, and would change the harvest limit for the fall season from one antlered bull to one moose
during the fall season, excluding a cow moose with a calf in a portion of Unit 18. This action would
reduce the amount of hunting time during the fall season for Federally qualified subsistence users. In
addition, changing the harvest limit to one moose would expand the segment of the moose population
available for harvest. Allowing for harvest of cow moose could help slow the recruitment rate, thereby
minimizing habitat degradation for the fast growing moose population on the lower Yukon.
If adopted, Proposal WP12-49 would lengthen the hunting season by approximately three months and
modify the harvest limit to allow for the harvest of up to two moose during this time period, however,
antlered bulls could only be taken from Sept. 1 to Sept. 30. This action would allow for increased
subsistence harvest opportunities during the fall. This proposal would also help limit the growth of this
quickly expanding moose population by reducing recruitment rates through a harvest at least partially
directed at cows. This reduction may help prevent habitat degradation along the lower Yukon that could
lead to a population crash if left unchecked.
OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION
Support Proposal WP12-49.
Take no action on Proposal WP12-45.
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Table 1. Total fall (ADF&G 2009) and winter (Perry 2011, pers. comm.) moose harvest reported
by year for the lower Yukon area of Unit 18, 2005–2010.
Year
Reported fall moose harvest
Reported winter moose harvest
2005
97
14
2006
121
31
2007
162
29
2008
193
24
2009
178
51
2010
162
52
Total
913
201

Justification
The Federal Subsistence Board recently adopted Proposal WP10-56 to increase the harvest limit in the
lower Yukon area of Unit 18 to two moose per regulatory year. Proposal WP12-49, if adopted, would
provide additional opportunity for Federal subsistence users to harvest moose in the lower Yukon area
of Unit 18 by lengthening the season and liberalizing harvest requirements from 1 antlered bull to 2
moose, except that antlered bulls could be taken only between Sept. 1 and Sept. 30. Moose densities
along the lower Yukon are high and additional harvest should not have any negative impacts on the moose
population. Proposal WP12-49 should help to reduce moose densities in this area, which would prevent
or help to reduce negative impacts to habitat that could eventually lead to a crash in the population. The
increased season length and hunting opportunities proposed in WP12-49 should meet the needs set forth
by the proponent in WP12-45, as well as reducing the regulatory complexity between Federal and State
lands in the area.
LITERATURE CITED
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USFWS. 2008. Moose Briefing Document. Presented to the Yukon-Kuskokwim Federal Subsistence Regional
Advisory Council, Bethel, AK. Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge, Bethel, AK. 1pg.
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WP12-44/48 Executive Summary
Proposal WP12-44 requests that the harvest limit for moose in Unit
18 remainder be changed from one antlered bull to one antlered bull
or one cow without a calf. Submitted by Zechariah C. Chaliak Sr. of
Nunapithcuk

General Description

Proposal WP12-48 requests a change to the harvest limit from 1
antlered bull to 1 moose during the winter season as well as an
extension of the winter season in Unit 18 remainder from January 10
to the last day of February. Submitted by the Yukon Delta National
Wildlife Refuge
Proposed Regulation

WP12-44
Unit 18 remainder — 1 antlered
bull or 1 cow without a calf

Aug. 10 – Sept. 30
Dec. 20 – Jan. 10

WP12-48
Unit 18 remainder — 1 antlered
bull
Unit 18 remainder — 1 antlered
bull moose
OSM Preliminary Conclusion Oppose Proposal WP12-44.
Support Proposal WP12-48.

Aug. 10 – Sept. 30
Dec. 20 – Jan. 10 the last day of
February

Yukon/Kuskokwim
Delta Regional Council
Recommendation
Western Interior Regional
Council Recommendation
Interagency Staff Committee
Comments
ADF&G Comments

Oppose Proposal WP12-44
Support Proposal WP12-48 dependent upon Board of Game
adoption

Written Public Comments

None
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DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
WP12-44/48
ISSUES
Proposal WP12-44, submitted by Zechariah C. Chaliak Sr. of Nunapithcuk, AK, requests that the harvest
limit for moose in Unit 18 remainder be changed from one antlered bull to one antlered bull or one cow
without a calf.
Proposal WP12-48, submitted by the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge, requests a change to the
harvest limit from 1 antlered bull to 1 moose during the winter season as well as an extension of the
winter season in Unit 18 remainder from January 10 to the last day of February.
DISCUSSION
The proponent for Proposal WP12-44 states that cow moose are becoming too abundant in Unit 18
remainder and that a cow hunt should be allowed for the Aug. 10–Sept. 30 fall season for one calendar
year, after which the hunt would go back to the 1 antlered bull requirement.
The proponent for Proposal WP12-48 states that both ADF&G and the USFWS are proposing to liberalize
regulations for the winter moose season in Unit 18 remainder. The proponent believes healthy populations
combined with a low harvest during the winter season justify liberalization of the season length and
removal of the antlered requirement.
Note: During a phone discussion, the proponent requested that the winter hunt end on the last day of
February, regardless of whether the year in question was a leap year or not. To satisfy this request, the
OSM concluded that the regulation would read as “Dec. 20 – the last day of February.”
Existing Federal Regulation
Unit 18 remainder — Moose
Unit 18 remainder — 1 antlered bull

Aug. 10 – Sept. 30
Dec. 20 – Jan. 10

Proposed Federal Regulations
WP12-44
Unit 18 remainder — 1 antlered bull or 1 cow without a calf

Aug. 10 – Sept. 30
Dec. 20 – Jan. 10

WP12-48
Unit 18 remainder — 1 antlered bull
Unit 18 remainder — 1 antlered bull moose

96

Aug. 10 – Sept. 30
Dec. 20 – Jan. 10 the last
day of February

Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting
PC23
14 of 22

WP12-44/48

Existing State Regulations
Unit 18 remainder — Moose
Residents, one antlered bull
Or
One antlered bull for nonresidents

Aug. 10 – Sept. 30
Dec. 20 – Jan. 10
Sept. 1 – Sept. 30

Extent of Federal Public Lands
Federal public lands comprise approximately 65% of the remainder area of Unit 18, approximately 90%
of which is managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service managed
lands are located within the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge. The other 10% of Federal public lands
is managed by the Bureau of Land Management (Map 1).
Customary and Traditional Use Determinations
The customary and traditional use determination for moose in Unit 18 remainder includes all residents of
Unit 18. Additionally, residents of St. Michael, Stebbins, Aniak, and Chuathbaluk can hunt in portions of
of Unit 18 remainder under Federal moose regulations.
Regulatory History
Moose harvest season dates in Unit 18 have varied over the past 10 years, however harvest limits have
remained constant at one bull. As the moose population in the area grew, the closure of Federal public
lands to non-Federally qualified users was lifted and the seasons were extended.
In 2006, proposal WP06-30 requested the removal of the Federal closure to non-Federally qualified
users for the Unit 18 remainder fall moose season (Sept. 1–Sept 30). The biological information
presented in the WP06-30 analysis supported the removal of the closure for not only Unit 18 remainder,
but also that portion of Unit 18 downstream from Mountain Village. However, the Yukon-Kuskokwim
Delta Subsistence Regional Advisory Council opposed the proposal because of local concerns over
increased competition. At its May 2006 meeting, the Federal Subsistence Board (Board) deferred action
on the proposal for one year with a commitment to revisit the proposed regulation change at its May
2007 meeting. The intent for the deferral was to allow time for Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge
(YDNWR) staff to conduct information outreach on the status of the moose population in communities
before making a decision.
The rapid growth and current size of the moose population along with local concerns over increased
competition created disagreement over the appropriateness of the Federal closure, which lead to several
proposals in October 2006:
Ɣ

Proposal WP07-26 requested a positive customary and traditional use determination for moose
in Unit 18 for the residents of St. Michaels and Stebbins. The Board adopted the proposed
regulatory change in May 2007.

Ɣ

Proposal WP07-27 requested an Aug. 10–Aug. 19 families-only moose season in Unit 18
remainder. The Board did not adopt the proposal at its May 2007 meeting because it cannot adopt
regulations that favor families only.
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Ɣ

Proposal WP07-28 requested an earlier season in Unit 18 remainder beginning on Aug. 20 instead
of September 1. The Board adopted a modified recommendation of an August 10 season open
date for the Yukon River drainage portion of Unit 18 and Unit 18 remainder at its 2007 meeting.

Ɣ

Proposal WP07-29 requested a liberalization of the harvest limit from one antlered bull to one
moose in Unit 18 remainder with a winter season extension to January 20, instead of January
10. The Board adopted the season extension with the modification of one moose for the Yukon
River drainage below and including Mt. Village only, due to the very high calf composition and
concerns of the population size and growth rate may be adversely affecting the habitat’s carrying
capacity in that area.

Ɣ

Proposal WP07-30 requested a continuous one bull harvest limit from September 1 to March
31. Because such liberalizations in harvest limit should be adopted gradually to allow for close
monitoring of harvest effects on the population, the Board did not adopt the proposed regulatory
change.

Ɣ

Proposal WP07-31 requested an August 20–31 moose season with a one antlered bull harvest
limit for residents of Andreafsky and St. Mary’s within the Andreafsky River drainage of Unit 18
remainder; and Proposal WP07-64 requested the Board extend the fall moose season by adopting
the proposed 12-day, August 20–31 extension with a one antlered bull or cow moose harvest limit
for residents of Marshall. If a proposal seeks a prioritization for use of a subsistence resource
among rural residents having customary and traditional use of that resource, as was the case with
these two proposals, an analysis must be done in accordance with Section 804 of ANILCA if
the population necessitates such prioritization. Because the moose population in this area could
support harvest by all Federally qualified subsistence users, an “804” analysis was not conducted,
and the Board did not adopt these proposals.

Ɣ

At its May 2007 meeting, the Board adopted Proposal WP07-32 (deferred proposal WP06-30)
to open Federal public lands to non-Federally qualified subsistence users. The Board stated that
the closure was no longer warranted as the moose population had increased to the point where
additional harvest could occur. The Refuge Manager of the YDNWR made extensive outreach
efforts with local residents and committed to lessen competition by prohibiting transporters
access to local subsistence use areas (Rearden 2007, pers. comm.).

Proposal WP08-33, submitted by the Association of Village Council Presidents, requested a closure of
Federal public lands to non-Federally qualified users during the fall and winter moose seasons in Unit
18, that portion of the Yukon River drainage and Unit 18 remainder. The proponent requested this closure
until three related tasks were accomplished: 1) an accurate assessment of moose harvest needed by
residents of Unit 18; 2) an accurate assessment of the moose population in Unit 18; and 3) development
of a regionally acceptable moose management plan. The proposal was rejected by the Federal Subsistence
Board at its May 2008 meeting.
In 2009, Special Actions WSA09-12/13/14 requested a season extension to February 28 and a change in
the harvest limit from one antlered bull to one moose in Unit 18 remainder. The special action requests
were submitted due to the lack of snow that limited travel and hunting opportunity within an area where
the moose population appeared to be increasing and was considered healthy. The Board approved the
requests to extend the season and change the harvest limit to one moose.
In 2010, Special Action WSA10-04 requested that the Unit 18 remainder winter moose season be
extended to February 28th and the harvest limit be changed from one antlered bull to one moose. This
Subsistence Regional Advisory Council Meeting
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Special Action request was submitted due to adverse travelling conditions in the area as a result of
unusually warm weather which made travel by snowmachine difficult for local hunters. The proposal was
approved by the Federal Subsistence Board.
Biological Background
Moose began to immigrate into the Yukon-Kuskokwim (Y-K) Delta during the mid-to-late 1940s.
The Yukon River population occupies most of the available riparian habitat and is growing, while the
Kuskokwim population is still small and in the process of colonizing all available riparian habitats. Most
of the Y-K Delta is lowland treeless tundra and is therefore not suitable as winter moose habitat (Perry
2008).
Hunting pressure from communities along the Kuskokwim River has limited the growth of moose
populations along the riparian corridors, while moose populations along the Yukon River have been
similarly slowed, though compliance with hunting regulations has improved moose populations in this
area (Perry 2008). There is a large amount of available habitat for moose along the Kuskokwim River
drainage and its tributaries, allowing for colonization and population expansion.
The Paimiut survey area in Unit 18 covers the Yukon River immediately downriver of Marshall to
Paimiut. Although this survey unit does not cover the entire Unit 18 remainder, it covers the densest
population of moose in the Unit 18 remainder area. The most recent survey for this area was conducted in
2006. The mid-point of the 2006 survey estimate was 3,614 moose with a density of 2.3 moose per square
mile (Sundown 2009, pers. comm.), which was an increase from the 1992 density estimate of 0.64 moose
per square mile (Perry 2008). Based on the 2006 survey data the population growth rate was estimated
at 11% per year. Using the estimated growth rate, the current density in the area may be near 3 moose
per square mile (Wald 2010, pers. comm.). However, Federal and State managers are hesitant to support
liberalizing the fall hunt (as proposed in WP12-44) without more recent density data (Rearden 2011, pers.
comm.).
The moose population down river of Mountain Village and adjacent to Unit 18 remainder increased
significantly from 1994 to 2008. The lower Yukon area has experienced rapid population growth since
1994 with an average growth rate of 27% (1994–2009) (USFWS 2008). The 2008 estimate along the main
stem of the Yukon River corridor from Mountain Village to Kotlik was 3,320 moose. From Mountain
Village to Emmonak, the moose density estimate was 2.8 moose per square mile.
The ADF&G management objective for the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta and Yukon River moose
populations in Unit 18 are to maintain the current age and sex structure, with a minimum of 30 bulls:100
cows. Moose composition surveys from 2005 showed a ratio of 36.9 bulls per hundred cows and 23.9
bulls per hundred cows for the Lowest Yukon and Paimiut survey areas respectively (Perry 2008). In
addition, calf survival was much higher in the Lowest Yukon survey area and almost 40% of cows were
found to have twins with them in early winter (Perry 2008). More recent moose composition data for Unit
18 remainder showed a ratio of 42 bulls per 100 cows and 61 calves per 100 cows while 28% of cows
had twins with them (Rearden 2011, pers. comm.). These numbers indicate that the moose population has
exceeded the management objective for sex structure in the unit.
Habitat
A minimum of 8,000 square miles of moose habitat exists in Unit 18 (Perry 2008). Of this, approximately
4,500 square miles of habitat occurs along the riparian zone of the Yukon River. The most productive
moose habitat in Unit 18 is found on the islands and adjacent sloughs from Paimuit to Mountain Village.
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Several tributaries within the Yukon Delta contain suitable moose habitat. Despite this, the area has fewer
moose than could be supported by the available forage (Perry 2008).
Harvest History
In Unit 18 remainder, during the 2008/2009 season, 189 moose were reported harvested, with 48 of that
total being harvested in the winter season (Sundown 2010, pers. comm.). In 2007/2008, 248 moose were
harvested with 50 harvested in the winter and in 2006/2007, 166 moose were harvested with 39 in the
winter (Sundown 2010, pers. comm.). Most local residents living within the Kuskokwim River drainage
area hunt the Yukon River drainage area during winter, when they can travel via snowmachine (Rearden
2011, pers. comm.).
As a result of extending the winter season till February 28 and allowing the harvest of any moose for
the last two years during the extension (WSA09-12/13/14 and WSA10-04), 66 (45 cows and 21 bulls)
and 50 additional moose (39 cows and 11 bulls) were harvested in 2009 and 2010 respectively (Rearden
2011, pers. comm.). Table 1 gives a summary of winter moose harvest for Unit 18 remainder (Perry 2011,
pers. comm.). Overall harvest in Unit 18 remainder more than doubled between 2005 and 2010, with the
majority of harvest coming from residents of Unit 18.

Table 1. Winter moose harvest data for Unit 18 remainder, 2005-2011 (Perry pers. comm. 2011).
Year

Local Resident Harvest

Nonlocal Resident Harvest

Total Winter Harvest

2005-2006
2006-2007
2007-2008
2008-2009
2009-2010
2010-2011

46
38
49
58
67
96

1
1
1
3
2
4

47
39
50
61
69
100

Effects of Proposal
If adopted, Proposal WP12-44 would revise current hunting regulations to allow for the harvest of
one cow moose without a calf for the Aug. 10–Sept. 30 fall season for one calendar year, however, the
regulations would revert to the current one antlered bull requirement after one year. This action would
allow for more hunting opportunities for Federally qualified subsistence users by expanding the segment
of the moose population available for harvest, but would only be in effect for one year. There would
be some reduction to the moose population under this proposal, but the overall extent of the effects are
unknown since the most recent density estimates for the area are five years old.
If adopted, Proposal WP12-48 would add an additional month and a half of harvest opportunity for
Federally qualified users and would liberalize the harvest limit by allowing any moose to be harvested
instead of 1 antlered bull during the winter season only. Impacts on the moose population in Unit 18
remainder should be minimal as the population is healthy and is believed to be increasing. A companion
proposal is expected to be submitted before the Alaska Board of Game for Unit 18 remainder by ADF&G.
WP12-48 would align Federal and State regulations if the State proposal is adopted, thereby reducing the
regulatory complexity for Federally qualified subsistence users in this area.
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OSM PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION
Oppose Proposal WP12-44.
Support Proposal WP12-48.
Justification
Adopting Proposal WP12-48 would add an additional month and a half of harvest opportunity during the
winter season for Federally qualified users and liberalize the harvest from one bull to one moose in Unit
18 remainder. Although moose populations appear to be healthy and increasing in Unit 18 remainder, the
most recent density estimates for the unit are five years old and as a result, Federal and State managers are
hesitant to allow for an even more liberal harvest during the fall hunting season as requested in WP12-44.
Harvest of moose has almost doubled between 2005 and 2009, with most of this harvest coming from
residents of Unit18. In addition, Proposal WP12-48 may satisfy the proponent of Proposal WP12-44
because most local residents living within the Kuskokwim River drainage area are more likely to hunt the
Yukon River drainage area during winter, when hunters can travel via snowmachine (Rearden 2011, pers.
comm.).
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ADF&G Comments on WP12-44 and WP12-48
August 29, 2011; Page 1 of 2

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Comments to Regional Advisory Council
Wildlife Proposal WP12-44: This proposal requests eliminating the Unit 18 Remainder federal
subsistence antlered bull moose harvest requirement for both the fall and winter hunts for one
season.
Wildlife Proposal WP12-48: This proposal requests liberalization of the Unit 18 “Remainder”
segment of the federal subsistence moose winter hunting season. The proposal also requests
eliminating the antlered bull federal subsistence moose harvest requirement.
Introduction: The proponent of WP12-44 request authorization to harvest cow moose without
calves in both the fall and winter federal subsistence moose hunts in Unit 18 remainder for one
year. The proponent indicates the numbers of cow moose in the area are becoming too abundant
and need to be temporarily reduced through harvesting.
The proponent of WP12-48 requests the federal subsistence moose hunting winter season in Unit
18 Remainder be liberalized from December 20 through January 10 to December 20 through
February 29. The proponent also requests changing the bag limit to any moose. The proponent
indicates the moose population health combined with a low harvest rate during the winter
justifies this proposal.
The proponents of these proposals indicate adoption of this proposal will result in greater
opportunity and higher success rates for federal subsistence users.
Impact on Subsistence Users: If WP12-44 is adopted, federal subsistence users participating in
the Unit 18 Remainder federal subsistence moose hunts will have greater opportunities to harvest a
moose, with or without antlers, for the requested one year. If WP12-48 is adopted, federal
subsistence moose hunters participating in the in Unit 18 Remainder winter moose hunt will have
approximately 49 more days (245% increase on leap years) to harvest any moose with or without
antlers. If adopted, federal subsistence moose hunter success rates are expected to climb.
Opportunity Provided by State: In Unit 18 Remainder, the state moose winter hunting season
is from December 20 through January 10 with a bag limit of one antlered bull. Meat-on-thebone salvage is required thus meat taken prior to October 1 must remain on the bones of the front
and hindquarters until removed from the field or processed for human consumption.
In Unit 18 Remainder, the state moose fall hunting season is from August 10 through September
30 for residents of Alaska with a bag limit of one antlered bull. The nonresident state moose
hunting season is September 1 through September 30 with a bag limit of one antlered bull. The
state winter hunting season for Unit 18 Remainder is from December 20 through January 10 with
a bag limit of one antlered bull. Meat-on-the-bone salvage is required thus meat taken prior to
October 1 must remain on the bones of the front and hindquarters until removed from the field or
processed for human consumption. Residents may not harvest more than one moose per year
between the fall and winter seasons.
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ADF&G Comments on WP12-44 and WP12-48
August 29, 2011; Page 1 of 2

Conservation Issues: The Lower Yukon River moose population is growing rapidly and
currently is not a conservation concern. If the moose population continues at a high rate of
growth, over-browsing may result in future management and conservation considerations.
Moose are abundant in areas of Unit 18 currently open for hunting, thanks to the success of the
moratoria. Information presented to the Federal Subsistence Board in 2007 indicated that the
moose population in areas targeted in this proposal is highly productive and is continuing to
grow.
Enforcement Issues: Differences in federal and state regulations resulting from adoption of this
proposal create enforcement problems in areas with mixed land ownership. The boundaries
between federal and state lands are not marked and often difficult to locate on the ground.
Other Comments: The proponent indicates that ADF&G is expected to submit a similar
proposal to the Alaska Board of Game. The department will submit similar if not more liberal
proposals to the Alaska Board of Game requesting liberalization of harvest regulations for
portions of Unit 18
Recommendation:
WP12-44: Oppose
WP12-48: Support dependent upon Board of Game adoption
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Alaska Chapter SCI
PO Box 770511
Eagle River, AK 99577
(907) 980-9018
October 28, 2011

Cliff Judkins, Chair
Alaska Board of Game
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811
Dear Mr. Judkins:
Please accept the following comments as the testimony of the Alaska Chapter of Safari Club
International. SCI is the world’s leading hunting organization, and SCI Alaska Chapter is a
leader in preserving the freedom to hunt here in Alaska.
SCI Alaska Chapter has several concerns regarding the proposals the Board will be taking up at
its upcoming meeting in Barrow, Alaska. These concerns reflect our continued support for the
opportunity to hunt based on sound science and the Alaska Constitution’s provisions for wildlife
resources to be utilized by the people of Alaska in common.
Proposals 2 – 4 and 6 are related to the issuance permits for musk ox with 2 – 4 requiring the
permits be issued in a specific location. Proposal 6 is related to moose hunts and appears to have
the opposite intent regarding location of issuance.
Since all wildlife belongs to the people of Alaska in common, we are in opposition to Proposals
2 – 4 and in support of Proposal 6. It appears to us that the only function of limiting the place
where permits may be issued is an overt attempt to circumvent the intent of our constitution by
placing an undue burden on the average hunter. All permits including registration permits
should be available at any Department office or better yet through an online process such as is
now available for the purchase of licenses and king salmon stamps. Many states are going to
online licensing systems and we feel our Department should take a serious look at making this
option available here in Alaska. Furthermore, it serves no conservation or scientific purpose to
limit where permits may be obtained. Therefore we encourage the Board to oppose Proposals 2
– 4 and support Proposal 6.
We have serious concerns over Proposals 10 – 12. These proposals appear to trend away from
the standards of the North American Model for Wildlife Management and the idea fostered by
Roosevelt and his contemporaries that wildlife would best be conserved for future generations if
certain standards were adhered to by hunters. Use of increasingly better technologies was one of
the items that the forefathers of the hunting conservation movement counseled against preferring
that hunters learn their craft through experience and studious observation of the species they
were hunting.
Proposals 10 – 12 may provide expeditious methods for increasing the opportunity to harvest an
animal, but they certainly do not conform to the ideals handed down to us as hunterconservationists. We do realize that the opportunity to harvest an animal in rural Alaska is often
more of necessity for those that live there than for other hunters; however, we believe the age old
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skills utilized by past generations of hunters need to passed down and by that method increase
the likelihood of success. Use of modern technologies such as electronic calls and power boats
do not fit in that category, and the use of salt licks is nothing more than baiting.
Perhaps all of these methods would be alright if the moose population was high and in danger of
over utilizing its available habitat; however, unless the latest comp counts indicate such and the
Department using such data can make the case that the population won’t be seriously impacted,
we would be opposed to Proposals 10 – 12. If, however, the Board chooses to pass these
proposals we would respectfully request that they ask the Department to allocate sufficient
resources to ensure the moose population remains healthy and the harvestable surplus provides
for all Alaskans an opportunity to hunt.
There are several Proposals that relax the seasons and or bag limits on species that we have
concerns over; however, we do not have sufficient data to determine whether these are
reasonable requests or not. With that disclaimer, we would hope the Board and the Department
would proceed cautiously in implementing Proposals 7, 8, 16, 17, 20 and 27 if that is their
decision. Implementation of these proposals, if that is the eventual outcome should be
accompanied by some method of monitoring these populations so that they do not result in
impacting the populations in a negative manner.
We are supportive of Proposals 35 and 36. Although wildlife does belong to all Alaskans, and
there are those who do oppose management of wildlife for hunting, it is our contention that such
management is not only warranted based on historical perspectives, but has proven over time to
be highly beneficial to wildlife. It is also true that hunters and hunting have paid the lions share
for professional wildlife management and the entire professional regime established under the
North American Model is centered on revenues generated by hunting and associated costs for
firearms and ammunition.
The fact is that more North American Wildlife species were restored from extremely low level
populations at the turn of the last century than those restored through implementation of the
Endangered Species Act. The juxtaposition of hunting and wildlife has been and continues to be
intricately intertwined with successful management for healthy populations. Furthermore those
who disagree would impose their view of the world on those of us who choose to continue the
millennia old heritage of hunting. Quite frankly they are not only intolerant of differing
viewpoints, they contribute little to nothing for wildlife management. It is our view that
Proposals 36 and 37 support wildlife, professional management of wildlife and one of
humankinds oldest traditions. Therefore, we strongly support these proposals.
Thank you for taking the time to read and consider our views on these important issues coming
before the Board of Game. If you have any questions, you may contact us at (907) 980-9018 or
email admin@aksafariclub.org.
Sincerely,

Terry Holliday
President
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October 25, 2011

Proposal 36/ Unit 15C

GV Pg 1

Proposal 35/ Unit 15A
Board of Game,
This letter is to voice Opposition for the ADF&G proposed aerial wolf kill plans on the Kenai Peninsula,
Proposa l 36/ Unit 15C.
more specifically Proposal 35/ Unit 15 A and in particular Proposal
The area north of Kachemak Bay is a well used area. It is a main area for the Central and lower Kenai
Peninsula dog sled teams to train all winter. Besides mushers, there are many skiiers, snowmachiners
different
and trappers using the area every day. Apparently a d
ifferent aerial wolf kill operation halted for the
first two weeks of the Iditarod race, but recreational use in the north Kachemak Bay area occurs EVERY
day.
Also East End Road,leading
Road, leading to the area north of Kachemak Bay, is a well populated residential area
with many cabins extending from East End Road to the Caribou Hills. A 'buffered' zone is impractical if
not Impossible.
This entire area is already impacted with too many planes flying overhead (I think because it is in the
airport's flight path). I personally saw two planes almost collide within 400 yards this summer in this
specific area. Besides safety issues, there are noise and d isturbance issues already for residents with the
high number of flights.
ADF&G admits there have been no wolf studies done in Unit 15C, so no one knows if there are any
wolves.
s. late this summer, months before hearing about this aerial wolf kill plan, I
significant number of wolve
asked a member of the cattlemen's association at the 'head of the bay' (in the referred to northern part
of Kachemak Bay) if he lost any of his cattle to wolves last winter. He replied, "No, he did not lose any
cattle to wolves last winter",
There has been in the last winter an alarming explosion of snowshoe rabbits on the lower Kenai
Peninsula. Wolves dine on these rabbits and would not expend their energy on bringing down moose.
Furthermore, these wolves play an important role in being predators in order to control the rabbit
population. IJ don't think
t hink moose eat rabbits. But rabbits do eat the upcoming spruce trees which last
winter were devastated by the rabbits.
As admitted by ADF&G, there also are no studies on the impact of brown and black bears on moose kills
in Unit 15C. Again, being a resident of the area
area for years, I have personal knowledge of several moose
kills by bear. I have NEVER known of a related moose ki ll by wolves ever on the lower Kenai Peninsula. In
fact, I have never even seen a wolf in the area.
News, the following statement was
Kavalok, Division of
According to the Homer News,
was a quote from Tony Kavalok,
"I expect we'll
Wildlife
Wi Idlife Conservation, regarding the proposed wolf survey for Unit 15C. "1
we' ll find bears will be
significant predat47rS."
pre date.rs."
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Proposal3S;tUnit 15~
Proposal3Si'Unit

If ADF&G is concerned about restoring the abundance of big game
game,, i.e
i.e.. moose
moose,, the most obvious factors
seem to be brown and black bear killings of moose and rroose killed by human motorists- just look at all
the road kill. There are signs posted along the highways in Kenai counting the very high number of
'highway moose kills'.
A ADG&F brochure states that 'predation control isn't done until biologists have studies on the causes of
declining game population and the impacts of predators and tr
trii ed other methods. In Unit 15C near
population has been healthy and moose population in
Homer and Anchor Point, the general moose popUlation
met. There has never been a wolf census i n
regards to the intensive management objective has been met.
Unit 15C. Wolf pack and distribution in not well known.
Then why is ADF&G so eager to implement an aerial wolf slaughter plan without giving the public much
notice OR waiting for studies to be done, when there is no known information on the number of wolves
on the Kenai OR who is actually killing the moose. Who then benefits from the plan? Is it the privately
owned helicopter companies? Are there any Board of Game or Advisory counsel members that have
personal friendships with these helicopter companieS<
companieS'
What is known in Unit 15C is it is a populated area and there is heavy use all winter by dog sled teams
and other recreationa
recreationall users There is already too much flight
f light traffic. No studies have EVER been done on
wolves in the area, just guesses.
guesses. There seems to be a lack
lac k of concern that wolves as predators have a
useful purpose in the overall ecosystem on the peninsula and food chain .
IfTony Kavalok feels that "I just don't think it's going to be a big deal" (referring to aerial wolf kills),
theii r decision
decisionss on studies and facts,
maybe he should ask tthe
he wolves or conscientious people that base the
facts,
especially before implementation of a 5 year plan!

