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Kasiglak Traditional Council

Post Office Box 19

Kasigiuk, Alaska 99609

Ph: (907) 477-6405 / 6406 Fax: (907) 477-6212
E-mail: kasigluk.admin ail.c

December 27, 2013

Alaska Department of Fish & Game
Board Support Section
P.O.Box 115526

Tunean, Alaska 99811-5526 Toxg 407465 -60F¢

RE: Lower Yukon Moose Population

. Dear Mr. Chairman and Members of the Alaska Board of Game:

AVCP submitted Proposal Three (3) in response to our concerns of the potential over-
grazing of willow by moose in the ‘Unit 18 Remainder’ portion of GMU 18. OQur
villages along the Yukon River have witessed the explosive growth of the moose
population and the amount of willow the moose are consuming over the winter. They
have consumed large swaths of willow shrubs in manner that appears like a larpe mower
was deployed on sandbars and islands. Additionally, due to limitation of new growth
willow, moose are beginning to forage on old growth willow in an effort to feed
themselves. 'We are concerned that if the moose population if not curbed, that a
population crash may ocour due to starvation. We support AVCP Proposal Three (3) to
avoid the potential of a crash because we value the moose meat the land provides. Please
adopt AVCP Proposal Three.

Singerely,
. Luc%sse
President

Ce; file
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Asa’carsarmiut Tribal Council
P.O. Box 32249
Mountain Village, Alaska 99632
(907) 591-2814 Telephone
(907) 591-2811 Facsimile

December 27, 2013

Alaska Department of Fish & Game
Board Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

Dear Board Chairman and Members of the Alaska Board of Game:

AVCP submitted Proposal Three (3) in response to their concerns of potential over-grazing of
willow by moose in “Unit 18 Remainder™ portion of GMU 18.

Although we believe that the moose population in “Unit 18 Remainder” is healthy and growing,
we do not agree with AVCP’s position that over grazing of moose habitat has or is occurring as
we have not seen any evidence of that,

We believe that there are periods of good and bad cycles in fish and wildlife populations. Until
further evidence suggests that the increased moose population can negatively affect their habitat,
we believe that current moose hunting regulations should remain the same.

We appreciate AVCP’s concern for its member villages and region; however, we disagree with
their current position as it relates to current regulations and our management arca.

Thank you for your time and concern.

Sincerely,
James C. Landlord, First Chief

CC:

AVCP Natural Resources
GMU Unit 18 Remainder Villages
File
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Nunapitchuk IRA Council
FO Box 130
Nunapitchuk, Alaska 99641

vate: “Docontpr 23,2013

Alaska Board of Game
Dear Mr. Chairman and memhers of the Alaska Board of Game:

AVCP submitted Proposal Three (3) in response to our concerns of the potential over-grazing of willaw
by moose In the "Unit 18 Remainder” portion of GMU 18. Our villages along the Yukon River have
witnessed the explosive growth of the moose population and the amounts of willow the moose are
consuming over the winter, They have consumed large swaths of willow shrubs in manner that appears
like a large mower was deployed on sandbars and islands. Additionally, due to limitation of new growth
willow, moosc are beginning to forage on old growth willow in an effort to feed themselves. We are
concerned that if the moose population is not curbed, that a populstion ¢razh may occur due to
starvation. We support AVCP Proposal 3 to avoid the potential of a crash because we value the moose
meat the land provides. Please adopt AVCP Proposal 3.

Sincerely,

Koy 8 o

Tribral Councll Pregident

Pnst-it‘"'_fgtx Note 7671 [P35 /0313 |phstar !
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Alaska Repion
240 West 5™ Avenue, Room 114
Anchoruge, Aluska 99501

IN REPLY REFER TO:

7.A.2. (AKRO-SUBS)
DEC 19 2013

Mr. Ted Spraker, Chairman

ATTN: Alaska Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Board Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

Dear Chairman Spraker:

There are a number of proposals before the Board of Game for your Janunary 10-13, 2014,
meeting in Kotzebue that atfect or have the potential to affect Nauonal Park Service (NPS) areas
in the state. We appreciate 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 NP8 enabling legislation and the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act

(ANILCA). Consistent with past letters and testimony, the NPS asks that NPS areas be excluded
from any regulations you may authorize that implement inlensive management opjectives in .
Alaska’s hunting regulations. We recognize and appreciate previous Boeard actions that have not
authorized intensive management and predator control activities on-NPS managed lands.

Specific comments are below:

Froposal 13: Recommendation: Support with amendment

(Moose: GMU 22E) This proposal changes the winter hunt from Janlary to March, We suggest
a closer alignment of the state winter season with the federal subsistence season that is August 1-
March 15. This could be partially accomplished by aligning the end of the state and federal
season dares. This proposal affects Bering Land Bridge National Preserve.

Proposal 16: GMU 22C: No Recommendation/GMU 22B, D & E: Oppose
(Brown bear: GMU 22) As written, the proposal recommends changes in GMU 22 for harvest

limits, changing to 1/year and by opening the season earlier in the spring by an emergency order.
However, the ADF&G staff has interpreted this proposal to be for GMU 22C. Since the NPS has
no management responsibility within 22C, we have no recommendation for that subunit. Should
the discussion include NPS areas in Bering Land Bridge National Preserve in GMU 22B, D & E

we do not support lengthening the season at this tme,
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Proposal 13: Recommendation: Oppose
(Wolf: GMU 22) This proposal would extend the end of the hnnting season from April 30 to

May 31. As the NPS has commented before, we do not support the hunting season being
extended past April 30 as this allows take of vnlnerable females and offspring during the
pupping season. Additdonally, the value of pelts is often quite low from wolves harvested so late
in the season. We believe this recommendation is consistent with the ADF&G staff
recommendation, Because this proposal affects Bering Land Bridge National Preserve, we ask
that NPS lands be excluded if the proposal is adopred.

Proposal 19: Recommendation: Oppose
(Wolverine: GMU 22) The NPS does not support extending the closing date of the hunting

season unitl April 30. It is generally agreed that wolverine are found in low densities and have a
low reproductive rate; and conservative season lengths are a reasonable approach to prevent
overharvest. Because this proposal affects Bering Land Bridge National Preserve, we ask that
NPS lands be excluded if the proposal is adopted.

Proposal 20: Recommendation: Support
{Moose: GMU 26A portions described) This proposal would add 16 days to the season, having

it close at the end of September rather than mid-September. We agree that the trend of warmer
fall temperatures is affecting hunting opportunities by increasing the chance of spoiled meat in
early September. We also agree that warmer temperatures are affecting animal movements on
the landscape and that the requested timing of the season is reasonable and responsive to local
needs. We support the exiension of the season as it allows hunters more flexibility regarding
their choice of when to hunt, We also note that the Gates of the Arctic Subsistence Resource
Commission supports this proposal. This proposal affects Gates of the Arctic and Noatak
National Preserves.

Proposals 24 & 28: Recommendation: Oppose
(Coyote: GMU 26A and GMU 23) These proposals would exiend the hunting season 10 a “no

closed season” and expand the harvest limit to “no limit.” As the NPS has commented before we
do not support extending hunting seasons into the pupping season and allowing the take of
vulnerable females and offspring. Additionally, the value of pelts taken during this time period
is often quite low. These proposals affect Bering Land Bridge, Gates of the Arctic and Noatak
National Freserves. If either of these proposals are supported as proposed, we ask that NPS
lands be excluded.

Proposal 25: Recommendation: Oppose
(Muskox: GMU 23 portion) This proposal would expand the hunt area by including the entire

Noatak drainage and all areas north and west of the Kobuk River drainage. The NPS is opposed
to this proposal based on recent research suggesting that the current management strategies may
be leading 1o a continued and possibly severe population decline in the Cape Thompson muskox
population, similar to that experienced by the Northeast Alaska and Seward Peninsula
populations (see Schmidt and Gorn 2013, enclosed). The population in the current hunt area has
been subject to a fixed quota of six bulls since 2000, and since that time, population growth
slowed and then declined. Overall the population declined by approximately 40% over the last


rlpearson
PC04 2 of 15


Dec=18-13  11:B7am  From=tkkikkk B0TE443802 T-414  P.004/018  F-238

PC04 3 of 15

6-8 years. Simply expanding the harvest area to include additional anirnals within the same
population does not address the problem of unsustainable harvest rates within the core
population area. A recent analysis of muskoxen population dynamics by Schmidt and Gorn
(2013) found that the Cape Thompson core population grew at an exponential rate of 10%
between the years 1988 and 2000 during which there was no hunting. Growth slowed to 2 rate of
rate of 2.5% between 2000 and 2005 when the average annual harvest was 1.4 bulls and the
average harvest rate was a little under 1% of the population. Between 2005 and 2010, the
population declined ar a rate of 4% annually, corresponding with an average harvest of 4.3 bulls
and an overall harvest rate between 1-2%, A small and declining population (<250 individuals
within the core area), low mature bull:mature cow ratios, and low recruitment indicate a need for
more conservative management going forward, Expanding the harvest area while maintaining
current quotas would not be expected to address any of these problerns, particularly if the harvest
remains focused in the area ¢closest to Kotzebue (i.e., the core area).

The NPS strongly recommends closing both the federal and state hunts until the core population
recovers 10 2400 individuals (2005 levels) and a mature bull:mature cow ratio of at least 60:100.
We also recommend replacing the current harvest strategy (based on a percentage of the total
population) with a strategy similar to that currently being used on the Seward Peninsula (based
on a conservative percentage of the mature bulls in the hunt area — aimed ar rebuilding mature
bull: mature cow ratios). The NPS suggests a cooperative effort with ADF&G to develop and
implement a unified harvest strategy.

Proposal 29: Recommendation: Oppose
(Caribou: GMU 23) This proposal suggests removing the restrictions on buying, selling, or

bartering antlers removed from the skull of caribou. Such use of antlers is a long standing issue
in the region; it is our onderstanding that the community has long supported these restrictions.
Absent a broad show of regional support to remove the restrictions, we support leaving them in
place. This proposal affects Bering Land Bridge, Gates of the Arctic and the Noatak National
Preserves.

Proposals 30 & 31: Recommendation: ose for GMU 26A in Gates of the Arctic National
Preserve/Neuntral for GMUJ 23 and 26A in Noatak National Preserve

(Dall’s sheep: GMU 23 & 26A) These proposals would open sheep hunting seasons earlier for
residents, either by 10 days (proposal 30) or by 5 days (proposal 31), respectively. In Noatak
National Preserve, harvest is limited by quotas for all state and federal hunts except in the
Schwatka Mountains where hunter effort, harvest and sheep density have always been low.
However, in Gates of the Arctic National Preserve (26A) there is a popular general hunt.

We do not support extending the season in Gates of the Arctic National Preserve, which has the
potential of increasing harvest following a large decline in 2013. Estimates from the 2013 NPS
survey indicate a 50% decline in total sheep numbers and very low productivity compared with
2009-2012. Surveys conducted by other agencies in other parts of the state also show declines in
total numbers and/or markedly low productivity following the prolonged winter and ¢old May.
Should either proposal be supported in GMU 26A, we ask that Gates of the Arctic National
Preserve lands be excluded from the season extension,
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Proposal 35: Recommendation: Sugport
(Bears: GMU 22, 23, 26A) This proposal would forbid the use of snares to take bears. We

support the intent of this proposal. We also urge the Board to consider removing black bears
from their classification as furbearers by deleting them from the definition of furbearers found at
5 AAC 92,990 (21). This proposal would affect Bering Land Bridge, Gates of the Arctic and
Noatak National Preserves. '

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide you with comments on these important
regulatory matters and continue to look forward to working with you on these issues. Should
you or your staff have any questions, please contact me at 907-644-35035.

Smcerelyzk
e W'/ /\
\(Debora 0 er
Associate Reg onal Director, Resources and Subsistence
Enclosure
ce:

Cora Campbell, Commissioner, ADF&G

Kristy Tibbles, Executive Director, Alaska Board of Game, ADF&G
Pat Pourchot, Special Assistant to the Secretary for Alaska

Geoff Haskett, Regional Director, FWS

Chuck Ardizzone, FWS

Jeanette Koelsch, Superintendent, Bering Land Bridge

Frank Hays, Superintendent, Western Arctic Parklands

Greg Dudgeon, Superintendent, Gates of the Arctic

Dave Mills, Subsistence Team Leader, NPS

Sandy Rabinowitch, Subsistence Manager, NPS

Chris Pergiel, Chief Law Enforcement Officer, NPS-Alaska Region


rlpearson
PC04 4 of 15


P.00B/016

Dec=18-13  11:B8am  From=tkkikkk B0TG443802 T-414 F-238

OFEN (3 ACCESS Freely avaltabia anline

Harvest of Adult Male Muskoxen

Joshua H. Schmidt'*, Tony 5. Gorn®
1 U.5. Marional Park Service, Central Alaslka Metwark, Faitbanks, Alaska, United Statas of America, 2 Division of wildlife Conservation, Alaska Department of Fish and Game,
nome, Alaska, United States of America

Abstract ' ‘ e R -

selective harvest regimas are often focused on males rasuiting i skewed sex-ratios; and for many ungulate specles this
strateqy Is sustalnable, Hoveever, muskoxen (Ovibos moschatus) are very social and mature bulls (=4 years ald), particularly
‘prime-age bulls (6-10.years ald), play important roles i predator defense and recruftrnent. A year-round social structure
incorporating large males into mixed-s&x groups could'makethis species more susceptible to the effects of selective harvest
if- population compasition aned. sex-ratibs Inflienre overall survivaland reprogyctive success, Using detailed data collected
on the miuskox population cccupying the Seward Peninsula, Alaska during 2002<2012,-we formulated the hypothests that
the selective harvest of mature bulls may be'refated to.ducumentid thanges.in.population compesition and growth rates in
this specias. In, addition; we. reviewed -€xisting published- Information from' twoother, popufations In- Alaska,-the Cape
Thempsen and Northeastern: populations, to' compare population growth rates among, the three areas ‘under differential
harvest rates: relative to our hypothesis. We found ‘that on the' Seward. Peninsula, mature bulliadult cow fatios declined 4-
1:2%%/vear and short-yearlingad Uit cow. ratios (Le., recruitment) declinid.8-9%/year In: the most heavily harvested areas.
Growth rates in all 3 populations decreased dispraportionately after increases in the-number of bulls harvested, and calfrow
ratios declined in the Northeastern population as. harvest increased. While Jack of appropriate data prevented us from
excluding other potential causes siich as density deperigdent effects dnd changes in predator densities, our results did align
with aur hypothesls, suggésting that in the interest of Zenservation, harvest of mature males should be restricted . until
caysal factors can be more’ definitively identified, If confirmed by additional research, our findings would have impartant
implications for harvest mafagement and conservation of muskoxan and other ungulate species with similar iife-historles.

