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To:  the Board of Game regarding changes to sheep hunting regulations.

From:  Donald Lee III.  (907)347-6975
20+ years experience sheep hunting on foot in 5 distinct areas of the state
Former member and writing contributor to the Alaska chapter of the FNAWS.

Thankyou for taking these comments/ideas into consideration.  I filled out Todd Brinkmans survey, 
attended the presentation of those results and have been to several recent AC meetings both in Tok and 
Fairbanks.  I am a little concerned with proposed changes to regulations that I see coming out of some 
of these meetings.  There are also some good ideas but I want to remind the board that the survey 
results spoke to hunters' desire for the opportunity to hunt sheep.  “Opportunity to hunt sheep every 
year” ranked very high on the survey.  Lets be careful, as we consider changes to the regulations, to do 
what we can to preserve both opportunity and resource.  I would also like to encourage the board to 
only cater to opinion and perceptions when it is not at the expense of the resource....no matter how 
crowded hunters may feel the field to be.  For example it's clear that hunters who answered the survey 
may not have the facts straight when it comes to crowding.  Page 4 of the responses shows that hunters 
felt crowding was an issue due to among other things, more nonresident hunters, more professional 
transporters, more resident hunters, and more Alaska residents with planes.  I would hazard a guess that 
at least in these four areas. these are simply perceptions and not the reality.  When it comes right down 
to it...this is about the sheep.  Sheep, I feel (and the surveyed public felt) to be declining/in trouble.  We 
know for a fact that weather in Alaska is changing (warmer...more rain and ice on the mountains during 
the winter, receding glaciers etc) and I think this among other things is severely affecting sheep.  Yet 
most of the resources and funds available to ADFG are spent/used for moose and caribou.  If sheep are 
the resource in trouble...then the funding structure needs to change.  It is my sincere hope that there will 
increasingly be monies available for getting a good data set with regularity so that ADFG and the 
public know what is actually going on with sheep.  Too often it is heard and said, “Well....we don't 
really have that information,” when questions about the health of  Alaskas sheep are concerned.  Lets 
preserve the resource....otherwise hunting sheep and crowding and airplanes spotting sheep during the 
season....will not matter a hoot!  With that being said here is my list of ideas based on what I have 
heard, observed, and participated in.

FUNDING:
I realize that some of the funding issues are legislative issues and not necessarily BOG issues. 
However, as the BOG, you have the power to submit proposals to the legislators of our state.  I would 
encourage you to be persistent with this regardless of your success or lack thereof in the past.

1) Do away with 5A licenses or somehow find a way to monitor residency so that the level of 
abuse when it comes to these licenses is decreased.

2) Institute a resident tag fee for sheep and grizzly statewide.  Tag fees were broadly supported in 
the Sheep Hunter Survey.  Another twist on this however might be to only have successful 
resident hunters pay the tag fee. I mention this, because despite being an avid sheep hunter and 
spending considerable time and effort doing so, I have taken 5 sheep in my twenty years of 
hunting them.  I have hiked sheep out of the mountains for close to 40 miles on solo hunts so I 
know what it means to work for a sheep.  And yet I have taken approximately one sheep every 4 
years.  If tag fees were as high as $100 (as some have suggested should be the case), I wouldn't 
be too thrilled with having paid $2000 for the privilege of taking 5 sheep.  I also mention tag 
fees with reservation because I already worry about sheep hunting becoming a rich mans game 
(look at other states as a ready example).  I think however that a tag fee should be instituted.  I 
think it should either be based on success or should be fairly modest and in the range of 20-50$. 
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I DO NOT feel that license fees should go up.  What if, for instance I just want to do a little 
duck hunting each fall.  However, tag fees, reflective of what is being hunted, should be 
instituted.

3) Allow hunters to apply for more than 3 drawing hunts.  This would certainly help raise funds. If 
I could apply for 6 or 10 sheep hunts I would!  I dare say most sheep hunters would.

4) Realign some priorities to funnel more funds to sheep research.  For instance consider 
discontinuing the expense of aerial wolf and bear control.  You could probably place large 
bounties on both and still save money.  Put a $1000 bounty on wolves and you'll have people 
out there working at getting them. I have a good paying job and I'd take the winter off to trap 
wolves if there was that kind of bounty!  Fuel for helicopters is not cheap.  Maybe the price of 
this aerial gunning should be publicized..............