Gypsy Vanner
Concerned Citizen
Homer, Alaska
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Attn: Board of Game
Garoe Comments
AK Dept of Fish & Game
Boards Support Section
Dear Board of Game:
Garoe:
My family
faroily has presented comments to the Local Advisory Committee and to the BOG
process. I am very
before, and we certainly have appreciated the invitation and the open process.
opposed to Proposals 35 and 36, and here is why:

First, it appears that our public input about these proposals is being quite limited. This
gives an undemocratic appearance to these aerial wolf killing proposals. The process
seems untrustworthy. Since he BOG has a recent.track record of supporting aerial wolf
killing, these proposals especially need time and space for public input. IIagl'ee
.agree that it
would be better if the BOG would kindly postpone voting on 35 and 36 until your
January meeting in Anchorage. This is an important issue, near and dear to hearts and
minds of a maj
majority
ority of Alaskans. Thank you for preserving an open and democratic
information and questioning process. The Barrow meeting could have call-in snafus,
given weather, distance and technical communication issues that would limit input.
Also I am
aro concerned that 35 and 36 have not been carefully thought out. If the moose
populations are not declining in Unit 15c, why kill the wolves? If the reason for moose
popUlations
decline in Unit 15a is poor habitat, why kill the wolves? Apparently prior hunters over
harvested bull moose and that may be why moose numbers have dropped. No reason
here to blame the wolves.
especially outdoorsy, rugged group of
According to our friends in the Kenai, they are an espeCially
recreationalists year round. Our friends and their kids are out snowshoeing, camping,
skiing, snowmobiling all winter, and they do not want to feel imperiled each time a plane

-------£J..i0S-0v~rTw0F1d~J'ing-i·£.b~giFIFI~r-w01.f-huntsr.s-will-strn:t-sh0Qting.-];\@GaUlilil-Qf-thlil-dense--------_
-------:ilies-0v~r,w0Bd8fing-j.j:.begiBBer-w01.f-hoot8r.s-wilJ...stal'!-sh.QQtillg.-~@Gaus(l.Qf-the.dense-------_

population of the Kenai and its heavy recreational use by locals and Anchorage folks, the
expansion of aerial wolf killing seems unwise and unpractical.
Also I think aerial wolf killing is so controversial that it is a detriment to our state. More
and more Alaskans regard it as inhumane, abhorrent and self-serving for a small interest
group. Expanding aerial killing may cause the issue to rise again to a statewide initiative
banned.
vote again where the whole practice statewide could be bauned.
Thank you very much for considering these points.
Sincerely,
Maureen P. Longworth
3099 Nowell Ave
Juneau, AK 99801

(lJP3
jJ7P 3
PC26
PC68
1 of 1

10-24-11
Alaska Board of Game Members,

I am the President of the Alaska Frontier Trappers Association (AFTA) and I
would like to submit comments on Proposals 124-128 on the Association's behalf.
Proposal 124-127 all specifically concern National Parks so I am not sure if the Board has
jurisdiction over these proposed regulation changes or ifthey will have to be handled on
the Federal level. The AFTA is opposed to Proposal 124, we do not agree that requiring
non
trap and snare identification will benefit the resource, make trapping safer or reduce non
target catch, furthermore, this will open the door for this kind of identification
s"llitewide level. This will be a burden on all trappers and would receive
requirement on a statewide
much opposition from most trappers statewide. The AFT
AFTA
A is opposed to proposal 125.
The 72 hour trap check requirement is not feasible in
ill the State of Alaska. There is too
much area that is not conveniently accessible. Many trappers run traplines on foot or
snow machine that takes them great distances from home or the road system. Other
trappers work during the week and youth trappers have school and are limited to the
weekends to check their traps. 'This
This proposal, again, would open the door to such a
regulation statewide. If adopted this would strictly limit the nwnber
number of Alaskans that
could take part in trapping. The AFTA is opposed to Proposal 126 and 127 concerning
snaring black bears. The Alaska Department ofFish
of Fish and Game has determined that
intensive management of black bears, including the use of bucket snares, is an effective
means to reduce an overpopulation of black bears and that this is necessary to help the
moose populations recover.
recover. Listing black bears as fin'bearers
furbearers has opened up new
opportunities for trappers to harvest bears as well as making it legal to sell the hides.
There are regulations in effect that ensure snaring of black bears is done in a safe and
ethical manner which also minimizes conflict with .any other user groups. The AFT
AFTA
A is
opposed to Proposal 128. There is no enforcement action taken against a trapper who
turns in an incidental, non-target catch to ADF&G. There is no need for a regulation
which makes it legal to retain an animal that is out of season at the time it is caught. It
--------'wtluld-r.eflect.negatW.el.y-on-trappers.throughout..the_state..fot-the..publiclo-see.Jhem_
---------'wQuld-r.etlect.negatW.el-y-oll-trappers.throughout..the-state..:tOt-the.public.to..see..them'-_
__
__
__
__
__
__
___
harvest out of season furbearers. The proposal states that this change will insure all
furbearers are salvaged. What if a trapper catches more than three non- target animals?
We believe the regulations concerning incidental catch work weJl
well as they currently are.
Thank you for considering our comments on these Proposals.

Steve Schafer
President
Alaska Frontier Trappers Assn.
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Attention: Board of Game Comments
ADF&G
Boards Support Section
PO.Box 115526
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526
Gentlemen:
The concerned citizens of the lower Kenai Peninsula, with the support of Homer's advisory board,
express their strong opposition to proposals #35 and #36, regarding the airborne predation (IM) of
wolves in management units 15A and 15C.
Clearly ADF & G's proposal is illegal, untimely and unsupported by scientific data. If passed by the
Game Board at it's remote and inaccessible November meeting in Barrow, it will FAIL it's inevitable
legal challenge.
While the wolf is a mighty predator, highly adaptable to opportunistic natural conditions, he is no
match against the UNFAIR CHASE of human predators with arms and airplanes. It is up to humans to
control their own bestial and predatory behavior.
If the assigned ADF & G representatives won't protect Alaska's wildlife, the people must rise up and do
so.
Sincerely,
Carrie Reed
4048 Bartlett st. #13
Homer, Alaska 99603
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Atten: Board Support Section
PO Box 115526
juneau, AK
AI{ 99811-5526

10-26-2011

Dear Board of Game,
HI, my name is Paul Atkins and I live here in Kotzebue. My family
famlly and I have lived and worked here for the last
13 years.
years. II teach
teacb at the high school and also work as an instructor at UAF'S Chukchi Campus. I have hunted and
harvested meat from this unit every year that I have been eligible.

specificaUy in reference to the RM880
This letter is in regards to Moose hunting here in game unit 23 and more specifically
permit that is issued each summer.
I, like many, feel that some residents of this area are unfairly being left out for this permit. The time line to
aU and we feel that we are being
permit which runs from june 1" to july 15
15'"t h, cannot be met by all
obtain the permi~
discriminated against due to us not being here to get the tag.
Some long time residents like myself are not here in june and july and have no way to apply for the permit due
to the fact that it
It specifically states, "that you must obtain the permit in person" .
We believe this needs to be changed or at least the timeline
tlmeline lengthened from May 1" through july 15.
The 2011 fall
faU season was very tough for many subsistent hunters. Many of us, even though we took several trips
In search of game animals, did not harvest a huU
bull moose during the regular Sept 1-20 hunt And since we did not
pastfew
have the RM880 tag we couldn't harvest a cow. The past
few years this has become commonplace since the
to take legal bull moose has left many of us without meat
introduction of the permit The allotted time of20
of 20 days In
for the winter.

the.high price of gas combined with the high cost offood here in Kotzebue it is something that has to be
With the.
addressed. In addition to moose the caribou
caJibou are getting hard to come by due to them migrating further east and
not through our area. All in all this makes it very tough for most of us.
Many of us also
als~ helieve
believe that the RM880 permit was designed to keep certain people from being allowed to
harvest a moose during the specific time period. I can think of no other reason? It 1s rumored, and we all hate
rumors, that it was designed to keep people who don't live here full time and the trophy hunters from being able
to hunt moose during the long season that the RM880 allows. Again I believe this to be discrimination. The years
before the
tile permit was required we ALL had the option of taking our one moose when we needed it and time
allowed. We feel
reel that the system worked well.

Bottom line, the RM880 tag does not meet the needs of all residents here in our community. It needs to be
obtam
obtaIn the permIt.
permIt Or at least allow
us to obtain the tag through the mail or by some other means.

---------.:clrangffij-lJr-l=thmll!tl!IT~-t:Oind1li:leN!l!Yl''1isni'1rueglnDlng aay to
---------ccJrangeU'lJr.i~l!tl!IT~·t:lfindmieNll!Y1'fastli.rueglnlling

I know it's to late to add this to this year's proposals and also bring it before the board, hut
but I hope
hop e you will take it
It
harvest of a moose or any animal
into consideration for the next meeting. Moose hunting is a privilege and the hatvest
for that matter helps us sustain a certain quality of life. Moose permits shouldn't be limited to residents that are
only here at certain times of the year.

Sincerely, p~
Paul Atkins
PO Box 1411

~

Kotzebue, AK 99752
907-442-2325
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14608 Foxwood Circle
Tyler TX 75703
October 27,2011
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Re: OPPOSE Board of Game Proposals # 35 and # 36
To the Board Members:
Based on reports from the Alaska Fish & Game, the eradication of wolves on the Kenai
Peninsula is not a valid solution to declining moose population and must not be carried
out. Clearly, changes in the environment and moose habitat have been the basis for any
such decline. That and past profligate over-hunting of moose are the . real causes. The
planned kills are unreasonable, inefficient, and are not biologically necessary.
The very act of aerial kills is obscene and disgusting and certainly discourages tourist
travel in the state of Alaska. I have traveled in Alaska in the past, but I for one refuse to
spend money in a state with such outrageous practices. In addition, the process the BOG
has described for the eradication is dangerous to other wildlife and humans in the area.
wildlife..
It is absurd to think that it could be considered an efficient means to manage wildlife
I understand that much of the area being targeted is located near a Wildlife Preserve
specifically allocated to preservation of wolves and other wildlife and is off limits to the
eradication efforts. We know that the territorial habits of wolves take them many miles.
Consequently, efforts within one area are useless because of their migration beyond the
off-limits area.
Please reconsider this inhumane plan that will make the state of Alaska look to be
carrying out atrocities.
Thank you for your time and for consideration of someone outside Alaska who cares
profoundly about Alaska's wildlife as part of the nation's natural treasures.
Sincerely,

~~
Scherel Carver
PC30
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ATTN : Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of
ofFish
Fish and Game
Boa.rds Support Section
Boards
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811
99811-- 5526

October 22, 2011

As a resident of the Kenai Peninsula, I am submitting my comments on the proposed aerial wolf
hunting on the Peninsula. These are propositions 35 and 36, affecting game units 15A and 15C.
Let me first express my disappointment that the meeting concerning predator control on the
Kenai Peninsula is being held In Barrow. This makes It
it difficult If not impossible for those of us who live
In
in the affected area to attend. I don't know the reasoning for this, however, it seems a good way to
keep those most affected and concerned from participating In the decision.

I am opposed to aerial hunting of wolves for several reasons .
in area 15C is not declining. Therefore there is no reason to control
1. The moose population In
predators. It is a waste of time and money to do so.
2. Predators are not the cause of moose population declines - overhunting Is
is the main reason.
The moose population can be better controlled by revising hunting regulation .
3. There are very few people who need to subsistence hunt for moose for survival on the Kenai
Peninsula
Peninsula.. Most hunting Is done for sport, and there is often much waste. Here again, a look at
the hunting regulations would provide better management of the moose population, rather
than allowing those who can shop for food at Wal-Mart, Safeway, or Fred Meyer to "subsistence
hunt."
4. Much of the moose population decline on the Kenai Wildlife Refuge is due to poor moose
4.
habitat. The forest succession is part of a natural process in which some species benefit and
some do not. It is a cycle that will be played out regardless of whether wolves are hunted by
humans. Once again, It
it would be a waste of life, money and resources to permit aerial wolf
hunting. It would not alleviate the problem.
5. Predator and prey populations are also cyclical. From time to time, moose populations will
decrease for one or more reasons (as In no. 4). Shooting wolves will not only have no affect on
the cycle; but worse, It will interject another piece that will Interfere
interfere with the natural cycle.
-------_IP..r.e.dilf.o.r.s..:play...anJmliortantrole
and ·allowing the prey population,
-------_IP..r.erlilfur.s..:!iliiv...a:n.imliortantrole in culling the weak and sick, and·
in this case moose, to become stronger.
6. The Kenai Wildlife Refuge is used by many people for recreational activities year round . People
come from within and outside the state of Alaska. Aerial shooting of wolves will undoubtedly
have a deleterious effect on the numbers of people willing to spend their time and dollars on
the Kenai Peninsula.
7. Last, and most important to me on a personal basis, is that I DO NOT want wolves being shot in
my backyard. They are a part of the "big picture" of the ecosystem, and human interference will
only result In unbalancing a precarious situation.
Thank you for considering my comments. I hope that next time a meeting will be scheduled in the area
that is being affected by the policy.

~

Kathy Eas MS
1610 Silver Pines Rd.
Kenai, AK 99611
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RECE IVED
Patricia Cue
PO Box 143
Homer, AK 99603

OCT 2 4 20tl
BOARDS

October 16, 2011

AnN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
FAX : (907) 465-6094
Dear Board of Game:
oppOSition to the proposed aerial wolf hunting on the Kenai Peninsula. I have lived on
I am writing in opposition
the Kenai Peninsula for over 20 years, am a property owner, a voter and a conservationist.
Specifically,
SpeCifically, the reasons for implementing the aerial wolf hunt have no basis in fact or reality.
Biological studies indicate that the lack of fire and then appropriate browse are resulting in low moose
numbers. Moose are starving as a result. It has nothing to do with over predation by wolves. Why
would the Board of Game make a recommendation when the real cause is poor habitat?
Other considerationsindude moose/vehicle mortality. According to the sign boards posted on the
to,,300 moose were.killed
were .killed last year asa result of being hit by motor vehicles.
Sterling Highway, close 10,.300
Aerial hunting of wolves would in 110 way solve this serious problem
problem..
Over harvesting of bulls by people is another reason for low moose populations. People take more of
the resource than what is available either through legal or illegal (poaching) means.
I suggest that Alaska Department of Fish and Game focus on the biologically sound solutions for low
moose numbers. These include controlled burns to improve habitat, dearing of roadsides to give moose
more opportunity to walk and so people can slow down when approaching them and greater
enforcement of hunting regulations and limiting hunting when populations dedine.
Finally, the Board of Game recommendation to consider aerial wolf hunting is an example of a strategy
that is poorly researched and lacking in understanding ofthe
of the biological processes that are integral to
maintaining a healthy ecosystem. I am sending Governor Parnell a copy of
ofthis
this letter asking him to
please consider addressing the lack of balanced decision making by the Board of Game
Game.. Recommending
aerial wolf hunting on the Kenai Peninsula is a divisive and one sided approach to a problem being
experienced by all Kenai Peninsula Borough residents. It creates hard feelings toward the State of
Alaska whose responsibility it is to bringtogether .sscientifically
cientifically based data and to avoid the knee jerk
response now being proposed
proposed..

cP~~~(L
cc Governor Sean Parnell
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59959 Skyline Drive
Homer, AK 99603
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OCT 25
2 5 2011
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Depattment
Gatne
Depaltment ofFish and Game
Boat'ds Support Section
Boards
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AI<
AK 99811-5526

BOARDS

Dear Board Members:

RE: Proposals 35--Aerial Wolf Control in GMU 15A
I am opposed Proposal 35 and urge the Board to vote it down. This controversial proposal would
implement an Intensive Management Plan in Unit 15A tbrough
through aerial wolfhunting.

First, I am asking the BOG to postpone this proposal discussion until the January meeting in
Anchorage for two reasons. I. The proposal plan was released late to the public thereby reducing
the time for full public participation. 2. Hearing a controversial plan that will profoundly affect
tbe Kenai Peninsula in Barrow rather
ratber than Anchorage linlits
patticipation. There is no
the
limits public participation.
emergency.
I have read the proposed plan for 15A
babitat
ISA and followed this issue in the news media. Clearly, habitat
is the limiting factor in the moose population decline. Scientific studies have verified that poor
habitat is depressing population and it is not predators that are reducing the bull:cow ratio. To
conduct an aerial wolf control program is unwarranted and unscientific. The program would be
slaugbtering one species to make more moose which would then likely die of starvation. This is
slaughtering
not only poor management but is also fiscally irresponsible!

The plan should be putting forth intensive habitat management proposals with a schedule that
allows the habitat time to recover and improve. This is a more sensible
sensihle approach since it would
directly address the problem that is causing the low moose numbers. State biologists should work
with Kenai Refuge biologists to determine how best to improve moose habitat. The 1969 fire was
-- 'a
~ realbuon-to-rnoose-butithas-long since-grown -past-its--prime-benefits_.
real baon-to-moose-but1t-has"longsince'grown·past-its"
prime-benefits·for-iliat- species, ··.._._- ---_ . _.
bunting in this populated GMU.
Furthermore , II have real concerns about the safety of aerial wolf hunting
Aerial shooting and land and shoot methods are both difficult to oversee when members of tbe
public are issued permits to use these controversial. methods. Both are open to abuse and with tight
budgets, adequate oversight is very unlikely.

J SA should not go forth because it is likely
Finally, tbe proposal to implement predator control in 15A
babitat is inadequate and predator control is not
this program will not be effective because the habitat
supported by the scientific data. It is the habitat , not the predators that needs to be addressed. I
hope the Board will look at the data provided by ADF&G biologists and correctly conclude that
this proposal is not warranted or supported by the Intensive Management Law.

I urge you to not adopt Proposal 35.

Page 1t of 2
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RE: Proposals 36--Aerial Wolf Control in GMU 15C
I am opposed to Proposal 36 and urge the Board to vote it down. This controversial proposal
would implement an Intensive Management Plan in Unit 15C through aerial wolf hunting. I am
strongly opposed to aerial wolf hunting in 15C.
Please postpone discussion until the January meeting in Anchorage for two reasons. I. The
proposal plan was released late to the public thereby reducing the time for full public participation.
2. Hearing a controversial plan that will profoundly affect the Kenai Peninsula in Barrow rather
than Anchorage limits public participation. There is no emergency.
I ask that the Board defer to ADF&G's previous recommendation that this GMU not be placed
under a plan for Intensive Management as it was not biologically necessary. They admitted that
they did not do an adequate job managing the hunting of moose, so too many bulls were taken.
Hence the decline in the bull:cow ratio. It is also likely that poaching is a factor as well. This
might even be an under estimated problem in many of the units where 1M
IM has been implemented.
This information should have been spelled out in the current plan. The take by hunters has to be
part of the equation. When the number of moose killed by hunters is under counted or there is
illegal take, this information must be part of the discussion rather than just blaming the problem on
predators.
ADF &G has already taken steps to correct the problem with taking too many bulls by limiting the
ADF&G
take this year. This is an appropriate and fiscally responsible step to take in improving the
bull:cow ratio and increasing the population.
Unit 15C is used by a diversity of recreation groups and also has a lot ofremote cabins. Safety is a
concern in parts of the Unit. It is also likely that wolves would be shot from the air and then not be
able to be retrieved due to unlandable terrain. The wolf pelt would then be wasted, which should
not be lawful given that this is a valuable animal. Wolves are considered valuable fur bearing
animals and are supposed to be managed sustainably. Killing most of the local population in an
aerial hunt is not a sustained yield methodology.

This divisive and controversial plan might have a detrimental effect on Kenai Peninsula tourism,
ofAlaska.
Alaska. The Kenai Peninsula depends on tourism for a
particularly on visitors from outside of
good deal of its economic productivity. We do not need a black eye over unjustified and
-----~cmo~n"'tr.,o~vme~rsmi~alaffiatki:mng
-----~cmo~n"'trwo~vme~rs"'i~al
aeriaJ-ktUing of wolves.
There is no emergency to kill wolves in GMU 15C.
l5C. ADF&G let too many moose be taken and has
no real estimate of how many moose are poached. Despite this, the moose in this Unit are doing
rather well and the temporary restrictions were appropriate for the problem.
Instead of spending a lot of money on an unnecessary and controversial wolf control program, put
the money into the local GMU budgets so the biologists can do more field work and actually get
the needed information to manage wildlife scientifically. Put more money into Fish and Wildlife
Protection so we can stop the illegal take. These measures would make far more sense than aerial
wolf hunting.
Please, do not adopt Proposal 36.
Sincerely, ,
J.
f..h.",-, ~~
Nina Faust
Page 2 of 2
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RE CEIV:::::
IV:=::-:
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

OCT 25 2011
BOARDS

I have been in Alaska since 1975 and this issue is still hanging around. I was disgusted then
and I am stilI disgusted today that you are still trying to take nature into you own hands
and declare that by slaughtering wolves, this will solve the "problem" of a declining moose
population. Surely you are not heeding the facts that:

Bulls have been over harvested in 15C. As a result, the Board had to temporarily reduce
harvest of bulls. During the March meeting, the Board and state biologists recognized that
this closure was only temporary.

The biological evidence presented by ADF&G at the March meeting demonstrated that
predation was not the cause of moose population concerns on the Peninsula.
If wolf predation is not the problem, it makes no sense to kill wolves.
Why are you doing this? From the other side of the coin your intentions may seem good
but in practicality, you are slaughtering wolves. Who in their right mind can find anything
right about that?
I assume everyone on your board would be able to load a gun and go right up to a wolf and
shoot it in the head. Right? If you can't do that then you are a hypocrite and should move
on.

Please ask yourself this; Would I be able to shoot an unsuspecting wolf in the head,
-hQP6fuUy-kiUi-ng -it-insta.ntly
--hgpefu1!y-kiUi.ng
instantly,-el'
IJF-God-fel'bid
God-fIJFbid-enlyinjure
anlyinjlire -it
It--and make -it suffer-u-ntil
until- -ouean
auean
----'tInisn"the
joS'. you can a0 t at t en go or it. I you can't, you're doing the wrong thing.
-----finisn"'the Job"'.

Jerry live
PO Box 2363
Seward, Alaska 99664
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William Regan
Po Box 208
Naknek Ak 99633
October 27, 2011

Board of Game comments
Alaska Dept.
Fish and Game Board support section
Dept of
ofFish
Po Box 115526
9981 1·5526 fax # 907-465-6094
Jlmeau Ak 99811·5526

As the Co -Chair for the Naknek Fish and Game advisory committee, J am writing this in
favor ofimplementing the Intensive management plan in unit 9. We have for years
ycars been
OUT predation problems worked on.
working to get our
on, we would like to have this
moosc. We have
implemented as soon as possible for the caribou #s are down us well as moose.
not been able to hunt the Alaska Peninsula hero
herd in over 10 years and now the Mulehatna
communities would like to see
herd is moving in others directions. The people of our
oW" eommunities
rebu.i1d. We need to act to bring our
Wolf and bear numbers down so the herds can rebuild.
caribou baek
back from the brink that they are at.
earibou

William Regan
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811·5526
October 27, 2011
To the Board of Game,
I am adamantly against adopting proposals 35 and 36 on the Kenai Peninsula for a
number ofreasons as stated below.
I) As stated by ADF&G and many other biologists, the decline in moose numbers in
areas 15A and 15C is not a predation problem but rather a habitat problem. For this
reason alone, proposals 35 and 36 do not address the problem of declining habitat and
cannot be Sl!llwrted.
supported. Degradation of habitat has far reaching effects. Not only does it
affect the game in which the Board sccms to be concerned about
about,, but it affects the
biological diversity that is integral in maintaining a balanced and healthy spectrum of
wildlife from fish, waterfowl, other bird populations, caribou, beaver, fox, and other land
animals
animals.. Once the vegetative habitat that supports a spectrum of wildlife (including
moose) is degraded, the long term affects take much longer to recover than any single
predator population. The effects could take decades rather than the short time it would
take for the wolf population to come back. Degradation of the habitat due what is
occurring now (development, lack of fires, loss of spruce trees with the resulting
succession of blue joint grass, overbrowse from moose, etc.) is well on its way to creating
a much larger and longer term problem.
It
11 is obvious in the State established Critical Habitat Area north of the Homer Airport and
along the Anchor River, that the overbrowsed vegetation no longer provides the needed
browse it once did, and unless something is done to mitigate that, it will be lost for
decades due to the succession of the Calamagrostis Canadensis grass. With increased
recreational snow machine use crisscrossing these areas all winter long, the 'habitat' is
just about in name only. There is no regenerating moose browse to speak of in the
southern peninsula habitat due to continual overbrowse.
overbrowse. The carrying capacity has been
reached and without a concerted effort in doing something about it, it is in danger of not
coming back, resulting in a permanent decline in the moose population.
Streams in the southern peninsula show rising water temperatures, affecting the health of
fish habitat. Studies in Yellowstone and in Zion show that overbrowsed vegetation in
riparian corridors contribute to decreased shade in these areas, thus affecting water
temperatures and resulting fish populations. ADF&G is responsible for maintaining game
!Wi
.'
!II1t fish habitat.
Decreased rates in moose twinning births is another warning that nutritionlhabitat is
compromised. It has nothin!; to do with a 'predator problem'. Considering the state of
the current degraded habitat, it makes more sense to cull moose to bring their numbers
mOre
more in line with available habitat, not what the BOG is proposing, which will only
ensure more moose starvation and long term habitat decline.
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2) The science based studies in progress right now have not been completed so it is
premature to act on a predator control program with out having accurate information
infonnation
from which to act on. It is simply irresponsible, fiscally and biologically, to act this
prematurely.
3) Increased off road motorized vehicle use presents another factor in stressing moose an
already stressful time during the winter months, which adds another factor to winter
mortality..
mortality
4) High numbers of year round vehicular/moose collisions do not seem to have been
numbers.
factored into the equation of declining nwnbers.
5) Managing public lands for one species is short sighted, irresponsible and reckless.
Managing public lands as a ranch for a single species of game, without consideration for
survive,, will only result in more winter
the very habitat this single species needs to survive
starvation and reflects an even greater degree of irresponsibility and recklessness on the
State's behalf.
6) These plans were not released in a timely manner and proposed to be discussed in
Barrow, greatly narrowing the affected public's ability to participate.
7) The logistics of carrying out proposals 35 and 36 are frightening to think about in that
untrained private individuals shooting from their private fixed wing planes are not going
to endanger the public using public State lands recreationally or otherwise. It is a scenario
hard to fathom and shows a lack of responsibility or respect towards other rightful users
of these public lands. Having agents of the State flying around in, and shooting from,
helicopters during the same daylight hours that the public will be recreating in these same
areas is disturbing to say the very least.
And lastly but Dlllleast,
wleast,
7) Area 15A is mostly Federal land
land,, which then makes one question the real motivation of
proposing a 'predation management plan' where the State does not have authority . It
leads to the suspicion that the State only wants to do battle with tbe
the USF&WS. This has
fiscal ramifications the public needs to understand.
understand . Costly lawsuits and wasted staff time
are only the most obvious expenditures the State will incur. In tbese
these difficult economic
times, this is an especially irresponsible and costly side sbow
show to take on when we have
far greater needs in this State than to fight the Federal government in pursuing a very
flawed policy to begin with. Fast tracking these proposals, out of cycle, before the
ADF&G has completed its studies, and discussing the proposals in Barrow, far away
hlOks like a
from the affected geographic areas is disingenuous and damaging. This looks
political agenda, not II.a biological one. It is fiscal a black hole and
.nd extremely
irresponsible.