Cltatlon: Schrldt fH, Gorn T3 (2013} Fossible Secondary Pepulatian-level Effects of Selective Harvest of Adult Male Muskoxen. PLoS ONE B(6]: e674%3.
del10.1 371/ jeurnalpone. 0067493

Edltar: Elissa Z Cameron, Unlversity af Tasmanla, Australfa
Recalved Novernbor 25, 2012; Accnptad May 20, 2013; Published june 20, 2013

This Is an openaccess artcle, free of ol copyriaht, and may ba freely reproduced, distributed, transmittad, madified, buile upan, of otherwlse used by anyane for
any fawful purpose, The work ls made avallable under the Creative Communs CCO public domaln dedication.

Fundlng: Suppart fer this prajact was pravided by Federal Ald In Wilkdlife Restaratien, the Alaska Deparement of Fish and Game, Westarn Arctic Parklands, and
the L5 National Fark Service Inventery and Manitaring Pragracs. The funders had no rale In study design, daea eallectlon and analysis, decislon to publich, ar
praparation of the manuseripe.

Compating Interest: The authars have declared that no compating intarasts exlst,
* £-mall: joshua, schmiddnps.gov

Introduction

Unpulate harvess regimes are often selectively forused on males
with the goal of increasing total sustatnalle hervest [1] and
providing increased wophy value. These strategies [Pequenty
result in skewed sex and age ratios at the popularion level [2].
Research on cervid species including monse (dies alies) [3:4] and
mule deer (Odveoileus hemioings) [5,6] hes found livde evidence 1o
sugrest that these veduedons affect productivity, despite large
changes 1o overall population composition. However, exceedingly
fernale-binsed sex rados can have long term demographic and
genetic effects on populations [7,8,9,10,11], and in some
circumstances these effects san lead o declines in reproductive
sucoess [2,8,12) or calf survival and recruitment [7,13,14], Thse
types of secontlary effects are difficult o devect but can have major
implications for the long term sustainability of” harvested popula-
riong,

In conmrast v many ungulate specics, mushoxen (Dwbas
mpsehans) are quite gregarious and {orm persistent mixed-sex and
age groups throughous the year, although a portion ol the males in
the population acewr in smaller bachelor groups [15,15). Bulls are
congidered to be manwe ar ¢ yeara of age, although they do not

PLOS OME | www.plosone.srg

arrzis maximum body mass until they reacl approximately 6 years
of age [l7]. This delayed prowth pamern corresponds with
observations that the majority of harem bulls in unharvesred
populations are berween 6 and 10 yrs old [17,18) (hereafer;
‘prime-age’ bulls), resulting in a relatively small number of prime-
aged individuals heing responsible for moat of the brecding [17].
The group-living soctal strueture of muskoxen hag been shown to
be important for both predator defense [15] and other activides
such as [oraping [19], Although females will charge predators [20],
mature pulls frequendy play a lead role in delending the group
[21]. Similar defensive smraregics have been observed in ather
group-living species such as wood biser (Bisou bisen athabasead) [22].
Mamre buoll muskoxen in general, and prime-aged bulls in
particular, offen place themaelves beoween the perceived theeac
and the rest of the group and increase group cohesion during
attacks [15,17,2%,24,25,26]. Due to their larger size (cows ave
approximately #0-50% smaler than prime-aged bulls [15,26]),
they may be more able m successfully defend against predarors,
and even if killed during an atack, the remaining group members
may cscape unhamied. When larger numbers of these individuals
oeewr in a population, survival rates [ar cows and calves may be
inereased. Those important breeding and leadership fimetions

June M3 | Volume B | lssue 6 | 267493
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suggest that the presence of prime-aged bulls could inflacnce
proup-level survival el productivity throughout the year,

Renearch on similar species, sueh as Gape buffalo (Spaeers eqffer
ecaffery angl wood bison, also suppests that baghelor groups and
higher maletlemale wtios may perform eritical funetions by
allowing brecding bulls an opportunity t cecover caring extended
reproductive seasons |27,28]. Without a large pool of available
prime-aged males, the breeding period could be exended or less
suceessful, and males may experience higher mertality rates due to
deereased  body  condition.  When  sorial, reproduetive, and
cefensive roles are considered  together, the imperance of
primesaged mafes could make muskoxen and ather ungulare
gpecies with similar life history strategies much more sensitive to
seeleerive harvest of marure males.

Muskoxen farmerly aceurred througheour much of the Crnadian
Avctic, Greenlime, and northern Alasla, but by the mid ro lae
18005 muskoxen were ahsent from Alaska [26,29], and popula-
rions in Cunacla were gready reduced [15], Sinee then, muskoxen
hiave heen successfally reintroduced tw Alaska, and popularions
have recovered across much of Capade, However, despite low
apparent havveag races (e.g., 1-6%), populadon growth races In the
% mauinlund popuiations in Alaska {ie, the Seward Peninsula
popnladon [SPP], the Nartheastern population [NEF], and the
Cape Thompson population [CTF]) have all declined over tme
[30,31,39]. Many patential eauses for these changes in population
growth have been idearified including: density depencence, harsh
winter weather and disense [33,34], and increased predadon and
emigration {33,30]. Imterestingly, these declines in population
growth rarcs also accurred after increases in harvest, suggestng
that the effects of the selective harvest regimes should be more
closely considered as 2 potential driver as well, However, heeause
basic population mewics and hiological information for muskox
are lacking in many aceas, it can he difficult to identify the primary
causal factors related to population teajecrory,

Hismarically, the males-orly harvest regimes in Alaska were
concentratetl on manre bulls (24 years of age) due to their higher
rrophy value and dificuldes in disringuishing immature males
from females. The tendency for mare bulls, particularly prime-
aged individuals, to place themselyves between the rest of the group
and any perecived threar [21] may have further increased harvest
pressure on this segment of the populaton, Although some basic
hiclogical infarmation is lacking, the differences in social srruerurs
relative to many other ungulaes, the potential for high relafive
harvest rates of prime-aged males, and the apparent similarites in
popularion wrajecrories relative w harvest among the 3 Alaska
mainland populations ledd us o formulate the hypothesis that
selective harvest of mature bulls may have seenndary population-
leve]l impacts at the group fevel, possibly threugh changes in
survival and recruiment rares, leading to subsequent averall
population declines, We used abundance and composition survey
data from the SPP o esdmate the size of the matre bull and
yearling components of the population, realized harvest rates
(number of mature hulls harvested /estimared mumber of manre
bulls in the populatden), and recruinment rates (number of shor-
yearlings) berween 2002 and 2012, We alse compared population
prowth rates, harvest vates, and trends in population compositian
{(where data were available) among the § mainlend populatiens of
muskoxen in Alaska to identfy any parerns relatdve 1o our
hypothesis, Our primary shiectives were to; 1) invesdgate patterna
in population composition and growth rates relative o changes in
harvest in the SPF; 2) penerate o working hypothesis idensifying
pasential mechanisms for secondary impacts of harvest; 3) identify
similerilies in hacvest rates s population trajectorizs among 3
harvested populations of muskox in Alaska (Le., the SFF, NEP,

PLOS OME | www plosone.arg
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observed population declines.

Materials and Methods

Ethics Statement

This project falls under the defimtion of a field smdy as defined
by the Animal Wellare Act Regulations®].1: *Field study means a
smdy conducred on freediving wild animalz in their pamral
hahitat, Fowever this term excludes any study char involves
invusive procecure, harms, or materially alters the behavior of an
animal under smdy.” Qur sampling methods were based solely on
visual obeervations {rom a distance, were non-invasive, and did not
harm or marterially alier the behavior of the animals observed in
this smady. TUnder §2.31, d,1 of the Animal Welfare Act
Repularions, field sdics are exempt fom IACUC review.
Because this project met the definidon of a field sy’ 2y defined
by the Animal Welfare Act Repulabons, a permit was nat
required. This project also complied with the U.E. National Park
Sorvice Plapning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC)
pracess (FEPC Project ID: 41681).

Study Area

The SFP sty area consisted of 5 administative Game
Management Subunits ([GMEUs); 22B, C, 1D, &, 235W) covering
(35,232 km” of the Seward Peninsula in western Alaska (Fig. 1), For
management purposes, all harvest regularions were established at
the level of the individual GMSU, as were dare collection
protogols. The terruin varied from rugged mountains and river
valleys w flac coasm! wetlands, Spruce Torests (Pieer 5.} occurred in
the castern portions of the SPP study arer, while more western
areas were treeless and largely mundra covered with willow (Sadix
sppy thickess along the oparan corridors. During snow free
menths aceess to most of the smdy area is limited, excepe along the
Nome road system in the cenreal Seward Peningula where almost
645 km of gravel roads can provide hunters access 1o portions of
228, 220, anel 22D, Mean monthly cemperatures in Nome (in
GMSU 22C) vary berween —19.3°C and 14,170, and average
annual snow depth iz 158 cm [36]. The NEP survey area consisied
of portions of 3 GMBSUs (264, B, ) along the north slope of the
Brooks Range in the northeastern portion of Alaska {Fig, 1; ser
[43,35] for a demiled description). The CTF survey area consisted
of o 10,440 km? portion of GMSL 23 nerth of Kotzebue, Alaska
encompassing Cape Kruzenstern Natonal Monument and the
coastal areas north to Gape Thempson (Fig. 1; see [33.37] for a
deailed dezcriprion).

Seward Peninsula Population

Population Surveys. Abundance ecstimates between 1983
and 2007 were based on full caverage, minimum coune population
surveys congucred at regular intervals (e, 1983-1983, 1988,
1082, 1894, 1856, 1868, 2000, 2002, 2003, 2007) throughout the
SPP study area during spring (generally March and April) when
gnaw coverape was nearly complere and sightahility was high
[31.38]. Fixed-wing aiveraft (sg., Piper PA-1B, Aviar Fusky,
Cessna 185) were wsed 1o cover all known muskoxen habite at
approximarely 3.2—4.8 ko intervals, Although pilots were allowed
0 vary search intensity based on knewledge of the survey area and
habirat cuality, full coverage was required. During 2010 and 2012,
transects were established sysemartically at 4.8 lom  inrervals
throughour the entire study area and estmaes of abundance
were generated using distance sampling theery [31,39]. The new
survey method was implemented primarily 1o reduce cost of fature
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doi:10,1371/jeurnal.pone.0067493.g001

surveys and increase the reliability of abundance estimares, while
seconcarily providing an opportunity to assess potential bias in the
minimum connts due o incaraplete detection, For analysis, during
years when shundance surveys were not conducted, we amurmed
the GMSU-specific populations grew at a constant rute durng the
interval between surveys.

Sex and Age Compesiden Surveys, Wr conductsd com-
position surveys during March and April, prier to calving, within
=1 GMSUs in most years berween 2002 ane 2012, Each GMEU
wag surveyed =3 times hetween 2002 and 2011, and in 2012 all 5
GMSUs were surveyed. Locations of muskox groups were
recorded during the peninsula-wide population survey or during
pre-composidon surveys designed tw locate the maijority of the
groups within the GMSU of interest. We then randomized this list
of kriown groups and sampled them in order untl approximarely
15 groups or 200 individuuls had been sampled within the GMSU
of intereat. This was consistent with the sample size recommmen-
dativns for composition surveys proposed by Czaplewski et al,
[40], although we did not conduct a formal power analysis to
assess the adequacy of sample size. We used a helicopter
(Robinson Be+4) to Taned near groups and classified each individual
into 1 of 5 sex and age categories: mature bulls (24 yrs old),
immature bulls (2-3 yra old), mamre cows (=3 yrs old), immanre
cows (2 yrs old), and shoreyeardings (<1 s old). Sex and age
rapgories were based on horn development and body size and are
highly reliable when assessed by cxperienced obuervers (417, Bulls
=4 yrs of age cannot be reliably differentated, henee all bulls

PLOS ONE | www.plosoneorg

=4 yre of wge were considered to be marure. Population
abundance and composivion dat ean be found in [31].

bex and Age Composition Estmates. We estimared
compaosition {Le., sex and age ratios) within each GMSLT using
an individual based esdmator, adjusted (or estmated GMBLU-
specific abundance, Becanse population and composition surveys
were ofien conducted during different years and group sizes
flucruated anoually, the number of groups in each sub-populadon
was unknown, This prevented ws from using a group Lused
estimaror, possibly inmoducing seme bias due w coreelation
among individuals within groups {2}, We minimized this risk Ty
smmpling randemly from all known groups and observing a
relatively large propertion of groups and idividuala within the
sub-population in each unit. Trearng the individual animal as the
sample unit allowed us to use GMEU-apecific abundance point
earimares (interpolated between survey years) as a finite population
correction factor, Because harvesr vegularions and composition
surveys were GMS(U-specific, all analyses except overall rrends in
abundance were conducted at the level of the individual GMSU,

We: conducted composition analyses in a Bayesian framework
usmg a data augmentation approach [43), although in our case,
we were able to limit the possible number of individuals in each
sex and ape clawm remaining in the smbeunit. We uged a
multinermial digrribution with 3 catepories (mamre bulls, manre
cows, and shart-yearlings) vo estimare the probability of each
individual belonging to one of these sex and age classes, Data were
arranged in marrix format with the number of rows equal o the
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papulation estimare el 3 calumng, one for cach sex and age
category. The appropriate eategory lor each obsorved individual
was idenilied wsing i 1, with the remuining categories cocteel as 05,
For example, aomature bull would be coded as 1 0 0, whereas 2
shore-yearling would be coded 0 0 1. Observed animals thar did
not helong to any of these 3 categories (0.8, an immature cow)
were coded as 0 0 0 o indicate that they had been ohserved but
diel nor helong w any of the main categories of interest, The sex
and age of the remaining portion of e estimared number of
indlividualz nor incluged in the composition sample was considersd
o be unknown, These unknown velues were then estimiated
during each update of the sampler, W estimared racos for cach
year and GMBU separawely, and marre hullimamre cow and
sluwt-yeadlingimanre cow rarins wers caleolated daring each
update of the sampler. We then estimated rends in compositinn
by fitting a generalized linear wend model to a set of 2500 samples
from the posterior cdistributions for the annusl eemposition
estimates within each GMEU, This allowed us to estimate rates
of change in muture bollimature cow and shoreyearlingmarare
cow ratios with measures of precision over the study period. The
upper and fower 2.5% of estimates were discarded © provide an
vstimare of the 95% credible interval for cach trend. Al estimation
was concuered with R 2.135,1 [44] and WinBUGS 1.4.3 [45].