5) Increase fees that guides must pay to the state

CROWDING and NONRESIDENTS:  
I would caution that care be taken with the survey results in this case.  As was mentioned in the 
meeting, every sheep hunter thinks that he should be the only one on a mountain covered with full curl 
rams.  Many people these days, including hunters, have become increasingly soft and don't have the 
nerve or backbone to really work for a sheep.  How do we know whether or not that fact is some of 
what is being seen in the “crowding” results of the survey.  If the majority of hunters just want to cruise 
on their fourwheeler off the highway to some place where they might be able to take a sheep in a day or 
two and where everyone else did the same...they should expect crowding.

1) There was an idea looked at by the Tok AC that I thought was an excellent idea although I have 
put my own twist on it here.  Hunters in the survey were not really in favor of more drawing 
hunts yet I see a lot of ideas for more drawings coming out of the ACs because of the desire to 
reduce crowding. So...here's an alternative.  Lets divide the general season down the middle or 
close to it.  For instance maybe the second portion of the season can be slightly longer due to 
potential weather issues.  So...divide the general season statewide with perhaps the Brooks 
range being the exception.  Say Aug 10-25 and Aug 26-Sept 20.  Then allow hunters with last 
names starting with A-M to hunt the first portion of the general season on even-numbered years 
while hunters with last names N-Z hunting the second portion of the general season on that even 
numbered year.  The following year it would be reversed and so on.  That way when I come in 
for a tag, ADFG would simply need to look at my name and then issue me the season-
appropriate tag.  Such a system would not require a new computer program to keep track of. 
This system would also  reduce crowding immediately, would not just displace the crowding to 
a different portion of the season (which is a drawback of many of the proposals I've seen), and 
would not reduce opportunity.  The only drawback I can come up with in this scenario might be 
that someone with a last name starting with 'L  might want to hunt with someone with a last 
name starting with 'R for instance.  I have not come up with a good idea on how to deal with 
that, nor have I decided it needs to be dealt with.  Concessions are going to have to be made if 
we all wish to keep hunting sheep. 

2) All   nonresidents should have to apply for sheep tags.  Institute a statewide drawing for 
nonresidents.  Is there any other state where nonresidents can get sheep tags over the counter? 
For that matter is there any other state where residents can get sheep tags over the counter?  We 
don't want to become like other states!

3) Decrease (slightly) nonresident allotment of tags for all drawing hunts.
4) Cap the numbers of allowable guides in this state and mandate that they be residents of the state 

in order to guide here!  And only allow them to claim/use/guide in certain portions of the state. 
They should not be allowed to guide wherever they want to.  There definitely has to be 
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something done about guides right along with airplanes.  I will say I have been pleased that 
guides have been involved in this process and for the most part seem to be contributing and 
suggesting things that the average foot hunter would agree with.  I applaud them for that but 
still think their numbers and access should be restricted. Sheep need to be available to people 
who cannot pay 15-20 grand for the privilege.

AIRPLANES: 
Something definitely must be done about the use of airplanes!  Supercubs can increasingly land almost 
anywhere and the really big sheep in many units are well known to anyone who has access to a plane or 
who may guide in the area.  I drew a TMA tag for instance several years ago.  I was told by a flying 
friend exactly where a big ram had been hanging out and then was told that a guide in the area knew 
exactly where the ram was too and would likely be all over it opening day.  Indeed this was the case.  I 
think it turned out to be a 43inch ram.  Probably a non-resident took the ram as most of the people who 
hire a guide to hunt the TMA are nonresidents.  As a resident who hunts on foot....this was super 
exasperating.  It made me feel like I never really had the chance to take a trophy ram because I do not 
have the funds to hire a guide, or scout from the air.  I think some of the sentiment against airplanes is 
also an expression of frustration that sheep hunting (or at least successful sheep hunting) is increasingly 
becoming a rich mans game.

1) Prohibit hunting after having flown in an airplane until at least 12 noon following the day one 
has flown in an airplane.  Even better would 24hrs (midnight) following the day one has flown 
in an airplane and a 24hr regulation actually had more support than a 12hr rule in the survey.