RikaMouw
Homer, Alaska
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TO THE ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
Arctic and Western Regions
Novemberll-14,2011
November 11-14,2011 meeting
PROPOSALIO-OPPOSE
PROPOSAL 10 - OPPOSE
I oppose
opPOse this proposal. Killing moose at a salt lick in Unit 18 is akin to the use of bait in the take.of
take of a

prey species and should not be allowed.
PROPOSAL12-0PPOSE
PROPOSAL 12 - OPPOSE
I oppose this proposal.
proposal. Allowing moose to be shot from a boat under power should not be allowed. The
justification for PROPOSAL 10 contmdicts
contradicts the justification for PROPOSAL 12. PROP 10 justifica.tion
sh.ould be allowed to
t.o attract moose i.n
i.n Unit 18 in .order
order to save hunters money
m.oney on
states a salt lick should
gasoline, tben
then the same author wants to be allowed to use a boat under power - using gasoline - to shoot
moose.

PROPOSAL 11. - OPPOSE
I oppose this proposal. The use of
ofe1ectroni.
elel.."1ronicc calls in Unit 18 to attract moose should not be allowed.
allowe<i
The author states relaxing methods and
Mid means makes sense "when the floodgates for season are

opened". Relaxed moose season timeframes and moose bag limits in Unit 18 are hardly justification fur
an anything goes policy.
PROPOSAL 35 - OPPOSE
[oppose this proposal. Aerial. wolf contTol
c.ontrol on the Kenai Peninsula
Peninsul.a makes absolutely no sense.
sense. ADF&G
has
bas stated predation is not the reason for low moose numbers.
numbers. Rather, poor habitat quality has been
cited for fewer moose in Unit 15A

PROPOSAL36-0PPOSE
,

I optiose this proposal. Aerial wolf control
contTol on the Kenai Peninsula makes absolutely no sense.
ADP&G's own data shows moose numbers are not declining. Rather, there is a low bull moose to cow
moose ratio. Seems like ADF&G should be looking at better management
maoagement of
ofhunti.
hunting
ng bull moose.
moose.
I have lived in Alaska for 33 years and have seen a steady erosion of sound wildlife management
policies. These proposals underscore that decline.

Thank
Thaok you for your consideration.
consideration.
Marilyn Houser
2411 Ingra Street
Anchorage, AK 99508
Anchorage.
101281201 .1
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RECEIVED
Lisa Climo
34268 Nugget St
Anchor Point, AK 99556

Board of Game Comments
Alaska Dept ofFish and Game
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

OCT 24 20n
20tJ
BOARDS

October 18, 2011

members::
To Alaska Board of Game members
I am writing in regards to proposal numbers 35 and 36 which would allow aerial wolf
control in Units 15A and 15C. I see no biological justification for aerial wolf control in
either game management unit. In Unit 15A, research has shown that poor habitat quality
is affecting the nutritional status of cow moose and consequently calf production.
Management in that Unit should focus on improving habitat quality through the use of
controlled burns rather than on predator control within the small area outside of the Kenai
Wildlife Refuge where aerial hunting isn't prohibited. In area 15C,
15C, it is my
understanding that stricter moose hunting regulations have already been effective in
meeting the management objectives for moose population and harvest numbers.
Furthermore
Furthermore,, wolf population size and distribution in Unit 15C is not well known, which
argues
argue~ against the wisdom of aerial hunting of these animals. Aerial wolf control in
either of these management units is unnecessar
unnecessary,
y, ill-advised, and would almost certainly
moose
objectives.
be ineffective in achieving or sustaining moo
se population objecti
ves. I urge you to
reject proposals 35 and 36.
Sincerely,

Lisa Climo
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October 28, 2011

Attn : Board of Game Comments
Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game
Board Support Section
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK

Dear Board of Game Members:

36. As a
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Proposals 35 and 36.
resident of the Kenai Peninsula,
Peninsula, I am writing to ask you to OPPOSE Proposals
35 and 36.

Proposal 35 - Oppose
Oppoe8 for the following re.aona:
reaeone:
Propos.I
1. GMU 15A has a habitat problem,
problem, NOT a predator problem.
problem. The targeting
wolves Is arbitrary, unscientific, unwarranted and will not result in higher
moose populations.
populations.

2. The 1M plan was only recently published for public review and didn't allow
adequate time for review and public comments.
comments.
3. The location of the meeting in Barrow disenfranchises many If
if not all of
the residents
reaidents from attending and testifying at the meeting where this mater
will
wtll be declded.
Propoul 38 - Oppoae for the following rea80n8:
re.eona:
Propou'

1. The moose population In 15C remains within Intensive Management (1M)
objective.
2. Our local Advisory Committee (AC) recently voted "9 to 1" AGAINST this
proposal.

BOG Comments
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Page 2 - Oppose Proposal 36 comments continued:
continued:
3. The low bull/cow ratio is a result of overhuntlng of young bulls which is
negatively impacting population productivity, not predation by wolves.
wolves.

4. The 1M plan was only recently published for public review and didn't allow
adequate time for review and public comments .

5. The location of the meeting In
in Barrow disenfranchises many if not all of
the residents from attending and testifying at the meeting where this mater
will be decided.
practical. The
6. Aerial predator control on the Kenai Peninsula is simply not practical.
forested terrain makes tracking and shooting the wolves difficult. Landing
a plane, in order to salvage a carcass or dispatch a wounded animal, Is
is
problematic and dangerous .

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
Sincerely,
Dave Bachrach
P.O. Box 2828
Homer, Alaska 99603

BOG Comments
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Fr
om:: Robert Schlesin
Schlesinger
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Fa x: (503) 828·
828·9837
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To : +19074656094
To
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October 28, 2011
AnN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK, 99811-5526

I am STRONGLY OPPOSED to BOG proposals 35 and 36 for aerial wolf control on the
Kenai, in Game units 15A and 15C.
This is a densely populated area used heavily for recreation.
inappropriate, unwarranted, and dangerous.

This kind of action is

There is no scientifically valid reason to expect that this will increase the moose
population. These proposals are absurd.

Please defeat these proposals
proposals..

Thank you.

Robert Schlesinger
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LAW OFFICE OF KNEELAND TAYLOR, P.C.
425 "G"
"G n Street, Suite 610
Anchorage, AK 99501
907-276-6219 telephone
<)07-258-732<) FAX
e-mail: kneelamlt@alaska.cum
knee1andt@alaska.com

October 28, 2011
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department ofFish and Game
Board Support Section
P. O . Box 115526
Juneau, AK
AK. 99811-5526
FAX 907-465-6094

Re: Proposals 35 &
& 36: Oppose: Predator control Kenai Peninsula

To the Members of the Board of Game:
I oppose proposals 35 & 36 which provide for predator control on the Kenai
Peninsula.
I find particularly objectionable:
1.
I.
The proposals apparently provide tor control by persons not
employed by the ADF&G. If predator control is to be conducted, ADP&G
ADr&G
employees, preferahly hiologists, should do the killing.
2.

There is no emergency threatening moose or other wildlife, or people.
Very truly yours,

~TiI

Kneeland Taylor
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October in preparation and the Board will be considering the Proposal sometime
during the November II_14th meeting and none of the other conditions of AS
44.62. 190(a)(1
190(a)(I )&(2) have, apparently , been complied with, the Board is
prohibited from making any decision on the Proposal at the November Board
meeting. In addition, in the Alaska Department ofFish and Game's (ADF&G')
rush to complete the Proposal, the proposal has been insufficiently developed and
was not even included in the ADF&G's November proposal book. This prevented
the BOG, Advisory Committees and the general public from being able to review
the Proposal in a sufficient amount of time and has contributed to a substantial
amount of confusion relating to understanding the scientific basis for the
ProposaL The BOG has, further, prevented me and other interested members of
the public from participating in the November meeting by holding the discussion
and decision on the Proposal in Barrow far from the communities that will be
affected.
directly affected.
The failure of the BOG to acknowledge the need for public participation in
such a controversial proposal is detrimental to the public process and a violation
of state law. I,\, therefore, request, at the very least, that consideration of the
Proposals be moved to the January meeting in Anchorage in order to allow for my
participation and that of individuals who will be directly impacted by the
Proposals.
Wolf control is not biologically warranted, appropriate, or feasible in
II.
Units 15A or 15C.
Rather than wolf predation, biologists recognize that habitat is limiting moose population
popUlation
growth in both15A. The Proposal, itself, states "declining habitat quality is the main
limiting factor affecting low moose densities in Unit 15(A) ; there has not been a fire of
significant size in the unit for over 40 years ." Further, ADF&G recognized that the
current moose population objectives for 15A were too high as illustrated by a proposal
recommending the moose population objectives be lowered was submitted by ADF&G
for the March BOG meeting. Despite extensive biological evidence that such a reduction
was necessary, the BOG rejected the proposed reduction in objectives. Due to the widely
recognized habitat limitations in 15A, ADF&G also stated that "if predator densities were
reduced to increase moose numbers without concomitant wide-spread improvements to
the habitat any increases to moose survival would further increase the nutritional stress of
the moose popUlation thereby reducing productivity. "
That habitat, rather than predation, however, is limiting moose popUlation growth
in 15A is illustrated by ADF&G , itself, which provides, in the Proposal that habitat is
limiting the population as illustrated by data presenting poor nutritional condition.
Further, the original habitat plan for this program states that bull: cow ratios have been
stable since the 1990's (see proposal 174). Reducing calf mortality through control of
wolves , in the hopes of improving the bull: cow ratio when neither low bull: cow ratios,
nor excessive calf predation, have been identified as limiting factors is scientifically
unfounded.
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Similarly, as in the case of
l5A, implementing aerial wolf control in Unit 15C is not
reason,, ADF&G recommended "Do Not
supported by current biological conditions. For this reason
Adopt" for March meeting proposals 172 and 173 which called for aerial taking of wolves in
all of Unit 15 under intensive management. The agency'
agency'ss rationale was that "Unit 15C is
currently within intensive management objectives for both population size and harvest."
Not only is there insufficient scientific basis for
fOr the Proposal, but there is a
substantial question as to whether it will even work at all. The Proposal, itself, provides
that "reducing predation will allow for possible reallocation of moose from predators to
harvest
... " Similarly
Similarly,, the only thing that remotely resembles a scientific bases for the
harvest...
Proposal is "the potential effectiveness of aerial wolf control." This means that the
Proposal is not even remotely based in science and is almost entirely based in politics.
The Proposal is further flawed by it's complete failure to study the impacts of
reducing wolf numbers on the wolf popUlation
population itself. This is particularly true since the
Proposal will be largely ineffective in increasing moose populations until habitat
conditions improve and will have to be repeated in future years to have any measurable
impact on such populations at all, let alone to reach the BOG's objectives.
Finally, the Proposal fails to address the likely further decline of habitat necessary
l5A and 15C.
to produce healthy moose populations if wolf populations are reduced in 15A
This is based on numerous studies illustrating that wolves are key species in the health of
ecosystems and, therefore, populations of moose and other ungulates. Wolves are a
keystone predator, and as such, is an integral component of healthy functioning
ecosystems. The admission on the one hand of the ADF&G, itself, that habitat is the
major factor that is limiting moose populations but, completely, failing to even mention
l5A and lSC
ISC as a means of addressing
maintaining the healthy numbers of wolves in 15A
other,, illustrates the complete lack of sound science upon
such habitat issues on the other
which the Proposal is based.
Conclusion

The fact that the ADF&G
ADF&G,, itself, expressly admits that habitat degradation due to
lack of fire and other factors, is the primary cause of Moose populations that are not
meeting the BOG'
BOG ' s arbitrary levels offor Moose popUlation
population objectives and ADF&G's
statement that controlling wolves has a mere "possibility" of increasing moose
populations, illustrates that the Proposal is highly unlikely to meet BOG objectives.
Further, the fact that it will likely require multiple control applications which will result
in the removal of a keystone species that is necessary to improve moose habitat
conditions, means that the Proposal will, actually, negatively impact both mOose and wolf
tcom. This proposal is best illustrated by the words of one
populations over the long term.
ADF&G representative at the Homer
Horner Advisory Committee meeting who said, "the BOG
directed ADG&G to increase moose populations as quickly as possible
possible"" which illustrates
that this proposal has nothing to do with science and everything to do with politics.
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Please contact me if you have any questions regarding these comments .

cc:

Commissioner ofFish and Game
Mead Treadwell, Lieutenant Governor of Alaska
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United States Department of the
the'"Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Alnsko Region
240 West 5'h Avenue, Room 114
Anchoroge, Aillskn 99501
IN REI'I. V REF
REFE
ER TO
TO::

L30 (AKRO-SUB)
October 27,2011
Mr. Cliff Judkins, Chairman
Alaska Board of Game
Board Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526
Dear Chairman Judkins:
The National Park Service (NPS) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Arctic &
Western Regions' proposals being considered by the Alaska Board of Game (BOG) at the
meeting on November 11-14,2011, in Barrow. There are 19 proposals, 7 of which we
are commenting upon that affect NPS areas in these regions. We !lPpreciate
~ppreciate your
consideration of our comments.
As you have heard from the NPS in the past, our mission and mandates differ from the
State of Alaska and other Federal agencies, and may require different management
approaches consistent with NPS enabling legislation and the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). We recognize and support the State's fundamental
role in wildlife management while at the same time we must assure that the laws and
regulations of the National Park Service are upheld.
Our specific comments follow:
Proposals #22. 28 & 31 Support (Affects GMU 22C, 22D, 23, & 26A)

These proposals reauthorize antlerless moose seasons. We support continued
reauthorization of antlerless moose seasons where moose populations are healthy.
healthy.
."Pi'oposal #22 affects NPS lands in Unit 22D within Bering Land Bridge National
Preserve. Proposal #28 affects NPS lands in Unit 23 within Bering Land Bridge, Noatak
and Gates of the Arctic National Preserves. Proposal #31 affects NPS lands in Unit 26A
within Gates of the Arctic National Preserve.
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23 &
Proposal #23 Oppose (Affects GMU 22,
22,23
& Moose hunts in GMU 12,21 & 24)

or Game
The Board or
Gamc has asked the Department of Fish and Game to review the
discretionary authority requiring the nullification or
of trophy value of animals taken under
a Stale
State subsistence permit. The proposed changes affect NPS lands in Bering Land
Bridge, Gales or the Arctic and Noatak National Preserves.
Our comments fall
ralI inlo three
thrce areas as outlined below: I) public process and input, 2)
potential biological and management consequences, and 3) impacts to the Department's
ability to best manage these hunts.
1. While the regulation (5 AAC 92.052) has ~tatewide scope, its direct effects are on
specific hunts, species, and areas. NPS believes that the appropriate place to
address these questions is within the Board Cycle. This allows for better public
notice and provides a better opportunity for the Board to hear from a broader
range of users within the affected region.
2. Under circumstances that involve a high statewide demand animal or pose special
management concerns,
concems, trophy nullification is among the most effective ways to
jf a hunter is truly harvesting for subsistence. Trophy nullification
distinguish if
ensures that the subsistence character of the hunt is maintained and the
. subsistence opportunity is protected.
The Seward Peninsula Tier I registration muskox hunt is one such case.
case. The
muskox population is cun'eutly
cun·ently exhibiting trends of concern in some hunt areas
including declines in mature bull-to-cow ratios, recruitment, and a decline in
overall average annual population growth. Removal of the .ttrophy
rophy nullification
requirement may increase hunter demand and success. This may result in a trend
aIJowable harvest levels and shortened seasons. The 201 0-2011
of decreasing alJowable
hunt year for muskoxen in GMU 23 Southwest (the BucldandlDeering area) needs
to be carefully considered. Compared to the previous year (2009-2010), the
allowable harvest was reduced by 50% and the effective subsistence season was
shortened by emergency order closlrre
closure from 7.5 months to 12 days when the
allowable harvest was reached. Additionally this may increase the incentive to
remove some of the most valuable genetic investment (i.e.
(Le. the largest bulls) to the
herd.
3. The NPS would prefer to see trophy nullification retained as a discretionary
management tool for the Seward Peninsula muskox hunt. The NPS also advises
the Board
Boa.rd not adopt regulations restricting subsistence hunters to cows and
immature bulls as it appears contrary to subsistence practices and may result in
adverse biological
bi.ological impacts to the age and sex structure of the population. As an
alternative, the NPS would prefer to retain a flexible cooperative management
strategy with the State focused around conservative harvest rates, discretionary
authorities and permits conditions, and increased monitoring of the composition
of the muskox population.
population. We believe such a strategy would have the best chance
of continuing to provide opportunity to the widest range of users while providing
2
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for subsistence needs. We would also note that the NPS has been supportive of
the CUlTcnt
current rcgulatory
regulatory framework that allowed a drawing hunt to be established in
GMU 22E based on the proportion of the mature bulls in the population
population.. The
difference between the exiting framework and Proposal # 23 is that the existing
framework does not prohibit subsistence users from harvesting mature bulls.
Finally, given the often complex issues and situations surrounding some of these
h!Jnts where subsistence hunting is a factor, trophy nullification at the discretion
h,.mts
of the Department remains one of the more flexible tools available to the
Department. NPS believes Department staff in cooperation with Federal agencies
is in the best position to determine whether or not to apply it as a management
tool.

Proposal #26 Oppose (Affects GMU 22)
The proposed year round open season potentially could be detrimental to brown bear
populations on NPS managed lands in Bering Land Bridge National Preserve. Given the
substantial increase in the harvest since 1998, and lack of
ofmeasurable
measurable harvest objectives,
population abundance information, and meaningful indices to measure harvest effect,
establishing a year round open season has the potential to create a conservation concern.
Should the Board adopt this proposal, we urge the Board to exclude NPS lands in 22B, D
and E, and that the season remains August 1 - May 31.

Proposal #27 Support (Affects GMU 22)
This proposal adds 22 days to the GMU 22 ptarmigan season by starting the season on
August 10 rather than the existing September 1 date. Affected NPS lands are in the
Bering Land Bridge National Preserve. The proposed regulatory change aligns the State
and Federal seasons. There are no expected conservation concerns
concerns..

Proposal #33 Oppose (Affects GMU 26)
This proposal increases the lengths of the resident and nonresident wolverine seasons by
31 days, establishing an August 1 - March 31 season. The current State and Federal
hunting seasons are aligned; this proposal will take the seasons out of alignment and
create regulatory confusion. It also may increase harvest in an area where little
information is available. If the State season is extended we suggest consideration of
monitoring the sex of animals harvested and keeping female harvest <30% as a
conservation measure. More population density information and harvest data are needed
to ensure healthy population thresholds in Gates of the Arctic and Noatak National
Preserves. Should the Board adopt this proposal, we request the Board to exclude NPS
lands in GMU 26.
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide you with comments on these important
regulatory matters and look forward to working with you on these issues. Should you or
your staff have any questions please contact Debora Cooper at (907) 644-3505 or Dave
Mills at (907) 644-3508.
3
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Sincerely,

~(~
~!~
ASSOci~giOnal

Director for Resources and Subsistence

cc:
Cora Campbell, Commissioner, ADF&G
Corey Rossi, Director, Wildlife Conservation, ADF&G
Kristy Tibbles, ADF&G
Pat Pourchot, Special Assistant to the Secretary for Alaska
Geoff Haskett, Regional Director, FWS
Chuck Ardizzone, FWS
Joel Hard, Superintendent, Lake Clark NP&P
Ralph Moore, Superintendent, Katmai NP&P
Paul Anderson, Superintendent, Denali NP&P
Rick Obernesser, Superintendent, Wrangell-St. Elias NP&P
Frank Hays, Superintendent, WEAR
Jeanette Pomrenke, Superintendent, BELA
Greg Dudgeon, Superintendent, Yukon-Charley Rivers NPres/Gates of the Arctic NP&P
Susan Boudreau, Superintendent, Glacier Bay NP&P
Debora Cooper, Associate Regional Director
Dave Mills, Subsistence Team Leader
Sandy Rabinowitch, Subsistence Manager
Chris Pergiel, Chief Law Enforcement Officer, NPS-Alaska Region
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FROM:
Gerald R. Brookman
716 MUir Avenue
Ken.a.1, .Alaska.
,Alaska. 99611-8816
Kena.t,
km an@a.1a.ska. net)
(e-xna.U: broo
brookma.n@alaska.net)
(e-:ma.U:
TO:
Alaska. Board of Game
.Alaska.
BY FAX: (907) 466-6094

SUBJECT:
SUB.JECT:

Proposals 36 and 36 to be considered at BOG Meeting in Barrow, November
2011

conoel'llillg Proposals 36 and 36, to authorize
I am writiIlg conoernmg
a.uthorize a.eria.l
a.er1al huntiIlg
of wolves in Game Management Units l5A and 16C.
l6C.
To take aotion
a.otion on this ma.tter a.t a. meeting in Barrow, far rem.oved from
a.ffected area., is wrong and makes no sense. The matter needs full
the dected
conslderation
a.ffected by the propoSal,
propoS&!, those living
collS1derat1on by persons directly &ffected
l1viDg on the
Kenai PeniDBula.
Peninsula. Therefore, you should postpone t.aking
taking any action on the
proposal at least untU
proposaJ
untO the January BOG meet1ng in Anchorage.
I am a 64-yea.r
64-yea.:r res1dent
resident of
ofAlaska.,
Alaska., and a. 33 year resident
res1dent of Kena.!.
Kena.1. I have
successfully hunted moose on the Kenai Peninsula
PeniDBula and I feel strongly that a.er1a.l
a.er1aJ.
wolf hunttng
huntJ.ng 1s not aa. propel'
proper management
ma.nagement tool for these anImals.
anImals .
Sincerely,
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October 28, 2011
Alaska Board of Game
c/o Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Board Support Section
P. O. Box 25526
Juneau, AK. 99802
RE:

iECif1JED
~h.v
~-OCT 282011

~

Comments for the 2011 Arctic / Northwest Region Board of Game
NPCA Comment.
Meeting

Chairman Judkins and board,
The Science Now Project appreciates the opportunity to comment on the following
proposals:
1. Proposal35A - Opposing the IM Plan for GMU 15A
2. Propo
Propossal 36A
3GA - Opposing the IM Plan for GMU 15C

The proposed predat
predator based intensive management plans for GMU 15 are
a.re not based on
recognized scientific principles.
The ADF&G did not request a predator based intensive management plan in GMU
fot the {onowing
fonowing reason8:
reasons:
15 for
1. Predator based intensive management will not be effective. Habitat enhancement based
intensive management will be.
The USFW has a management
mana~ent mandate to maintain a "natural" ecological process in the
refuge. We have a strong position in working with the USFWS to enhance habitat by
promoting multiple.
multiple, small scale.
scale, controlled burns in both subunits.
The Board of Game does not have the privilege under the intensive management law of
adopting an intensive management plan that simply will not work.
2 . The state has not published a feasibility determinarion
determination for either intensive management plan.
Approving of the plan prior to the publishing of a feasibility findings and allowing the public
to comment on the findings.
findings, preferably at s regularly scheduled south central Board of
meeting, is putting
Game meeting.
putring the cart before the horse
horse..
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botb
3 . Habitat quality is the overwheiming
overwhelming issue contributing to low moose densities in both
subunits.
The residents of Alaska have made a policy decision based on social preference to restrict
natural fue regimes on the Kenai Peninsula, the very component that produced the high
quality habitat, and high density moose numbers, of the past. There is nothing wrong with
that decision, bur,
but, the hunting community can't have their cake and eat it too so to speak.
Nor does the consumptive community have the right to artificially reduce predators to an
extremely low density at the expense of all other user groups that consider healthy predator
priority on the Kenai. As well, it is inappropriate for the Board to ignore
populations a high ptiority
the science and approve of a predator reduction plan.
finding a solution to the "no hum"
We should focus on fUlding
burn" policy of the USFWS and the state
of Alaska
scalc, at the right time of year, will not only be far
Alaska.. Controlled bums on a small scale,
more effective at achieving the goal of higher moose densities, it will also
alllO allow the
ecosystem as a whole to maintain its natural population densities and diversity, which is
essential for the long tenn health of the landscape as a whole.
4. Twinning rates indicate hahitat
habitat is the limiting factor on moose densities.
a . 15A -16% twinning rate;
b. 15C - 30%
30% twinning rate
There simply is not the food available to feed more moose. The carrying capacity of the
environment is at the upper
lIpper threshold. Exceeding that limit is widely considered a very ill
advised managemen
managementt decision
decision..
Currendy,
Currently, the ADF&G lack:
a.

Current moose calf mortality data indicating wolves are responsible for low moose
densities;
b . Current habitat analysis with a carrying capacity estimate fo
forr moose and caribou
based on direct habitat srudy.
study.

cap acity of the
tbe environment
5. Artificially increasing the moose density beyond the carrying capa
5.
nf a substantial population decline due to severe winter
would significantly increase the risk of
conditions, such as high snow depth.
a.

15C - preliminary state habitat analysis in this area suggests that the region is shifting
hahitat (willow) CO
from high quality m o ose habitat
to lower quality
qllality habitat (grasslands). This
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may be driven by climate change, but clearly indicates that habitat quality, not
facror limiting moose density.
predation, is the driving factor
b. 15C - a recent large wildfire in this region is poised to "release" and potentially
produce higher quality moose forage. The benefits of this fire have yet to be realized.
cutrent calf mortality clata
data (1983) indicates wolves are responsible for only 6% of
6. The most cunent
first year moose calf mortality.

a.

7.

15A - State lands available for aerial wolf harvest is only 100 mi'. This
Tbis limited area
will not result in any appreciable wolf harvest number a0 [r increase moose calf survival
at any appreciable level.

The hoard
board has recendy adopted extremely liberal hunting and trapping regulacion for
regulacion amendments have yet be realized.
predators on the Kenai. The impact of those regulation

The Science Now Project looks forward to workiog
working cooperatively with the regional AC's,
Board of Game, Federal Subsistence Board, federal RAC's, and the Citizen Advisory Council on
Federal
Fedecal Areas to address the limitations to increasing the number of controlled burns
bums and
mechanical habitat enhancement projects in GMU 15.
Lets focus on what will work instead putting our heads in the sand and ignoring basic
science. Predator based intensive management simply will not reach our goal of high moose
mOose
deosities in GMU 15, indeed, artiflcially
artificially increasing the moose beyond the carrying capacity of the
densities
environment may result in a catastrophic moose reduction in the future .
Habitat enhancement is our only option on the Kenai.
Wade Willis
Science N ow Project
s cicnce.nowproject@gtnail.com
ci cnce.nowptojee t@~'naiJ. com.

907-223-0218

--
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
To Whom It May Concern,
strong opposition to proposals 35 and 36 which would
I am writing to express my stroDg
allow for aerial wolf controlling Game Management Units 15A and 15C.
It is my understanding that the Alaska Department ofFish and Game presented firm
evidence to BOG that wolves were not the cause of declining moose populations on the
Kenai; therefore there is no reason to kill any wolves residing there.
Other factors,
factors, such as poor habitat and overharvesting by hunters, are the cause and these
causes should be addressed without harming the wolves.