Harvest Monitoring. Harvest regulations were applied at
the level of the individual GMSU and vared among GMSUs
annunlly. All hunters were reguireel  submic a harvest report
upan harvesting & mugkox or at the end of the season if
unsuecessful, and althougl ape of the animal was pot consistently
recorded, mose hunes were limited to bulls anly. Because immarure
bulls and cows can be ciffienlc for inexperienced hunters o
discinguish, mawmre bulls were umally srlected o avoid acciden-
tally harvesting a cow. Lurge bulls were alsp preferred for their
trophy value ever though huntery from outside the local area were
required to submit the skulls ta the Alaska Deparoment of Fish and
Game [ADFG) for trophy destruction (i, the distal end of each
harn was vemoved and rerained) in most hoaes, Based on these
eamhined circumstances, we assumed that most bulls harveared
from the SPP were mature animals, We assessed the validity of this
assumprion hy calewlating the proportion of males =9 yrs v
<4 yrz from a sample (n = 42) of horng submiked to ADFG for
erophy destruciion in 2010

Mature Bull and Short-Yearling Abundance and Realized
Harveat Rates. We applicd the mature bull and shorr-yearling
rado estimares @ the abundance estimarte for each year in each
GMSU to estimate the abundance of mamre ulls and short-
yearlings in each hupt unic. Because we were confident that
harvest consisted almost enrirely of mature males, directly
estimating the number of indivieluads in this subgroup allowed vz
to caleulate the maximum realized harvest rate on this segment of
the population. We caleulared harvest rate within WinBUGS
allowing us o divectly provide esimates of precision on the
sumber of manue bulls removed ay well us the realized harvest
rates. We alin esomated the mumber of short-yearlings in each
GMSEY in each survey year in the same manner, providing an
estimate of vecruionent inta the population for r:ach Survey year.

my
TITERC—T

composition survqn. were conducied, Estimates are presenied as
means with 95% Bayesian credible intervals (CI). Trends in bul!
and shortyearling abundance were estimated using the approach
described above.

Comparisons Among Populations

We used puldished minimum counr and harvest data from the
PP [31]. NEP [33.3546] and COTP [3247] to estimate

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org

exponental raes of populution change during dme periods with
diffecing levels of harves,. We grouped years into time periods
carespondling to changes in harvest regalarions and reported
harvest. We then calewlared average harvest as a percent of the
total population and the average nember of bulls barvested during
each period. We then compared harvest rates o population
growth rates among the three populations o identify similarities,
We alse compared changes in calf production [35,35) o harvesrt
aver these same time periods for the NEP,

Results

Seward Peninsula Population

The number: of muskoxen ohserved in e 3PP suuly area
increased theough 2007, bur the (nal ove surveys suggested overall
population groweh had stopped by 2010 and then declined ar a
rate of -14%/year through 2012 (Table 1), Between 2010 and
2012, the estimared number of animals in 22C, 29D, and 22E
{rogether conmining approximately 70-80% of the toml popula-
tion) declined by 28%, 28%, and 51%, respectively, alchough
numbers rematned refatively unchanged in the remaining units
{Table 1% We found that mamre bullimature cow ratios declined
substantially in GMEUz 228, 220, and 235W during the course of
the study, while remaining relatively sable in 22D and 22F uniil
afier 2010 when ratios in these areas also appeared o decline
(Table 2, Fig. 2). Shore-yearlingmamire cow rabios were More
varighle through tme but deelined in all GMSTs except 22E
during the study pericd (Table 2, Fig. 3). Declines in mane
hullimanire cow ratios were most severe in the most road
accessible GMSU, 220, where rados changed at a rate of
—12% (959%CL =14% to — 10%) anhually. During this peried,
the proportion of bachelor groups alse tended to decline, while the
number of observed groups lacking matare bulls increased (Fig, 4},
The average size of bachelor groups did not increase, rather the
number of these grovps generally declined through time account-
ing for the changes in proportions.

Temporal patterns in the estimated eotal number of short-
yearlings and mature bulls in each GMSU differed from patterns
in composition. In 220 where total harvest exeseded 6% of the
estimated population In consecutive years, the oumber of imamre
bulls declined throuwghout the study peripd (Teble 2). In the
remaining areas, mature bull numbers were relatively sready untl
after 2010 (Fig. 3). Shorryearling ahundance declined in 22D,
221, and 238W rhroughout the stuely, and declined in most of the
rernaining GMSUs between 2010 and 2012 (Tabie 2, Fip. 3). The
otal number of bulls harvested generally increased in alt GM5Us
throughout the study (cxeept for 2011}, particularly between 2007
and 2010 (Table 3). However, the realized harvest rate of bulls
increased dramatically, approaching half ol the estimated number
of bolls in some GMSUs (Table 3), The range of realized harvest
rates on this segment of the population was lower in 2210 and 22E
and did nor caceed 20% (Table 3), at least in years with
corespending composidon data, In 2010, a sample of horns
(n=42) from harvested animals inspecred by the ADFG indieated
that BB% af thc hul]s harvested were mature unimals n that year,

2 reduesons—innansre bullmature sow FAHRS
In nddmnn, we iound thar = 12% of groups were likely missed
during & given survey under the restrieted conditions of the
distance sampling pratocol.

Population Growth Relative to Harvest

Annual rares of populadon growth for the 3PP decreased
disproportonarely as harvest rates increesed (Tig. 5A) After the
onget ol o small harvest averaging <2% of the population,
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Figure 2. Composition estimates for muskoxen on the Seward Peninsula, Alaska from 2002-201 2. Estirmates of muskexen composition
far 5 Game Management Subunits (GMSLs) on the Seward Peninsula, Alaske, USA fram 2002 ta 2012, Gray bars and stippled hars represent short-
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a given GMS3U, Error bars represent 9556 Bayesian credible Intervals.
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population growth appeared to slow, Overall, annuoal harvest
incremsed 1o an average of approximately 3% between 2000 and
2007, and the rate of popularion growth decreased by about 50%
over the same period. Ar harvesr rates of approximately 5%
starting in 2007, growth was negligible through 2010 and then
declined peecipitously (14%/year) through 2012, Changes in
harvest regimes appeated to be associaiud with decreases in
population growth rate in the NEP as well, although harvest rates
wore lower and changes in growth occurred over a longer time
frame (Fig. 5B). The average populadon growth rate was
approsimately 60-70% lower in the peciod after the onser of &
L3-1.7% average harvest eate in the eavly 19805, and the
population declined dramatcally afier 1995 wnder an annual
harvest of approximargly 2% of the population. The populaton
stabflized after harvest ended in 2006 and has remnained sable
- (Fig. 3B). We identified a similar association berween harvest rates
and population growth in the CTTP (Fig. 5C), Prior to the s

harvest in 2000, the populadon grew ar an annuoal rate of

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org

approximartely 10%. Between 2000 and 2005 the average harvest
pate was < 1%, and population growth slowed to an average
exponential rate of 2.5% annually. Berween 2005 and 2010 the
average annual harvest increased 1w 1-2% and the population
declined at a rate of 4.5% annually. Although the rates of lroth
population grawth and harvest differed among the populadons,
the basic patwern of dispropordonate decreases in growth after the
implementatipn of increased harvest levels was conswrent,

Discussion

Cur esimates of changes in abundange, sex ane age ratios, and
population growth rates through time coincided with increases in
harvest rates, in agreernent with oue hypothesis that harvear of
mamre bulls may have secondary poplarion-level effects in this
speies, While we were unable to mule ont other potentiol causes
such as changes in preduter densities or density dependent effects,
the observed relationship between high rates of hacvest and
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Figure 3. Estimated numbear of short-yasrling and mature Bull muskexen on the Seward Pepinsula, Alaska from 2002-2012.
Estimated number of short-yearlings (gray bars) and mature hils {stippled bars) present in & Garme Managerment Subunits (GMEUS) en the Seward
Peninsula, Alaska, USA from 2002 to 2012, Missing baps indicare years when compaslton surveys were not completad in a given GMSU. Error bars

represent 93% Bayeslan credible Intervals,
doir10.1377/journal pone. 00674935003

changes iy populatons sugzests that male-biased harvest regimes
deserve cpreful congicdevation as pomendal driver of nmskox
populations, In the PP, we found that populauon prowth slowed,
mature bullmature cow ane short-yearlingimamire cow ratios
declineel, the numhber of bachelor groups declined, and the
presence of maters bulls Inm mited-sex groups deddined i most
GMS5Us under increased harvest pregsure. These population-level
chanpes corresponded with increases in realized harvest race
estimates which supgested that in some years =40% of manre
bulls may have been hanwested In some GMSUs, Sirnilar declines
were alse olserved in the CTP and NEP under increasing harvest
rates. Although our data could not be used o derermine causation,
when viewed in the context of the Ife-history characteristics of
riuskoxen, chese patterns suggest that the harvest of mawre bulls
should be recduced untl further reseavch can idendfy the vitimare
cause of observed declines in these populations,

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.arg

Selective harvest regimes are expected o result in reduced
mature bullimature eow ratios (2], but the sweng declines we
ohserved in pordons of the 3PP (.., vp to 70% over 10 years)
likely indicared harvest Jevels were unsustaineble. Past work on
muskoxen has also suggested that high removal mres of mamre
-bulls ean lead ro reductions in recruitment, possibly compounding
the effect of harvest longer term, For example, Smith [46]
obeerved declines in reproductive output cancurrent with a
selective males-only harvest regime in a predaror-free sysrem
{t.e., Nunivak Island), Tn a porten of the NEF, Reynolds [33]
documenied declines in avernge celf producton from 87
calves; 100 cows prior to the mmplementation of harvest, o
G1:100 berween 1982 and 1986, and 38:100 hetween 1991 and
1996, Calf recymitment appeared to be lower in the CTP in later
years a3 well, coincident with inereases in harvest [32,87,17], We
found comparable declines in yearlingimawre cow ratios in the
SPP during the docade of this smdy, While the available dara from
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Figure 4, Proportion of muskox groups containing mature bulls on the Seward Peninsula, Alaska. Proportion of groups observed in 5
Game Management Subunits during the compasition surveys contalning mature bulls with other sex and age elasses (black), no mature bulls (gray),
and bulls only (stippled) on the Seward Peninsulz, Alaska, USA from 2002 to 2012,
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these areas could nat e used tw establish harvest as the cavse for
vhserved declines, a consistent pattern of declining recruitment
after the implementation of harvest does suggest thae the seleerive
harvest of mamwe mazles may be related to reductions
recruinment in this specics.

Porentin! mechanistic explanatons for decreased recruitment
include: delayed birth dates, reducsd birth synehrony, lowered calf
hody mass, and reduced pregnancy rates [2,7,8,10,14), Pregnancy
rates for mawre cows in the SPP appeared o be quite high in
recent years (>00% T. Gorn, unpublished data), mggesdng that
decrensed calf survival may have been the ultimate eanse of
declining recruibment. Young male muskoxen may be less eflective
at maineaining a harvem [48], and the presence of prime-aged buls
cen synchronize estrus in females [49,50], Therefare, although the
ypical muskoxen calving seeson extends over several weeks, a

FLOS ONE | www.plosonz.org

reduction in the number of prime-aged bulls in the population
could delay or prolong the calving period. In Alaskan uwngulare
populadens, other studics have found decreased survival rates for
calves born later in the senson [51,52] or oumide of the peak
calving period [53], suggesting thae such delays could decrease calf
survival in muskoxen as well, While these mechanisms have the
potential to negatively affect recruirment, numbers of prime-aged
bulls may expase all group members, and calves in particufar, w
higher levels of predation by decrsasing the effecdveness of the
group predator defenae mechanivm.

Walves (Crnle fupus) were crditionally considered to he the
principal predaror of muskoxen, and predation by prizzly bears
(Evstes avetos harribilis) was considered rare [26,555], The details of
the defendive behavier of mskexen are nor fully understood, but it
appears clear that prime-aged bulls in mixed-sex groups play a
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Table 1. Muskoxen counts by Game Management Sub-Unit.