2) Absolutely prohibit spotting/surveying sheep from an airplane during the season and even better 
would be to prevent such from occuring for up to a week prior to season.  Give the sheep a 
fighting chance!  For instance in the TMA...perhaps there should just be no flying allowed for 
the week directly prior to opening day.  If a guide is seen flying in the TMA during that 
week...he should be cited.  Something like this is very black and white and enforceable and is 
what needs to occur.  You can't mandate flying elevations (like the park has) etc because how 
are you going to enforce it?  It would be a regulation without teeth.  Circling sheep would also 
be hard to enforce.  Maybe the pilot would tell you he was just trying to gain elevation.  Think 
carefully about what to do with airplanes but do something and make it enforceable.

3) Increase fines for hunters who are complicit to crimes like spotting sheep during the season (if 
that becomes law)  If I'm flying in with a guide for instance and he circles some sheep on our 
way in...I should as an ethical hunter, report him or expect to suffer the consequences myself. 
Correspondingly increase teaching of hunters with regard to the laws and consequences of 
being complicit to a crime.  Maybe nonresidents should be required to watch a quick 
instructional video at ADFG before embarking on their hunt.

SEASONS:
1) Do not make the season start any earlier.  Heat and getting sheep meat out of the field is already 

an issue and making the season earlier would exacerbate this problem.  It was 70-80 degrees 
during my hunt last year and I had a hell of a time getting my sheep out fast enough to keep the 
meat in good shape.  I did it but would not have wanted to be out there one single day longer.  It 
was a verified 90 degrees for two days of my hunt the year before that!  90 degrees!  

2) Consideraton could be given to delaying the opening date for nonresident hunters (for instance 
5 days into the season) so that only resident hunters get the first real opportunity to harvest a 
sheep

NON-MOTORIZED in relation to GUIDES:
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1) Please make more of the non-motorized areas off limits to guides.  Tonsina and Glacier 
Mountain for instance should be off limits to all guides!  Non-motorized hunts really cater to 
people who don't have the resources to fly an area before season, or pack in with horses etc etc. 
Non-motorized should be synonymous with resident, non-guided hunter, walk-in opportunity 
only.

2) I also feel that more non-motorized areas should be created.  Especially in areas surrounded by 
roads/highways.  I personally feel that at least a portion of the TMA should become non-
motorized similar to the DMA including off limits to airplanes.  And the nonmotorized portion 
should include some areas that are known to hold big rams.

FULL CURL vs ??  
Finally...lets get smart here!  Why have we not gone to an “any ram” or even an “any sheep” 

regulation for most if not all drawing hunts?  Lets protect some genetics!  Granted a few more sheep 
would be killed but it would be in a more balanced manner than only allowing full curl rams to be 
killed.  It would also be in areas where managers have full control over how many sheep are killed 
during the season.  Drawing areas only.  You have only to look at the record books to see that, in 
general, the size and availability of big rams is decreasing.  And lets face it...despite how delicious 
everyone tells you sheep meat is, sheep are not targetted for their meat.  Talk to your biologists.  I think 
many of them would support this.

In summary:
1) Please be careful about starting a trend toward more drawing hunts.  This would decrease 

opportunity and as such, was not supported by the survey
2) Institute tag fees and aggressively pursue increased options for funding.  Please pursue funding! 

If resources and manpower are a problem then partner closely with ethical hunters who can give 
you non-biased feedback.  Many sheep hunters are completely rabid about hunting sheep and 
would be very willing to contribute to keeping sheep hunting in a healthy state.  Consider 
deputizing hunters so they can start the reporting/citing process in the field when they see 
violations.  I have reported and tried to report three different hunters/hunting parties over the 
years.  If I would have been deputized to some extent I probably could have helped secure 
convictions for all three parties.  As it was only one individual was successfully cited (for 
shooting a sublegal ram).  The other two parties were violating the law with regard to non-
motorized access.  Despite my taking pictures...they got away with it.

3) Divide the general season and make hunters alternate which period they hunt between years 
either by name or year.  This would effectively and immediately reduce crowding but would not 
reduce opportunity.

4) Severely restrict airplane usage.  Lets remember our sheep are white...they are easy to see from 
the air.  There's really no hiding if you're a sheep when it comes to airplanes.  The planes can 
land nearly anywhere.  This is a case of protecting the resource!

Thankyou for this opportunity to comment.  I'm including a picture of my fifth ram to get you all fired 
up.  Being able to hunt sheep is really such an amazing opportunity.  Lets do what we can to keep or 
make it an opportunity for everyone and yet remember at the same time that  it should not be a free or 
responsibility-free opportunity.

Best Wishes!