In addition, it is.totally
i~ . totally inappropriate to even think of allowing aerial hunting in an area
that is so heavily used for recreation purposes. I am also strongly opposed to any private
citizen with a permit being allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft. This is terribly
dangerous to the person, who is not properly trained, and terribly cruel to the wolf who
will most likely die a slow and agonizing death.
I also wonder why it is so difficult for the public to provide input on these proposals. The
public should have been made aware of these proposals immediately after the March
2011 meetings. Also, to allow more public participation, the BOG should postpone action
on
OD these proposals until the January meeting in Anchorage.
Anchorage. It is unfair to conduct the
meetings in Barrow instead of Anchorage, where those directly affected would have fair
access to participate and have there opinions heard.
I strongly urge you to defeat Proposals 35 and 36. Thank you.
Loretta Stadler
307 Freemans Lane
Franklin Lakes, NJ 07417
Lmstadler1@aol.com
Lmstadler
I @aol.com

PC47
1 of 1

FROM:ALASKA NPCA
OCT-28-2011 0 2:35P FROM:ALASKA
NPCA

9072776723

TO: 19074656094

P.l

National Parks Conservation Association~
Association '
Protecting Our National Parlis
Parks for
Future Generations"
Protacting
for FullIre

Ala.,krr
Avenllc . Sui«
Sui," 205. Anchorage,
Anchorage. AK
AI( 99501
Al
a.,ka Regional
Regional Office. 750 W. 2nd Avenue.
9950J
907.277 .672.1.
www.llpca.org
.6723 . www.llpca.ol'g
(907}
277.6722 . I'AX 907.277
(907),277.6722

October 28, 2011
20 II

Cliff Judkins
Chair, Alaska Board of Game
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Board Support Section
'
P. O. Box 25526
Juneau, AK.
AK. 99802
I

& Oppose Proposal 34 - 2011 Arctic / NW Region BOG Meeting
RE: Support Proposal 30 &
Dear Chairman Judkins,
The National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) is America's only private nonprofit advocacy
organization dedicated solely to protecting, preserving, and enhancing the U.S.
U.S. National Park
generations. Founded in 1919, NPCA has more than 340,000
System for present and futJre generations.
members of which about 1,pOO reside in Alaska.
Our concern for the impact$
impact$ of state wildlife management strategies and regulations on lands and
wildlife managed by the national park service causes us to offer comments on two proposals.
,

I. Proposal 30: Suppor
Support tor the Board of Game (BoG) establishing a maximum brown bear
harvest objective fqr Noatak National Preserve, with special attention to the upper Noatak
river drainage.
:'
2.
2. Proposal 34: Opposing the reauthorization of resident brown bear tag fees exemptions on
lands managed by (he
the NPS.
con~erned about the long telm
te1m trend of increasing brown bear harvest
NPCA continues to be con~erned
opportunities for the sole pllrpose of manipulating moose populations within the Noatak National
Preserve. This has been dqne by multiple incremental liberalizations of brown bear harvest
yl the Board of Game since the early 1990's that include lengthening the
opportunity in GMU 23 by;
increasing the number of bears harvested on an annual basis. Evidence of this
thi s is
hunting season and increaSing
Grone's (ADF&G) 2009 Brown Bear Management
found in the Alaska Department of Fish and Game's
Report:
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"Since the early 1990's,
1990'~. brown bear hunting regulations have been incrementally
liberalized in Unit 23 to
~o increase hunting opportunity and reduce predation on moose"

P.2

1I

This incremental increase in brown bear harvest for the sole purpose of manipulating moose
contlict$ with federal management mandates for the National Park Service
populations directly cont1ict$
(NPS).
[NPS] does not engage in activities to reduce the numbers of native
"The Service [NPS)
species for the purpose of increasing the numbers of harvested species (i.e., predator
thtl Service permit others to do so on lands managed by the
control), nor does the
National Park Service." 2

Simply put, NPS Management Policies do not allow the Board of Game to implement a brown bear
reduction program that negatively influences natural population dynamics within the Noatak
National Preserve based solely on the assumption that in doing so it will result in an increase in the
consumptive take of moose .
In addition to being simply contrary and conflicting
con.flicting with NPS management policies, this increased
harvest is having an actual negative impact on the Noatak brown bear population. Current published
brown bear harvest rates compared to NPS brown bear population estimates for the Noatak National
Preserve indicated current harvest levels are exceeding sustainable rates of harvest based on
recognized scientific principles,
of ~ 8% of the adult brown bear
principles, which recommend a harvest rate of:::
population (2:
(~ 3 years of age).
age).

In its comments against this proposal, ADF&G does not acknowledge the upper Noatak population
census work presented to the board by the NPS, which estimated an adult brown bear density of
approximately one adult bear / 45.6 mi 2• Instead, the state relies on a density estimate of one adult
quality. bear habitat in the Red Dog
bear / 25.7 mi 2 (Ballard 1991) which was estimated from high quality
mine area.
area.
While ignoring the NPS data, ADF&G acknowledges its own concerns about the work of Ballard at
census-generated densities based on high
Red Dog because "it is probably unreliable to apply census-generRted
qURlity
quality bear habitat to the entire Preserve containing lower quality habitats". The department
clearly acknowledges that the Noatak Preserve likely has a significantly lower bear density than
found in the Red Dog mine census study. Ballard also characterized the Red Dog mining area as
"high-quality denning habitat" that was probably "not representative of average bear densities
in northwestern Alaska".
We would strongly argue that ADF&G must include NPS data in its decision making formula . NPS
brown bear census data is more representative of bear habitat quality found within the Noatak
National Preserve, which gives a more accurate estimate of populations and the subsequent harvest
stundards for a natural population.
popUlation. The NPS brown bear population estimate in
levels that meet NPS standards
the Noatak National Preserve shows us the following:

I 2009 Brown Bear
Beal' Management Report I Page 283
1
, 2006 NPS Policy Manual Section 4.4
4.4..3

2
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Noatak River Drainage (13,000 mi 2)
•
•
•
•

NPS managed lands:
NPS Brown Bear Density Estimate:
Brown adult bear population (NPS managed):
Sustainable harvest rate estimate (~ 8% ) :

11,310mi2
One adult bear/45.6 mi 2
248 brown bears
20 brown bears

In addition to our overall concern that the number of bears being harvested is too high based
on population estimates using NPS data, we are concerned that the harvest is being focused
on the Noatak drainage. Currently, the highest brown bear harvest rates continue to be in the
Noatak River drainage, of which, 87% of
ofthe
the Noatak drainage is managed by the National
Park Service.

Contrasting an NPS sustainable harvest estimate of 20 bears, based on an 8% harvest level, is the
historical brown bear harvest rate in Noatak River drainage from 2000 - 2007 of25 bears per year
(range 19 to 38 bears). In addition, the percentage of females in the harvest in all ofGMU 23 is
increasing from 25 % (1990 - 1999) to 32% (2000 - 2009) with a 43% and 50% rate in 2008 and
2002, respectively. Yet ADF&G continues to promote increasing brown bear harvest rates at this
meeting, including in the Noatak National Preserve, by continuing the tag fee exemption (and
driving our opposition for Proposal #34):
"Tag fee exemptions are desired [in GMU 23) to allow: 1) incremental increase in
annual harvest" 3
ADF&G's
ADF&G 's 2009 brown bear management report confirms that 52% of all brown bear harvest in
GMU 23 has occurred in the Noatak River drainage from regulatory year (Ry)
(RY) 1988 to 2007, yet the
drainage accounts for only 30 % of the total area of
GMU 23. 4
ofGMU
"As in previous years, more brown bears were reported taken in the Noatak drainage
during this reporting period than in any other drainage" 5
ADF&G also acknowledges that the cummt
current brown bear harvest rates, especially the concentrated
harvest rates reported along the Noatak River drainage, are being sustained by the out migration
(emigration) of brown bears from National Parks and Preserves found within, or bordering, Unit 23
(e.g. the Noatak, Cape Krusenstern, and Gates of the Arctic).
"Heavily hunted portions of the Unit [GMU 23) may be acting as "population sinks"
where bears, especially boars [male bears), are continually replaced by bears from
lightly hunted areas ... " (clarification added).
added).66

J Proposal 34 / Page 45 - ADF&G Generated Proposal.
4 Game Management Unit 23 is 43,423 mi' / The Noatak River
Riv~r drainage encompasses 13,000 mi' ofGMU 23. Historical
'Game
harvesst rates for the Noatak River can be found on page 296 of the 2009 ADF&G Brown Bear Management Report
harve
1009 ADF&G Brown Bear Management Report Page 287
l 2009
Z87 - The reporting period is July 2006
Z006 to June 2008
Z008 (or
Z006 & 2007).
Z007).
regulatory year 2006
6 2009
Z009 ADF&G Brown Bear Management Report / Page 289
Z89

3
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"Where harvesting is allowed and subject to NPS control, the Service will allow
harvesting only when ... (2) the Service has determined that the harvesting will not
unacceptably impact park resources or natural processes, including the natural
distributions, densities, age-class distributions, and behavior of
ofharvested
harvested species ,,7
distributions,
The concern about accurate population estimatt:s
estimates and overharvesting of brown bears in Noatak is not
someth.ing
something new nor is it solely a concern ofNPCA. In 2005, the National Park Service advised the
BOG that current NPS brown bear population census data for the Noatak National Preserve indicated
the brown bear population was significantly below the ADF&G brown bear minimum density
management objective for the Noatak River drainage. 8
NPS brown bear census data, which corroborated other published data (Ballard 1993), indicated the
Noatak National Preserve brown bear population was approximately one adult bear / 45.6 mi 2.• 9 That
in tum estimated a brown bear population within the Noatak National Preserve that was 78% below
the ADF&G minimum brown bear density management objective at that time.
In response, the ADF&G, using its
ilS discretionary authority, amended thc 2009 GMU 23 brown bear
management report by revoking the Unit 23 brown bear minimum density management objective for
estimating populations and replacing it with an objective with a lower level of scientific precision,
that being, a harvest sex ratio objective. 10

Tnstead of addressing NPS's multiple requests (in 2003, 2005, and in 2007) to both stop the
increasing harvest levels and to implement a maximum harvest objective, the ADF&G prefers to
simply revoke the minimum density management objective completely. This speaks to the request
in Proposal #30: Establish a scientifically valid harvest objective using all available data and do it
cooperatively with the National Park Service biologists that have significant knowledge of the bears
in this area.
"Harvest data alone may be insensitive to changes in brown bear populations.
Without census data, human harvests could skew the population sex and age
structures and not be reflected in the harvest data." ItII
Furthermore, this strategy doesn't appear to be meeting the goal of increasing moose density set out
Furthermore.
by ADF&G and the Board of Game who have both justified a liberal brown bear harvest strategy in
the Noatak National Preserve for the sole purpose of increasing the consumptive take of moose,
mainly for trophy hunting in GMU 23.

200 6 NPS Policy Manual
2006
I Section 4.4.3
Manual/Section
2007 ADF&G Brown Bear Management Report I/ Page 277 - GMU 23 brown bear management objective for the
per25.
Noatak river drainage was to maintain a minimum density of one adult bear per
25 .7 mi'. The NPS conducted an aerial
brown bear census in the upper half of the Noatak River drainage during June 2005 and found adutt
adult brown bear density
to be 1 adult bear/45.6
bear/4S.6 mi'. (2005 NPS Comment to the BoO)
•9 NPS comments to BoO I/ 2005 Arctic I/ Northwest Regional Meeting I/ NPS Reference: L30(AKRO-SUBS)
1
100 2009 ADF&G
ADF&O Brown Bear Management Report I/ Page 283
II
" 2009 ADF&O Brown Bear Management Report I/ Page 289
7

8

4
PC48
4 of 6

OCT-28-2011 02:37P FROM:RLRSKR NPCR

9072776723

TO: 19074656094

P.5

ADF&G has never produced any scientific data suggesting that artificially reducing the natural
brown bear population in GMU 23 will result in an increase in moose density, and subsequently
result in an increase in moose harvest rates. The entire policy is based on a flawed assumption with
little scientific data to back it up.
"Predation by brown bears, black bears, and wolves certainly affect moose population
dynamics; however, the relative importance ofpredator
ofpredator in relalion
relation to weather, snow,
forage, disease, and
,md human harvests is unknown." (emphasis added) 12
"Moose habitat was not formally evaluated by the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game during this reporting period [RY 2005 - 2006]." (clarification added) 13
Indeed, the published moose harvest rates for GMU 23 indicate that moose harvest trends are
declining despite the current brown bear harvest strate~y and despite an increasing trend in the
number of moose hunters. So there are more hunters, I yet fewer moose harvested which clearly
suggests the "assumption" that reducing the brown bear population is benefiting the moose
population is not accurate. Recognized scientitic principles would suggest ending the liberal brown
bear harvest strategy for lands managed by the NPS immediately. 15
The National Park Service is required to be proactive in the management of wildlife resources. The
NPS does not have the option to allow significant negative impacts to occur without taking
preemptive actions to mitigate the impact. NPS has done research that appears not to have been
DF&G
&G to inform its recommendations to the BOG on harvest
included in the data set used by AOF
levels in Noatak. In addition, the harvest has been focused on the Noatak River, exacerbating the
population problems along that drainage, of which 87% lies within lands managed by the National
Park Service.
Simply put, we feel there is an over-estimation of the brown bear population which is leading us to
an over-harvest of brown bears when relying on unrealistic brown bear population estimates for
lands managed by the National Park Service. Tn
In addition, this is all being done for the questionable
benefit of increasing moose populations for harvest in conflict with NPS management policies
against manipulating wildlife populations.
To get a handle on this complex problem, NPCA is requesting the Board of Game adopt a brown
bear harvest objective for the Noatak National Preserve that meets NPS wildlife management
mandates. This must be done in cooperation with the National Park Service as a partner in managing
this bear population. And it must be pointed out that this proposal does NOT change methods and
means, season, or bag limit, so there is no confusion for the hunter. The obvious method to limit
harvest is implementing a drawing hunt for brown bears in the Noatak National Preserve. Adopting
12 200M ADF&G Moose Management Report / Page 565
"2008
2008 ADF&G Moose Management Report / Page 565
•• • the total number of moose hunters generally increased from roughly
14 " ...
rough Iy 1980 through this reporting period (2007).
Until 2003-2004, most of this increase in hunters was due to visiting resident (nonlocal) and nonresidenls ... As overall
hunter numbers in Unit 23 increase, success rates slowly declines (clarification added) .I,! 2008 Moose Management
Report, Page 563.
"IS 2008 ADF&G Moose Management Report: Moose Hunting Effort: 1982 - 267 hunters, 2006 - 448 hunters (68%
increase in the number of moose hunters); Success Rate:
Rnte: 1982 - 48% , 2006 - 38%; Moose Harvest Rate: 2000 to
2004 - 174 moose per year, 2005 102006
10 2006 - 161 moose per year

13
J3
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this proposal would set an overall harvest goal that provides hunting opportunity but also meets the
mandates of the NPS.

Alask<l
Alasktl Regional Director
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October 20, 2011
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Alaska Board of Game
Board Support Section
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

OCT 2 4
42011
20a
BOARDS

Proposal 35 Unit 15A Wolf control
Proposal 36 Unit 15C Wolf control
Dear Board Members,
I am adamantly opposed to aerial predator control on the Kenai Peninsula. I am opposed to
killing wolves to maximize moose hunter satisfaction. I am opposed to killing from aircraft even
if it were found to be necessary to reduce the wolf population.
The moose population on the Kenai Peninsula suffers from lack of suitable habitat, not from over
predation. As long as we continue to cover willows with asphalt we must accept a declining
moose population. We should not further disrupt the balance of nature by optimizing for short
term human access to one game species. We cannot fully understand all the consequences of
managing for one species. Wolves contribute to a stable wildlife population and may, for
example, help stem the dramatic over population of rabbits on the southern Kenai Peninsula,
which decimated acres of small spruce trees last winter because they could not find enough of
their preferred diet.
We should allow time for the new regulations limiting legal moose harvest to larger bulls to
succeed before we resort to draconian measures. We should preserve more natural habitat for
moose and other wildlife if we are really committed to maintaining a long-standing tradition of
moose hunting in our increasingly urban backyard.
Thank you for your consideration,

Mary Griswold
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Dear Alaska Board of Game
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October 28, 2011

Alaska Kenai Peninsula Chapter of Safari Club International is made up of a group of local hunters

concerned about the future of wildlife and hunting .
We are very concerned about the present condition ofthe
of the moose herd on the Kenai
Kena i Peninsula .
and 36-SAAC
Therefore we support and encourage the Board of Game to go forward with proposal 3S Clnd
92 .125 intensive moose management plans in Units 15-A
lS-A and 15-C especially the Aerial Wolf Predation
Program .

Sincerely,
Kenai Chapter Safari Club International
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October 28, 2011
n ' N: Board of Game Comments
A1'1'
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
J 15526
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau , AK 99811-5526

By Fax : (907) 465-6094
Re: Proposals for Aerial Hunting of Wolves on Lhe
the Kenai Peninsula
Proposals 35 and 36
Dear Board Members:
Members:
I am entirely OPl)OSED
OPPOSED to the two proposals Lo
to implement aerial wolf control on
the Kenai Peninsula. As background, 1 am a 44-year resident of Alaska, and a former
member of the Board of Game (197576).
(J 97576)_

These proposal are misguided,
misguided , and are entirely
cntirely "poor science" for the following
rea~ons, among others:
reasons,

I. The changing habitat on the Kenai will not support moose in numbers that
people have become accustomed to. The big burns in the late 1940's and early 1950's
\950's
created ideal conditions for moose browse, and moose populations
poplilations soared.
soared . Now, fifty
ycars
years and more later, climax species such a~ birch and pine are again predominating, thus
crowding out moose browse and inevitably reducing moose numbers.
decli ning moose numbers on wolf predation is unsupportcd
To blame deeli
unsupported conjecture,
and is simply wrong. To propose that reducing wolf numbers is logical and reasonable
moosc browse is misguided and wrong
wrong.. Ask your own Fish
compensation for declining moose
and Game biOlogists for their honest opinions regarding the present habitat and carrying
capacity of the Kenai for moose numbers, in the abundance that the Board wants to
obtain
obtain.. They should tell you that somelhing more fundamental that wolf predation is
going on.
This is one of the most unscientifically ba~ed
based proposals 1 have seen promoted by
the Roard
Hoard in recent years.
years. The Board claims to base its decisions on "sound science."
Where is the "sound science" here?
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish ilill}
amI Game
Boards Support Section
October 28,
28 , 2011
Page 2

Re: Proposals for Aerial Hunting of Wolves 011
on the Kenai Peninsula
Proposals 35 and 36

2_ The fact that the Board cannot command that aerial wolf control occur on
federal Refuge and Park lands on the Kenai (and for good reason) means that any aerial
wolf control only
oilly on state lands will be incomplete, will not achieve the overall resulls
that the Board wants, and will simply target certain lands disproportionately. I appreciate
the fact that the statutes that govern federal Refuge and Park lands do not permit these
lands to be manipulated by the Board in its misguided attempt to create a moose factory
on the Kenai.
3._ Any Board proposal so significant to a specit1c
specitlc geographic area as Proposals 35
and 36 should he given public airing and debate in the area to be affected, and not in
BOiled would like to avoid heat and dodge hard facts,
Barrow_ I fully understand that the Board
but this is ridiculous. If these proposal persist, they should be deferred to the next Board
meeting held in Southcentral Alaska.

Roard of Game reject Proposals 35 and 36.
I urge that the Board
Sincerely yours
yours,,

Thomas E. Meacham
9500 Prospect Drive
Anchorage, Alaska 99507
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Board of Game Comments
Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: Comments Addressing ADFG Proposa136
Proposal 36 - Game Mgt. Unit 15C
Re:

Dear Board Members:
"wolfpredatinn
The ADFG proposal to initiate a "wolf
predation control area" in a portion of Unit 15C
ISC is all
about moose populations and harvest levels. In general, I agree with principals of game
management that include control of predator populations . t'or the case at hand, however, I have
difficulty accepting some ADFG presumptions about habitat quality which is the basis for this
proposal.
The information provided by ADFG in their proposal indicates moose populations in Unit 15C
have increased by 40% during the period of 1992 to 2010. This population increase comes as no
surprise.
During the period of 1992 to 1998, the forest in the northcrn part of Unit 15C experienced a very
significant and dramatic structural change. According to Ed Holsten, (USFS Forest
Entomologist) the most intensive spruce bark beetle epidemic every recorded in North America
history occurred in this area during that period. In a forest composed mostly of spruce, the
mortality ranged to 90%
ofintermediate
900/0 - 95% of
intermediate and mature age-class trees in this area.
Because of beetle impacts, inflated fire risk, etc; most large landowners within Unit 15C initiated
timber salvage harvest operations . Altogether, about 120,000 acres of dead/dying spruce forests
were logged.

In terms of vegetative response to forest management actions, most logging units now contain a
considerable amount of birch regeneration.
regeneration- It is fully evident moose heavily browse these areas.
Where no management action was taken to address the dead forest stands after beetle infestation,
havc started to fully unravel. Most stands have 50% - 75% tree stem
these forests by now have
breakage which has produced ajackstraw configuration of considerable depth. Surface
vegetation is now dominated by native bluc joint grass (Calamagrostis
(Calarnagrostis Canadensis).
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The "lower Peninsula", to include the Anchor River drainage and benches around Homer and
East End Road, has traditionally been a haven for moose during the winter time. From what I
have observed doing forestry work in this moose winter range area over the l'ast
past 34 years, much
of the browse vegetation is in poor health, and decadent. Many browse plants are dying because
of over-browsing.
Along with sparse food resources, there are now large areas of jack-straw spruce forest. And
when you add winter snow pack to this tangled forest
forcst arrangement, it is tough going for moose
travel. There are far fewer moose tracks to be found during winter in this part of Unit 15C. It is
easy to theori~e
theorh:e that moose, and yearling calves in particular, expend far more energy trying to
over-winter in this range than they have fat reserves. And the poor quality browse does not
provide enough food resources to make it through winter.
recommend the Board of Game give ADFG a firm mandate to initiate a
With the above said, Treconunend
River-Fritz Creek Critical
substantial amount of habitat quality improvement within the "Anchor River-Fritt
Habitat AIea"
Area" . This important moose winter range conrains
contains thousands of acres of dead jack
jack
spruce and the once plentiful browse growth is seriously depleted. I suggest to you that fixing
this habitat problem on ADFG managed lands is every bit as important as a predator control
program.

I have never understood the cultural differences between ADFG ofiices? ADFG is fairly pro
pro
active in doing habitat improvement work within interior Alaska. In south central Alaska, and
l5C in particular, ADFG has not lifted a !Inger
Unit ISC
finger to address the loss of forest structure and the
demise of habitat quality on the lands they control; but do not actively manage?
Actions are needed to improve the quality of moose habirat
habitat in this "critical" habitat area. Even if
the Board of Game considers predator control a necessary management function, please help get
poOf conditions in this
ADFG "off the stump" and working towards a program to fix the poor
important moose winter range.

Thank for your time and consideration of my observations and proposals.

;;;~J.w~
~=J.
W..-I!P~~--

Sincerely,

Wade W. Wahrenbrock
36720 True Fif
Fir Circle
Soldotna, AK 99669
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Parnel
To Governor Sean Pamel
fish and game commissioner Cora Campbel
and director of wildlife conservation Corey Rossi
This letter is in regard to the desperate state of moose. caribou and black bears on the Kenai Penninsula .
The board of game has proposals 35 and 36 on its agenda for the barrow meeting .( good to be on the agenda but barrow
in these proposals and the
is a poor place to have this discussed) . My first issue is the entire kenai penninsula should be In
reason is brown bear and wolves. moose harvest are about 10% of historic about 50 for the whole penn. when it should be
around 500. With the new antler restrictions as a move to save moose,( a lack of bulls is not the problem nor is habitat)
habitat),.
bears, moose will soon
brown bears are eating calves and often eat the cows also. With management protecting brown bears,
be a thing of the past on the penn
penn.,., Soon to fallow will be caribou and black bears.
bears. what will this population of brown bears
town.End
eat after that? my guessl they will eat each other then whatever is in town
.End result is no more brown bears as well . Poor
management is the reason for this. Brown bear outnumber moose and black bear in the area that i hunt in unit 7 about 2 to
1, cow moose populations are dropping and bull population is stable for now but no calves = no more moose . Black bear
populations are also dropping, brown bear are the problem.
problem.
I am concerned with the fact that 100 permits are available but the biologists will not issue them. A general season is
sense. Look at the numbers of brown bear hides at
needed as fish and game bear logs should tell anyone with common sense.
every fur randy . Who realy gains from the few dallars they bring,
bring, most are off season pelts poorly handled.
handled. this policy does
require a full time person just to deal with all the calls . We need a new direction with a new person in charge if we hope to
see a return of moose.
next issue Is wolves, low market value for penninsula wolves and the remote areas they live makes it hard to
the naxt
numbers. One pack south and west of hope is over 16 and the only way to reduce it is from the air
reduce the numbers.
I repeat we need a new biologist that is willing to manage all game on the penninsula

I am an avid hunter with over 40 years hunting moose,
moose, also an avid black bear hunter spending around 60 days per year in
ae member in seward . I also
the field . I have been active with fish and game advisory since the mid 70's and a current ac
have mOnitored bears both black and brown on my bail staitions for years and know most of the bears by pictures so am
comfortable with my numbers in this area
( 19 brown bears on 4 miles of exit glacier rd this spring) . We need to do something now.
thanks for your time Robert D. White
While
po box 201
Seward, Ak 99664
Seward.

ph. 907-362-1453
ph.
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To the board of game;regardlng proposals 35 and 36
An intensive predator removal plan is needed,
needed, the proposal is only for 15A and 15C they should Include the entire kenai
peninsula 158 and 7.
first the numbers don't lie annual harvest averages in the 550 range drops to around 50.
50. Its predictable if you are a huhter
time in the field . in my little corner of unit 7 the brown bears outnumber the moose, add a small wolf pack to
who spends lime
faster, while black bears get some calves the brown bears get the some cows as well.
well, we up the
exterminate moose even faster.
limit on black bears no additional brown bear permits are issued . two dips on brown bear and a camera count this spring of
19 brown bear on exit glacier rd alone 4 new cubs so we are not keeping up with the natural growth of population. bulls are
available and calves are born but don't make It to fall and many cows don't make it past calving . currently brown bears
have a negative value to hunters because they consume the whole of the moose and black bear populations that we can
fOr moose only redieulous
rediculous tales of rabbits eating the moose food and tales of
hunt. no hope in sight of any management for
rates, birth rates don't count fOr
for much if they only get eaten at or before birth now add to this the
poor feed and low birth rates,
wolves, does a moose have a chance?
huge packs of wolves,
heard but the brown bear is protected
we hunters restricted our own harvest with antler resticUons and created a healthy heerd
and with an additional protien source did very well and is in no danger of going
g91ng away, however that is not the case with
moose. no antler restriction will fix the moose problem, with as many brown bears and wolves moose have no chance.
chance,
moose.
gO with it, his numbers don't
don1 add up.
I would urge an open
opan season on brown bear peninsula wide. and a neW biologist to go
up.
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Rhonda Lanier
Oceanside, CA 92058
rhondarlanie
rhondarlani
er@aol .com

October 27, 2008
AnN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
By Fax: (907) 465 6094
Re:

I oppose Proposals 35 and 36 -Implementing aerial wolf killing on the Kenai Peninsula

Dear Alaska Board of Game:
As someone who has fond memories of visiting my aunt and uncle years ago while they were living in Alaska, I
remember being in total awe of the incredible beauty of the Kenai Peninsula and in particular Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, I am therefore, very saddened and angry to learn that the BOG is considering allowing the aerial hunting of
wolves in this area, The close proximity to the National Wildlife Refuge is federally managed land is therefore off
limits to the state's predator control programs
programs.. In addition this is an area heavily populated by tourists, many of
whom make the trip to Alaska for no other reason than to see Alaska's wolves.
wolves, It would make much better sense to
promote Alaska wolves as the valuable tourism attraction they are
are.. The aerial wolf killing, if allowed, will be
extremely controversial, and due to the heavy tourism in the area, quite visible. Is this what you really want to
promote when people visit Alaska?
The fact that the Alaska Department of Fish & Game presented evidence to the BOG earlier this year concluded that
the declining moose population was not due to predation makes one question why this is even being considered. A
cited low bUil-to
bull-to-- cow ratio, again according to Fish & Game, cannot be traced to wolf predation, so the natural
reaction is why target wolves, when they clearly are not the problem
problem..
Finally, I would like to point out that as the BOG requested that Fish & Game craft aerial wolf control plans at the
just r ecently publish
meeting in March 2011, the fact that these plans were just
publishe
ed for public review is simply not good
policy.
Thank you very much for conSidering my comments regarding a part of Alaska that is
is very special to me.

Rhonda Lanier
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Board of Game Comments
Alaska Dept. ofFish and Oame
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AUK 99811-5526

October 27,2011
Re: Proposals 29, 35, and 36.
Dear BOO Members:
I would like to submit the following comments regarding proposals that are scheduled to be
considered at the November 11-14, 2011 meeting in Barrow.
Proposal 29. Allocate 50% of the Unit 23 moose permits for DM 875 to guides.