Sama Managamant Unh

alues Far 2010 and 2012 are the point estimatns genarated using distance
samping methods with 953 credible intanvals shewn in parantheses,
Muskoxen sounts by Game Mansgement Sub-Lnit for the & yaars during which
Bl sub-units were surveyed Between 2000 and 2012 an the Seward Paninub,
Alaska, USA.

dok10.1371joumal pone.00&7 493,001

jrimary role in group defense [15,17,24,25.26] and they will
agpressively defend themselves againat grizzly bears [56). A
reduction in the cffectiveness of group defense a3 numbers of
[rime-aged bulls are reduced threugh hurvest offers one possihle
crplanation for the increased instances of grizzly hear predaton
[56] and declines in calf produetion [33] observed in the NEP,
Upon the elimimton of harvest, the precipitoos dedine in the
NEP ceazed almost immediately, further supporting a possible linlk
laerween the rwo, Crizzly bears are generally emerping from their
dens during the calving semson when other food sourges are
limited, and other work has found groups lacking marre bulls
be more nervous and fighry [21,57]), Because muskoxen cannot
easily outrun predarors, individual animals and calves in particular
are much more vulnerable 1o predarion if the defensive approach
is abandoned, Prior to the onset of harvest, hear predation was
considered to he a rare oocurrence on the Seward Peninsula,
despite bears being coromon [58], However, recent observations
have indicated that bear predation has imcrensed in the area,
poasibly explaining an adul cow mortality rare approaching 20%
annually in some areas [31], A iack of predator density estimates
prevented us from evaluating the influence of the number and
distnibution of predators on muskox population trajectorics,
although we suspected that increases in suecessfol predanen
atternpts due to reduced numbers of prime-aged bulls could
explain the disproportionate reductions  population growth and
recriitment we and others have ohserved,

Orther potential factors that could contribnte © largesscale
pepulation declines include severe winter weather, large scale
emigrarion from the sy areas, or density dependent population
limitation. Harsh winters with deep snow end icing events can
reduce survival and recruibment and may be the primary factor
limiting muskox populatons in some arcas [33,59,60]. However,
in a separate study on the SEF, all ohssrved non-human caused
martatities of radio-collaved individvals oeenrred during spring
and summer [31], suppordng our assertion that severe wintor
weather conditions were likely not the immediate cause of deatlw
This time period also corresponds to the interval when bears are
not hibernating. Emigradon has been observed in all 3 maindand
populations [3] 42,33, but the survey areas were very large, and
in the case of the SPP is surrounded by the ocean on 3 sides,

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org
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Tabile 2. Estimated annual rates of change in sex and age
ratios, mature bull abundance, and short-yearling abundanca,
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L k.
(—007, —0.02) {(—0.08, —0.03) {(—0.04, 0.01)

[—0.06, —0.00)

Estirates of annual rates of ehange () In mature bulkmature eaw (B:L) and
shorr-yearling:marure eow {Y:Ch ravoas and marure bull (B) and shor-yearllng ()
ahundapee between 2002 and 2012 for 5 Gape Management Subunlts {GM5LY
on the Seward Penlnsula, Alaska, USA. Numbers In parentheses represent 959
confidence intervals, Bold numbers Indicate estimated declines that de not
fnctude O In the 95% confldence Interval,
dai-10,13M fournal. pene.0067493. 10032

limiting the potential for exensive undocumented emigration,
Reecent surveys adjacent to our SPP study area w the east
indicated a small, slowly growing papulation [31], confirming thar
emigration to adjacent areas” was not driving large changes ot
populzton growih in the SPP. In muskoxen, reproductive rares
are largely aweributed w nurritonal condion [61,62.63], females
can give birth ar age 2, and will calve in successive years under
very favorable nutritional conditions [26.631. Freliminary dete
suggested that annual pregnancy rates were high in the SPP
(=90% T. Gorn, vwnpublished data) and CTTF, and a proportion of
2 yr old fermales were pregnant each year in both areas (L. Adams,
unpublished dara, J. Berger cr al. vipublished data). IF densioy-
dependent limitativns were infloencing these populations, lower
pregnancy rats, longer ceproductive intervals, and later age of
first reproduction would be expected. While we were unable to
mile our density dependent effects, the available infarmation
provided lirtle evidence that changes at the population level were
due to populaton densities in any of the populadons we
consitered,

Although our results indicate thar declines in population size
aned mamre bull:manure cow and shortyeadingimature caw ratios
coincided with higher harvest, the namure of the available data
complicated interpretation, Harvest regimes were established and
composition surveys were condocted at the level of the subumit,
poteatially oharuring changes in subunits with lower numbers of
animals (&g, 22B or 285W) through small-scale movements of a
few groups from larger adjacent units (e.g., Z2E). It s possible that
changes in these sulmnita were buffered by small-zcals immigra-
ten from the larger adjacent units, however, the overall patern of
population decline and declines in ratios was clear. In addidon, the
reilized harvest rate differed chrough ime in each subunic with
soyne areas like 220 reaching higher levels of harvest prior w ather
areas (e.g, 29D, 22E), We expect that lower realized harvest mtes
in the early years of our project explain the lawer timing of declines
in abundance and sex/age ratios in subunits 22D and 22E. The
laek of parallel declines in ahundance and composition throughout
the smady for all subunits may reflect these differences in timing
rather than indicating differing responses among subunts, IT our
interpretation is correct, these dilferences suggest that there may
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Table 3. Reported harvest and realized harvest rates of mature bull muskexen.

Game Management Subtinlt

2000:2081. .
20012002
20022002
2003=2004
20042035
2005-2008
o207,
2007=2008
2008-20083'; 7119’
2IDl19—201 0 -

20112012
Tafall';.

diol10.1371/journal.pone A067 4931003

e a lag hetween the timing of the implementation of increased
harvest and shserved changes in abundance and composition.

We ackrnowledge thar our data do not provide a definitive
explanaton for the observed population declines and mulriple
factors may play important roles. However, the available evidenee
dloey sugpest thar the selective harvest of mamre bull muskoxen
should be considered as 8 potential cause of pbserved declines in
recruirment and populaton growth, While we were unable to
exclude influences of density dependlence or changes in predator
densities as primary drivers of population change, our results
suggese harvest could be an impormnt driver. We suspect that the
overall reduetion in the number and average age of bulls in each
population may have increased the oppormnity for predation on
cows and calves (pacticutarly by bears), although this hypothesis
will require frther testing. Predation pressure may be particularly
high in the spring when grizzly bears first emecge from dens a2nd
muskox groups that have experienced harvest are least likely o
conmin mature bulls. A conenrrent declive in recroitment and
possibly cow survival, if related o mamre bull abundance, could
explain the dramade and sustained decline (approximately 60%
hetween the mid-1990s and mid-2000s) in the NEL, the recent
28% decrease in the SPP between 2010 and 2012, and the
upproximarely 20% decrease in the CTP berween 2005 and 2010
If cur suspicions are correct, the low numbers of large bulls and
assogiated hachelor groups due o years of poor recruitment may
help explain the failure of the NEP 1o recover after the cessation of
harvest [459], and the conastent declines in the 3PP and CTT.
Undl appropriate data are available o esiablish the canse of
population declines in harvested muskox populations, our resuhs
sugpest that managers should consider the porental imporrance of
prime-aged hulls to overall populaton productivicy and growth,
and future conservation and harvest programs should be
structured accordingly.

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org

Reparted pumber of bull mushoxen harvested (#£) and estimated realizad harvest rates (Fate=[number harvestod/estimated number avallable] X 100) in each Game
Menagement Subunit on the Seward Peninsuls, Alaska, USA betwean regulatory yesrs {f2, Julyl of the current yoar-June 30 of the following year) 2000 and 2011.
Missing harvest rate values indlcate years without approepriate compesition or abundance dara.

Conclusions

After examining the availahle data, we propose that male-hiased
harvest rates bazed on total population size may he inappropriate
for muskoxen, With ohserved congurrent declines in short-
yearlingimature cow and matuee bullmature cow rarios, as well
as the overall populaton in the SPF, we recommend thar annual
harvest be vesrricted to < 10% of the estimated number of mamre
bulls in the interest of conservation. Reasonable rates might he
lower, particularly following years with poor recruimment or in
declining populations, and the eliminarion of harvest should be
conddered il mamre bulkmatre cow rates fall below approxd-
marely 20:100. If our hypothesis is correct, we suspect that higher
hayvests and positve population growth rates may be sustainable
in the futere if sex varios were returned to near pre-hunt levels
(=50-70 marnire bullx100 mature sows). A formal adapbive
eanagement framework could provide a mechanism for assessing
the relationship benween harvest and population trajecrories and
may reduce the risk of unsusminable harvest raws in the fumre
[64,65,66]. For the SFF, we suggest range-wide abundance and
composition surveys be conducted sequentially (within a year)
every other year o best monitor the continuing effects of harvest
on population structure and trajectory. Current effort for the
composition surveys {Le, =15 proups or 200 individuals per
GMLJ) appears to he adequate, but if more detailed information is
neaded for specific areay, larger samples may be necessary. Further
research focused on pregnancy rates, body condition, timing and
causes of morlity, predation rares and predaror densities, and
eomparisons of survival and recruitment raes of harvested wa.
unharvested sub-populations will e necessary to establish the
eausal mechanism for pepularon declines in harvested popula-
tions,
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Figure 5. Population counts and harvest levels far the 3 mainland populations of muskoxen in Alaska. Population counts for the
Seward Peninsula (), Nartheastarn (8), and Capa Tharson (€) muskox populations in Alaska, LSA, Dashed lines delineate perinds with substantlal
changes In harvest. Values indicate the average number of bulls harvested annually during each perlod, the average annual overall harvest Ere as a
proportion of the total population (n parenthases), and the exponential rate of growth during each perfod. Data sources: Seward Peninsula [this

study,31], Northeastern [33,35], Cape Thompson (32471
dol10.1371/journal pone.0067493.5005
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KAWERAK, INC.
P.O. BOX 948

NOME, AK 99762

TEL: (907)443-5231

FAX: (907)443-4452

December 26, 2013

ATTN: BOG Comments

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.0 Box 115526

Juneau, AK. 99811-5526

RE: BOG Proposals up for Review in the Arctic/Western Region (Region V) Game Management Unit: 22
Dear Board of Game,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on proposals you will consider at the next Board of
Game meeting. Kawerak, Inc. is the regional tribal consartium in the Bering Strait Region. Our Board of
Directors is comprised of the President of the 20 federally recognized tribes in our region, two elder
representatives and the Chairman of the Norton Sound Health Corporation. The Kawerak, inc. Board of
Directors met this month and reviewed the proposals and offer the folowing comments for your
consideration.

Kawerak supports Proposal 13 - 5 AAC 85.045. Hunting Seasons and Bag Limits for moose in
GMU 22E, to change the winter hunt from January 1-31 to March 1-31. The dates in the current
regulations for this particular hunt occur typically during the time of year when weather conditions are
extremely bad, making it almost impossible to participate in a hunt and the conditions pose an
immediate danger to life and safety. By simply moving the dates of this hunt, the weather conditions
have drastically improved, making it safer for the people depending on this valuable resource.
Additionally, snow coverage is limited, making for unsafe travel conditions, and the lack of snow causes
wear and tear on machines - in turn causing a higher risk of breakdown resulting in unnecessary repair
costs and the patential of peonle being stranded. Ground storms where one can barely see 10 feet in
front of them and extremely cold weather conditions below -50 degrees F are prevalent in lanuary and
start to diminish by the end of February. The increasing daylight and the increase of snow coverage
improve travel, giving the hunters a safer and more opportunistic time to harvest moose, especially
when food reserves stored from the previous season have started to diminish,

Kawerak supports Proposal 14 - 5 AAC 85.045 (a}(20). Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose
to establish an Antlered Bull season in Unit 22A Unalakleet River Drainage {(Unit 22A Central) to be
announced by emergency order during the period of December 1-31. Unit 22A Central has shown that
the moose population is on the rise. The past two hunting seasons the quota has not been met. During
the current hunting season for bull moose the fall weather plays an important role in determining
whether one gets to harvest a moose or not. When too much rain and foul weather are factors when
taking care of meat the chances of meat spoilage increases. Extending the moose season to December

40 YEARS OF SERVICE TO THE VILLAGES OF:
BREVIG MISSIONs COUNCIL» DIOMEDE- ELIM- GAMBELL+ GOLOVIN® KING ISLAND= KOYUK= MARY'S IGLOO* NOME* SAVOONGA
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1-31 by Emergency Order if the quota is not met will allow residents of Unit 22A an opportunity to
harvest a valuable resource when weather is more favorable and meat spoilage is not as prevalent.
Stress on moose would be less at the later date in December as opposed to extending the S5eptember
seascn when the moose are starting the rut.

Kawerak supports Proposal 15 - 5 AAC 85.045 {a}(20). Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.
Reauthorize the antlerless moose seasons in Unit 22€ and 22D Remainder. Retaining the antlerless
moose hunt will help in the future, when/if the opportunity presents itself and the populations altows
for harvest of a buil or a cow.

Kawerak supports Proposal 16 - 5 AAC 85.020. Hunting seasons and bag limits for brown bear.,
Modify the season and bag limit for brown bear in Unit 22C. The bear population for all of Unit 22
continues to grow and is getting out of control. Correspondence with the local Fish & Game Department
shows the last completed bear survey for the Seward Peninsula was in 1991. Although this information
is helpful, it is outdated by more than 20 years and the Seward Peninsula is past due for another bear
survey. By the reports received during various public meetings in town there is no shortage of bears,
bears are even showing up miles from shore on the sea ice in the spring time. A subsistence bear hunt
for 22C was authorized in 2002 for 1 bear every regulatory year. Correspondence with local Fish & Game
Department however shows that when averaged out from when first autharized in 2002, less than 1
bear a year has been harvested from the Subsistence Hunt in Unit 22C. Local Fish & Game Department
staff also report, during the years 1990-2012 (22 years) the average number of bears taken annually in
Unit 22C, in Defense of Life and Property, is 1 bear/year. Every year, sows with 4 cubs are reported
throughout Unit 22C and in a few cases some with as many as 5 cubs. It has been reported that these
cubs are surviving year after vear and remain in the same area until the sow shoos them away and is
ready to have more cubs. The local moose population is declining as reported by the local Fish & Game
Department, evident by the low harvest quota of 9 moose for Unit 22C. Again correspondence with local
Fish & Game Department shows our moose population is not getting the recruitment (moose calves)
that it needs. Bears are notorious for being extremely hard on moose calves. And finally Nome Beltz
High School had to cancel a Cross Country event because of bears in the area where the runners were
competing; school officials were afraid the runners would entice a bear to attack. Unit 22C is the anly
Sub-Unit north of Anchorage besides 14A that has a 1 bear every 4 years regulatory restriction. A more
aggressive solution to the Unit 22C bear problem is required to help control the over population of
bears.

Kawerak supports Proposal 17 - 5 AAC 85.020. Hunting seasons and bag limits for brown bear.
Extend the brown bear season in Unit 22A, Extending the spring brown bear season from May 31 to
June 15 will give the residents a more opportunistic chance at harvesting a bear due to spring warm up.
Rivers are still iced over in May and the preferred method of transportation is by boat. The moose
population in Unit 22A has been hurting for some time and by lengthening the spring brown bear season
this would help the moose population by means of some predator control.

Kawerak supports Proposal 18 - 5 AAC 85.060. Hunting seasons and bag limits for fur animals,
Extend the wolf hunting season for Unit 22. Extending the wolf season from April 30 to May 21 does two
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things. 1) It would give hunters a "one last chance” to harvest the hide from wolves if the spring were to
iast longer than expected. Spring on the Seward Peninsula does not happen on an exact calendar date
every year. 2} By extending the season it would give the moose population a break as well, wolves are
notorious for preying on moose and their calves. In Unit 22 the moose population has declined for due
to the lack of an effective predator control program.