Donald Lee III
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Submitted By
Robert Godwin

Submited On
10/27/2014 1:09:43 PM

Affiliation
hunter

Phone
907 248 7603

Email
bobbersg@hotmail.com

Address
2101 w 45th ave #1
Anchorage, Alaska 99517

I just fairly recently hunted in 16B during the DM540 hunt unde the permit I won. Iwas surprised by the lack of moose sign that i saw, in the
area that i chose. I took a 70 inch bull out of there in 2000. there was more sign and more moose then. I did see three moose over 5 days. I
was not successful. I have scouted the unit and have not seen very many moose. I was wondering why you have a hunt for any bull and why
you have a tier two season for three and a half months. How do you ever expect the bull population to ever build up so that there are ever
huntable numbers for a regular season hunt. Why a tier II for three and a half months instead of one month. That must be a slaughter. Where
is the science behind a 3 1/2 month season where they can drive right up to the moose on snowmachines? How about some more moose
for the rest of us ? Why not shorten the tier season and increase the population.? Like i say, what is your science behind your seasons? Or
is it all political? You tell me instead of letting me guess. Explain to me how this is sound management. By the way, What does "allow the
use of a snowmachine to position a wolverine or wolf for harvest and allow these animals to be shot from a stationary snowmachine.",
mean ?Does that mean pursue, stop  and shoot? I await your answers, but doubt if i will get one.       
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Attention: Board of Game Comments 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game,  
Boards Support Section 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 
Submitted via email on time to: dfg.bog.comments@alaska.gov 
 
Subject: Support for BOG Proposal 105-AAC 95.505. Palmer Hay Flats State 
Game Refuge 
 
2015 January 19 
 
Dear Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Boards Support Section: 
 
I strongly support Board of Game Proposal 105 submitted by Tom Rothe 
regarding Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge additions. Since the parcels 
formerly named M’Karzel, Williams, Fritzler, Cassity, and Cope (and any other 
similarly situated acquisitions in state ownership) were made available for 
addition to the refuge for fish and wildlife habitat, hunting and fishing, secure 
public access, outdoor education, and other compatible uses, it is important that 
the Legislature formally accept said lands so that they may be properly managed 
for the people of Alaska by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. These 
lands have already been purposefully purchased with private funds and 
transferred to the Department of Natural Resources, with conservation 
easements for incorporation into Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge. 
 
I urge the Board of Game to write the Legislature now and help complete this 
process which will enable the Alaska Department of Fish and Game to manage 
the lands in a way that is that is consistent with refuge goals and management 
plans to address current issues as they arise. This will benefit the people of 
Alaska, not only now, but for future generations. 
 
Again I strongly support BOG Proposal 105 and urge you to write the Legislature 
and engage them in the necessary process to incorporate these lands, as 
intended, into the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge.  
 
Thank you for your attention to these important details. 
 
Sincerely, 
Barbara Švarný Carlson 
 
Barbara Švarný Carlson 
PO Box 220196 
Anchorage, Alaska 99522-0196 
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Submitted By
Jason Mogen

Submited On
1/13/2015 12:09:52 PM

Affiliation
Alaska Premier Outfitters

Phone
907-464-6023

Email
jmogen@alaskapremieroutfitters.com

Address
74 school rd 
Ekwok, Alaska 99580

What I am trying to accomplish with Proposal #53 is letting us bait and use scents in Unit 17 for Brown bear. This area is heavily forested
more so in reference to the country below the Nuyakuk River along with most of the Mulchatna River drainage. The mature boars that call
this area home rarely expose themselves out on the river, their trail systems wind throughout the forest making it very difficult for even the
most dedicated guide to effectively and successfully hunt them. I have had to purchase thousands of dollars’ worth of tree stands to set up
on these trails which is labor intense and dangerous for most clients to hunt out of just to level the playing field and get a chance at one of
these big bears. I don’t believe that a 2 bear area is the answer to the overcrowding issue with the bears out here all it does is promote the
taking of any bear which usually results in the taking of a smaller bear and more than often the taking of sows. If we are to manage this
area effectively then we have to understand that it is not the small bears that are the problem, but rather the older more mature boars that
are 10 years or older it is these bears that are damaging the moose population this can be observed every spring after hibernation and
during calving season they are specialized at catching moose calves and do it with great success. Allowing us to use bait sites along with
scents would give us the opportunity to make sites in the area’s that we know were a large boar is and hunt that bear specifically resulting
in the taking of a mature animal which is the whole point to managing any animal that we hunt.