This proposal would, if approved, privatize part of the Unit 23 moose harvest, a common-pool
resource. It essentially establishes an entitlement which guarantees that at least 50% of those
who receive Unit 23 nonresident moose hunting permits will hire guides, whether they need to or
not. While this may be lucrative for some guides, it establishes a terrible precedence that could
spread to other parts of the state as well. If this proposal is approved, providing guides their
"share" of the business (i.e.
(Le. harvest) will become a mandate that has undue influence in the
management of this common-pool resource. I urge you to say no to Proposal 29.
Proposal 35 and 36. Approve an intensive management plan for moose in Unit 15A and 15C.
I consider each of these proposals a placebo. Neither proposal will really improve the health of
the Kenai Peninsula moose herd, but starting an aerial wolf control program on the Kenai
Peninsula will make some people feel really good. These proposals will be ineffective because
neither addresses what really ails the moose herd. In essence, this is an exercise in ideology
rather than biology and I urge the board to vote no on both proposals. Following are some
additional comments on these proposals.
Proposal 35. Last year ADF&O submitted Proposal 34 to the Board ofOame which proposed an
intensive management plan for Unit 15A
ISA that sought to increase moose populations and provide
greater assurance of meeting the units harvest objective. This plan recognized that "habitat may
be the limiting the growth of the population." Accordingly, what was recommended was a
habitat enhancement plan. The proposal also stated that, "Predator management may be
considered however land status and timbered forests would lIIlIke
make success of this program
questionable." I personally supported this proposal, considering it to be the most likely, and
perhaps most cost-effective, approach for meeting the objective.

The BOO approved this proposal, but then due to unspeCified errors and oversight, apparently
withdrew support and asked ADF
ADF&0
&G to draft a plan that included aerial wolf control. This is
puzzling to me given that 18% of the land in Unit lSA is privately owned and 79% of Unit 15C
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is within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge. Getting pennission from private land owners for
aerial wolf control will not be easy. Furthennore, based on other predator- prey incidents, it
doesn't appear likely that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will agree to aerial wolf control on
the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge. Consequently, there will be extremely limited opportunity
to carry out an aerial wolf control program.
But what may be the hidden objective here is to create a confrontation with the U.s. Fish and
Wildlife Service with hopes that they will be politically forced to change their policy about not
allowing aerial wolf control on national wildlife refuges. This seems to me to be the only
explanation for the BOG's insistence to take up aerial wolf control for Unit 15A. If picking a
fight is a motive, then the BOG needs to consider the fiscal ramifications of this objective, such
as possible law suits by the State in support of the BOG position.
position. The full plan should be
available to the public and open for discussion.
Proposal 35 says that the Intensive Management population objective for ISA is 3,000·3,500
moose. What isn't clear is whether or not this is a sustainable population given the current
condition of
ofthe
the habitat and its carrying capacity. If not, the population objective should be
reduced to something that is realistic. If the BOG wants to demonstrate that this proposal is
driven by biology rather than ideology, it would insist on some verification that the habitat can
sustain the increase in moose population that is expected from aerial wolf control.
Proposal 36. As stated by the proposal, the current problem with moose in Unit 15C is the bull;
cow, not population. As someone who hunts moose in Units 15C, I reluctantly agreed with the
action taken last year by the BOG to reduce bull harvest by repealing the spike·fork
spike-fork and three
brow tines rule and allowing harvest of
ofonly
only moose with four or more brow tines. It appears that
this change is already having its desired effect. Given this progress, I am puzzled why the BOG
now insists on an aerial wolf control program for Unit 15C. I don't think it will improve matters.
Indeed, I think there is substantial risk that things could get worse
worse..
I am opposed to an aerial wolf control program for the following reasons.
I. Bull:Cow. The proposal suggests causality between the bull:cow and aerial wolf control.
This doesn't make sense
sense.. While hunters are selective in tenns
terms of
ofwbich
which sex they kill, I don't
think a ca.qe can be made that wolves also select males when they prey on moose calves. While
wolf control may increase the survival rate for both male and female calves, allowing more
recruitment into the herd will not change the ratio of bulls to cows if this reallocation of
ofmoose
moose
from wolves to hunters follows the same pattem that existed before. Most of
ofthe
the second year
bulls will be killed by hunters, getting us back to where we were before. In my mind, the only
way to improve the bull:cow is by redirecting some of
ofthe
the hunter pressure to an increase in the
harvest of cows.
2. Winter Carrying Capacity. Looking at how heavy the moose browse is at key winter
habitat areas in Unit ISC, reducing the wolf population to increase moose population runs the
serious risk of exceeding the carrying capacity and causing long·term
long·tenn damage to the habitat.
Because of this risk, no aerial wolf control program should be considered before there is a
comprehensive assessment of moose habitat to assure that the current habitat can withstand an
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increase in moose population. In fact, it may show that the current population of
ofmoose
moose may
already be at the brink of sustainably.
3. Moth Defoliation. This last summer I noticed that extensive swaths of willow and alder in
the Kachemak. Bay area lost nearly all their foliage to the recent infestation of Geometrid
Gcometrid moths.
To illustrate, below are some photos I took this summer in the Anchor River Critical Habitat
Area, which is prime moose habitat.

Defoliated willow shrubs.

Swath ofwilJow
ofwillow shrubs affected by moth.

This situation has also been noted by many others. Attached is an article by Jolm
John Morton of the
Kenai National Wildlife Refuge that gives mOre
more detailed information about the moths. Other
articles on the moths have appeared in local newspapers . Although information on this
infestation was widely available this summer, Proposal 36 does not acknowledge that moose
habitat is under stress from moth infestation.
infestation. Consequently, it does not appear that ADF&O
biologists utilized all the relevant biological information that was available to them when
drafting this proposal.
Not only are the caterpillars of these moths eating nearly all the leaves of willows and other
summer food and the ability to put on fat for the winter, but the
shrubs, depriving moose of sununer
defoliation is stunting the growth of twigs which moose feed on in the winter. As the Morton
article says, this condition could last a couple of years. Accordingly, it seems that the winter
carrying capacity for moose over the next few years may not be what it has been in recent years.
If so, it seems that this would be the wrong time to increase moose populations via an aerial wolf
control program.
Here again is a good opportunity for the BOO to demonstrate that its decisions are based on
biology and not ideology. The BOG needs to insist on a current assessment of moose habitat in
lSC and be assured that any increase in moose population due to aerial wolf control can be
biologically sustained.

4. Watchable Wildlife. As a hunter,l
hunter, I want opportunity to hunt moose in my home OMU. And
as an outdoors person who enjoys watching wildlife, I enjoy watching not just moose but, on rare
occasions, wolves or even just sign of wolves. I really enjoy coming across wolf tracks when I
am skiing in the backcountry. While this may seem like a contradiction, it's not if you believe
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that wildlife management, in order to provide ample opportunity for all stakeholders, needs to
manage for diversity as well as ahwldance.
abWldance. While I would agree to a wolf control program if
there were a predator pit situation in 15C,
lSC, the data in Proposal 36 clearly indicates that this is not
the case. If anything, given the current condition of the habitat, there may be too many moose.
Hence, there is no reason to deny me the opportunity to see wolves, or even wolf sign, because
of aerial wolf control.
With regards to Unit 15C,
l5C, my recommendation to the BOG is to thin the current size of the
moose herd, because of stress on critical habitat, by substantially increasing the number of cow
permits. 1I think this will;
1. Provide greater opportunity for hunters to harvest moose.
2. Improve the bull:cow situation.
3. Assure that the current moose population is sustainable and does not exceed the current
winter carrying capacity.
4. Provide opportunity to view wolves as well as moose.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide testimony.
Sincerely

Iter
//
__
izc:r
Ge~tz -C
-CPO Box 15182
Fritz Creek, AK 99603
geomatt@alaska.net
geomatz@alaska.net
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Refuge Notebook
Article
Juty29.2011
July
29.2011
Moo.e bl'OWH
browse Is
Moose
la more complicated than It Merna
ae.na
By John Morton

It seems a little early to be worrying about winter browse for moose on the Kenai Peninsula, but
recent sightings of bare willow and alder stands are raising the eye brow. of biologlsta at the
Kenai National Wildlife Refuge. Large area. of subalpine willow show up as brown patches from
the air on the Tustumena Benehlands (see photo). Closer to home, thinleaf alder (Alnus
tenulfolia) has been defoliated along the road system from
KasHof
KasHef to Moose Pass.

"

,.

• . Needless to say, for shrubs that store up food for the winter
by photosynthesizing carbohydrates In their leaves, these
observations don't bode well for moose once the snow flies.
Both willow and alder are browsed on by moose during the
various kinds of willow constitute the primary
winter, and the variou8
food of Alaskan moose In general.

insect8 that graze on alder and willow leaves are very
The insects
different in their life history. Willows are attacked by the
cat&rpillars of several species of Geornetrid
Geometrid moth including the autumnal moth (Eplrrita
caftlrpillars
autumnata) and Bruce spanworm (Operophtera bruceala).
bruceata). The former is an exotic from Europe
m08t likely have the spanworm
_panworm here on the
but the latter is a moth species native to Alaska . We most
Kenai. Both species are well adapted to cold weather and have even been seen flying during
snow storms!
Geometrid moth.
moths commonly appear and abruptly disappear mysteriously. Most outbreaks last
leS8 than three years and seldom cluse
cause penn.nent
However, you
le8s
permanent damage to the shrub host. However,
can imagine that a shrub that photosynthesizes poorly during the summer may not have a lot of
nutritional value for moose later that winter.
Alders, in particular the thlnleaf alder, are attacked by the caterpillars of the green alder sawfly
Alders.
(Monsoma
(Monsorna pulveraturm). This insect is
Is an Old World species, first found in North AmerIca in the
mid 1990s and first detected In
introduced sawfly
in Alaska in 2005.
2005. Unlike Geomelrid moths, this Introduced
may ultimately kill its shrub host
hoet since It appears capable of consuming woody tissue in addition
to leaves.
leaves..
The potential to cause permanent damllge
damage Is
is Increased by the fact that two other sawfly
al80 attack the same alder simultaneously.
species, the woolly and striped alder sawflies, may aillo
Furthermore, infestation by the Alder canker, mot! often caused by the fungus Vilisa
Vain
melanodiscus, can allo
in death of the twigl
alao result In
twigs and IOmetlmes
sometlmes the stem .
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To make matters worse, two Phytophthora species may be
associated with the canker in Alaska. Phytophthora , which in
Latin means the "plant
'plant destroyer", is a pathogen that
thai causes
root rot. A species of Phytophthora caused the infamous
potato blight In Ireland in the mid 18008.
1800&. One of the two
Alaskan species is unnamed and new to SCience, while the
other (P
(P.. alni subsp. uniformis) is involved in alder disease in
nearly a dozen European countries
countries.. The 2007 discovery of P.
alni uniformis in Alaska was the first time that this pathogen
had been confirmed in North America. While mortality has
not yet been detected in Alaska, Dr. Jim Kruse, an
U.S. Forest Service, suggests that the two species may have existed
entomologist with the U.S.
benignly beneath alder or been introduced from Europe, where Phytophthora species devntate
alder.
Alder dieback along our streams could have a serious impact on our salmon populations
populations.. At a
time when a warming climate is raising the temperatures of some streams on the Kenai above
the spawning threshold for short periods of time, they need all the shade they can get.
get. Alder Is
also a natural nitrogen fixer, and contributes directly to stream productivity.
productivity.
Believe it or not, snow depth may also influence the nutritional quality of Shrubs.
shrubs. The protein
content of shrubs is increased by higher rates of nitrogen mineralization in the soil. Nitrogen
mineraliZation is increased by higher soli temperatures during winter, and soli temperatures are
mineralization
directly impacted by the depth of snow. Snow acts as an insulating layer, so deep snow means
more protein In winter browse for moolJll.
mOON.
On the North Slope, research publithed in 2005 In the journal BioScience indicates that higher
temperatures and more snow due to a warming climate have resutted
resulted in the spread of
ot shrubs on
the arctic
aretIe tundra. Here on the Kenai, however, even as woody shrubs 8I.ICh
such as willow and dwarf
birch invade 8,000 year-old
year.old peatlands due to a warming climate, it's possible that their nitrogen
content may be low if the average snow paek
peek declines over time due to less snow, more rain, or
winter temperatures that cause mote tnOW
_
to melt.
little speculative at this point, but it's
melt That's a Iittte
the kind of ecological phenomenon that ensures
biologists.
enBUI'8tI job eecurily
IllCUrity for biologists.
So, later this winter, when the moote
moon are browsing on your prized ornamental bush in the
backyard and you're cursing for not having taken the time to fence it in, be appreciative of the
unusually tough times that our moose may be experiencing.
experiencing. If that doesn't work for you, at least
appreciate
is more CUi
COl "pHcated than the first glance at a simple twig
appt
eelate that
thlt the science
sclence behind this lamont
might suggest.
John Morton is the supervisory
st Kenai National
Nat/on81 WIldfire
ourt cur
our
supervisoly biologist fit
Wlfdtife Refuge.
Refuge. Check curt
http://wwW..facebook.com/ken8in8tion8/wi/dliferefuge.
facebook.com/kenBinBtionBlwildliferefuge.
Facebook at http://wwW
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To whom it may concern :
I am a Kenai Peninsula resident with serious concerns about proposals 35 and
36 . The fU'st regards following best availabJe research. Before engagi.ng
engaging in
aerial wolf killing, I would like to hear more scientific data backing up the
theory that wolf predation is the cause for moose decline on the Kenai
ofhab
itat as the reason for
Peninsula. Thus far the scientific data poi.nts
points to loss of
Peninsula.
habitat
moose decline. Aerial shooting is an extreme reaction, and should only be
done in extreme cases. II am
am. against targeting top predators .
36. As there
My second concern regards the process of passing proposal 35 & 36.
is.no.proposal.available
rev.ie;w, !illd
and the meeting will
wiJlbehelEl~
at' an··
8D:- -
isnn
proposaLavailable for public rev.~w
be hela: at·
..
inaccessible location (Banow)
(Barrow) for the constituents, II do not feel that the
passage is democratic. Please consider discllssing
discussing this proposal with Kenai
Peninsula residents at the January BOG meeting in Anchorage . To sum it up : I
am against Proposal 35 and 36 until more information is available and my
tlle decision .
voice is represented in the
concerns.
Thank you for hearing my concerns.
Sincerely,

~

Justine Pechuzal
PO Box2514
Seward, AK 99664

_--_.--

.

....... .. .. ,.
~

PC58
1 of 1
,~,

;'

OCT-28-2011 17:10

FROM:DIANE 8ENTIVEGNA
BENTIVEGNA

5163520670
5153520570

TO: 19074555094
19074656094

October 27, 2011
Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P_O_Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Dear Board of Game:
I am writing to you to express my vehement opposition to BOG proposals 35 and 36 which proposes to
implement aerial wolf control in Game Management Units 15A and lSC which includes much of the
western and southern areas of the Kenai Peninsula. I oppose this action because ADF&G's own
scientific data, presented to the BOG In March, implies that poor habitat is largely responsible for the
decline of moose populations - not wolf predation.
understandin8 that Kenai National Wildlife Refuge (Unit 15A) Is federally managed land, and as
It is my understanding
such, it should remain off limits to any kind of predator control programs. As for the remaining areas,
predator control will likely be ineffective and unlikely to positively affect moose populations.
1SC, it has been reported that moose populations are not declining, according
As for Unit 15C,
accordln8 to ADF&G's
own analysis. A reported low bull-to-cow ratio has!!.Q!
has!!Q! been linked to wolf predation.
predation . More likely, this
decline is the result of years of hunters' prior over-harvest of bull
bUll moose. Are hunters entitled to every
game animal in the woods? That sense of entitlement is reflected in environmental destruction across
the board. Restraint,
Restraint. rather than entitlement, is what has protected most of the wild places we enjoy
today. Restrictions on development, for instance, result In more open space and public use areas,
areas,
today.
which make our human communities healthier and increase our quality of life. Similarly, restraint is
important in preserving native wildlife. Hunters who feel entitled to hunt as many animals as they
want, and thus advocate for the destruction of native predators, turn a blind eye to ecosystems out of
preciOUS and the rights of other citizens who
balance, the general health of the wild lands we hold precious
value the role of predators in the maintenance of our environment. None oj us are so entitled.
Finally, aerial wolf killing is impractical and dangerous; any private citizen with a permit - not trained
ADF&G biologists - will be allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft and that concept is totally
unacceptable and violates every principle of national security. This practice is also a highly visible and
controversial measure that will certainly impact recreational visits from tourists who visit Alaska for its
wildness and wildlife watching.
watching.
It is my understanding that public Input regarding this proposal is limited. I urgently request that the
BOG postpone action on the proposals until its January meeting in Anchorage, when residents directly
heard..
affected by the measures would have a fair opportunity to have their voices heard
Respectfully submitted,
l:>l.~ v\'eF!.eV\,tlvegv\'~
Dl.~
v\'e~.eV\,tlvegv\'~

Diane Bentivegna
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P.O. Box 2460
Homer AK 99603
October 27,2011
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Dear Board Members:

RE: Proposals 35-Aerial Wolf Control in GMU 15A
I strongly oppose Proposal 35 for the following reasons:
1. This Proposal is out of cycle and the details were not available to the public until October 14,
2011. According to the Alaska Procedures Act at a least 30 days notice is mandatory. The
public was not lawfully given adequate notice to prepare for the emergency statewide Fish and
Game Advisory Committee meetings, the October 28 deadline for comments to be included in
the Board of Game packets, and the November 11 meeting in Barrow. Furthennore, the local
biologists do not have their response completed for the October 28 deadline.
2. There has not been a recent study on moose productivity in 15A,
I5A, and there is not an adequate
wolf census at this time.
3. Scientific research indicates moose in Unit 15A are starving because of decreased moose browse
due to lack of fIres.
fires. Killing wolves would only add to this problem.
4. This is the smallest area ever proposed for aerial wolf killing. It is too small to be effective. It
would be better to collaborate with the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge to improve habitat for
moose.
5. This area has a large tourism industry with many people traveling thousands of miles to view
wildlife--all wildlife. Their expectation is to see "nature running wild." This plan will
negatively affect visitors' expectations. Wolves in this area are worth more alive than dead.
6. Aerial wolf killing is a very controversial practice. Intensive management practices should be a
last resort, not the fIrSt.
first. Intensive Management logically should require habitat improvement
before predator control is implemented to avoid starving moose.
7. Unit 15A has an abundance of other food sources for residents, including access to organic beef,
locally grown vegetables, and excellent fishing.
8. This area is on the road system, which increases the hunting pressure on moose.

RE: Proposals 3&-.Aerial
36-Aerial Wolf Control in GMU 15A
I strongly oppose Proposal 36 for the following reasons:
1. This Proposal is out of cycle and the details were not available to the public until October 14,
2011. According to the Alaska Procedures Act at a least 30 days notice is mandatory. The
public was not lawfully given adequate notice to prepare for the emergency statewide Fish and
Game Advisory Committee meetings, the October 28 deadline for comments to be included in
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3.

4.

5.

6.

the Board of Game packets, and the November 11 meeting in Barrow. Furthermore,
Furthennore, the local
biologists do not have their response completed for the October 28 deadline.
There has not been a recent study on moose productivity in 15C, and there is not an adequate
wolf census at this time.
BOG implemented a hunting regulation change in Unit 15C last year, removing spike or fork
and 3-brow tine from the harvestable population. There has not been adequate time to see the
effect of these changes. Thus an aerial wolf kill plan is premature.
Unit 15C is in the mid-range of the objective numbers for moose, indicating there is no
emergency need for such a heavy-handed method. In fact, doing this could put the habitat at risk
of over browsing if the carrying capacity for moose is exceeded.
This area has a large tourism industry with many people traveling thousands of miles to view
wildlife--all wildlife. Their expectation is to see "nature running wild." This plan will
negatively affect visitors' expectations. Wolves in this area are worth more alive than dead.
Aerial wolf killing is a very controversial practice. Intensive management practices should be a
last resort, not the ftrst.

In closing, I am a strong advocate for a healthy ecosystem and biodiversity. Humans have a
tendency to control nature for our own beneftt, which has sometimes proven detrimental. We
deftnitely affect the numbers of moose by hunting, moose-motor vehicle collisions, poaching, and
increasing human population which decreases moose habitat. These plans do not adequately
address alternative management actions nor are they supported by adequate science. Please vote
no on both proposals.
Sincerely,

Roberta Highland
ofAlaska
Alaska Department ofFish and Game
CC: Commissioner of
Lt. Governor Meade Treadwell
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October 28, 2011
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
ATIN:
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
99811~5526
Juneau, AK 99811
~5526
FAX: (907) 465-6094
RE: Oppose Proposals 35 and 36
To Whom It May Concern:
Thank you for the opportunity to submit these written comments on Proposal 35
(Proposal) that would approve an intensive management plan for moose in 15A and I5C
and will be considered at the November 11~14, 2011 Board of Game (BOG) meeting in
Barrow, Alaska. I am a resident of Homer, Alaska and testified in opposition to the
proposals at the Homer Fish and Game Advisory Committee Meeting held in Homer on
October 25 th • My oppositions to the proposal includes the following reasons:

I.

The Proposal Violates Public Notice and Comment Procedures.

I have substantial concerns over the fact that the BOG has inhibited public
participation by providing the public insufficient time to review the plan. Specifically, the
Proposal was not made available to the public until it was published on the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game web-site on October 17, 2011. This is a violation of the
Public Notice Comment requirement under the Alaska Administrative Procedures Act
which provides:
(a) At least 30 days before the adoption, amendment, or repeal of a
regulation, notice of the proposed action shall be;
(1) published in the newspaper of general circulation or trade or industry
publication that the state agency prescribes and posted on the Alaska
Online Public Notice System; in the discretion of the state agency giving
the notice, the requirement of publication in a newspaper or trade or
industry publication may be satisfied by using a combination of
publication and broadcasting; when broadcasting the notice, an agency
may use an abbreviated form of the notice if the broadcast provides the
name and date of the newspaper or trade or industry journal and the
Internet address of the Alaska Online Public Notice System where the full
text of the notice can be found;
(2)fumished
(2)furnished to every person who has filed a request for notice of proposed
...
action with the state agency
agency...
AS 44.62.190.
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Therefore, based on the fact that the Proposal was not published until
October
in preparation and the Board will be considering the Proposal sometime during
the
November II-14th meeting and none of the other conditions of AS
44.62. 190(aXl )&(2)
have, apparently, been complied with, the Board is prohibited from making any decision
on the Proposal at the November Board meeting. In addition, in the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game's (ADF&G') rush to complete the Proposal, the proposal has been
insufficiently developed and was not even included in the ADF&G's November proposal
book. This prevented the BOG, Advisory Committees and the general public from being
able to review the Proposal in a sufficient amount of time and has contributed to a
substantial amount of confusion relating to understanding the scientific basis for the
Proposal. The BOG has, further, prevented me and other interested members of the
public from participating in the November meeting by holding the discussion and
decision on the Proposal in Barrow far from the communities that will be directly
affected.
The failure of the BOG to acknowledge the need for public participation in
such a controversial proposal is detrimental to the public process and a violation
of state law. I, therefore, request, at the very least, that consideration of the
Proposals be moved to the January meeting in Anchorage in order to allow for my
participation and that of individuals who will be directly impacted by the
Proposals.

II.
Wolf control is not biologically warranted, appropriate, or feasible in
Units 15A or 15C.

1

j
1

1

1

I
I

Rather than wolf predation, biologists recognize that habitat is limiting moose population
growth in bothl5A. The Proposal, itself, states "declining habitat quality is the main
limiting factor affecting low moose densities in Unit 15(A); there has not been a fire of
significant size in the unit for over 40 years." Further, ADF&G recognized that the
current moose population objectives for 15A were too high as illustrated by a proposal
recommending the moose population objectives be lowered was submitted by ADF&G
for the March BOG meeting. Despite extensive biological evidence that such a reduction
was necessary, the BOG rejected the proposed reduction in objectives. Due to the widely
recognized habitat limitations in 15A, ADF&G also stated that "if predator densities were
reduced to increase moose numbers without concomitant wide-spread improvements to
the habitat any increases to moose survival would further increase the nutritional stress of
the moose population thereby reducing productivity."
That habitat, rather than predation, however, is limiting moose population growth
in 15A is illustrated by ADF&G, itself, which provides, in the Proposal that habitat is
limiting the population as illustrated by data presenting poor nutritional condition.
Further, the original habitat plan for this program states that bull: cow ratios have been
stable since the 1990's (see proposal 174). Reducing calf mortality through control of
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wolves, in the hopes of improving the bull: cow ratio when neither low bull: cow ratios,
nor excessive calf predation, have been identified as limiting factors is scientifically
unfounded.
Similarly, as in the case of 15A, implementing aerial wolf control in Unit 15C is not
supported by current biological conditions. For this reason, ADF&G recommended "Do Not
Adopt" for March meeting proposals 172 and 173 which called for aerial taking of wolves in
all of Unit 15 under intensive management. The agency's rationale was that "Unit 15C is
currently within intensive management objectives for both population size and harvest."
Not only is there insufficient scientific basis for the Proposal, but there is a
substantial question as to whether it will even work at all. The Proposal, itself, provides
that "reducing predation will allow for possible reallocation of moose from predators to
harvest. .. " Similarly, the only thing that remotely resembles a scientific bases for the
Proposal is "the potential effectiveness of aerial wolf control." This means that the
Proposal is not even remotely based in science and is almost entirely based in politics.
The Proposal is further flawed by it's complete failure to study the impacts of
reducing wolf numbers on the wolf population itself. This is particularly true since the
Proposal will be largely ineffective in increasing moose populations until habitat
conditions improve and will have to be repeated in future years to have any measurable
impact on such populations at all, let alone to reach the BOG's objectives.
Finally, the Proposal fails to address the likely further decline of habitat necessary
to produce healthy moose populations if wolf populations are reduced in 15A and 15C.
This is based on numerous studies illustrating that wolves are key species in the health of
ecosystems and, therefore, populations of moose and other ungulates. Wolves are a
keystone predator, and as such, is an integral component of healthy functioning
ecosystems. The admission on the one hand of the ADF&G, itself, that habitat is the
major factor that is limiting moose populations but, completely, failing to even mention
maintaining the healthy numbers of wolves in 15A and 15C as a means of addressing
such habitat issues on the other, illustrates the complete lack of sound science upon
which the Proposal is based.

CODclusioD
Conclusion

The fact that the ADF&G, itself, expressly admits that habitat degradation due to
lack of fire and other factors, is the primary cause of Moose populations that are not
meeting the BOG's arbitrary levels of for Moose population objectives and ADF&G's
statement that controlling wolves has a mere "possibility" of increasing moose
populations, illustrates that the Proposal is highly unlikely to meet BOG objectives.
Further, the fact that it will likely require multiple control applications which will result
in the removal of a keystone species that is necessary to improve moose habitat
conditions, means that the Proposal will, actually, negatively impact both moose and wolf
populations over the long term. This proposal is best illustrated by the words of one
ADF&G representative at the Homer Advisory Committee meeting who said, "the BOG
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directed ADG&G to increase moose populations as quickly as possible" which illustrates
that this proposal has nothing to do with science and everything to do with politics.
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,
slHal Shepherd

Hal Shepherd
P.O. Box 15332
Fritz Creek, AK 99603
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Dear Board of Game Members:
I am writing to express my opposition to Board of Game Proposal 35 and 36
relating to aerial wolf hunting on the Kenai Peninsula. I do not believe that
there is adequate science based research backing this type of predator control
practice. Prior to approving such a measure I would like to see published,
peer reviewed research justifying the need to control wolves in this area and
population, moose population and
showing the long term effects on the wolf popUlation,
other wildlife in the area. I also believe that this type of approach to wolf
management is unsafe, posing dangers for recreational users in the area,
amateur aerial hunters and pilots.
Aerial killing of wolves also poses a public relations nightmare for the state
of Alaska. It casts the state in a very poor light nationally and could have far
reaching implications for the tourism industry. National and local
environmental groups will likely highlight these practices and potentially
call for boycotts of Alaskan tourism businesses. This is not what this state
needs now. We need to show the rest of the country that we are enlightened,
follow science based wildlife management practices and respect the precious
resource that wildlife is to this state. For these reasons I am in strong
opposition to proposal 35 and 36 and request that these not be approved.
Sincerely,
Dori Broglino
2188 Lawson Creek Rd. - Apt. D
Douglas, AK 99824
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ATIN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
RE: Opposition to BOG proposals 35 and 36 aerial wolf control in
Game Management Units 15A and 15C,
Dear Sirs
I oppose the aerial killing of wolves for the reasons listed below:
The cause of the reduced moose population is unclear and not
necessarily due to wolves but could well be due to the poor habitat.
Intrusion within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge and recreational
areas is dangerous, impractical and an inefficient means of
controlling the wolf population in forested terrain.
The inhabitants of those areas most affected by this proposal have
not been given sufficient access to these proposals to voice their
opinions.
Please reconsider this ruling which is hasty and not in the best
interests of man or nature.
Sincerely
Anne Wilson
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Dear BOG please postpone action on proposals 35 and 36 until our
Alaskan citizen residence who would be affected have an equal
opportunity rightfully voice their opinions.
I, Kimberly C. Kellar of WaSilla, Alaska OPPOSE Proposal 35
The Alaska Department of Fish & Game's own evidence presented to

the BOG in March concluded that predation was not the cause of
declining moose populations on the K. So why target wolves?
I, Kimberly C. Kellar of Wasilla, Alaska OPPOSE proposal 36

"Aerial predator control of any type in Alaska is not appropriate in a
densely populated area that is heavily used for recreation by Alaskans
and visitors alike. "
Sincerely,
Kimberly Kellar
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35, 35 oppose
Take lives only if you can give them back! Stop killing wildlife. Airborne Wolfkillings
are horrendous, people who abet this heinous crime seem to have lost their conscience.
Every living being has the right to exist on this planet.
Yamini Venkatachalam
Baroda, India
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OPPOSE 35, 36
Hi, I particularly don't support the fact that any private citizen
wI a permit - not trained ADF&G biologists .. would be allowed to
shoot wolves from aircraft.
Why is public input on the proposals so limited, with no time for
public review?! Also objectionable is the tactic further
inhibiting public participation: BOG's meeting in Barrow, one of
Alaska's most remote and difficult-to-access cities. People from
the Kenai and Southcentral Alaska - those directly affected by
the proposals - will have virtually no opportunity for in-person
input. This is outrageous!!