Kawerak supports Proposal 19 - 5 AAC 85.060. Hunting seasons and bag limits for fur animals.
Extend the waolverine season in Unit 22, Extending the wolverine season from March 31 to April 30
would allow hunters "one last chance” to harvest the hide from a wolvearine if the spring were to last
longer than expected, spring on the Seward Peninsula does not happen on an exact calendar date every
year. There is no shortage of wolverines in this unit.

We look forward to being invalved at the upcoming meeting. Thank you for considering these
comments as you make decisions about resources in the Bering Strait Region.

Sincarely,
KAWERAK, INC.

Melanie Bahnke, President

CC: Kawerak Board of Directors
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Mekotvuk, Alaska 99630
(P)907-827-8828  (F)907-827-8133

Novr , 2

Board of Game

Alaska Department of Fish and Game Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Attn: Kristy Tibbles

Re: Nunivak Island Musk-ox
Board of Géme,

In 1936, musk-ox were introduced to Numivak Island. Since then, tribal members have been
stewards abiding by laws set forth by the U.S. Government and State of Alaska in regards to
musk-ox. Native Village of Mekoryuk appreciates State biologist’s work in determining the
musk-ox populations each year. The community also appreciates management efforts. On
March 19-20, 2013, six volunteers conducted a ground survey and counted 555 musk-ox.
According to a 1992 musk-ox management plan, 500 musk-ox is the threshold for Nunivak
Island. Native Village of Mekoryuk is requesting a percentage of musk-ox bull permits be given
to Mekoryuk tribal members for the 2014 musk-ox hunting season, as an emergency order, for
subsistence purposes.

Historically, tribal members had benefits of hunting musk-ox cows every spring for subsistence
consurnption. We are grateful for that opportunity. Considering a decline in cow permits being
issued to tribal members with in the past two years, our tribe specifically requests a taking of
percentage of bulls for the 2014 season. In our view, this may allow additional tribal members
subsistence hunting opportunities. One of our responsibilities as a tribal council is to promote
the general welfare for all tribal members of Native Village of Mekoryuk. We humbly ask the
Board of Game to consider our request.

Sincerely, r//

Albert R, Williams
IRA Council President
Native Village of Mekoryuk

Ce:  Patrick Snow, YK-Delta Acting Refuge Manager
Patrick Jones, ADF&G Assistant Area Wildlife Biologist
Assistant Regional Director — Subsistence Management

Past Presidents
Moses Nayiruk - Peter Smith, 5r. - Tom Dotomain - Jesse Moses - Walter Amos - George K., Whitman, Sr. * Edward J. Shavings, 8r. - (George King,
3r. - Henry J. Shavinys - Joseph David, Sr. - Jerry David, 8. - Fred Don - Howard T, Amos + Samson Weston - Hultman Kiokun - Tom Amos -
Solomen Withiams - Daniel Ologn, Sr.
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Togiak Natronal Wildlife Refuge
P.O. Box 270
Dillingham, Alaska 99576
Phone 907-842-10¢3
Fax 907-842-5340:

December 26, 2013

Chairman Ted Spraker
Alaska Board of Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Junean, Alaska 99811

Dear Chairman Spraker:

The Togiak National Wildlife Refuge (Togiak Refuge) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on proposals to be considered by the Alasks Board of Game during its upcoming
meeting. Our recommmendations on Proposals 7 and 132, which could affect the.
management of wildlife populations on Togiak Refuge and adjacent lands in Units 17 and
18§, are below.

Proposal 7 would shift the hunting season two weeks later for wolverines in Unit 18,
Togiak Refuge is opposed to this proposed change as female wolverines with dependent
young wonld likely be more vulnerable to hatrvest in .\pril. This would aloo creato an
inconsistent end date with the federal wolverine hunting season, which should be avoided.

Proposal 132 would reauthorize the existing winter hunt for antlerless moosc in Unit 17A.
Togiak Refuge supporls this proposal. [t is consistent with the Unit 17A Moose
Munagement Ilan which allows for antlerless moose 1arvest when the population trend 1s
stable or increasing and above 600 moose. The most recent survey in March 2011 found a
minimum of 1,166 moose. Calf recruitment to radio-iollared cows and adult famale
survival since the March 2011 survey suggest this population is still increasing.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these proposals and for taking the time to
consider Qur coOmIMCnts,

Sincgrely,
wie 2| 7
Susanna Henry

Refuge Manager
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Coastal Villages Region Fund
711 H Street, Suite 200
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Phone: (907)278-5151 Fax: (907)278-5150

To: Board Support Section
AK Department of Fish and Game
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99881-5526
(907)4656094

From: Coastal Villages Region Fund
P.O.Box 77
Mekoryuk, Alaska 99630
Phone: (907)827-8138 Fax: (907) 827-8139

RE: Proposal

Total Number of forms including cover sheet: 3

Faae:l
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December 25, 2013

Board Support Section

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
PO Box 115526

luneau, Alaska 99881-5526

Dear Alaska Board of Game:

It is my pleasure write a letter in support for Proposal 5 -5 AAC 85.050; Hunting Season and Bag Limits
for Musk ox in Unit 18 Nunivak island and Nelson (sland.

| am sure you are all aware in Alaska subsistence refers to the practice of taking fish, wildlife or other
wild resources for one’s sustenance for food, shelter or other personal or family need. What is
subsistence priority? Qur Federal Governments says that subsistence uses by rural residents are
accorded priority over non-subsistence uses. During times of shortage of game on federal lands the
Federal Government can restrict non-subsistence users from harvesting its resources. During these
times rural residents are assured subsistence harvests. The state of Alaska says similar words regarding
subsistence. Like the Federal Government, the State of Alaska gives top priority in allocation decisions to
subsistence users. The State also says a portion of a fish stock or game population can be harvested for
subsistence consistent with sustained yield. The board also determines what amount of harvestable
portion of the population is reasonably necessary for subsistence uses.

Subsistence uses, by definition, are ones that are customary and traditional. The state issues different
criteria to be determined customary and traditional. These criteria include length and consistency and
use; seasonality; methods and means of harvest; geographic areas; means of handling, preparing,

preserving and storage; intergeneration transmission of knowledge, skills values, and lore; distribution
and exchange; and diversity of resources in an area economic, culture, social and nutritional elements.

Since the introduction of musk oxen on Nunivak nearly 80 years ago, and hunting of the animais
nearly 40 years ago, hunting of musk ox has been passed generation to generation. Hunting is
commonly done my snow machine, which is economical to local hunters and no commercial
services are used. Subsistence hunting, fishing and gathering has and always be an important
role to the residents of Nunivak. Hunting knowledge is passed on from parent to child. It is not
uncommon for older brothers or even uncles to teach these skills to younger hunters, } am
currently a second generation hunter of musk ox. Other families within the community have 3
even 4 year generation hunters. Economic opportunities of cash are few and household income
is low for many families, therefore subsistence resources are vital for every resident. Freezing of
all subsistence game is considered normal and drying is also not common with its residents.
Traditionally a hunter’s first catch is given away, ether in whole to an elderly family or
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distributed entirely among its residents. This practice currently still exists for our first time musk
ox hunters.

Alaska state law directs you, the Alaska Board of Game and Board of Fisheries to provide a reasonable
opportunity for subsistence use first. Alaska Statutes 16.05.258 (c) states. “The boards may not permit
subsistence hunting or fishing in a nonsubsistence area. The boards, acting jointly, shall identify by
regulation the boundaries of nonsubsistence areas. A nonsubsistence area is an area or community
where dependence upon subsistence is not a principal characteristic of the economy, culture, and way
of life of the area or community. In determining whether dependence upon subsistence is a principal
characteristic of the economy, culture, and way of life of an area or community under this subsection,
the boards shall jointly consider the relative importance of subsistence in the context of the totality of
the following socio-economic characteristics of the area or community:” We are currently in a sense
being treated as a nonsubsistence area and the board is currently not given reasonable opportunity for
subsistence musk ox hunting in unit 18. As stated before cash flow is low. Alaska’s unemployment rate
from the state’s website show 6.3% and in unit 18 it is listed as 14.1% (Bethel Census Area). Bull to cow
hunt ratio has steadily declined since 2008, bulls hunts being greater than cows. In 2011and 2012 only 5
cow permits have been issued on Nunivak Island. The projection for 2013 is 5 cows as well. The current
regulation for a bull hunt costs $500.00. | have not known residents of Nunivak to hunt Bull musk ox
because of the hunt fee. It is just not affordable to the residents.

In 2011the Alaska Department of Fish and Game issued a musk ox management report in unit 18. The
introduction report states. “ Muskoxen were once widely distributed in northern and western Alaska but
were extirpated by the middle or fate 1800s.” In 1997 the Alaska Board of Game met in Nome and made
a determination that there is a customary and traditional use of musk ox in Northwestern unit 23,
Although the board could not make a positive finding on criteria 2 regarding pattern and taking of use,
this proposal passed. With ADF&G’s 2011 management report stating musk ox once roamed western

Alaska, how is it possible today that we do not have a subsistence musk ox hunt on Nunivak Island and
in the rest of unit 18.

In conclusion, | fully support proposal 5 and | appreciate the opportunity given to me by the board as
you seek customary and traditional use of musk ox on Nunivak Island and unit 18. The evidence is clear
that C&T exists and state statutes like AS 16.05.58 (b}.

Sinceraly,

ol Dmps
Samuel Davis

PO Box 83
Mekoryuk, Alaska 99630
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SITNASUAK P0G 05, e, Al ez

MNATIVE CORPORATION (B07) 387-1200, Fax (907) 443-3083

December 27, 2013
Alaska Board of Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

FAX 907-465-6094
RE: Board of Game Proposal, Brown Bear, Winter 2014
Dear Alaska Board of Game Members,

Sitnasuak Native Corporation is the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1972 (ANCSA) village
corporation for the Native village of Nome, AK. Sitnasuak is pleased to provide comment to the Alaska
Board of Game regarding wildlife proposals for consideration at its winter 2014 meeting scheduled to take
place in Kotzebue, AK.

Proposal 16

Sitnasuak supports its joint brown bear proposal to amend the hunting season and bag limit for brown bear in
GMU 22C, Sitnasuak supports both a one bear per year and an alignment of the seasons of adjoining units,
It seems quite apparent brown bear populations have been increasing in all of GMU 22. Sitnasuak manages
an extensive campsite program and routinely receives complaints of bear problems with a highest incidence
of occurrence at Cape Nome and Hastings Creck east of Nome. Sitnasuak understands that the BOG must
consider numerous issues when considering any change to the GMU 22C bear regulations. Sitnasuak urges
the BOG to consider the most critical biological factor of increasing brown bear populations and allow Nome
residents to take advantage of an increasing bear populatmn Sitnasuak believes that increasing the brown
bear bag and season limit may only cause a small increase in harvest but will afford the necessary opportunity
to hunt bear which are now more numerous.

The Sitnasuak Elder’s Committee and Joint Elder’s and Subsistence Committee met twice with local ADF&G
personnel to express their concern of too many bears. ADF&G staff and Sitnasuak Committes members discussed
concerns and methods to reduce the brown bear population in 22C, which resulted in the development of Proposal
16 a joint proposal sponsored by local tribes and Native Corporations. Sitnasuak respectfully urges the Alaska
Board of Goamo to adopt Proposal 1€,

Please also find enclosed written comments from Sitnasuak shareholders and members of the public regarding
Sitnasuak’s brown bear proposal,

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely, .

Charles Fagerstrom, President
Sitnasuak Native Corporation
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State Board of Game December 20™, 2013
RE: Cape Nome Bears

Dear Sirs and Madams:

I am testifying as a Sitnasuak Native Corporation Shareholder and subsistence user. My
family and I have a salmon fish camp west of Cape Nome, about 1 mile on the beach
since the 1980s. Along with our extended family (about 4 or 5 families), we set
subsistence salmon nets info the Bering Sea waters so that we can harvest various
salmons for drying, smoking or freezing to be used during the up-coming winter, pending
upon weather and ocean conditions.

During the salmon drying process, the families and young children helping enjoy this
cultural learning experience at this fish camp, they also notice increasing bear activities
raiding the fish racks. We had to buy and install a electric fence around the racks (§750
expense). hoping that the fence will save our drving salmon,

This does not decrease the bear population to the fish camps around our traditional Cape
Nome sites. Bear dens now have increased from one den to at least three (3) dens since
the 1980s. Our families have also increased to where we have young grand children
enjoying the fish camp by harvesting and processing,

In the interest of our cultural economic salmon practice, Eskimos around Cape Nome
area need your board’s attention to decreasing the bear population as was the cultural
practice years ago in protecting life and property. This was through hunting bears.
Today we need hunting policies which would address the increasing bear population near
and around subsistence salmon users.

We thank your board’s attention in addressing the increasing Cape Nome bear population
problem our subsistence users face during salmon season.

Sincerely,

Perry T. Mendenhgll
Box 1141

Nome, Ak 99762
443-2455
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Charles Fagarstrnm

From: Barb (QasuGlana) Amarok

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 11:38 AM
To: Charles Fageratrom

Subject: My Message for ADF &G Meeting

Dear Mr. Fagerstrom:

This email serves as my comments on bear in the Nome area to the January 2014 ADF&G meeting. If you need
me to print out a letter and sign it, please let me know.

I am a member of the Sitnasvak Native Corporation (SNC) Board of Directors and as a long-time and
permanent resident of Nome, I support the SNC recommendations to ADF&G on bear in the Nome area.

Going out on the tundra to pick blueberries, cranberries and salmonberries is something I have done for
decades. It is something I have to do; I need to be on the tundra, smell the growing plants and gather berries to
store at home. [ use them to make breads, jams, jellies and desserts; I share when my family and friends gather

to eat Native foods.

It has only been in the past few years that I have not gone out by myself on the tundra or beach because I've
been afraid to, I now only go if members of my family or my friends can go with me. I have one friend, a
female, who carries a pistol when we go out to pick berries and greens and dig roots. I have another friend who
invites me to go berry picking; her husband accompanies us and stands by with a rifle on his back.

Recently this past fall, I went with a friend to pick cranberries off the Old Osbome Road behind Icy View. It
was a Tuesday and I had to be back in town by 5:30 because I am on the Nome Publics Schools Board of
Education and we had a meeting. I was dismayed to hear several people talking at the meeting about the fact
that one of the teachers, Brian Marvin, had been chased for a while as he rode his bicycle on the Old Osborne
Road the previous day. I wonder what would have happened if my friend and I had been picking berries, far
from the car, on Monday:.