I understand that in my proposal #53 in which I am asking for the relocation of naturally killed winter moose carcass’s is more than the
board would allow however I don’t see why we can’t use these moose to aid in the taking of a big bear as otherwise these carcass
generally just go to waste or get washed down river and out to the bay. However I would asked that the board consider and allow us to use
baiting techniques in unit 17 as this would not negatively hurt anyone and give us another means to take out mature bears, it has already
been allowed in 13 of the 26 units in Alaska which is 50% of the units.

Thanks.

Jason Mogen
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Submitted By
Roger Pearson

Submited On
1/22/2015 10:27:00 AM

Affiliation

Phone
907 457 3124

Email
rlpearson2001@yahoo.com

Address
1364 Little Fox Trail
Fairbanks, Alaska 99712

I don't feel it is prudent to change any of the Sheep Regulations at this time.

More restrictions just limit access.

Thinking out of the box.

I do think the state of Alaska and Hunters nation wide should fight to get Gates of the Arctic and

Wrangel Saint Elias National Parks open to hunting.
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Submitted By
Eric Nordstrom

Submited On
1/22/2015 12:13:36 AM

Affiliation

Airplane Transportation Recommendations Comment:

If you have intentions of spreading out hunting pressure throughout the season--you must realize that all private pilots who sheep hunt will
be hunting the first week of the season if they are law abiding citizens.  If I can fly and look for sheep on August 8th and 9th--why would I
spot sheep then and try to hunt them anytime other than right away?  In addition, this type of policy leaves significant leniency for the guides
to continue to spot sheep throughout the season by airplane, and in this respect gives them an unfair advantage throughout the remainder
of the season.  Sure you will say that the rules apply to them also, but there is plausible deniability when a guide or 135 operator is flying in
and out of camps all the time with supplies etc. to say that they are simply on a supply trip and are not looking for sheep along the way.
 Although I understand the intention, this type of policy demonstrates a lack of insight into the private sheep hunter/pilot's perspective and
hunting motivations.  That is unless of course the intention is to either increase utilization of 135 operators and guides, or to decrease
private resident hunting days altogether.  If that is the case, neither of these goals seem to be out of consideration for the private resident
hunter--a group who deserves as much or more consideration than any other based upon both State Constitution as well as the tradition of
the people of Alaska.  
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Submitted By
Mike Vanstrom

Submited On
1/16/2015 6:23:23 PM

Affiliation

Phone
602-741-1463

Email
mikev@alaskapremieroutfitters.com

Address
75 school rd
Ekwok, Alaska 99580

Michael Vanstrom
Alaska Premier Outfitters
602-741-1463
mikev@alaskapremieroutfitters.com
75 school rd.
Ekwok, Ak 99580
I Support Propsal #53

     I have been a guide in unit 17 for the past 11 years and what I would like to see  accomplished with Proposal #53 is letting us use bait
and scents in Unit 17 for Brown bear.  This area is heavily forested along the river drainages which makes hunting mature boars very
difficult during shooting hours.  Baiting would allow a mature boar to take over a site and then lead to the harvest of that animal which is
what is sought after and should be the focus of management.  This being a two bear area with no baiting or scents is promoting to many
sows and juvenilles to be harvested as they are more likely to be in open and on river during shooting hours. The harvest of sows and
juvenilles does nothing for management of the moose population.
     The older more mature boars that are 10 years or older are the bears that are damaging the moose population this can be observed
every spring after hibernation and during calving season, they are specialized at catching moose calves and do it with great success.
Allowing us to use bait sites along with scents would give us the opportunity to make sites in the area’s that we know were a large boar is
and hunt that bear specifically resulting in the taking of a mature animal which is the whole point to managing any animal that we hunt.
     I would asked that the board consider and allow us to use baiting techniques in unit 17 as this would not negatively hurt anyone and give
us another means to take out mature bears, it has already been allowed in 13 of the 26 units in Alaska which is 50% of the units.

I Support Propsal #53
Thank you
Michael Vanstrom
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Submitted By
Luke Graham

Submited On
1/14/2015 11:28:32 PM

Affiliation

Regarding Proposal 116:  I Support This Proposal

To whom it may concern:

The current issues regarding Dall Sheep hunting in Alaska are all to real and must be solved within a timely manner. Hunter crowding and
a decrease in Dall Sheep population has led to less available legal rams for resident hunters. General Season harvest areas are seeing
higher guided non-resident harvest numbers than ever before. In some portions of the state these numbers are in excess of 50% units 20A
and 19C being prime examples. Unit 19C alone had a non-resident harvest level near ~75% in 2013. This is completely unacceptable
when the non-resident harvest rate for trophy big game in all western states is limited to ~10%.