I join with others who are paying attention in asking the BOG
to postpone action on the proposals until its :ranuary meeting
in Anchorage,
Anchorage. when residents directly affected by the
measures would have a fair opportunity to have their voices
heard.
Seems like this would be the right thing to do.
Mary La Fever
40+ year Alaskan in Anchorage
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To whom it may concern:
I am an Alaskan resident and I strongly oppose BOG 35 & 36 that would allow aerial
wolf killing on the peninsula. The peninsula is known as "Alaska's Playground"and I
believe this would make that statement false. Aerial wolf killing is not appropriate
anywhere and it is certainly not appropriate in a heavy populated location. Visitors come
to Alaska to experience wildlife and the implementation of this would take away from
our culture.
Wolves are not a serious problem on the peninsula. There is no reason to kill a species to
increase the population of another for the benefit of human hunting. It is selfish and
irresponsible! Is this what the human race is coming to?
I am disgusted that this is allowed to happen anywhere in Alaska, and I am appalled that
expanding this is being suggested. Please postpone the action on this proposal until
residents of the peninsula can voice their opinion. These are the people who matter, not
the ones who are suggesting this disgusting act.
Karma Torres
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BOG proposals 35 & 36--oppose

•

Wolves are not the problem. The Alaska Department of Fish &
Game's own evidence presented to the BOG in March concluded that
predation was not the cause of declining moose populations on the
Kenai. So why target wolves?
In 15A,
1SA, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is
responsible for fewer moose. So why target wolves?
In addition, much of Unit 15A Is within the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, federally managed land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator
control programs. Targeting wolves in the remaining area would be
inefficient and at best unlikely to affect moose populations.
In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analysis,
analYSiS, moose
populations are not declining. A cited low bull-to-cow ratio cannot be
traced to wolf predation, and killing wolves does not negate hunters'
prior overharvest of bull moose.

•

Aerial wolf killing will be highly visible,
viSible, controversial, and is
not an appropriate action in an area that is heavily populated and a
year-round recreation destination.

•

In both units aerial predator control is simply not practical.
Forested terrain makes tracking and shooting the wolves difficult.
Landing a plane, in order to salvage a carcass or dispatch a wounded
animal, is problematic and dangerous.

•

Any private citizen with a permit - not trained ADFa.G
ADF&.G
biologists - will be allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft.

Public input on the proposals will be severely limited. The BOG
directed ADF&G to formulate aerial wolf control plans at its March 2011
meeting, but the plans were only very recently published for public review.
Further inhibiting public partiCipation,
participation, the proposals will be discussed and
voted on at the BOG's meeting in Barrow, one of Alaska's most remote and
difficult-to-access cities. People from the Kenai and 50uthcentral Alaska 
those directly affected by the proposals - will have virtually no opportunity
for in-person input.
We ask that the BOG to postpone action on the proposals until its January
meeting in Anchorage, when residents directly affected by the measures
would have a fair opportunity to have their voices heard

PC2PC68
13 of
1 of
108
1

BOG Proposals 35 and 36--0PPOSE

Katherine Mitchell

Our children and grandchildren live on the Kenai.
Please
do not allow killing of wolves from the air. Aerial
predator control of any type is not appropriate in this
densely populated area.
Katherine Mitchell=
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Oppose 35, 36

Wolves are an important part of the ecosystem.
Killing them is stupid.
Aerial shooting is inhumane. How can you be sure It is a clean kill?

Deb Russell
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To the BOG

1

35, 36 Oppose

I am E. Lee North, Brightwaters, LI, NY Historian-Emeritus, author of "Eyes
That Haunt," novel that required intense study (and admiration) of
ofthe
the wolves.
I visited -- (and gave away my niece, Tammy North) in Kenai -- at Clam
Gulch in the 1980s. I loved Alaska, Cook Inlet, and the Kenai Peninsula.
I sure hope that the subject proposals, which I believe would lead to violence
from citizens shooting from aircraft at the wolves, are voted down. Please,
gentlemen and ladies, do not pass these proposals.
Thank you,
E. Lee North, 55 woodland dr., Brightwaters, NY 11718.
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RE BOG proposals 35 and 36. OPPPOSE
To whom it may concern,
Please convey my deep concern at the proposal to declare war on wildlife by the aerial shooting
of wolves.
Apart from the disruption to the eco system and the suffering to the wolves, such action would
cause grave risk to the public, and will give those involved carte blanche to do as they please.
Regards,
Peter Langley.
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Oppose 35 and 36
To whom it may concern,
Killing wolves from the air on the Kenai or any other place within the state of Alaska
for the sake of providing Moose hunting opportunities is both needless and unwarranted.
Thousands of dollars are also provided by tourists and recreationalists in the State of
Alaska because of its diverse wildlife, not just by hunters who live or come there to hunt.
I urge the Board, to reconsider and develop a more humane plan that will provide for the
welfare of both the wolves and the moose. I have lived in Alaska and have traveled
extensively to and within that state and believe the people of that great state have always
been proud of their independence and diversity, therefore lead the way and show the
world how to care for and maintain your abundant wildlife in an honorable way.
Sincerely,
Steven Clevidence
Victor Montana
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I write this letter to oppose Proposal 35 and 36 that are being considered. Wolves are
not the problem. Evidence presented by the Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game concluded
that predation was not the cause of declining moose population on the Kenai. Why
lSA, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is
must wolves be targeted? In 15A,
responsible for fewer moose. So why must wolves be targeted?
The Alaskan wilderness must be left untouched. Please let the magnificent animals live
in peace where they belong. I visited Alaska this past summer. I did not know these
deplorable practices took place. I would have a difficult time returning if these
proposals go thru. I hope this won't be the case.
Sincerely,
Linda
linda Sampson
983 Valley Road
Franklin lakes, NJ 07417
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PROPOSALS 35 & 36 OPPOSE

To whom it may concern:
When I hear of such horrific needless slaughter of
ofthese
these wonderful
wildlife beings, it makes me so saddened and angered. I Live here in
southeastern Alaska-Juneau, and when these issues come to Fish and Game,
how can it be. The last several years Friends and family who come to visit,
they wish they could see some wolves. All visitors
seem to whole-heartily really enjoy the wild life over all other reasons
to come to Alaska. You ask their opinions, that's what brings the money to
this state during tourist season
season.....
.....THE
THE WILD LIFE!!! This is
CRAZY and I will ONL
ONLY
Y VOTE for those with my beliefs.
Sincerely,
Susan Green
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BOG PROPOSALS 35, 36 OPPOSE
NO KILLING OF WOLVES ON THE KENAI! STOP ANTHROPOCENTRISM AND
CRUELTY TO MAMMALS THAT HAVE AS MUCH RIGHT TO LIVE AS HUMANS
DO!
IRIS GALLEGOS
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To the Alaska Board of Game:
Re: BOG proposals 35 and 36 - Implementing aerial wolf control in Game Management
Units 15A and 15C, (parts of Kenai Peninsula)

-J

Dear Sirs:
I strenuously object to the implementing of the above proposals.
-There continues to be no scientific or biological proof warranting such cruel
cowardliness.
-Department ofFish & Game's own evidence presented to the BOG in March concluded
that predation was not the cause of declining moose populations on the Kenai. In 15A,
the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is responsible for fewer moose.
So why target wolves?????????????
-- As I understand it, any private citizen with a permit will be allowed to shoot wolves
from the aircraft. I do not wish some untrained fool taking pot shots in rural / wilderness
areas that are heavily populated by persons enjoying the year-round recreational
opportunities found throughout the Kenai Peninsula.
-I most strenuously object to the Board of Game's cowardly decision to
make proposals 35 and 36 public ata
ala very late date. I urge to Board of Game
to extend the period of time for public input in this matter.
-Lastly, on the 10 miles of the Kenai Spur Highway (running between Soldotna and
Kenai), between August 10 and Oct 24, 2011, eleven moose have been killed by speeding
motorists.
Isn't it about time we really do something about the real predators?????
Sincerely,
John Porter
34475 Forest Lane
Soldotna, AK
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To a man whose mind isfree there is something even more intolerable in the
suJTerings of
ofanimals
animals than in the tntlTerings
Bl4lTerings of
ofman.
man. For with the latter it is at least
admitted that tntlTering
Bl4lTering is evil and that the man who causes it is a criminal. But
ofanimals
animals are uselessly butchered every day without a shadow of
thousands of
remorse. {fany man were to ,.qer to it, he would be thought ridiculous. And that
is the unpardonable crime. -Romain Rolland, Nobel Prize 1915

"All beings tremble before violence. Allfear death. All love life. See yourself in others.
"AII
Then whom can you hUrl? What harm can you do? -Buddha"
All beings hate pains; therefore one should not kill them. This is the quintessence of
wisdom: not to kill anything. -Sutrakritanga
-Sul1'akritanga (Jainism)

TIN:: Board of Game Comments
A TIN
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Dear Sirs,
Could you explain the reason why the poor wolf is constantly targeted? Wolves are part
of the eco-system and have been for centuries. They are social animals and live in
family packs.
packs.
The reason you want to massacre these majestic animals is because of your desire to
appease livestock farmers (voters), who presumably can't be bothered to protect their
animals from predators.
This results in the wolf being the scapegoat for any loss of farmed animal, which is
marginal. Have they never heard of husbandry! Also, you probably rely on hunters
(more voters) who kill caribou and elk which the wolf relies on for their own supply of
food.
food.
Wolves are chased by thugs on snowmobiles,
snowmobiles, light planes, baited with poison, trapped,
trapped,
snared and are regarded in your country as public enemy No 1.
Tourists love to see wolves in their own environment but you prefer
preter to issue licences for
sadists to murder these beautiful animals.
It's about time you realise that one day the wolf will no longer exist due to your over
. zealous desire to eliminate these highly intelligent animals and for what?
No doubt when you've slaughtered all the wolves you'll find another species of animal to
persecute. And so it goes on
on..

I ask that the BOG to postpone action on the proposals until its January meeting in
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Anchorage, when residents directly affected by the measures would have a fair
opportunity to have their voices heard.
These are my arguments:
arguments:
•

Wolves are not the problem. The Alaska Department of Fish & Game's own
evidence presented to the BOG in March concluded that predation was not the
cause of declining moose populations on the Kenai. So why target wolves?
In 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is responsible for
fewer moose. So why target wolves?
In addition, much of Unit 15A is within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge,
federally managed land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator control programs.
Targeting wolves in the remaining area would be inefficient and at best unlikely to
affect moose populations.
In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analysis, moose populations are not
declining. A cited low bull-to-cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf predation, and
killing wolves does not negate hunters' prior overharvest of bull moose.

•

Aerial wolf killing will be highly visible, controversial, and is not an
appropriate action in an area that is heavily populated and a year-round
recreation destination.

•

In both units aerial predator control Is
is simply not practical. Forested terrain
makes tracking and shooting the wolves difficult. landing a plane, in order to
salvage a carcass or dispatch a wounded animal, is problematic and dangerous.

•

Any private citizen with a penn
pennit
it - not trained ADF&G biologists - will be
allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft.

•

Public input on the proposals will be severely limited. The BOG directed
ADF&G to formulate aerial wolf control plans at its March 2011 meeting, but the
plans were only very recently published for public review.
review. Further inhibiting public
participation, the proposals will be discussed and voted on at the BOG's meeting
in Barrow, one of Alaska's most remote and difficult-to-access cities. People from
the Kenai and Southcentral Alaska - those directly affected by the proposals -
will have virtually no opportunity for in-person input.
Sincerely,
Chantal Buslot
Belgium
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Oppose 35 and 36
How is it possible that the BOG can justifiably ignore science just so hunters can have
something to kill?
It's amazing to me how a state that prides itself on its natural beauty and wildlife and wild
spaces is so eager to destroy it.
tenn and stop the expansion of "predator" control.
Please think long term
Thank you very much for your consideration.
ME Quimby
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To Whom it may concern:
I strongly oppose BOG proposals 35 and 36 that would implement aerial
wolf control in Game Management Units 15A and 15C, which include much
of the western and southern areas of the Kenai Peninsula.
We ask the BOG to postpone action on the proposals until its January
meeting in Anchorage, when residents directly affected by the measures
would have a fair opportunity to have their voices heard.
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I implore that whomever makes these decisions, at the very least, take
the necessary time to read the attached link provided which outlines
the importance of maintaining a healthy ecosystem, of which Wolves and
top predators playa key role.
Decline in top predators and megafauna 'humankind's most pervasive
influence on nature'
http://www.ourfutureplanet.org/news/597
Thank you for your time and consideration of this highly important and
controversial subject matter regarding the future of wolf populations.
Sincerely,
Sherry Dion
726 River Road
Braeside, Ontario
KOA IGO
Canada
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Dear Alaska's Board of Game:
My name is Jeanne Fedel, I completely OPPOSE BOG proposals 35 and 36 that would
implement aerial wolf control in Game Management Units 15A and 15C. In addition, I
feel strongly that the American public's majority's wishes are being dismissed. As an
educator, this worries me enough to stop and write this letter before leaving for my high
school classes.

In Science and Government classes, my students have followed the decisions made by the
BOG, and we are perplexed. Statistically speaking, we have not found one instance of a
situation in which aerial hunting is biologically beneficial to the populations of predators
or prey. The disruption to all wildlife is unpreventable, and stress is unduly placed on
breeding/nursing individuals of all species. Aerial hunting does not promote natural
selection, so should any individuals survive, their genetic pool has been drastically
weakened. To use aerial hunting against wolves, one of the more pack-oriented of the
canid family is also devastating to populations from a social standpoint. As someone
who has had to study wolves to understand the management of many foster canids, I have
seen how the stress of losing an alpha member to a pack or the losing of an important
canid companion can cause a remaining animal's body to reject itself. Wild wolves may
have more of a tolerance to the loss of a dominant pack member, but the fact remains that
stress can cause an animal to feel poorly, and potentially result in causing an insufficient
ability to care for itself.
Now, in regards to the American public? The American public--and Alaska's own
citizens-- have consistently voted against aerial wolfhunts. For over fifteen years, since I
have been monitoring BOG's decisions. How can you justify ignoring this fact? How am
I to keep explaining it to our younger generations? At least have the decency to change
the voting location to January, when the individuals who are going to be the most locally
affected by this outrageous change to the hunting rules can more easily attend. You are
not simply asking trained biologists to help pick off a few wolves; proposals 35 and 36
will permit any citizen to fire weapons out of an aircraft in an area that is trafficked by
human locals and visitors alike. Many hunters are very responsible with their guns;
however, the best hunters I know would never consent to an aerial hunt. Who will? The
yahoos who want immediate gratification, and are not putting Alaska's best interest at
heart.

Do what is best for all of Alaska. An aerial hunt will not magically promote an
abundance of caribou; wolves have not been shown to be a primary threat to the caribou
population, and in fact, do a much better job than man has at improving the caribou
population through natural selection. An aerial hunt will not promote goodwill amongst
the majority of the American --or even simply Alaska's-- general public. An aerial hunt
is a clear demonstration of unwise politics in regards to conserving our national heritage.
Please vote no on Proposals 35 and 36. Keep the western and southern areas of the Kanai
Peninsula free from aerial hunting.
Thank you,
Jeanne Fedel, California
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To the Board of game [Alaska]
PROPOSAL TO 35, 36
36.......
.......0PPOSE
0PPOSE
I am sUbmitting this letter in response to information I have received regarding a
proposed wolf hunt in Alaska's Kenai Peninsula. The issue of aerial wolf hunting is a
long-standing problem for most ethical, humane, and biologically educated/aware folks!
The current attempts to control wolves has no verifiable scientific basis to it. The Alaska
Department of Fish and Game has presented information to the BOG that predation was
not the cause of the decline in moose populations on the Kenai Peninsula.
Indeed, poor habitat is probably the reason for the lower numbers.
it should also be noted that the Kenai national wildlife refuge is off-limits to predator
control programs and targeting wolves in remaining areas is at best ineffective and
misguided. Finally and most importantly it should be noted that the low bull- to -cow
ratio is probably related to overhunting. This is based on the Alaska Department of Fish
and game's own analysis!
The area of proposed wolf killing is a heavily used recreation destination and thus a
totally inappropriate area to engage in this type of slaughter. The forested terrain makes it
difficult to land, track, or dispatch a wounded animal. It is thus and extremely dangerous
undertaking.
The fact that any private citizen with a permit can engage in this activity [and not a
trained biologist] makes it an exercise of amateur incompetent wildlife hunters and there
have been well-documented incidents of sadism and extremely cruel killing of these
magnificent animals. Of note is the case of Dr. Jack Frost back in the 90s I believe,
.....who
.....
who prided himself with a particular cruel heinous way of killing an animal and
bragging about it on his radio. Fortunately the wildlife people were able to intercept and
track his conversation. The rest of the story is gruesome and further evidence of
endangered species that he had killed illegally were found in his refrigerator. I guess what
I'm trying to say that all types of sordid, sadistic individuals will be drawn into this
bloodbath. Dr. Frost is not the only one and there have been other instances of this
horrible abuse.
Finally the attempt by the BOG to inhibit public participation in determining whether or
not the hunt is appropriate and warranted is despicable & unethical. The manipulation of
location of the BOG's meeting to Barrow Alaska [one of the most remote and difficult to
access cities] and not provide the people from Kenai and south-central Alaska who are
directly affected by the proposals and opportunity for local input is highly suspect.
Residents need to have a fair opportunity to make their voices heard and the manipulation
of the timing to the point where limited number of people may have the information at
hand, and restricting it to a location out of the area in question [barrow] is unethical,
immoral and downright disgusting.
I ask that the issue be discussed in a March 2011 meeting after allowing folks that live in
the area to review the plan and provide input given the information we know from valid
scientific studies done by the Alaska Department of Fish and game.
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As an addendum, I might add this sounds awfully much like the "tick" control programs
that have been instituted around a few areas in the Northeast and are highly controversial.
there has been no scientific and medical evidence to support the culling of deer as
causing a drop in the incidence of Lyme disease. Yet based on political pressure from
hunting groups & uneducated hysterics, bow hunters are currently engaged in this useless
and cruel activity despite the outcry of many concerned citizens.
It makes one wonder how much of the aerial wolf hunting [which is been highly
controversial for at least 50 years] is backed by political lobbies
lobbies......
...... hunters and wolf
haters! Certainly not scientists, biologists and ethical humane folks who understand the
complex biology and need for this magnificent predator in a healthy ecosystem.
Thank you for your time and interest
Dr. I de Baintner MD FACSM (MAJ.USAF. retired)
Dover, MA 02030
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Oppose 35, 36
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
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Airborne killing is for weaklings and cowards!!! I don't think a lot of Alaskans are
considering themselves as such!!!
If you want to hunt, i.e. kill wolves (not that I think that it is warranted as when the food
supply decreases, so decreases the # of wolves), do it from the ground as it was done in
the old days.
air! !! There is no justification for it!!!
it! !!
I detest people that MURDER wolves from the air!!!
None, absolutely none!!!

Horst-Helmut Meissner, M.D.
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Oppose 35 and 36
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
To the Board of Game:
I strongly urge the Board to defeat both proposals 35 and 36 which would implement aerial
wolf control In Game Management Units 15A and 15C in the Kenai Peninsula. They represent a
step backwards in responsible game management, as does any aerial wolf control.
Evidence presented to the BOG by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game concludes that
predation is not the cause of declining moose populations on the Kenai. Targeting wolves is not
the answer. Poor habitat in 15A is responsible for fewer moose. Further, much of Unit 15A is
within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge, and therefore off-limits to Alaska's predator control
programs. Targeing wolves in the remaining area would be inefficient and likely would not affect
moose populations. With regard to Unit 15C, the ADF&G's analysis shows moose populatons are
not declining. Overharvest of bull moose by hunters, not wolf predation, has caused any low
bull-to-cow ratio.

Aerial wolf killing is an atrocious, highly visible, and controversial practice that is not
appropriate in a heavily populated area and a year-round recreation destination. Aerial predator
control is impractical in both units, where forested terrain makes such action difficult and
downright dangerous. It Is
is appalling that any private dtizen with a permit, rather than trained
biologists, would be allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft. It is unfortunate and disappointing
that public input on the proposals will be severely limited, as the plans were only very recently
published for public review and will be voted on in the remote city of Barrow. I urge the BOG to
postpone action on the proposals until its January meeting, when residents directly affected by
the measures would have a fair opportunity to be heard.
It is time to end this ill-advised practice that is unsupported by all available evidence and to
address the actual causes of the decline in moose population. Again, I urge the Board of Game
to defeat proposals 35 and 36.

Lynn Driessen
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To BOG
Oppose 35, 36

PLEASE, stop this senseless and grossly inhumane aerial
slaughter of wolves!! !
Brian Smith
Homer, AK
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Oppose 35, 36
To whom it may concern:
My name is Marc Cooke and I would like to leave several comments on your proposed
aerial wolf hunt.
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We all know aerial gunning of wolves and other predators does not work. Wolves are not
the problem as was the conclusion of Alaska's Department of F&0 has mentioned in
prior research reports. Poor area habitat is the major factor in the declining moose
numbers. It is not in the best long term interest to artificially attempt to increase moose
creature...
...the
the wolves. Then only allow
population numbers at the expense of another creature
hunters to target those moose for hunting.
I also believe that much of this area is offlimits (15A) to killing of wolves and other
predators???? How can this be acceptable? Its not! Sadly in 15C you make the claim
that moose populations are not declining and in the past have been over huntedlharvested.
Aerial hunting is not fair chase and I find it nothing short of very disturbing and
unsportsmanlike. I visit Alaska often and enjoy the company of wolves and other
predators. It makes up some of my best photos! This area is very rugged and not good
terrain to hunt wolves. What will happen if you would wound a wolf? Do you try and
so.....it
.it tough terrain so this leads me to believe that you
land and end its life? I don't think so
would just leave the animal to suffer. My father and my father's fathers taught me to be
an ethical hunter. This too, I find very disturbing and is wrong! How can it be safe and
legal to allow any so called hunter to hang from a moving aircraft and kill or wound
wolves? You people have this incorrect on so many levels its mind boggling!
Public input is very clear. DONT ALLOW TIDS TO PROCEED! Do what the
overall public wants and not just what special interest groups want.
If you have any questions or comments for me, I can be contacted at the below address.

Thank you for considering my comments.
Marc Cooke
3427 Rome Lane
Stevensville, Montana 59870
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Dear sirs
I OPPOSE proposals 35 and 36 these proposals,
proposals. which artificially try to increase the
moose population for hunters, are not biologically sound. My family and I love to visit
some of the areas where aerial predator control may take place and I can tell you I won't
bring my girls there with that type of predator control taking place its just not safe. It is
especially disturbing that non- biologists and any individual can shoot wolves from
an aircraft ,• are you trying to destroy the tourist industry?

Mark Balitzer
San Diego, Ca
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Please enter as testimony in opposition to BOG proposals 35 and 36.

Conditions in Game Units 15 A and 15 C do not appear to warrant the
killing of wolves to solve game availability issues. Both of these
units have conditions that need addressing, but are unrelated, or only
slightly related to wolf predation according to ADF & G's own
information.
In Game Unity 15 A, the problem is poor habitat. Increasing moose in
an area that already has poor habitat is not going to improve it.
Possibly the area could use a 'rest' from being so heavily browsed.
This solution could actually put the wolf predation to use assisting in
recovery of the area.
In Game Unit 15 C, the problem according to ADF&G's own data, is a low
bull to cow ratio.
This appears to be related to the issuing of
hunting permits, and the choice hunters are making when selecting a
target.
The BOG and ADF&G should make some in-house adjustments rather
than blaming the problem on wolves.
Please defeat these two proposals: 35 and 36. Also an issue like this
would more appropriately be handled at a meeting near the area
affected. It tends to make the public think that the BOG is slipping
something past them, when issues like this are taken up at meetings
that cannot be accessed by local residents.
Thank you.

Martha Siebe
8700 Solar Drive
Anchorage, AK 99507
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To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Maria Torres and I OPPOSE Alaska's BOG proposals 35 and 36.
Your state's practice of aerial wolf killing is inhumane, unnecessary, controversial
and frowned upon by everyone in the lower 48. Aside from the fact that
authorizing any private citizen with a permit to shoot at defenseless wolves in
heavily populated areas is dangerous to civilians (not to mention cowardly), the
end simply does not justify the means. That is, Alaska Department of Fish &
&
Game's own findings, which were presented to the BOG in March, concluded
that wolves were not the cause of declining moose populations on the Kenai.
Please do not allow these proposals to go through. Aerial wolf killing is a
sickening and archaic practice that has to be stopped.
Sickening
Respectfully,
Maria Torres
1550 Platte St. #162
Denver, CO 80202
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Dear BOG: (oppose 35 and 36)
Hello and greetings from California. My name is Kristi Machon. I am writing to you
with great concerns regarding the airborne wolf killing in Kenai. Could you please take a
moment to review my email? Thank you in advance for your time.

•

Wolves are not the problem. The Alaska Department of Fish &
Game's own evidence presented to the BOG in March concluded that
predation was not the cause of declining moose populations on the
Kenai. So why target wolves?
In 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is
responsible for fewer moose. So why target wolves?
In addition, much of Unit 15A is within the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, federally managed land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator
control programs. Targeting wolves in the remaining area would be
ineffiCient and at best unlikely to affect moose populations.
In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analysis, moose
populations are not declining. A cited low bull-to-cow ratio cannot be
traced to wolf predation, and killing wolves does not negate hunters'
prior overharvest of bull moose.

•

Aerial wolf killing will be highly visible, controversial, and is
not an appropriate action in an area that is heavily populated and a
year-round recreation destination.

•

In both units aerial predator control is simply not
practical. Forested terrain makes tracking and shooting the wolves
difficult. Landing a plane, in order to salvage a carcass or dispatch a
wounded animal, is problematic and dangerous.