Bear have affected our activities and gotten into our camps. I know of two families who have put up electric
fences to keep bear from taking dry fish.

Please take seriously the concerns and requests of the people who live in the Nome area. We worry for our
safety when it comes to bear.

SNl has my oo 1 1.4S U 4o use Yhis Cov resp omdfemce 10
H-_g V,AQJM{B'"‘W "4'0 AFﬂ‘é"

J?,/('ymaqyk |8, 26,173
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Board of Game Proposal 16

State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Board of Game
Proposal 16

Dear Board of Gams members,

I, Lincoln Trigg, Sr., am testifying as a subsistence user and shareholder of
Sitnasuak Native Corporation. I have been camping at Uape Nome for 74 years, which ia
my primary use for subsisting off of the land and sea, as my elders before taught me. These
activities include seal and walrus hunting, beluga netting, sea net setting for salmon, pick
both berries and greens, and gather driftwood from the beach for the stove.

In the recant years, there have been more bears breaking into my storage shed where 1
store my black meat and dry fish. They have also been getting into my fish drying rack,
which 1s enclosed with screens to keep bugs out. In the last two years, I bought an electric
fence to keep the bears out. Even though it has proven effective, some bears have bhent the
fence to get at the fish. Others have also bought fences to keep the bears out, but there is no
control measure for the population of bears in and around the area at Cape Nome.

Please consider a plan of action to control the population of beara. They pose a serioua
threat to the families that visit Cape Nome for recreational and more importantly
subsiatence use. Any course of action to lower/control the bear population will be aupported
by not only me, but other members of the general public that visit Cape Nome, or any area
with a higher than usual bear population.

Thank you for your timae,
Sincerely,

Al GO g e

Lincoln Trigg, Sr.

P.O. Box 1081
Nome, AK 99762

| give Sitnasuak Native Corporation my permission to mail this testimony. gf) \'1
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December 27, 2013

Board of Game
State of Alaska Depariment of Fish and Game

Dear Board of Game,

My name is Vince Pikoganna, [ am originally from King Island and now reside in
Nome. This is my testimony for Proposal 16, I have a camp at Cape Woolley, 40 Miles
on the Nome-Teller Highway. Several bears have broken into our cabins at Cape
Woolley, including mine. It broke in through one window, made a quite a mess, and left
out another window. In another cabin, it came in through a wall and left out another
wall. In these instances, we took care of the bear problems ourselves, because they were
damaging our cabins and the fish racks. It was also endangering our young people and
elders. We want to take care of the bears in our traditional way because it was
becoming a real problem for us and starting to endanger people’s lives.

We need something done for bear population control. I support any action taken to help
lower the population of bears so that we may continue to live our traditional way of life
at camp. If no action is taken, people will return to hunting bears traditionally and just
going out and killing them off, seen on the spot and in their dens. It should not have to
come to that, for our state not to take care of its residents, and take action so that our
camps are safe, our elders and young people are safe.

Solve this issue before it becomes a real problem for all of the communities.

Sincerely,

Fo Ggrenme—

Vince Plkoganna

I glve Sltnasuak Native Corporation permission to send my testlmonv.-“M,,f.
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Board of Game Proposal 16 Dece

Board of Game

State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Dear Board of Game,

Due to increasing bear numbers in GMU 22C, I feel that there needs to be a change to the bag limit
from 1 bear every 4 years to 1 bear every year, I have lived in this region for over 25 years and in the
past 5 to 10 years bears have become a problem. Mostly with bears searching for food, breaking into
camps and robbing fish racks. I spend a lot of time out in the countty (22C) and now it is the norm
to see a bear, not the exception. During berty picking season (August-September) my wife refuses to
go out in the country to pick berries without my protection or being on the lookout for bears.
During the last two years, we have had close encounters and were able to avoid confrontation
because I was in bear alert. I think the new regulations would reduce the bear population over time

and make the area residents tnore comfortable out in the country.

Sincetely,

1 pive Sitnasuak Native Corporation permission to send my testimony,
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Board of Game Proposal 16 Decembe

Board of Game
State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Dear Board of Game,

In the last decade, not only we, but the residents of Nome have noticed the increase in the bear
population around the Nome area, GMU 22C.They similarly are out longer, and not going into
hibernation when they used to previously. With their increased population and longer awake
times, they are wondering closer to town, and ¢loser to the high school, Nome Beltz.

4 years ago, Jack Johnson’s cabin was broken into, This was also after the usual time the bears go
into their state of hibernation. We believe this is due to the lack of natural food sources, such as
fish. Without a stock of fish, the bears turn to alternative food sources for fattening up for winter.
These alternatives, such as moose, caribow/reindeer, and other game are not as dangerous as the
alternative of breaking into subsistence users’ food caches, storages, and camps. The damage is
not only to the building, but the winter supply of food, hunted and gathered from the spring,
Many people have told me of bears wandering into their camps and stealing hard earned fish.
This can devastate some peoples supplies, especially with poor fish runs as of late.

One example of the bears also impacting their alternative food supply is when I, Jack Johnson,
had tried to take my family moose hunting up the Kuzitrin River. Before, even if [ had just gone
up the river to go boating, I would see moose along the river. But when I decided to take my
family hunting on the river, I had to travel as far as I could up the river and camp for two days
even before we spotted one moose. Over the duration of the hunt, we spotted 6 bears. 6 bears to 1
moose is a very uneven predator ratio.

Another rezson we should have Proposal 16 pass, is that they are affecting our elders’ and youths’
way of subsistence life. Many elders do not want to go out into the country side and go berry
picking, green picking or fishing, for the fear that a bear may be around. It also threatens the
youth that join the elders on these trips into the country. I do not want the next generation to grow
up in fear of being able to do what we have done for thousands of years.

For the amount of bears we have in our GMU, 22C, we need Proposal 16 to pass so that no more
damage to not only our campsites, winter caches of food, and the safety of our elders, but so that
the ecosystem and food chain of animals can regulate itself back into a normal cycle for a more
even predator to prey ratio.

Sincerely,

Jack Johnson, Joke tha riman,

7 o=
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Boatrd of Game

State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Dear Board of Game,

Ever Since my family and I have had our campsiie on Sitnasuak Native Corporation land at
Cunningham Creek, we would catch fish in the creek and hang them to dry. But in the last few
years, a bear would come and destroy the fish, by eating them or tearing them up. The past two
years, we had encountered a mom and cub coming back to the camp. We believe they have been
the culprits that have been ruining our winter supply of salmon. To try and keep our salmon safe,
I put up a galvanized wire fence to try and deter the mom and cub, but they were able to find
ways of getting in and destroying this winters supply of fish.

Growing up at between Nuuk (West of Safety) and at Fort Davis, I've always had bears break in
to caches and camps, where they would take and ruin spring catches of cut up seal meat to dry.
But now that there is more of a human population and campers on Sitnasuak land, the increase of
bears poses a threat to everyone. We now fear for our grandchildren, that they grow up in fear of
the bears and how they can cause issues and problems with teaching them a subsistence lifestyle.

I believe that there should be some manner of bear control, whether it is by Proposal 16 ora
cooperative between the Department of Fish and Game and Sitnasuak Native Corporation to help

manage the bear population affecting the subsistence and recreational campers on Sitnasuak
Lands.

Sincerely,

Alton A, Walluk

I give Sitnasuak Native Corporation permission to send my testimony. M{P"’ '
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P.C). Box 805 - Nome, Alaska 99762

MATIVE CORPORATION (907} 387-1200 - Fax (907) 443-3063
: EMAM..H:- ™=
Ta  up (o
November 9, 2012

Ref: Concerns of Bear Abundance and Nulsance of Bear and Mush Oxen.

Tony Gorn

Area Blologist

Box 1148

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Nome, Alaska 99762-1148

Dear Tony:

Sitnasuak Native Corporation has made a portion our lands available to shareholders and non-
shareholders as 100 x100 foot campsites, stretching from Fort Davis to just west of the Safety Sound
Bridge. At present there are 158 active campsites and amongst these are numerous native allotments.

" We estimate that there are 300 plus individuals, moms, dads, grandparents, children, grand children
that utilize these campsites for a variety of purposes at different times during the year.

During two of Sitnasuak’s committee meetings concerns of committee members were expressed, about
the numerous number of bears roaming the beach, posing a threat to life and taking subsistence
gathered food from drying racks and or storage sheds.

Sitnasuak feels that now is the time to express our concerns of possible harm or death by bears, to
individuals using our land as campsites. We don’t want to see happy camping turn into a tragedy.

We have concerns of the over population of Mush oxen. Whilé grazing , they do lasting damage to

the fragile tundra tearing up the roots of the berries and “ greens”-toguyuks. With their bravery and
presence close to and In populated area, they are a nuisance destroylng home gardens, and a threat to
our dog population, on a occasion causing Injury or death to dogs.

In closing Sitnasuak Native Corporation believes there is a aver population of bear in our region, and
request your department take immediate and extreme measures to reduce the number of bear prior to
Summer 2013, Although the Mush-oxen are a possible threat to us and our dogs, and are also a
nuisance, we have no suggestions on controlling these animals.
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Respectfully yours,
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Charles W. Fagerstrom
President, SNC

Cc: Peter Bente, via Email

Qffice

@oll/9011

3§ PC09 11 of 11



rlpearson
PC09 11 of 11


PC10 1 of 6

Submitted By Thor Stacey
Affiliation Alaska Professional Hunters Association

Phone 9077231494
Email thorstace mail.com
Address PO Box 240971

Anchorage, Alaska 99524

December 26, 2013

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
PO Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

ALASKA PROFESSIONAL HUNTERS ASSOCIATION Inc.

January 2014, Region v Board of Game Comments

Dear Alaska Board of Game Members,

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

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

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

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

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

Individual Proposal Comment

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

Proposal #5 OPPOSE

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

Proposal #6 SUPPORT

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

Proposals #7, 19- CONDITIONAL SUPPORT

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

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

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

Proposal 11- OPPOSE

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

Proposal 13- SUPPORT

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

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

Proposal 16- SUPPORT

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

Proposal 17- SUPPORT

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

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

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

Proposal 18- SUPPORT

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

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

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

Proposals 20, 21- SUPPORT

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

Proposal 24- SUPPORT

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

Proposal 27- OPPOSE

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

Proposal 28- SUPPORT

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

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

Proposals 30, 31, 32, 33- OPPOSE

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

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

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

Proposal 34- OPPOSE

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

Proposal 35- OPPOSE

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

Proposal 36, 37- OPPOSE

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

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

Attn: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Board Support Section
PO Box 115526
Juneau AK 99811-5526

Fax 907-465-6094

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

Proposal #32 New archery season for sheep Support

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

John Frost — Legislative VP of the Alaskan Bowhunters Association

Page 2 ABA comments to Board of Game

December 27, 2013
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Submitted By Joe Letarte PCl121of1

Affiliation Alaska Trappers Association

Phone 907 488 7517
Email letarte@alaska.net
Address Box 16075

Two Rivers, Alaska 99716

Proposal #35 - The ATA does not support this proposal. Itis the responsibility of the state of Alaska and the board of game to manage
the resources in the best manner, so they should have the final decision in these matters.


mailto:letarte@alaska.net
rlpearson
PC12 1 of 1


Submitted By Gary Eckenweiler PC131of1

Affiliation J
Phone 907 624-4249

Email geckenweiler@gmail.com

Address P.O.Box 231

Unalakleet, Alaska 99684
re: proposal 19-5 AAC 85.060 etention of wolverine season unit 22
I am not supporting this proposal.

The wolverine season as it stands give more than ample time for anyone interested in havesting wolverine to do so. Being a wolverine
trapper I notice an increase in activity at the end of the current season and the few weeks following the season. This may be due to
females hunting for their young; with a longer hunting season females nurturing their young may be harvested, not good. Also at that time of
the year wolverine have a tendency to loose thier fur tip ends especially right on the parka ruff stripe which makes them undesirable. Also
durring this time of year there are more people out and longer daylight which could relate to a harvest quite higher than any other portion of

the open season.
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GATES OF THE ARCTIC NATIONAL PARK
SUBStSTENCE RESOURCE COMMISSION
4176 Gelst Road
Fairbanks, AK, 99709
(907) 456-0639 or FAX (907) 466-0601

November 19, 2013

Mr, Ted Spraker, Chairman

ATTN: Alaska Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Board Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

Dear Chalrman Spraket,

The Gates of the Arctic National Park Subsistence Resource Commission (SRC) met in
Fairbanks on November 5 and 6, 2013, The SRC reviewed the Alaska Board of Game proposals
pertaining to the Gates of the Arctic area for your January 2014 meetmg in Kotzebue and would
like to provide comments for the following proposals:

Proposal 20: Extend the bull moose hunting season in Unit 26A

The Gates of the Arctic National Park Subsistence Resource Commission unanimously supports
the proposal, Bull moose are starting to move around later in the season, so an extended season
would ensure that hunters are successful in getting a moose.