          It is my opinion that Dall Sheep hunting quality for residents and non-residents would be vastly improved if the total
amount of non-resident Dall Sheep harvest was reduced and each unit in Alaska had the same level of non-resident harvest.
In other words, non-resident harvest of dall sheep should be uniform across the state of Alaska. Currently there is a huge
disparity in non-resident/resident sheep harvest between different units across Alaska. Where guide numbers are regulated vs. areas
where they are not seems to make the harvest numbers fluctuage greatly for residents and non-residents in this state.  As a result of this it
encourages resident hunters to congregate in areas where the non-resident take is lower since they feel they will have a better chance at
harvesting a sheep. For example, unit 19C in the Alaska range has a non-resident harvest of around ~75% and unit 20A has a rate of
~51% both of which are very high rates compared to units to 26B and 26C in the Brooks range which have non-resident harvest rates of
~25% and ~33%. Guide numbers are less regulated in 19C and 20A which shows why the harvest level is much higher. If the numbers for
non-resident Dall Sheep harvest were more uniform across the state, hunters would be encouraged to hunt all units since harvest levels for
non-residents would be the same across Alaska. This would reduce crowding and increase level of enjoyment while hunting for both
residents and non-residents

     It is my recommendation that the board of game reduce the harvest level of non-resident sheep harvested in all units of the
Central/Southwest Region. In order to accomplish this task I would propose they allocate a certain level of non-resident tags to
accommodate a 10% total maximum harvest level of Dall Sheep by non-residents. This could be achieved by either instituting a non-
resident drawing for these tags (if the demand by non-residents was strong enough). Or, they could simply sell tags on a first come first
serve basis by each individual unit. Currently, the state of Idaho has a similar method with their non-resident elk tags. The tags go on sale
the first of the year and are sold for each unit until the quota for that unit is met. This would eliminate having to go to a drawing system for
non-resident tags while still limiting the non-resident harvest of Dall Sheep. 

     Finally, another current problem we see with sheep hunting in this Alaska is due to an increased harvest level by guided non-residents
during the first week of the season. Since many legal rams are harvested during the first week of the season, residents are encouraged to
hunt opening day in order to have a better chance at harvesting a ram. This leads to crowding issues on opening day in most units. If more
legal sheep were available later in the season, then the incentive to hunt early would be reduced and as a result crowding would
diminish. In order to achieve this, I would recommend that the board of game reduce the amount of non-resident hunters a master/
registered guide is allowed to have in the field for Dall Sheep hunting to a maximum of 2 clients. Currently British Colombia, Canada limits
their sheep hunting guides to having only 2 clients allowed in the field at a time. This would reduce master guides from utilizing multiple
assistant guides to send out the majority of their clients during the first week of the season. If this rule were adopted we would see less
non-resident hunters in the field on opening day. This in turn would lead to less crowding since fewer non-residents hunters would hunt
opening day and also because less residents would hunt early if they knew there were more legal sheep available for harvest later in the
season. In addition reducing crowding, this rule would also lessen the amount of sub-legal rams killed by guided hunters since they would
be more likely to hunt with an experienced master or registered guide rather than an inexperienced assistant guide. Client safety would
also increase since most registered/master guides have a better understanding of protecting their clients from weather, mountainous
terrain and the harsh Alaskan environment. 

      In conclusion, is my recommendation that the board of game use the above methods to restrict the harvest of Dall Sheep by guided
non-resident hunters and leave current resident general season Dall Sheep hunting regulations unchanged. 
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TO ADDRESS THE BOARD GENERATED SHEEP PROPOSAL    JAN 20, 2014 

Dear Board Members, 

 

After reviewing the board generated sheep proposal, I have some comments. 
First, I’ll give a little bit of background about myself. My name is Tyler Freel. I have 
lived in Fairbanks for just short of 13 years, and have been hunting sheep for the 
past 11 of those years. I have been pretty successful, taking 9 legal rams in those 
years, and have seen the sheep hunting crowding and other issues develop 
firsthand. I am extremely passionate about sheep hunting, and although I am with 
a small minority of the hunters who live for it, I believe as residents and along 
with you, collective owners of our state’s resources, that our educated opinions 
are warranted reasonable consideration. 