Best,
Kristi Machon
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Oppose 35, 36
No killings of wolves from airplanes
Anthony Conforti
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Dear Board of Game Members,
I am an Alaska resident and I do not support increased measures against wolves in
Kenai. I oppose Proposals 35 and 36; Fish and Game has already publicly announced
that the proposed measures will do nothing.
Please follow the guidance of
ofour
our trained biologists and do not proceed with these
proposals.
Thank you.
Janice Golub
POB 35096
Fort Wainwright, AK 99703
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To the BoG:
I strongly urge the denial pf proposals 35 and 36. The nature of the situation
in the Kenai is not one of over~predation but rather a limiting factor of forage.
Thus, no matter how many predators are killed the increase, if any, in moose
would only be temporary and lead to a crash.
Aerial hunting of wolves was suPposedly started as an emergency response to
a specific population situation but it is now becoming the de facto method of
game management despite it's brutality and total lack of scientific justification.
Instead, it is practiced to aid non-residents in their trophy hunting and has little to
do with the actual situation.
Instead of aerial hunting, it might be better and wiser to actually practice good
wildlife management in the area
area..
Art Greenwalt, Fairbanks
...Art
...
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October 27, 2011
Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Dear Board of Game:
I am writing to you to express my vehement opposition to BOG proposals 35 and 36 which propose to
implement aerial wolf control in Game Management Units 15A and 15C which includes much of the
western and southern areas of the Kenai Peninsula. I oppose this action because ADF&G's own
scientific data, presented to the BOG in March, implies that poor habitat is largely responsible for the
decline of moose populations - not wolf predation.
It is my understanding that Kenai National Wildlife Refuge (Unit 15A) is federally managed land, and as
such, it should remain off limits to any kind of predator control programs. As for the remaining areas,
predator control will likely be ineffective and unlikely to positively affect moose populations.
As for Unit 15C, it has been reported that moose populations are not declining, according to ADF&G's
own analysis. A reported low bull-to-cow ratio has not been linked to wolf predation. More likely, this
decline is the result of years of hunters' prior over-harvest of bull moose. Are hunters entitled to every
game animal in the woods? That sense of entitlement is reflected in environmental destruction across
the board. Restraint, rather than entitlement, is what has protected most of the wild places we enjoy
today. Restrictions on development, for instance, result in more open space and public use areas,
which make our human communities healthier and increase our quality of life. Similarly, restraint is
important in preserving native wildlife. Hunters who feel entitled to hunt as many animals as they
want, and thus advocate for the destruction of native predators, turn a blind eye to ecosystems out of
balance, the general health of the wild lands we hold precious and the rights of other citizens who
value the role of predators in the maintenance of our environment. None 0/ us are so entitled.
Finally, aerial wolf killing is impractical and dangerous; any private citizen with a permit - not trained
ADF&G biologists - will be allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft and that concept is totally
unacceptable and violates every principle of national security. This practice is also a highly visible and
controversial measure that will certainly impact recreational visits from tourists who visit Alaska for its
wildness and wildlife watching.
It is my understanding that public input regarding this proposal is limited. I urgently request that the
BOG postpone action on the proposals until its January meeting in Anchorage, when residents directly
affected by the measures would have a fair opportunity to have their voices heard.
Respectfully submitted,
D~~lAt f;eV'vtLvegV'v~

Diane Bentivegna
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Oppose 35 and 36

On behalf of my family, including 7 voting adults and numerous children--all of
whom travel each summer:
Wolf hunting by air is not only cruel, unethical and immoral; it is unsporting and
cowardly. Your attempt to make more ungulates available to hunters by
eliminating predators makes Alaska--which we know to be beautiful and even
have some very nice people as residents-seem like a primitive example of what
happens when the fox is in charge of the henhouse.
Too many hunters, too few predators: We'll not be taking our Airstream to Alaska
again until this stops. Tony Knowles allowed us this privilege; since his days in
office, your State is a national embarrassment.
Sincerely
the Zucker family
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Sirs and Ma'ams,
I would like to voice my strong opposition to the BOG Proposals 35 and 36.

•

Wolves are not the problem. The Alaska Department of Fish & Game's
own evidence presented to the BOG in March concluded that predation
was not the cause of declining moose populations on the Kenai. So why
target wolves?
In 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is responsible
for fewer moose. So why target wolves?
In addition, much of Unit 15A is within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge,
federally managed land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator control
programs. Targeting wolves in the remaining area would be inefficient and
at best unlikely to affect moose populations.
In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analysis, moose populations
are not declining. A cited low bUll-to-cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf
predation, and killing wolves does not negate hunters' prior overharvest of
bull moose.

•

Aerial wolf killing will be highly visible, controversial, and is not an
appropriate action in an area that is heavily populated and a year-round
recreation destination.

•

In both units aerial predator control is simply not practical. Forested
terrain makes tracking and shooting the wolves difficult. landing a plane,
in order to salvage a carcass or dispatch a wounded animal, is
problematic and dangerous.

•

Any private citizen with a permit - not trained ADF&G biologists - will
be allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft.

Public input on the proposals will be severely limited. The BOG directed
ADF&G to formulate aerial wolf control plans at its March 2011 meeting, but the
plans were only very recently published for public review. Further inhibiting public
participation, the proposals will be discussed and voted on at the BOG's meeting
in Barrow, one of Alaska's most remote and difficult-to-access cities. People from
the Kenai and Southcentral Alaska - those directly affected by the proposals -
will have virtually no opportunity for in-person input.
Thank you very much for your time and consideration.
Respectfully,
Gregory "Gregg" Haussmann
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
35, 36 Oppose
There is no scientific basis to human managed predator control.
Nature controls predator populations by balancing their numbers
with those of their prey. Numerous scientific studies have shown
that suppression of predators makes for unhealthy herbivores
which, ultimately, will reduce ungulate populations.
I implore you not only to dismiss any thought of expanding deadly
aerial wildlife management but to end the practice all together.
Humans are NOT experts at creating balance in the wilderness.
The Earth itself will take care of its own.
Thank you for your consideration.
Mary Jo Graham
Founder/Director
Oakmoss Education
2092 Mill Road
West Falls, NY 14171-9710
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I OPPOSE BOG proposals 35 and 36.
It seems that when the consumptive users want to enact a proposal, 'science based game
management' is loudly trumpeted. The evidence in this case shows loss of habitat as the

primary contributor to low moose populations.
WHERE IS THE SCIENCE BASED GAME MANAGEMENT HERE? Or maybe we
should call a spade a spade - "politics based game management".
--Scott

The best long distance runners eat raw meat, run naked and sleep in the
snow.
--From an Alaska Airlines ad
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Oppose aerial wolf killing in the Kenai
Carol Biggs
PO Box 20271
Juneau AK 99802
Earth has evolved over billions and billions of years, self correcting and
balancing itself continually.
At best, human intervention in natural systems causes natural system delays in
correcting imbalances.
Earth doesn't need humans trying to correct and adjust natural system
imbalances when nature-disconnected humans are not capable of understanding
how nature works in harmony and balance with the whole system's health in
mind over long periods of time.
Killing more wolves in the Kenai is not going to improve the moose population if
human hunters are the problem, or, as in 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded
that poor habitat is responsible for fewer moose.
It's pretty obvious that if there's not enough food for moose, there will be fewer
moose. as well as fewer wolves.
moose,
wolves, as well as fewer of all creatures who are
dependent on their sustenance from nature.
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Oppose 35, 36,
Dear Sir,
I request you to please stop the aerial hunt of the predator species, wolves because of the
pointers below.
I request that the BOG to postpone the decision on aerial killing of wolves until its
January meeting in Anchorage, when residents directly affected by the measures would
have a fair opportunity to have their voices heard.
Some pointers to stop this aerial hunt:

•

Reduces tourism. This visible hunt will spread across and reduces the tourism to

•

Wolves are not the problem. The Alaska Department ofFish & Game's own

Alaska since there are a lot of people who will be opposed to this visible hunt.

I

evidence presented to the BOG in March concluded that predation was not the
cause of declining moose populations on the Kenai.
Kenai . So why target wolves?
In 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is responsible for
fewer moose. So why target wolves?
In addition, much of Unit 15A is within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge,
federally managed land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator control programs.
Targeting wolves in the remaining area would be inefficient and at best unlikely
to affect moose populations.
In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analysis, moose populations are not
declining. A cited low bull-to-cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf predation, and
killing wolves does not negate hunters' prior overharvest of bull moose.
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recreation destination.
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In both units aerial predator control is simply not practical. Forested terrain
makes tracking and shooting the wolves difficult. Landing a plane, in order to
salvage a carcass or dispatch a wounded animal, is problematic and dangerous.

I

1

Aerial wolf killing will be highly visible, controversial, and is not an
appropriate action in an area that is heavily populated and a year-round

•

Any private citizen with a permit - not trained ADF&G biologists - will be
allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft.

•

Public input on the proposals will be severely limited. The BOG directed
ADF&G to formulate aerial wolf control plans at its March 2011 meeting, but the
plans were only very recently published for public review. Further inhibiting
public participation, the proposals will be discussed and voted on at the BOG's
meeting in Barrow, one of Alaska's most remote and difficult-to-access cities.
People from the Kenai and SouthcentraI
Southcentral Alaska - those directly affected by the
proposals - will have virtually no opportunity for in-person input.

Thanks, Ravi Madapati
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Oppose 35, 36
Why target wolves? They aren't causing any predation problems, and they are an
important part of the ecosystem. If you are not convinced of this, please review what
happened to Yellowstone Park, which suffered greatly when the wolf, a cornerstone
species, was eliminated for decades. Killing wolves is not a solution to any kind of
problem,
Irene Brady
9647 Wagner Creek Road
Talent, OR 97540
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35, 36 oppose
To Whom It May Concern,
I am writing to voice my concern and opposition regarding the proposal for aerial wolf
hunting. This action is not scientifically warranted. Furthermore the Kenai is heavily
populated and there is great risk for error when shooting from an airplane posing great
risk to the residents in the region. The public has voted on this issue on more than one
occasion we do not want this practice to continue and certainly do not want the see the
program expanded.
Sincerely,
Meredith Autrey
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AlTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
October 28, 2011
I am writing in oDposition of proposals 35 and 36 which would implement aerial killing of
wolves in Game Management Units 15A and 15C of she Kenai Peninsula.
Ostensibly these proposals are to increase moose population in areas where the decrease in
the population of moose is due to habitat depletion from lack of fires and increase of human
population, not due to wolf predation. This is not a wolf problem, but a habitat problem.
Killing wolves will not solve this problem, but in retrospect increase the problem. Historically
reintroduction of wolves in other areas of our nation, where wolves had been exterminated,
have proved to increase the healthy biodiversity of an area. Take in to account Yellowstone
National Park and the North Woods, Boundary Waters of Minnesota
Minnesota..
.. And in recent years the
Blue Ridge River area of Southeastern Arizona.
I further oppose these proposals for the following reasons:
1. Much of Unit 15A Is within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge, federally managed land
that Is off-limits to Alaska's predator control programs. Targeting wolves in the
remaining area would be inefficient and at best unlikely to affect moose populations.
2. In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analYSiS, moose populations are not
deciinlng. A cited low bull-to-cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf predation, and killing
wolves does not negate hunters' prior overharvest of bull moose.

3. Any private citizen with a permit - not trained ADF&G biologists - will be allowed to
shoot wolves from aircraft.
4. Public input on the proposals will be severely limited. The Board of Game directed
ADF&G to formulate aerial wolf control plans at its March 2011 meeting, but the
plans were only very recently published for public review. Further inhibiting public
participation, the proposals will be discussed and voted on at the BOG's meeting In
in
Barrow, one of Alaska's most remote and difficult-to-access cities. People from the
Kenai and Southcentral Alaska - those directly affected by the proposals - will have
virtually no opportunity to attend this meeting. Thus prevented in person input.
I am hereby asking the Board of Game postpone action on the proposals until its
January meeting in Anchorage.
Thank you for considering my comments and concerns,
Sincerely
Sharon Baur
4275 Kachemak Way
Homer, AK 99603
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Oppose proposals 35 and 36
WHY!????? This is a horrible thing to do. Leave the wolves
alone. Let the balance of nature work it's course. Human
intervention has screwed up all of this. I cannot believe
you must resort to such barbaric tactics.
LEAVE THE WOLVES ALONE! ! ! ! !
Donna Quante
Willow, AK=

I!I
!
j

1I
~

J

I
1
~
I
I

II
Jj
j

j

PC2
PC104
511ofof108
1

Oppose 35, 36
The proposal for the ugly activity
aircraft has appeared again.

of killing wolves from

Not only is it a cowardly "sport", but it is biologically
unsupportable. The wolf predation of moose, caribou, and deer
is always exaggerated for the sake of justifying the killing. As
usual, greed is at the basis of the faulty ideas that fewer
wolves, mean more game means more hunters means more revenue.
In my opinion, there are more tourists who travel to Alaska ,
bringing revenue, to observe and appreciate the wolves than
there are hunters who travel there to kill moose. In the end,
the balances established in nature will provide sufficient
ungulate populations without persecuting the wolves, which will
compensate for their losses by increasing their fecundity, as
have populations of coyotes. A vote NO on the proposal is
logical and humane.
John H. Tyler, Ph.D.
Half Moon Bay, CA=
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Attention Alaska Board of Game Members,

i

I am greatly opposed to the proposals 35 and 36 which legalize aerial
wolf hunting by anyone with a license to take part in this cruel and
needless practice.

II
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I say cruel because it tortures the animals by running them down
without mercy if one was so inclined; cruel because accuracy is difficult
even if prioritized making non-fatal wounds and needless suffering a high
probability. The Kenai terrain would not always allow for landings
allowing shooters to complete a kill or collect the animals once shot. I
understand the wish to increase the moose herds and I also understand
that the wolves are not shown to be the problem, in fact, removing wolf
populations may actually damage the moose herds by disallowing for
natural selection etc. With habitat and low bull numbers shown as the
key problems this effort to brutally run down and kill wolves is not
necessary.

IiI

There are other methods the Board can take to concretely demonstrate
their efforts to manage Alaska's game in a sound and balanced way
which provides for the well being of all Alaskan species far into the
future.
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Please, keep aerial wolf hunts out of your plans. At the very least, I ask
that the BOG postpone action on the proposals until its January meeting
in Anchorage, when residents directly affected by the measures would
have a fair opportunity to have their voices heard.

I

Thank you,

11

Bonnie McCartney
10249 Tartan Circle
Anchorage, AK
99507
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BOG PROPOSAL 35 & 36 IN UNITS 15 a AND 15 c
I ABSOLUTELY AND STRONGLY OPPOSE ANY GAME MANAGEMENT IN
THE AFORE MENTIONED GAME UNITS. THE USELESS AND UNNESSARY
KILLING OF OUR BEAUTIFUL ALASKA WOLVES IS TOTALLY
RIDICULOUS. LEAVE THOSE ANIMALS ALONE, YOU'RE ONLY DOING
IT TO TRY AND PROVIDE MORE MOOSE FOR THOSE RICH HUNTERS.
NATURE WILL TAKE BETTER CARE OF THE ANIMAL BALANCE THAN
"EDUCATED" PEOPLE
PEOPLE.•.
.•.
I SAY NO AND NO AGAIN.
THANK YOU ,
christa burg
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Oppose 35 and 36
• Wolves are not the problem. The Alaska Department of Fish & Game's own
evidence presented to the BOG in March concluded that predation was not the
cause of declining moose populations on the Kenai. So why target wolves?
In 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is responsible for fewer
moose. So why target wolves?
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In addition, much of Unit 15A is within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge,
federally managed land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator control programs.
Targeting wolves in the remaining area would be inefficient and at best unlikely to
affect moose populations.
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In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analysis, moose populations are not
declining. A cited low bull-to-cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf predation, and
killing wolves does not negate hunters' prior overharvest of bull moose.
viSible, controversial, and is not an
• Aerial wolf killing will be highly visible,
appropriate action in an area that is heavily popUlated and a year-round recreation
destination.
• In both units aerial predator control is simply not practical. Forested terrain
makes tracking and shooting the wolves difficult. Landing a plane, in order to
salvage a carcass or dispatch a wounded animal, is problematic and dangerous.

• Any private citizen with a permit - not trained ADF46 biologists - will be
allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft.
• Public input on the proposals will be severely limited. The BOG directed
ADF&G to formulate aerial wolf control plans at its March 2011 meeting, but the
plans were only very recently published for public review. Further inhibiting public
participation, the proposals will be discussed and voted on at the BOG's meeting in
Barrow, one of Alaska's most remote and difficult-to-access cities. People from the
Kenai and Southcentral Alaska - those directly affected by the proposals - will have
Virtually no opportunity for in-person input.
We ask that the BOG to postpone action on the proposals until its January meeting
in Anchorage, when residents directly affected by the measures would have a fair
opportunity to have their voices heard
Thanks, Leslie Davies
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35, 36 oppose

I write to voice my opinion
conduct predator control on
wholeheartedly against such
scientific reason for doing

concerning the BOG's proposal to
the Kenai Pennisula-- I am
proposal! There is absolutely no
so.

Plus, I recreate there on a regular basis and any sort of aerial
predator control is totally inappropriate. The BOG must stop
catering to the people who want to turn Alaska into a game
farm!! !
Brad De Noble
32323 Mt. Korohusk Cir.
Eagle River, AK 99577
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I Matthew Thompson oppose the Alaska Board of Game proposals 35 and 36.
Predation is not the leading cause of moose populations on the Kenai Penninsula.
Unit 15 A is on the Kenai Wildlife refuge, Federal Lands, and is closed to predator
control programs.
We need to increse moose habitat and forage to solve this problem.
Matthew Thompson
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Oppose 35, 36
please stop the aerial killing of wolves
Fran Greenaway
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Oppose 35, 36
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

Regarding areial wolf hunts, we already know that wolves are not the problem. The
Alaska Department ofFish & Game's own evidence presented to the BOG in March
concluded that predation was not the cause of declining moose populations on the Kenai.
So why target wolves?
In 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is responsible for fewer
moose. So why target wolves?
In addition, much of Unit 15A is within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge, federally
managed land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator control programs. Targeting wolves
in the remaining area would be inefficient and at best unlikely to affect moose
populations.
In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analysis, moose populations are not
declining. A cited low bull-to-cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf predation, and killing
wolves does not negate hunters' prior overharvest of bull moose.

Most constitutents and a large percentage of the US population oppose aerial wolf
killing. Aerial wolf killing will be publicized, is highly visible, controversial, and is
not an appropriate action in an area that is heavily populated and a year-round
recreation destination.

In both units aerial predator control is simply not practical. Forested terrain makes
tracking and shooting the wolves difficult. Landing a plane, in order to salvage a carcass
or dispatch a wounded animal, is problematic and dangerous for all involved
Any private citizen with a permit i€" not trained ADF&G biologists - will be
allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft. This is clearly not beneficial from any angle.
Sincerely,
Debbie Brush
Castle Rock, Colorado
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My Name is Johanna Bakker
PO Box 211403
Auke Bay Alaska 99821
I am commenting on Proposal #35

I oppose this proposal
Wolves are not the problem
According to the Department of Fish and Game, predation by wolves is not
the cause of the declining moose population in the Kenai's Unit 15A.
Poor habitat is.

I am commenting on Proposal #36

I oppose this proposal
Wolves are not the problem
According to the Department of Fish and Game the moose populations are
not declining in Unit 15C and the low bull cow ratios can not be traced to wolf
predation, but to an over harvest of bull moose by hunters.
So why target the wolves?
They are not the problem
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Oppose 35, 36
Dear BOG Members,
This letter is in response to your new proposals 35 and 36 which would
allow aerial wolf control on the Kenai Peninsula in GMU15A
GMUISA and 15C.
Your board has heard the same arguments from opponents over and over
again and have rarely changed your intentions, so I consider this
letter a complete waste of time on my part.
I would like to commend you on your choice of locations to hold this
meeting - Barrow. Very good choice indeed. It will allow almost no
actual voice of dissension to be heard from the Kenai Peninsula. The
main attendees will likely be locals from Barrow and sponsored hunting
organization representatives who will likely write the trip expenses
off as a business expense and will rabidly support your grandiose
expansion of predator control. Kudos to you.
Not that you seem to care at all about what the general public feels
about these issues, but think about what will happen when a group of
skiers or snowmachiners are out in the "wilderness" of the Kenai and a
plane buzzes by with a gunner hanging out the door blazing away at an
evil wolf. That would make for quite a nice YouTube video don't you
think? You betcha.
In relation to the bull/cow inequality, the relative low bull numbers
can hardly be traced to predation by wolves. As us Alaskans see every
year on the banners of ADN and on our drives home , it is an Alaskan
"right" to shoot the biggest bull and brag about it to the world.
Evolution, yes I know it is an evil word, sorry, dictates that the
biggest and strongest of bulls will live the longest and breed with the
most females, thus passing on superior traits. A trophy hunter will
take this genetically superior moose out of the chain with one shot.
Wolves obviously do eat moose in order to survive, but most studies
that I have seen indicate that wolves generally take weak moose, not
mature bulls.
There are exceptions to this of course.
As I can only assume that you know, there are many factors why an area
can have a lower than "desired" moose population. Browse, weather,
hunting pressure, road kill, and fire suppression, just to name a few.
The following are random thoughts but none the less here they are. It
will be interesting to see the outcome of the increased bear baiting,
in the GMU across from Anchorage, of both black and brown bear as well.
We have all been taught, a food conditioned bear is a problem bear. I
wonder if someday, some inventive family will bring suit on the State
for allowing bear "feeding," when their loved one is mauled by a bear
that has been spending time at a bait station or when their loved one
is killed in a vehicle collision because moose numbers magically become
so high that many more are killed by vehicle collisions. These suits
may not win but would be entertaining indeed.
Once again, your intention to let Joe Public buzz around in his fancy
little plane and shoot at will is somewhat inappropriate. Yes, I know,
your way around that is to let your gunners/scientists, do the
shooting, so I guess it really does not make a difference does it. I
Ii
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guess it might be a little harder to get the public to approve of you
plan if they have to actually pay for it.
In conclusion, good luck with your expansion as we all know it will
happen despite any opposition. Maybe someday this BOG will be gone and
some sanity will return to "wildlife management."
Sincerely,
Bob Gengler
Eagle River, AK
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Oppose 35 and 36
Aerial wolf killing is once again being proposed by the BOG as a viable
option for predator control. Once again, I am NOT in support. BOG
proposals 35 and 36 would allow any citizen with a permit to hunt
from an aircraft in Game Management Units 15A and 15C. This seems
incredibly dangerous knowing how populated the Kenai Peninsula is
year round. Not to mention that the terrain is heavily forested and it
would be impossible to land an aircraft let alone track an injured
animal or remove a dead carcass. What a logistical nightmare! In
addition, does the BOG really want such a visible, controversial and
inappropriate predator control program taking place over the heads of
the very people who visit the Kenai peninsula every year and spend
millions of tourist dollars? Finally, at the meeting in March 2011, the
ADF&G presented to the BOG conclusive evidence that predation was
not the cause of declining moose populations. They outlined that poor
habitat was the main cause of declining moose populations in 15A.
Also, 15A is within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge which is off
limits to predator control because it is a managed Federal land.
During the same BOG meeting In March 2011, ADF&G concluded that
moose populations were not declining in the 15C Unit. To conclude, it
is recommended that the BOG postpone their decision until their
January meeting in Anchorage so the residents of Kenai Peninsula and
southern Alaska can have an opportunity to comment on this very
controversial proposal. No to BOG proposals 35 and 36.
Sincerely,
linda Taylor
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I am opposed to the BOG proposals 35 and 36 to authorize aerial wolf
killing.
Wolves are not the problem as ADF&G has stated the decline in moose
numbers is due to poor habitat.
There is no sufficient rationale for
this poorly thought out, brutal and unnecessary action.
It is pure
slaughter and the BOG should not let it happen.
Sincerely,
Susan Valenti
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Attn: Board of Game Comments
AKDF&G
Boards Support Section
I strongly oppose 35 & 36 for many reasons. Here are 2:
l)These proposals are not needed and will not be effective.
Much of Unit 15a is within the Kenai Wildlife Refuge where aerial
hunting not allowed.
And the ADF&G has already analyzed
that the moose population is not declining in Unit 15c. No reason
to have any citizen or novice hunter out there trying to kill
wolves and avoid shooting the many families with kids and dogs
out there using these recreational lands. These proposals are
not practical for densely populated Kenai areas. My Kenai friends
are especially dedicated to their lands and year round
recreational pursuits and will not stand for being in a war zone.
Also the Kenai terrain makes it super difficult to land planes to
salvage wolf bodies or deal humanely with wounded wolves.
2)The whole concept of aerial wolf killing and expanding it is
repugnant to a growing number of Alaskans and people across the
country. There is a tide of negative state & national opinion
about this practice. It is too controversial. It is considered in
the same league of greed and inhumane behavior that the whole
country is now deeply discussing: when a small group of people
impose their values to increase revenues/profits.
revenues/profits . In this case it
is revenues from moose hunting at the expense of wildlife
stewardship. It's a 99% widely held value not to have a war
against our wolves. Thank you for considering these points.
Lin Davis
3099 Nowell Ave
Juneau, Ak 99801
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To whom it may concern,
Pleaese block BOG proposals 35 & 36 and put a stop to the allowing of the atrocious acts
of aerial wolf killing on the Kenai Peninsula of Alaska.

Thank you for your attention.
Peter McCallum
Mountain View, CA
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Oppose 35 and 36
To Whom It May Concern:
I am writing to urge that the Board of Game postpone any action on aerial wolf hunting
until its January meeting in Anchorage, when residents directly affected by the measures
would have a fair opportunity to have their voices heard.
Wolves are not the problem, as shown by the Alaska Dept. ofFish & Game's own report
to the BOG: wolf predation is not the cause of declining moose populations (if indeed
they are declining--the evidence in inconclusive) on the Kenai; poor habitat is the cause.
So why target wolves?
Further, aerial hunting is highly dangerous in a heavily used (recreation) area, especially
when conducted by any private citizen with a permit!
Thank you for your attention to these concerns.
Sincerely,
Anthony Chiffolo
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Oppose proposals 35 and 36
Alaska Board of Game:
I vote no to killing wolves from planes.
Michael Banks
619 Green Bay Rd.
Wilmette, IL 60091
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35, 36 oppose

l1

Have you all been listening too much to Sarah Palin, whose motto is "Reload"!? and
believes any kind of hunting is a nifty sport.

J

I oppose BOG proposals 35 and 36, which would implement aerial wolf control in Game
Management Units 15A and 15C, It's unconscionable to destroy animals in this way--or
anyway!

I
1
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I urge you to develop a more humane way of dealing with wolves. How about a
nature reserve?
Anne Christian
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To Board of Game
I am opposing proposals for aerial shooting of wolves for the same reasons that
the Alaskan Wildlife Alliance opposes the planned actions you recommend.

HOWEVER, there is another much more personal reason for me. I have been to
Alaska twice and have included a trip to the Kenai Peninsula. There is absolutely
no sense in killing wolves in order to hope that hunters will have more moose.
Remember, I am a California resident and bring tourist dollars (mine and millions
of other "stateside" funds) to you. So shoot the wolves and you are going to give
up many dollars that come to the state. Even if a tourist does not get to see a
wolf - - and I consider myself fortunate to have spotted one - - to know they are
there and are PROTECTED is why someone will come back. I don't think
many tourists come just to see a moose; wolves are a STRONGER draw.
Aerial shooting of wolves is inhumane. The possibility for errors is large.
Maiming an animal and leaving it to run off and die is cruelty. Do you, as wildlife
"managers" and supporters, have a right to legislate for any activities by anyone
(amatuers included) which will bring a measure of suffering to the very species
you are assigned to protect?
Please examine your own conscience and leave the wolves alone to live their
own natural lives.
Do not pass this legislation.
legislation .
Thank you.
Dorothy McCorkle, 4610 Bristlecone Ct. Oceanside, CA 92056
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To Whom It May Concern,
I am strongly opposedto BOG proposals 35 and 36.
I believe that there is no scientific need to implement aerial wolf control in Game
Management Units 15A and 15C. Wolves are an important part of the ecosystem.
When we remove these predators from the environment, we disturb the natural balance
of nature that has existed for thousands of years. Wolves are also intelligent and
attractive animals that fascinate people around the world. Uving wolves can be a
source of revenue as tourists would pay lots of money for the chance to see them in
natural wilderness settings.
Sincerely,
Greg Goocimacher
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To the Board of Game re Proposals 35 and 36
I strongly oppose these two proposals submitted by ADF&G as "placeholders"
for an intensive management plan that was not ready to be included in the
Proposal Book,
Book. The Proposals state that the Plan will be presented at the
Barrow meeting, a remote place that few members of the public can afford the
time and cost to attend.
In addition, the local Fish and Game Advisory Committees will not have had a
reasonable opportunity to read and discuss the Plan
Ptan and submit comments. I do
not think that publication of the Plan on a webpage a few days before the
meeting is appropriate. I think a vote on the Plan by the Board of Game should
be delayed until it has been printed in a future Proposal Book available to
on.
everyone to read and comment on.
As a long-time Alaska resident, I have followed the wolf management issue for
many years. I am deeply concerned by the continued increase of aerial wolf
control over the past few years in ever more numerous areas of the state. It is
now well
wen documented that in order to be effective wolf control must be drastic
indefinitely, I prefer other alternatives and I would
and practiced year after year indefinitely.
like to see aerial wolf control completely abolished as a method of predator
control.
Katharine Richardson
Fairbanks, AK 99709

PC2
PC124
721ofof108
1

October 27, 2011
Re: Oppose BOG Proposals 35 & 36
To: Alaska Board of Game
I strongly oppose the Board of Game's Proposals 35 and 36. I spend a lot of
time recreating on the Kenai Peninsula and value the wilderness and wildlife of
the area. In my 25 years in Alaska, I was lucky enough one time to see a couple
of wolves on the Kenai. It is one of the top wildlife viewing encounters that I have
had. I treasure that memory and hope that others can have the same
experience.
The BOG's proposals to kill these wolves will also kill any further chance for
myself and other people to have the same treasured memory as I have.
The Kenai Peninsula has heavy recreational use and the BOG's proposals will
conflict with that use. Hunting of wolves will make the area less safe for other
users. The money spent on the wolf-killing program should be put toward more
popular activities on the Kenai.
I strongly request that you reevaluate Proposals 35 and 36 and protect the
incredible wolves of the Kenai Peninsula.
Karen Walker
1640 Eastridge Drive
Anchorage, AK 99501
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To the Board of Game:
I strongly oppose BOG proposals 35 and 36 which would implement aerial wolf control
in Game Management Units 15A and 15C, which include much of the western and
southern areas of the Kenai Peninsula.
According to Alaska's Department ofFish & Game's own evidence presented to the
BOG in March, wolf predation was not the cause of declining moose populations on the
Kenai.Peninsula. Rather, in 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is
responsible for fewer moose. So why target wolves?
Aerial wolf killing is not only inhumane, it is also totally inappropriate in an area that is
heavily populated and is a year-round recreation destination.
Since inadequate time has been allowed for public input, I urge the BOC to postpone
action on the proposals until its January meeting in Anchorage, when residents directly
affected by the measures would have a fair opportunity to have their voices heard.