Proposal 21: Allow moose hunting in the Anaktuvuk Pass Controlled Use Aren, modify the

bag limit, and change the nonresident mooge permit allocation for nonresidents

The Gates of the Arctic National Park Subsistence Resource Commission unanimously opposes
the proposal because an increase in air traffic north of Anaktuvuk Pass has the potential to
deflect the caribou herds, The SRC would like to minimize any aitcraft activity or hunting north
-of the community,

Proposal 32: Open a bowhunting only season for Dall sheep in the Avctic/Western Region
The Gates of the Arctic National Park Subsistence Resource Commission unanimously opposes
this proposal. The Dall sheep population in these regions cannot support additional hunting
pressure, The Dall sheep popul&tion in 26B has declined dramatically because of the late spring
and hard wmter

Proposal 33: Change nonresndent sheep hunts to drawing hunts and limit the permit
distribution to ten percent of the annual ten year average for the Arctic/Western Region

The Gates of the Arctic National Park Subsistence Resource Commission deferred this proposal.
There is not enough information for the SRC to evaluate this proposal,
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Proposal 34: Alloeate a small percent of game hoyvest idr nonyesidents in Unit 26

The Gatos of the Aetle Natlonal Park Subsistence Resoutce Commisslon deferred this proposal,
This proposal does notglve a defined percontage to allocate, There are no speoifios addregsed
wlith thig proposal, s : : '

Pronosal 70; Retain. the winter reglsteath n woose hunt iy Unif 24B (RME3

The Gates of the Arotle Natlonal Park Subsistence Resoutce Commission unanlmously supporls
the proposal with modification to Inohude portions of Unlt 24C. This proposal will reauthorize
the cucrent winter hunt In Units 24B and 24C. ‘

fox Subslstence hunting and subslstence uses

4 >

Pronosal 1361 Bstab) uiftions for Subsls hslstonee
‘Thio Gates of the Aretle Natlonsl Park Subsistence Resource Commission deferred this proposal

due to vaguéness,

Proposal 137: Establish s doftnition for subslstonce hunfing
The Gates of the Arotle Natlona! Park Subslstence Resourco Commisslon unanimously opposes
this proposal beeanse it would bo detrimental to rural residents,

Proposnl 139; Remove the harvest tielet requiremiont aud xequivo havvest roports fox.
cortain non-pormit hitnty ' ‘ o o 4
The Gates of tho Arctio Natlonal Patk Subslstence Resource Commission unaniriously opposes
thig proposal, This pioposal would bo detrdmental to eldor households that do not undetstand
how harvest reporting works,

Proposal 1401 Require edeh hayvest veport ox permit to speclfy whethor the hunt yas

- sondugted to provide a wildfood havvest for subslstence uses or for recreationnl yalues
The Gates of the Arotio Natlonal Park Subslstence Resource Commission wanimously opposes
this proposal. Resldents from cftles olalim to be subsfstence vsers when they are really trophy .
hunters, This proposal will bolster the amounts necessaty for subslstenics uso by utban people, -

Thank you for the opportunily to comment,
Sincerely,

‘ ;,7» ) /,w—*—‘ -
%ﬁfg)‘(‘”f/_’{’d@g‘rww@’ “g*
" Pollook Simon S., Chalr :

¢ 4

Coi NPS Alaska Reglonal Direotor
Superintendont, Gateg of the Arctio National Pagk and Presorve
North Slope, Northwest Arello and Western Tnterlor Reglonal Advisory Counolls
Governor of Alaska

Poliock Simon, Sr. (Chaliman), Jack Reakoff (Vies-Ghatman), Taclulik Hapa, Tim Flckus, Rachel Riloy, Loule Commack, Jamss
Nagoak, MacArhue Tickell, and Gary Hanchatt



rlpearson
PC14 2 of 2


Submitted By Joe Letarte PC1510of1

Affiliation None

Phone 907 488 7517
Email letarte@alaska.net
Address Box 16075

Two Rivers, Alaska 99716

Proposals 36,37 and any other proposals that deal with restricting non resident hunting I do not support. There is no biological reason for
these proposals and we would be excluding the people who are paying the way for the rest of us.
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BOARDS

There are three proposals that wish to comment on and strongly oppose.
Before I list them, I want to let you know who [ am, and my involvement in the area.
My name is Johnny Richardson and I've lived in St. Michael since 1995. I have
trapped in unit 22A the same length of time. My main trap line is the Golsovia River
and also everything else surrounding it. I have also held an assistant guides license
for the last 14 years. I have guided in the same area I trap. I spend more time in that
country more then anyone, and I have a very good understanding of the animal’s
behavior and populations. The three proposals I'm going to oppose are for that area.

ATTN: Board of Game,

PROPOSAL 17

I strongly oppose extending the bear season until June 15t to compensate for
the ice. What if the ice starts hanging in there until July. Will we extend it longer?
How far do we go then? At some point and time the animals we hunt and Mother
Nature has to win. If we keep compensating for these factors then pretty soon
there’s nothing left to hunt. We have always hunted bears with the use of
snowmobiles out of St. Michael in the spring. We conduct our hunt earlier in the
season during April when the snow and ice conditions allow it. By the middle of May
the ice is not stable enough to trust. Sometimes we lose our snow and ice sooner and
sometimes we track bears back into heavy timber that’s impossible to get to the
bear, and when that happens the BEAR wins. So if Mother Nature hangs onto the ice
a little longer in this area, then the bear should win. We should not lengthen the
season just for hunter’s sake. Ten years ago it was not uncommon on some days to
see more then twenty bears a day on some days. But, those days are gone. I spent
two months up in the hills of the Golsovia River this fall. The most bears I seen in a
day was seven. Two of them which were cubs, and those were the only two cubs I
seen all fall. We are not over populated with bears like we used to be, but we have a
stable hunting population and our moose herd it is growing, so right now everything
is in check. The only people who benefit from this change is the guide and the
hunter. The bears killed in this area have no effect on the reindeer herd out of St.
Michael. The ones that are affected by this change are the bear population and the
potential bear hunters in the future. I personally think everything is in balance right
now. So I hope you will consider this before accepting this proposal. Thank You.

PROPOSAL 18

I strongly oppose this as well. We are not over populated with wolves in our
area like other part of the state. We have a stable population of wolves that provides
fur and money for the local hunters and trappers. [ don’t believe the season should
be extended to benefit an out of state hunter. If they want to hunt wolves, there are
plenty of guides in this state that offer winter wolf hunts. By May the females are
having their pups in the den, and any member of the wolf pack that is killed at that
time impacts the survival of the pack. This is another proposal that if accepted that
will only benefit the guide and hunter. The locals will not benefit from this at all.
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This time of the year wolf fur is marginal at best. Being a trapper first, I think fur
should be harvested in its prime. I don’t believe we should extend a season just so a
hunter can say he shot a wolf.

PROPOSAL 19

This is the one [ would really want to oppose and I have good reason. We all
know that the wolverine population is nothing like the wolf population. That’s
consistent through out the state. There are not as many wolverines and they don’t
have as many young pups as wolves do. So were already dealing with fewer
numbers. My wife’s uncle told me years ago when I first started trapping on the
Golsovia. He said, “You will see lots of tracks in November and December. Then the
wolverine will disappear until March and April. Then you will see a lot more
wolverine tracks.” He said, “its because the females are denning up and having their
pups at that time.” I was skeptical to believe that at first. Because it went against
everything I had read about them. But as time went on I noticed it to be true. I've
skinned a lot of wolverines that were shot by other hunters that time of year. Nine
times out of ten it's a female and she’s lactating. Not only have you killed that
wolverine, so you've killed the young ones in the den also. That does affect the
population. You have a greater chance of coming across a female in April because
their hungry and in search of food. I purposely do not concentrate on wolverines
during the later part of March and April for that reason. Being a trapper, feeding my
family, and paying bills with that income I would not turn one down. But I also won’t
go out looking for them. So to change the season to benefit the guide and the hunter
just doesn’t seem right. Again it affects the population of the wolverine and also
affects the local people who depend on them. Thank you.

I know it sounds like I'm against other people coming in and killing game in
this area. That is not the case. I'm against extending the season to compensate for
the guide proposing these changes and his hunters. They are the only ones who
benefit from it. I've helped guide alot of bear hunters over the years and we’ve also
had guys catch wolves and wolverine in the winter as well. But we’ve always done it
in the season that was set. That is what has kept our population of these animals
secure. So I do not think it is fair for an out of area guide to come in and propose
these changes that will only benefit him and his clients. You need to think of the
local guides, hunters, and trappers first who are dependent on these animals for
their living.

Thank you for taking the time to read this.

Sincerely,

Johnny D. Richardson

P.0. Box 59090

Saint Michael, Alaska 99659
(907) 923-2370
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Affiliation

Phone 907-443-5470
Email betsmike@nome.net
Address P.O.Box 1623

Nome, Alaska 99762
PROPOSAL 19: 5 AAC 85.060. Hunting seasons and bag limits for fur animals.

| oppose this proposal:

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

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

The trapping season ends on April 15, why would we allow hunters to harvest them until April 307

Mike Wade, Nome, Alaska
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- United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1011 E. Tudor Road
IN REPLY REFER TO: Anchorage, Alaska 99503-6199

FWS/OSM 13086.CA DEC 0 & 2013

Mr. Ted Spraker, Chair
Alaska Board of Game

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

Dear Chairman Spraker:

The Alaska Board of Game is scheduled to meet January 10-13, 2014, to deliberate proposals
concerning changes to regulations governing hunting and trapping of wildlife for the Arctic and
Western Regions. We have reviewed the 38 proposals the Board will be considering at this
meeting.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management (OSM), working with
other Federal agencies, has developed preliminary recommendations on those proposals that have
potential impacts on both Federal Subsistence users and wildlife resources. Our comments are
enclosed.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these important regulatory matters and look
forward to working with your Board and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game on these

TAKE PRIDE - -
INAMERICA 5Ty
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Ted Spraker - 1

issues. Please contact Chuck Ardizzone, Wildlife Liaison, (907) 786-3871, with any questions
you may have concerning this material.

Sincerely,

As51stant Regional Director, OSM

Enclosure

cc: Cora Campbell, Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Tim Towarak, Chair, Federal Subsistence Board
Kathleen M. O’Reilly-Doyle, Deputy Assistant Regional Director, OSM
Thomas Evans, Acting Policy Coordinator, OSM
Kristy Tibbles, Executive Director, Alaska Boards of Fish and Game
Jennifer Yuhas, Assistant Director, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Interagency Staff Committee
Chuck Ardizzone, Wildlife Division Chlef OSM
Administrative Record
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RECOMMENDATIONS

ALASKA BOARD OF GAME PROPOSALS
Arctic/Western Alaska Region
January 10-13, 2014

Kotzebue, Alaska

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office of Subsistence Management (OSM)
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Proposal 1 — 5 AAC 85.045. Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose. Modify the Lower
Yukon Area for moose hunting in Unit 18.

Current Federal Regulations:
§ .26 Subsistence taking of wildlife.
(i) Unit regulations.

(18) Unit 18 consists of that area draining into the Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers

downstream from a straight line drawn between Lower Kalskag and Paimiut and the

drainages flowing into the Bering Sea from Cape Newenham on the south to and

including the Pastolik River drainage on the north; Nunivak, St. Matthew, and adjacent
islands between Cape Newenham and the Pastolik River.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? Yes, two similar
proposals, WP14-24 and -25, were submitted to revise the boundaries in the lower Yukon hunt
area of Unit 18 and liberalize moose harvest for a small area upriver of Mountain Village. The
Federal Subsistence Board will address the proposals at its April 2014 public meeting.

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: If this proposal is adopted, it would ease
confusion for Federally qualified subsistence users with respect to the hunt area boundary
location. However, if the Federal Subsistence Board does not adopt similar boundary changes,
State and Federal areas would be out of alignment, which would add regulatory complexity for
users. The impact to wildlife should be minimal as moose populations are healthy and growing
in the unit.

Federal Position/Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is neutral on this
proposal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted, the geographic descriptions for Unit 18 would differ
between State and Federal regulations. The Federal Subsistence Board would need to take
parallel action in order for boundary descriptions to match. The Federal Subsistence Board
could make a similar change if they adopt Proposals WP14-24 and -25 with modification.
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Proposal 2 — 5 AAC 85.045. Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose. Modify the Lower
Yukon Area for moose hunting in Unit 18, extend the resident season, and liberalize the bag
limit.
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Current Federal Regulations:

Unit 18—That portion north and west of the Kashunuk Aug. 1 — the last day of
River including the north bank from the mouth of the February

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—2 moose, only one of which may be antlered.

Antlered bulls may only be harvested from Aug. 1 through

Sept. 30.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? Yes, two similar
proposals, WP14-24 and -25, were submitted to revise the boundaries in the lower Yukon hunt
area of Unit 18 and liberalize moose harvest for a small area upriver of Mountain Village. The
Federal Subsistence Board will address the proposals at its April 2014 public meeting.

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: Federally qualified subsistence users would be
afforded more hunting opportunities under State resident hunting regulations due to the expanded
hunt area, extended season, and liberalized harvest limit. The impact to wildlife should be
minimal as moose populations are healthy and growing in the unit. |

Federal Position/Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is neutral on this
proposal.

Rationale If this proposal is adopted, the geographic descriptions for Unit 18 would differ
between State and Federal regulations. The Federal Subsistence Board would need to take
parallel action in order for boundary descriptions to match. The Federal Subsistence Board
could make a similar change if they adopt Proposals WP14-24 and -25 with modification.
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Proposal 3 — 5 AAC 85.045. Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose. Modify the season
and bag limit for moose in Unit 18 Remainder and Lower Yukon.

Current Federal Regulation:

Unit 18 — That portion north and west of the Kashunuk River Aug. 1-the last day of
including the north bank from the mouth of the river upstream February.
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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—2 moose,
only one of which may be antlered. Antlered bulls may only
be harvested from Aug. 1 through Sept. 30.

Unit 18, remainder — 1 moose Aug. 10— Sept. 30

Dec. 20 — the last day of
February

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? Yes, two similar
proposals have been submitted. Proposal WP14-23 requests an extension of the moose season in
a portion of Unit 18 and removal of the bull-only restriction. Proposal WP14-28 requests a 9 day
extension of the fall moose season in Unit 18 Remainder. Both proposals will be addressed by
the Federal Subsistence Board at its April 2014 public meeting.

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: This proposal would create a longer season than
the Federal season. Federally qualified subsistence users would have more hunting opportunities
under State regulations, but State and Federal seasons would become misaligned, leading to
regulatory complexity for subsistence users. The moose population is healthy and growing in the
unit and a longer hunting season could help to reduce the population, reducing the chance of
over-browsing that could lead to a population crash if left unchecked.

Federal Position/Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is to oppose this
proposal.

Rationale: If the Board adopts this proposal, it should help reduce moose densities in the area.
However, the resulting State season would be longer than the season under Federal regulations,
which could lead to increased regulatory complexity for subsistence users. In addition, creation
of one large hunt area would limit the ability of managers to respond to localized changes in
moose populations and habitat conditions over time, making management more difficult.
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Proposal 5 — 5 ACC 85.050. Hunting seasons and bag limits for musk oxen. Open a
subsistence musk ox hunt in Unit 18 and 19 as follows: allow for a subsistence musk ox hunt to
occur in the various populations of the Unit 18 and 19 mainland by close proximity communities.
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Current Federal Regulation:

Unit 18 — No Federal season
Unit 19 — No Federal season

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No. The Board will be

accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping regulations from January
to March 29, 2015

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: There would be no impact to Federally qualified
subsistence users as there is no Federal subsistence priority for muskox in either Unit 18 or Unit
19. However, a proposal could be submitted to the Federal Subsistence Board to create a Federal
hunt in these units. The impact to the muskox population is uncertain as there are no current
estimates of numbers for the species in the units in question outside of Nunivak and Nelson
Islands. ‘

Federal Position/Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is neutral on this
proposal. '

Rationale: There are currently no Federal seasons for musk ox in Units 18 and 19. However,
most of the area in question is on Federal public land. If this hunt is established and the Federal
Subsistence Board receives an equivalent proposal, a closure of Federal lands to all non-
Federally qualified users is possible to provide a subsistence priority.