As I have mentioned in comments I have made to the board in the last meeting in 
Fairbanks, I saw the crowding begin to become an issue after the Chugach 
mountains were made into a draw only area. The guide overcrowding issues on 
state land, and in my personal experience, the Alaska Range have been an issue 
for a lot longer, but the fruits of it finally came to bear once the Chugach was 
locked up. After the Chugach went all draw, there was an immediate and 
significant increase in the number of hunters from Anchorage hunting in the 
current area I was hunting. From general consensus that I gathered from other 
sheep hunters, the whole Brooks Range saw a similar increase in traffic. The 
common theme from these hunters was that they were displaced by the Chugach 
going to draw. Now unable to hunt the Chugach, these hunters, along with myself 
avoided the Alaska range because of the large number of outfitters and their bad 
experiences with them there. I myself, had an outfitter in the Wood River 
drainage fly around to find where I was camped, then, on opening morning, 
attempt to sneak in on a group of rams I had been watching. 

All that being said, I would like to address the non-resident portion of the 
proposal first. I have for years, been a proponent of using a limited draw for non-
residents to suppress the outfitter crowding in the state areas, and I believe this 
and a reduced, well-studied allocation of the permits would help the problem by 
making these areas more friendly to resident hunters as well as provide some 
relief for the many rams that are clipped off as soon as they are close to legal.  
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The only issue I have with making state/BLM areas draw for NR, but keeping the 
guide concession federal areas on a harvest ticket system, while putting any of 
the resident you list into effect, would be a discriminatory action against resident 
hunters, in that we would be subject to draw or registration, and shorter seasons, 
while the non-residents would have over the counter opportunity with their 
whole 10 day hunt. Also, under this plan, I myself would be subject to these 
restrictions, but if I had a brother living out of state he could get a tag without 
question every year. How is this right? At the very least, I think they should be all 
draw for non-residents as well, even with the same numbers of permit allocations 
that are currently offered. This would put everyone on a more level playing field. 

Second, I have several issues with the suggested resident options. Why is there no 
option for at least a trial period of resident hunts remaining as the status quo, but 
non-residents going to draw only for the areas listed? Why not make the Chugach 
Range a registration area with a quota? From previous discussion with some 
board members, the statement that we all must share in the pain, and the fact 
that with a non-resident change, the board feels they must restrict residents 
without even a trial period of cutting back on the non-resident hunting in 
contested areas, is frankly insulting, and to many of us implies a punitive, 
disdainful attitude towards resident sheep hunters. It gives many of us the 
impression that rather than a genuine effort to solve the problem, the board 
might have the attitude of punishing through restriction, the resident sheep 
hunters for bothering the board with this issue over the last several years.  

I am totally opposed to the resident draw-only options listed for several reasons. 
First, as you well know, generally, once a hunt goes to a draw, it never comes 
back to general harvest. Also, as the board is well aware of, with the current draw 
system, if this is put into place, I literally may never draw a sheep tag in the entire 
remainder of my life. This is unacceptable to me.  

A more factual reason I am opposed to this is that this proposed draw, pushing 
back the general seasons will not only limit people because some do not want to 
go late, but also because of logistics. Generally, very few air transporters will fly 
hunters into the brooks range at the end of august or beginning of September 
depending on the transporter. Also, with draw results coming out in late winter, 
many of these transporters will be booked up with moose hunters before people 
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even know the results of the draw. The only draw season that stands a chance at 
this not being a disaster is option 3 with a draw season ending aug 19th. Although 
this is the least painful of the draw options, I believe it is still warranted to hold 
off on excessive restrictions for residents until a trial period of non-resident draws 
is completed, then re-evaluate the situation.  

The registration option is the least offensive of the options listed, however, a 
board with an appreciation for the money and time that those of us who are 
serious put into a sheep hunt would see that this is ridiculous. It eliminates the 
vast majority of hunting options during the time we would be forced to try and 
hunt after the 7th of September. 

I cannot attend the meetings in which the board will take up this proposal, but I 
would like to argue that at least a trial period of non-resident draw to cut down 
on excessive outfitter take and conflict, while keeping residents on a general 
harvest, ideally changing the formerly general harvest Chugach areas to a quota 
registration hunt would greatly alleviate a lot of the crowding issues. I do not see 
increased resident restrictions as a necessity at this point, it would only come 
across as an insult and destroy what little faith we have that the board’s 
intentions are to manage for abundance and serve in the best interest of its 
fellow residents and owners of the resources. 