In light of the fact that there is no real reason for indiscriminate killing of wolves, I urge
the BOC to vote against these proposals.
Thank you for your consideration of my concerns.
Sincerely,
Joan Beldin
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Board of Game:
I am writing to ask that you oppose BOG proposals 35 and 36.
Wolves are not the problem, and this information was shared with the
BOG in March. Why are they being targeted?
I will personally boycott Alaska and urge everyone I know (and don't
know via Faceook and other forms of communication) until the killing
of wolves in Alaska is stopped.
Diane Angelino
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To: Board of Game
Oppose 35 I 36
Wolves are not the problem. The Alaska Department of Fish & Game's own
evidence presented to the BOG in March concluded that predation was not the
cause of declining moose populations on the Kenai. So why target wolves?
In 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is responsible for
fewer moose. So why target wolves?
In addition, much of Unit 15A is within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge,
federally managed land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator control programs.
Targeting wolves in the remaining area would be inefficient and at best unlikely to
affect moose populations.
In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analysis, moose populations are not
declining. A cited low bull-ta-cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf predation, and
killing wolves does not negate hunters' prior overharvest of bull moose.
Aerial wolf killing will be highly visible, controversial, and is not an appropriate
action in an area that is heavily populated and a year-round recreation
destination.
In both units aerial predator control is simply not practical. Forested terrain
makes tracking and shooting the wolves difficult. Landing a plane, in order to
salvage a carcass or dispatch a wounded animal, is problematic and dangerous.
Any private citizen with a permit not trained ADF&G biologists - will be allowed to
shoot wolves from aircraft.
Public input on the proposals will be severely limited. The BOG directed ADF&G
to formulate aerial wolf control plans at its March 2011 meeting, but the plans
were only very recently published for public review. Further inhibiting public
participation, the proposals will be discussed and voted on at the BOG's meeting
in Barrow, one of Alaska's most remote and difficult-to-access cities. People from
the Kenai and Southcentral Alaska those directly affected by the proposals will
have virtually no opportunity for in-person input.
We ask that the BOG postpone action on the proposals until its January meeting
in Anchorage, when residents directly affected by the measures would have a fair
opportunity to have their voices heard.
Sincerely,
David B. Cannon, RPh

PC2
PC128
761ofof108
1

ATIN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
In regards to proposals 35 and 36 / OPPOSE
Dear Sir/Madame,
I am from Illinois and I do not have the luxury of having such beautiful animals
surrounding me, but once in awhile I get to see a fox or a coyote cross my path.
Each time I see such an animal a large smile comes across my face. Wolves have
been in my life a long time. I have researched and read about them during my
free time, at least what is left of it. They are so incredibly majestic and in so
many ways, just like we are. I could never understand the want to kill such a
beautiful animal. An animal which has given humans so much, including mans
best friend.
I understand that they are a predator, on the other hand, we are more of a
predator than they could ever be. Why should we punish an animal for wanting
to survive, just because we enjoy killing animals ourselves? Once in awhile there
are stories about how wolves killed dogs, or how a child was hurt or scared by a
wolf. I hear those stories and I always ask, why did you leave you child or your
dog alone in an area where there are wolves? Would you leave you child or car
or dog in an area of a city that is prone to having drive by shootings? I certainly
hope not! When there are threats we need to take precautions so that those
threats all but diminish. When someone gets hurt in a bad area, we don't go to
their home open their door and shoot them all, so why would we do it to an
animal?
Please don't go off in a helicopter or a plane and shoot innocent animals. It is
sick and unfair! The thought that people think that this is a way to hunt is
disturbing. Is it really that enjoyable to take the life of another creature and
destroy the family of that creature? Would you want someone to do that to your
family?
Wolves may not be humans, but they are part of this world and have just as
many rights to live on the land as we do. Please reconsider proposals 35 and 36.
Sincerely,
Brittanny Norton
Evanston, IL
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Board of game
It is despicable that wolves are being blamed for the limited number of
moose available to hunters. Stop all wolf killing.

Charmi Weker
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TO: Board of Game
Oppose 35/36

I am strongly opposed to aerial wolf killing proposals 35 and 36 on the
Kenai Peninsula. Aerial predator control in unacceptable in areas used for
recreation by Alaskans and visitors to the state.
Sincerely, Christopher and Virginia Jones
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To whom it may concern:
I am writing to oppose Proposals 35 and 36, the measures that would allow
aerial wolf hunting in the Kenai Peninsula.
Having lived in that area several years ago, I feel the natural environment is
an integral part of this world. Wolves are an essential element in maintaining
a healthy eco-system, study after study has proven this.
Your own data has revealed that the moose population is reduced due to
habitat, therefore, further decimation of the wolf population will not improve
the number of moose. The fact that anyone can get in a plane and hunt
wolves is obviously unsafe. I recall that there were many small plane
accidents in Alaska, and there stands to be many more in the forested lands
of the Kenai Peninsula.
Please take a stand in moving forward and making intelligent decisions
regarding wildlife management. Review the recent study done in
Yellowstone that proves wolves play an essential role in maintaining a
thriving environment.
Thank you,
Rebecca Elgin
Ashland, Oregon
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Oppose 35 & 36
I oppose the aerial gunning of ANY predator for any purpose and especially
to enhance hunting opportunities. It is NOT management & does not benefit
the whole.
Karen Hackey
Las Cruces, NM

"The most common trait ofall
ofall primitive peoples is a reverence for the life
giving earth, and the Native American shared this elemental ethic: The land
was alive to his loving touch, and he, its son, was brother to all creatures. "
-Stewart Udall
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I oppose Alaska Board of Game proposals 35 & 36 which would start
aerial wolf control efforts in game management areas 15a and 15c.
Unit 15a lies within Kenai National Wildlife Refuge--a federal
conservation area is supposed to prohibit state predator
control activities.
Tourists will be shocked to see wolves being killed in this manner.
These proposals sure won't help Alaska tourism.
Thank you for reviewing my concerns.
Linda Wagner
Nashville, TN
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Oppose 35 & 36
Ladies and Gentlemen of the Alaska Board of Game Do you or do you not operate on sound science, research and evidence?
The evidence is already in: predation is not the cause of declining moose populations
on the Kenai.
How can you ignore the facts and evidence in Units 15A and 15C?
Poor habitat and over-harvesting are the culprits, not wolves.
It is imperative that you postpone action on the proposals until your January meeting in
Anchorage.
This will give residents directly affected by the measures a fair opportunity to have their
voices heard.

Bift Ewers
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Sirs:
I definitely OPPOSE proposals 35 and 36, re: airborne hunting of the wolves.

Per the Information which is in your e-mail, the airborne hunts would include much of
the Western and Southern areas of the Kenai Peninsla. These actions are cruel and
unnecessary!!!! To eliminate the essential wolf, just to, supposedly, increase other
animal populations... then to hunt them!!!! ABSURD!!!!
God Bless.
Jane Heltebrake
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We are writing to say that we unequivocally oppose Board of Game proposals 35 and 36.
The effort to exterminate wolves just seems to go on and on. These two proposals make
absolutely no sense when Fish and Game's own analysis indicates that wolves were NOT the
cause of a decline in the moose population of the targeted areas, and in fact there may not even
be a decline in the moose population there.
Furthermore, a substantial portion of unit 15A falls within the Kenai national Wildlife Refuge,
which is NOT subject to state predator controls. This area is heavily used and having individuals
flying around in planes target shooting at wolves in this populated area is neither safe nor
practical.
Lastly, the negative publicity such short-sighted and destructive proposals will generate if
implemented will certainly impact on Alaska's tourist and ecotourism industry.
Please reconsider these proposals.
Thank you.
Jim and Joy Ames
P.O. Box 487
Oregon House, CA 95962
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To: BOG
Oppose 35, 36
Wolves are not the problem. The Alaska Department ofFish & Game's own evidence
presented to the BOG in March concluded that predation was not the cause of declining moose
populations on the Kenai. So why target wolves?
In 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is responsible for fewer moose. So
why target wolves?
In addition, much of Unit 15A is within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge, federally managed
land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator control programs. Targeting wolves in the remaining
area would be inefficient and at best unlikely to affect moose populations.

In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analysis, moose populations
popUlations are not declining. A
cited low bull-to-cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf predation, and killing wolves does not negate
hunters' prior overharvest of bull moose.
Sincerely,
Cherish.Bahr
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To the Board of Game:
OPPOSE 35, 36
The five members of the Casey family of Eagle River, Alaska strongly oppose the
aerial hunting of wolves on the Kenai Peninsula.

I realize you members are part of an echo chamber that never hears opposition
from your meetings and I also realize you represent the "industrial" aspect of
hunting by guides and Boone and Crocket trophy hunters.
The science behind predator control is specious at best and I have serious concerns
over the viability of
ofthe
the aerial program. I have talked to many scientists over how
this program even came into existence.
Do you take into account any historical data? How far Back? Train and auto
harvest? Legal and illegal hunting? Development of new housing? Forest and
browse habitat? Have not predators and prey co-existed without problems PRIOR
to aerial wolf hunting?

I am a NRA member and active hunter who actively seeks permits and hunts
every year. I remember the days when "fair chase" meant something. I also
strongly oppose this bullshit "solution" to "increase" moose.
Here is a novel idea. Stop hunting for a few years, lobby to restrict subsistence
with the feds, and represent ALL Alaskans instead of the cozy little maximum
harvest at any cost lobby.
Thank you for your time. You did talk to Vic Van Ballenberghe, you know, a
REAL moose expert. Interesting he did not get confirmed to the Board of Game.
Sincerely,
Larry Casey & Family
12428 Winter Park Circle
Eagle River, AK 99577
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My comments on AK Wolf Killing OPPOSE 35 and 36
Dear BOG:
I am a former resident and worker of Alaska, writing to express my disapproval of
intended plans to expand your aerial hunting program on the Kenai Peninsula. Not
only is the plan inhumane, it is unsustainable and does not properly address or
rectify any (supposed) disproportion in predator-prey population dynamics. I
studied conservation biology as a post-graduate, where my research focus was wolf
ecology and management in the United States. I am familiar with the study by the
National Academies of Science's National Research Council of the impact of
wolves and wolf control programs on prey populations in Alaska, which I read in
its entirety. The NRC concluded after a comprehensive study that wolf control
programs were biologically unsound. I am also aware that the BOG and the Alaska
Department ofFish & Game have conducted very few censuses to accurately
determine wolf: moose ratios. This seems like nothing more than another attempt
to "harvest" moose populations for out of state game and sports hunters and raise
state revenues.
I would ask that you choose science over money in this case and please not extend
the grisly and unnecessary aerial control program to the Kenai Peninsula. Thank
you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Laura Kiesel
M.Sc. Natural Resources and Environmental Policy
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Louise Kane
18 Beach Plum Lane
Eastham, MA 02642

RE: OPPOSE aerial wolf killing, or any wolf killing
To whom it may concern.
There are too many ways that a proposal to hunt wolves with airplanes is wrong to
... but prime among them are that wolves are not the problem with declining
enumerate...
enumerate
moose populations! This is clearly outlined within your own department. Some other
problems with this idea are as follows and these have been outlined by people who work
on this issue. In 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is responsible
for fewer moose. So why target wolves? In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own
analysis, moose populations are not declining. A cited low bull-to-cow ratio cannot be
traced to wolf predation, and killing wolves does not negate hunters' prior overharvest of
bull moose. Any private citizen with a permit - not trained ADF&G biologists - will be
allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft. Aerial wolf killing will be highly visible, controversial,
and is not an appropriate action in an area that is heavily populated and a year-round
recreation destination.
Above and beyond all of the previous reasons not to kill wolves, is wolves contribute to
a healthy ecosystem and biodiversity. Furthermore, wolves are a national treasure and
many many people like myself come to visit Alaska to see wildlife not to hear gunshots
that are killing wolves and other wildlife. We live in a society where our wildlife is being
pushed to the outer limits and there is no where for them to live safely, Aerial hunting is a
disgusting practice that should be outlawed. Wolves are highly intelligent animals with a
social pack structure that is in place and all wolves playa part in the pack's survival.
Indiscriminate killing of wolves undermines the pack's ability to function and live.
What a seriously flawed and morally inappropriate thing to consider, killing wolves that
is. I will personally stop visiting Alaska if your aerial hunting goes into effect. I am a
producer of documentaries and I am working on programming to showcase how wolves
have been targeted by special interest groups like ranchers and hunters and how they
were taken off the ESA via a sleazy rider that was attached to the spending bill in
contravention of most American's wishes, and against the courts and the intent of
Congress in implementing the ESA. I hope when I pitch this programming that I will not
also be focusing on Alaska and any aerial hunting of wolves there. Its a shameful,
outdated and horrible practice. It's time to start protecting predators instead of harassing
and killing them indiscriminately to satisfy irrational unfounded fears. Alaska is our
national wilderness treasure and so are its wolves, do something right and protect your
wildlife and the majestiC wolves.
Sincerely,
Louise Kane, JD

PC2
PC141
891ofof108
1

OPPOSE 35 and 36

I have vacationed in Homer on the Kenai Peninsula many times and it breaks my
heart that aerial wolf killing is even being considered in this beautiful pristine
area. The inhumanity of the killing will hang in the environment, spoiling it for
forever. Please don't do this.
visitors and tourists forever.

Florence Stasch
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I am submitting my opposition to Prop 35 & 36 in protection of the
wolves.

Thank you,
Katarina Flynn
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I'm writing to oppose proposals 35 and 36 which would implement ariel wolf control.
The problem isn't wolves. In March, the Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game presented their
own evidence that wolf predation was not causing the decline of moose populations on
the Kenai. The ADF&G's own data in 15A concluded that the decline is due to poor
habitat. Importantly,
hnportantly, much of Unit 15A is within the Kenai National Wildlfie Refuge
which is federally managed land and therefore off limits to Alaska's predator programs.
According to the ADF&G's own analysis, the moose populations in UNit 15C aren't
declining. The killing of wolves doesn't negate the hunters' overharvestingg of bull
moose.

I

The ariel killing of wolves is not only very visible and controversial, it's also not an
appropriate action in an area that is both used recreationally and is heavily populated.
Any citizen with a permit will be allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft - it will not be
trained ADF&G biologists.

11

It is impractical to use ariel predator control in both units. Tracking and shooting wolves

~

is difficult in the forested terrain, and trying to land a plane to salvage a carcass or kill a
wounded animal is dangerous.
Lastly, there are severe limitations on public input of the proposals. ADF&G was
directed by BOG at its March 2011 meeting to formulate ariel wolf control plans, but the
plans were only very recently published for public review. The proposals will be
discussed and voted on at the BOG's meeting being held in Barrow which is very remote
and difficult to access, and this will further inhibit and limit public participation. The
people from Southcentral Alaska and the Kenai, who are directly affected by the
proposals, will have literally no opportunity for input in person.
I'm writing to ask that the BOG postpone action on the proposals until its January
meeting in Anchorage, when the residents who will be directly affected by the measures
would have a fair opportunity to have their voices heard.
Sincerely,
Mary Rothschild

PC2
PC144
921ofof108
1

Dear Board of Game,
I am concerned that you are considering aerial wolf killing in a populated area.
Sincerely,
Corinne Conlon
1677 Harbor Way
Juneau, AK 99801
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I oppose BOG proposals 35 and 36 that would implement aerial wolf control in
Game Management Units 15A and 15C, which include much of the western and
southern areas of the Kenai Peninsula.
Aerial wolf killing is not an appropriate action in an area that is heavily populated
and a year-round recreation destination. I also want you to know I will never visit
Alaska because of BOG's complete disregard for wildlife.
Thanks,
Gary

GaryVoeste
Director of Pharmacy
Moab Regional Hospital
450 W. Williams Way
Moab, UT 84532
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Please deliver my email comments to the BOG.
10-26-11
35 • 36 OPPOSE
TO Whom It May Concern,
As as Alaskan I am horrified by the attack on wolves. Time and again the
Board of Game proves Itself to be completely disconnected with the majority
of Alaskans who don't hunt. The majority of Alaskans who shop at Costco.
This type of barbaric behavior Is shameful and among my friends I
am embarrassed to Identify myself as an Alaskan. Strange that a state that
prides Itself on wildlife tourism spends so much time, money and resources
killing It.
it.
Most of 15a's unit is managed by the Federal government, so why Is the
is
state working so hard to target wolves in that region? Aerial wolf killing Is
Inappropriate In a recreation area, in addition to being morally wrong.
Aerial predator control In general Is high cost, not efficient as well as a
horrible act.
At the very least the BOG should postpone action so those citizens affected
by this proposal can have time to participate In the discussion. After all,
in a democracy.
last time I checked we stili live In
Sincerely,
Jennifer Meyer
1850 Greendale Drive
Anchorage AK 99504
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3S and 36 OPPOSE
Removing wolves, the apex predator, can only har.m
harm the very
eco systems that you are sworn to protect. Predators keep
the wildlife population healthy and keep prey species from
over grazing and starving to death.
death .
Every eco system into which the apex predator has been
returned has seen an increase in the v~rancy of life.
Please listen to scientists instead of politicians.
Aerial killing or herding of wildlife is horrible, costly,
and demented. There is no scientific basis for removing
wolves from the Kenai Peninsula, or from any system that is
to be managed sustainably.
Thank you,
Ty

Beh

PC2
PC148
961ofof108
1

J

Oppose 35 and 36
am very opposed to aerial wolf killing in any place in
Alaska, including the Kenai. I have been a resident of the
state for almost 30 years. The artificial control of one
species to favor a specific group of hunters will continue
to showcase Alaska as a state with backward and ignorant
wildlife policies. Thank you for considering the negative
aspects of such an opinion.
I

Jan St. Peters
PO Box 323
Healy, Ak. 99743
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Please consider my comments:
Please consider the below and defeat BOG proposals 35 and 361

I

•

I

Wolves are not the problem. The Alaska Department of Fish & Game's own
evidence presented to the BOG in March concluded that predation was not the
cause of declining moose populations on the Kenai. So why target wolves?
In 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is responsible for
fewer moose. So why target wolves?

I

In addition, much of Unit 15A is within the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge,
federally managed land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator control programs .
Targeting wolves in the remaining area would be inefficient and at best unlikely to
affect moose populations.

1
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In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analysis, moose populations are not
declining. A cited low bull-to-cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf predation, and
killing wolves does not negate hunters' prior overharvest of bull moose.
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•

Aerial wolf killing will be highly visible, controversial, and is not an
appropriate action in an area that is heavily populated and a year-round
recreation destination.

•

In both units aerial predator control is Simply
simply not practical. Forested terrain
makes tracking and shooting the wolves difficult. Landing a plane, in order to
salvage a carcass or dispatch a wounded animal, is problematic and dangerous.

•

Any private citizen with a permit - not trained ADF&G biologists·
biologists  will be
allowed to shoot wolves from aircraft.

•

Public input on the proposals will be severely limited. The BOG directed
ADF&G to formulate aerial wolf control plans at its March 2011 meeting, but the
plans were only very recently published for public review. Further inhibiting public
partiCipation,
participation, the proposals will be discussed and voted on at the BOG's meeting
difficult-to-access cities. People from
Barrow, one of Alaska's most remote and difficult-ta-access
in Barrow,
the Kenai and Southcentral Alaska - those directly affected by the proposals -
will have virtually no opportunity for in-person input.
We ask that the BOG to postpone action on the proposals until its January
meeting in Anchorage, when residents directly affected by the measures would
have a fair opportunity to have their voices heard.

Sincerely,
Lee Ann Stiff
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Board of Game

Please consider this email when you consider Bog Proposals
No. 35 and 36. (oppose)

1

l

I spend a lot of time in Alaska photographing.

I

I do not believe the wolf population is out of control.
Nor do believe the wolf population is the cause for the
moose decline. Even The Alaska Department of Fish & Game's
own evidence presented to you last March concluded that
predation was not the cause of declining moose populations
on the Kenai. Please don't ignore this evidence.

i
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Furthermore, a majority of Alaskans do not agree with
aerial killing of wolves.

>

II

II

Also, Unit 15A is already within the National Wildlife
Refuge. How can you even consider including this. You have
no jurisdiction.

!!
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In addition, consider the fact that the reason the moose
heard is declining is because the bull moose have been over
hunted. This was even supported by The Alaska Department
of Fish & Game.
I respectfully ask that you oppose these proposals.
Thank you.
Bob
Robert A. Watson
25945 New Rd.
North Liberty, IN

46554

II
!

i

\

i

!
\
i

i

I

II
I

i

I

IIt
I

1
lj

PC2
PC151
991ofof108
1

J

Oppose Proposals 35 and 36

These recurring programs of aerial wolf control continue to give Alaska a
bad name around the nation. Is that what Alaskans want?
Ken Ross

10/27/2011
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Proposal 35 7 36

~

I live on the Kenai Pen, I hunt, and I see no reason to shoot
wolves from the air. In fact I see no wolf problem at all. No
sure where the BOG is getting their info.
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Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Game:
In Opposition to BOG proposals 35 and 36:
As has been declared at the BOG last March, the ADF&G's own evidence
presented concluded that predation was not the cause of declining
moose populations on the Kenai. So
50 why target wolves?
In Unit 15A, the ADF&G's own data concluded that poor habitat is
responsible for fewer moose.
In addition, much of Unit 15A is within the Kenai National Wildlife
Refuge, federally managed land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator
control programs. Targeting wolves in the remaining area would be
inefficient and at best unlikely to affect moose populations.
In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analysis,
analYSiS, moose populations
are not declining. A cited low bull-to-cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf
predation, and killing wolves does not correct hunters' prior overharvest
of bull moose.
Aerial wolf killing will be highly visible, controversial, and is not an
appropriate action in an area that is heavily populated and a year-round
recreation destination.
Additionally, in both units aerial predator control is simply not practical.
Forested terrain makes tracking and shooting the wolves difficult.
Landing a plane, in order to salvage a carcass or dispatch a wounded
animal, is problematic and dangerous. Furthermore, any private citizen
with a permit - not trained ADF&G biologists - will be allowed to shoot
wolves from aircraft thereby increasing the risk of accidents.
The BOG directed ADF&G to formulate aerial wolf control plans at its
March 2011 meeting, but the plans were only very recently published for
public review, thereby limiting public input. Further inhibiting public
participation, the proposals will be discussed and voted on at the BOG's
meeting in Barrow, one of Alaska's most remote and difficult-to-access
cities. People from the Kenai and Southcentral
50uthcentral Alaska - those directly
affected by the proposals - will have virtually no opportunity for in
person testimony.
We ask that the BOG postpone action on the proposals until its January
meeting in Anchorage, when reSidents directly affected by the measures
would have a fair opportunity for in-person testimony.
Thanks for the opportunity to comment.
Jeff Sloss, 740 5th St., Juneau, AK 99801
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Bonny L. Schumaker, Ph.D.
626.798.8398 (office)

626.383.1412 (mobile & text)

P.O. Box 583 La Canada, CA 91012-0583 USA

To the Alaska Department of Fish & Game:
I can imagine that you might find comments from people who live a couple of
thousand miles south of you irrelevant and iII-infonned, but know that we keep
ourselves quite infonned, and we have studied effects of similar wildlife
"management" plans in the lower 48 over the past several decades and more. We
cannot see good reasons for this cruel culling of wolves. We do not see proof
that left to themselves, there won't come a balance between wolf and moose
populations. And we see no valid reason for trying to manipulate moose numbers
In order to provide more for human hunters because human hunters don't want to
compete with wolves. Further, you are planning to perfonn this aerial shooting in
an area prized for recreation and beauty. Give us better research and reasons, or
call off your guns, please.
Bonny L. Schumaker, Ph.D.
President and Founder, On Wings Of Care, Inc.
lne.
California non-profit 501 (c)(3) dedicated to Saving Lives and Habitat
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Good afternoon. I am opposed to BOG Proposals 35 and 36 which would implement
Aerial Hunts in Units 15A and 15C. This method used to kill wolves is not humane and
often leaves the animals wounded and to die a slow death. There is also the aspect that
wolves are being blamed for what was more than likely over hunting of moose over the
past years.
Please know that the killing of a wolf does not sit lightly with many people and that
people through out the United States and Canada are watching your every move. How
many wolves are going to die before people realize that they are not the problem???
Please do the right thing and do not allow these proposals to happen. Once again, we will
be watching. Thanks and take care.
Dan Larivey
Boyce, VA
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RE: BOG proposals 35 and 36. I OPPOSE both of these proposals. The chief control
of moose populations is poor habitat, not predation, as noted by ADFG.
It is terribly poor practice to allow any private citizen, permitted or not, to shoot animals
from aircraft. This opens the door to wanton destruction, often by shooters that just enjoy
killing. There is little reason to believe that this would accomplish anything but a bunch of
deadlwounded wolves but with no effect on the moose population.
It is totally unfair to hold the vote on these proposals so far away from the area that
would be affected, so people on the Kenai don't have the opportunity for in-person
comment.
These proposals don't help the moose hunters, they would just legalize slaughter of
wildlife.
wildlife.
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It would be better, and more effective, to stop moose hunting in those areas for a few
years, to allow the population to stabilize, have a balanced sex ratiO, and fill whatever
habitat is available. If the habitat is poor, one cannot expect lots of moose, no matter
how many predators are killed.
killed. Killing wolves just further destabilizes the situation.
Mother Nature is better at managing wildlife than humans are: when we fiddle with the
populations, everything starts to get out of whack.
Mary F.
F. Willson
Juneau, Alaska
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I oppose proposals 35, 36
This must stop and cannot be condoned.

Leslie G Baker
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To: Alaska Board of Game
OPPOSE Proposals 35 and 36
As we are sure you know, the Alaska Department ofFish & Game's own evidence
presented to the BOG in March concluded that predation was not the cause of declining
moose populations on the Kenai. The ADF&G concluded that poor habitat is responsible
for fewer moose. Killing wolves simply to increase game is NOT in the best interest of
anyone except short-sighted greedy white trash who have no sense of public
responsibility whatever. We don't need that kind making these decisions.
You must also be aware that a large part of Unit 15A is within the Kenai National
Wildlife Refuge, federally managed land that is off-limits to Alaska's predator control
programs. Targeting wolves in the remaining area would be unlikely to affect moose
populations.
In Unit 15C, according to the ADF&G's own analysis, moose populations are not
declining. A cited low bull-to-cow ratio cannot be traced to wolf predation, and killing
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wolves does not negate hunters' prior overharvest of bull moose. Hunters and not wolves
need to be controlled.
Allowing private citizens to shoot wolves from an aircraft leads directly to over-killing,
no oversight of activities, and killing outside legal areas. It is your duty NOT to allow
behavior that you cannot monitor and supervise.
The BOG directed ADF&G to formulate aerial wolf control plans at its March 2011
meeting, but the plans were only very recently published for public review. Further
inhibiting public participation, the proposals will be discussed and voted on at the BOG's
meeting in Barrow, one of Alaska's most remote and difficult-to-access cities. People
from the Kenai and Southcentral Alaska - those directly affected by the proposals - will
have virtually no opportunity for in-person input.
We ask that the BOG to postpone action on the proposals until its January meeting in
Anchorage, when residents directly affected by the measures would have a fair
opportunity to have their voices heard.
It sound like a small number of white trash are running the BOG and trying to exclude
ordinary citizens from the democratic process. Clean up your act, guys.
Dr. Michael Huesemann
Dr. Joyce Huesemann
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To: Board of Game
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r OPPOSE Proposals 35 and 36
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Please stop this insanity. Soon we'll have no more wildlife for
visitors to see.
r have been here 25 years - and it is amazing how little wildlife Ir see
anymore.
Sue Forbes
1861 falcon circle
Anchorage, AK
99504
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