Y

i~

s~

Il s ol o ol oI

~r

I

Y

L el

Proposal 7 —5 AAC 85.057. Hunting seasons and bag limits for wolverine. Shift the
wolverine hunting season dates in Unit 18.

Current Federal Regulation:
Unit 18 — 2 wolverine Sept. 1 — Mar. 31
Is a similar issue béing addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No. The Board will be

accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping regulations from January
to March 29, 2015

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: A longer season would provide more harvest
opportunities for Federally qualified subsistence users. Although most wolverines are taken
opportunistically under hunting regulations, there could be impacts to the wolverine population

5
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as females with dependent young would likely be more vulnerable to harvest if the end of the
season is shifted to April 15.

Federal Position/Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is oppose on this
proposal. ‘

Rationale: Wolverines are polygamous and exhibit delayed implantation, which means they
mate in summer, but fertilized eggs remain in the blastocyst stage until early to mid-winter. The
timing of birth varies between January and April (Banci and Harestad 1988), with most kits
being born in Alaska from mid-February to March (Rausch and Pearson 1972). The
reproductive capacity of wolverines appears to be limited by the availability of food (Banci
1994).

Human harvest was an important source of adult wolverine mortality in many North American
studies (Hornocker and Hash 1981, Whitman and Ballard 1983, Magoun 1985, Banci 1987).
Survival rates were higher in populations that were not exposed to trapping pressure, suggesting
that harvest mortality is additive (Krebs et al. 2004). However, harvest may not affect all age-
sex classes equally. Harvests may have a greater effect on subadult male survival due to their
greater dispersal rates (Krebs et al. 2004). Thus, subadult male harvest may be partially
compensatory, due to higher natural mortality of that sex-age class (Banci 1994). Most natural
mortality is associated with starvation and predation (Banci 1994).

If the proposal is adopted, it could impact the wolverine population by allowing harvest of
females with young. Additionally extending the season would cause misalignment with State
and Federal regulations.

Literature Cited

Banci, V. 1987. Ecology and behavior of wolverine in Yukon. M.S. Thesis, Simon Fraser
University, Burnaby, British Columbia. 178 pages.

Banci, V. 1994. Wolverine. Pages 99-127 in Ruggiero et al., editors. The scientific basis for
conserving forest carnivores: American marten, fisher, lynx, and wolverine in the western
United States. U. S. Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station.
General Technical Report RM-254. Fort Collins, CO. 184 pages.

Banci, V., and A. S. Harestad. 1988. Reproduction and natality of wolverine (Gulo gulo) in
Yukon, Canada. Holarctic Ecology 13:195-200.
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Hornocker, M. G., and H. S. Hash. 1981. Ecology of wolverine in northwestern Montana.
Canadian Journal of Zoology 59:1286-1301

Krebs, J., et al. 2004. Synthesis of survival rates and causes of mortality in North American
wolverines. Journal of Wildlife Management 68:493-502.

Magoun, A. J. 1985. Population characteristics, ecology, and management of wolverine in
northwestern AK. Ph.D. Diss. University of Alaska, Fairbanks, AK. 197 pages.
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Proposal 10 - 5 AAC 92.450. Description of game management units. Modify the
boundaries for Units 18, 19, and 21.

Current Federal Regulations:
§ .26 Subsistence taking of wildlife.
(i) Unit regulations.

(18) Unit 18 consists of that area draining into the Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers
downstream from a straight line drawn between Lower Kalskag and Paimiut and the
drainages flowing into the Bering Sea from Cape Newenham on the south to and
including the Pastolik River drainage on the north; Nunivak, St. Matthew, and adjacent
islands between Cape Newenham and the Pastolik River.

(19) Unit 19 consists of the Kuskokwim River drainage upstream from a straight line
drawn between Lower Kalskag and Piamiut

(21) Unit 21 consists of drainages into the Yukon River upstream from Paimiut to, but not
including, the Tozitna River drainage on the north bank, and to, but not including, the
Tanana River drainage on the south bank; and excluding the Koyukuk River drainage
upstream from the Dulbi River drainage.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No. The Board will be
accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping regulations from January
to March 29, 2015.

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: Changes to unit boundary descriptions could
result in confusion for Federally qualified subsistence users, since the proposed changes would

7
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differ from Federal boundary descriptions. Changes in boundaries would have no effect on
wildlife populations.

Federal Position/Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is neutral on this
proposal.

Rationale: If these changes are adopted by the Board, the Federal Subsistence Board would
need to make changes to Federal regulations to match them. At this time, there are no proposals
before the Federal Subsistence Board to make similar boundary changes. Differences between
State and Federal boundaries for these units could lead to regulatory complexity for Federally
qualified subsistence users, who can hunt under either State or Federal regulations.
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Proposal 14 - 5 AAC 85.045(a)(20). Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose. Establish an
antlered bull season in Unit 22A Unalakleet River drainage (Unit 22A Central) to be announced
by emergency order during the period December 1-December 31.

Current Federal Regulation:
Unit 22A Unalakleet River drainage—Moose

Unit 224—that portion in the Unalakleet drainage and all Aug. 15-Sept. 14
drainages flowing into Norton Sound north of the Golsovia River

drainage and south of the Tagoomenik and Shaktoolik River

drainages—Federal public lands are closed to the taking of

moose, except that residents of Unalakleet, hunting under these

regulations, may take 1 bull by Federal registration permit,

administered by the BLM Anchorage Field Office with the

authority to close the season in consultation with ADF&G.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No. The Board will be
accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping regulations from January
to March 29, 2015.

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: The proposed December season could provide
additional harvest opportunity for Federally qualified subsistence users to harvest moose when -
announced by an emergency order. Harvest is currently restricted by a harvest quota, and
Federal public lands in the affected area are closed to the harvest of moose except by residents of
Unalakleet.
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Following conservative management actions, the moose population in the Unalakleet River
drainage (Central Unit 22A) has been increasing since 2003. As hunting is limited by harvest
quotas and the proposed hunt would have to be opened by emergency order, the potential for
overharvest is limited. In addition, restricting the harvest to antlered bulls in December would
limit the number of harvestable moose and protect cows.

OSM Recommendation: The OSM recommendation is neutral on this proposal.

Rationale: If adopted, the Federal Subsistence Board could take similar action in the future.
Conservative management actions, including the elimination of winter hunts, moose hunting
closures under State (2005-2007) and Federal (2005-2008) regulations, and restricting the
Federal harvest to residents of Unalakleet, have been implemented to help the moose population
in Central Unit 22A recover from lower numbers in 2003. The moose population has been
increasing since 2003, but still remains at a low density. Conservative management strategies
are still warranted to continue the recovery of the moose population in Central Unit 22A and to

~ continue subsistence uses of the population.

L e e e i e i i ad

Proposal 20 — 5 AAC 85.045.(4) Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose. Extend the bull
moose hunting season in Unit 26/A until September 30.
Current Federal Regulation:

Unit 26 A—Moose

Unit 26A—that portion of the Colville River drainage upstream  Aug I-Sept. 14
from and (including) the Anaktuvuk River drainage —I bull

Unit 264, remainder~] bull Aug. 1-Sept 14

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No. The Board will be
accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping regulations from January
to March 29, 2015.

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: Extending the State season by two weeks, until
September 30, would result in misalignment between State and Federal regulations. Federally
qualified subsistence users would be provided with more opportunity to harvest moose under
State regulations during the extended State season in Units 26A. However, extending the harvest
season while the population is in decline may reduce further reduce the local moose population
and future hunting opportunities for Federally qualified subsistence users.
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Federal Position/Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is to oppose this
proposal.

Rationale: The moose population in Unit 26A is currently in decline due to high adult mortality
and poor calf survival (Carroll 2010, Carroll pers. comm. 2013). Extending the fall moose
season until September 30 is likely to increase the moose harvest, which could have a significant
adverse impact on the local moose population.

Literature Cited
Carroll, G. 2010. Unit 26A moose management report. Pages 643-665 in P. Harper, editor.
Moose management report of survey and inventory activities 1 July 2007 -30 June 2009.

ADF&G. Juneau, Alaska.

Carroll, G. 2013. Wildlife Biologist. Personal communication: email. ADF&G. Anchorage, AK.
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WESTERN ARCTIC CARIBOU HERD WORKING
GROUP

GOAL: TO WORK TQGETHER TO ENSURE THE LONG-TERM CONSERVATION OF THE
WESTERN ARcCTIC CARIBOU HERD AND THE ECQSYSTEM ON WHICH IT DEPENDS, TO
MAINTAIN TRADITIONAL AND OTHER USES FOR THE BENEFIT OF ALL PEOPLE NOW
AND IN THE FUTURE.
CHAIR: VERN CLEVELAND, SR. VICE-CHAIR! CYRUS HARRIS
P.O. Box 175, NOME, AK 99762

December 27, 2013

ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

SUBJECT: Board of Game Proposal 29
To the Alaska Board of Game:

At its regular meeting on December 4, 2013, the Western Arctic Caribou Herd Working Group
(Working Group) voted unanimously to oppose adoption of Board of Game Proposal 29, “Allow
the sale of caribou antlers harvested in Unit 23". The Working Group is concerned that allowing
sale of antlers would encourage people to harvest caribou for the purpose of getting antlers for
sale and that it would lead to meat waste.

On behalf of the Working Group, | hope that you will consider this comment in your deliberations
regarding this proposal.

On behalf of the Working Group,

74
G%% Faiffnbr

%ern Cleveland, Sr., Chair


rlpearson
PC19 1 of 2


PC19 2 of 2

J

WESTERN ARCTIC CARIBOU HERD WORKING
GROUP

GoAL! TO WORK TOGETHER TO ENSURE THE LONG-TERM CONSERVATION OF THE
WESTERN ARCTIC CARIBOU HERD AND THE ECOSYSTEM ON WHICH IT DEPENDS, TO
MAINTAIN TRADITIONAL AND OTHER USES FOR THE BENEFIT OF ALL PEOPLE NOW
AND IN THE FUTURE.
CHAIR: VERN CLEVELAND, SR. VICE-CHAIR: CYRUS HARRIS
P.O. Box 175, NOME, AK 89762

December 27, 2013

ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 ' BOARDS

SUBJECT: Board of Game Proposal 23
To the Alaska Board of Game:

At its regular meeting on December 4, 2013, the Western Arctic Caribou Herd Working Group
(Working Group) discussed Board of Game Proposal 23, “Review the customary and traditional
use worksheet for the Teshekpuk Lake caribou herd; establish amounts reasonably necessary
for subsistence”.

The Teshekpuk caribou herd (TCH) overlaps the Western Arctic Herd (WAH) during its annual
cycle of distribution and movements. Because the herds can overlap, actions or decisions
regarding the TCH may affect WAH hunting opportunity. Management actions taken for one
herd may impact harvest opportunities on the other, particularly as it may be impossible for
hunters to tell caribou from the two herds apart.

The Working Group’s primary concern is that the Board of Game’s action regarding the
Teshekpuk caribou herd not negatively affect WAH management or harvests, including the
Amount Necessary for Subsistence established for the WAH.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

On behalf of the Working Group,

72074
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‘ : I Vern Cleveland, Sr., Chair
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Alaska Board of Game
Arctic/Western Region V Meeting
January 2014 Kotzebue

Public on time written comment from AOC

ATTN: Board of Game Comments December 26, 2013
ADF&G

Board Support Section
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

RE: Alaska Outdoor Council (AOC) written comment on Proposal #6 —
Nelson Island musk ox permits.

Dear Members of the AK Board of Game,

AOC members and the AOC Board of Directors would like to thank board members for their
willingness to serve on the state’s game regulatory board and for providing the opportunity for
public participation in the regulatory process. AOC’s Purpose, as stated in the AOC bylaws, is
first to perpetuate game resources that their membership activities depend on. Simply put that
means to advocate for management that provides a harvestable surplus of wildfood and furbearer
resources in Alaska annually.

AOC’s secondary stated purpose, second only to conservation, is to “insure equality in access
and use of these natural resources”. An amended Proposal #6, once adopted by the board, could
further implement the “common-use of fish and game” enshrined in the Alaska State
Constitution (Article 8, Section 3) which would be beneficial to AOC members who gather
publicly owned natural resources for their use.

Alaska Department of Fish & Game (ADF&G), who submitted Proposal #6, state that the current
musk ox population on Nelson Island if not checked could over graze their habitat. The
department goes on to state under ISSUE - “To reduce the population, we need to increase
hunting opportunity”. Yet the department asks for no change in the constitutionally
unenforceable restrictive first-come, first-served basis requirement to obtain a registration
permit to harvest a musk ox on Nelson Island only in local communities. There is no statutory
authority that would allow ADF&G to issue musk ox registration permits only to residents of
Nelson Island and Newtok.

The Alaska Supreme Court has ruled against the BOG’s efforts to adopt rural priority
requirements to harvest publicly owned natural resources since McDowell v. State, 785 P.2d 1
(Alaska 1989). There is no other justification for making non-local residents and nonresident
hunters pay the expense of traveling to Nelson Island or Newtok a week prior to the hunt to try

and obtain a musk ox hunt permit other than to provide a priority of all the musk o ?\\
local residents. | ‘Jjj

CEIEE |
DEC 2 7 2013
BOARDS
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5 AAC 99.025(a)(9) states that musk ox has a negative finding for Customary & Traditional uses
in GMU 18. This is not a subsistence hunt conducted under AS 16.05.258 requiring the BOG to
consider an amount of the harvestable portion that is reasonably necessary for subsistence use.

AOC recommends that the BOG - Amends and adopts Proposal #6 to allow for a portion of the
Nelson Island musk ox General hunt permits, 5 AAC 85.050(a)(1) available for a drawing hunt
annually. Permit holders should be provided a map of Nelson Island showing the landownership
and how to contact the principle land owner, the Calista Corporation.

Thank you for your consideration of AOC’s comments on Proposal #6.

Executive Director, Alaska Outdoor Council
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