 

Sincerely, 

Tyler Freel 

1066 Smallwood Trail B 

Fairbanks, AK 99712 

Tylerfreel85@hotmail.com 

(907) 378-8020 
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Submitted By
Annette Burroughs

Submited On
1/14/2015 2:35:13 PM

Affiliation

Phone
907 678-2006

Email
mezzrichards@gmail.com

Address
Wiseman Village
Wiseman, Alaska 99790

Regarding Board Generated RC019 for nonresident sheep hunters I support your proposal #1, a limited draw for the entire season, permit
allocation by subunit, but would like to suggest a further restriction of one sheep limit every 4 years for nonresidents and to illiminate
nonresident sheep hunting with a next-of-kin relative.

Options for resident hunters I support option 5, a season based on last name.

I support all 4 of the options for Potential changes to use of aircraft for sheep hunting.

Thanks!
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Submitted By
Lance Raymore

Submited On
1/16/2015 3:02:45 PM

Affiliation

Proposals 132 and 192 are not needed actions. The current HIP data collection process has been determined by the USFWS and the
ADFG to be sufficient for documenting hunter harvest of waterfowl in the US.

Proposal 194, My family dog is a hunting dog. So if I am walking my family dog on 11/1 and she gets stuck in a trap will I be breaking the
law? Only if I have a firearm legal for upland bird harvest in an area with an open season? What if my neighbor's husky gets caught in a
trap? Is that OK? But what if her husky is half lab? She's a vegan so she won't be hunting. This proposed regulation is preposterous.

Proposal 181. Requiring traps to be set a far distance from a public use trail or road is a good idea.

Sheep proposals (too numerous to list out).

Statewide non resident allocation determined by drawing is a good idea.

Increase the non resident fee to similar fees from other sheep hunting states. The state should exploit the resource financially.

Increase the resident fee to $100 for sheep harvest ticket. I don't hunt sheep every year, but a free harvest ticket for a limited
resouce makes little sense.

Establishing a time duration for shooting after flying in sounds like a good idea, but in areas where walk in hunters and flown hunters can
compete (TMA drainages on the north and east areas) the advantage is to the walk in hunters, but it all depends on timing or your arrival. If
made a full 24 hours after arrival that may help with a perception of the issue. Hard to deal with the local TMA air service providers flying
every day overhead checking on their customers. From my own experience that annoys sheep.
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Submitted By
Todd Fritze

Submited On
1/13/2015 9:15:08 AM

Affiliation

I would encourage the Board to pass proposal #56.

Currently we are allowed to shoot two beaver a day in the spring time however during that same time frame a person can trap as many
beaver in a day as they care to. The beaver that a trapper takes he can eat, use as bait for other furbearers, or even make more income
off of by selling to dog mushers. If a beaver is shot it must be consumed, no more additional income opportunities exist after the sale of the
hide on a shot beaver. Essentially this cost beaver trappers who may shoot a couple beaver potential income. Loss of beaver when
shooting is very minimal and it seems almost unenforacable to make sure that these beaver are consumed. It also seems like a conflict
that a person can harvest an unlimted amount of beaver with a trap in a day but can only harvets 2 with a firearm.  

It is not uncommon to find beaver in unit 17 that are starving in the late winter months that have chewed out of their houses and gone
looking for food. Currently if a person sees these beaver their only option is to set a trap and return daily in an attempt to take these
beaver. By not returning everyday if a beaver is caught it most likely will be eaten by predators by the time a trapper returns, which is a
waste of the resource and has cost the trapper money in fuel and time. It would be much more efficient and productive if the trapper could
stop and harvest those beaver immediately with a firearm. However eating these beaver would not be something most would want to do as
they are pretty much starved to the point that they are nothing but bones. If a trapper could use this beaver as bait to catch other furbearers
or sell it to dog mushers it will additionally add income to his or her household.

There currently is no shortage of beaver in unit 17 harvest is very low and in many parts of the unit they are overabundant.

In the few areas of unit 17 where there is more of a population base and trapping is heavier beaver are still easily found. These beaver
seem to steadily fill back into places allowing trappers to take from the same areas yearly and obtain the beaver they want.

Proposal  #55,  was discussed extensively in the regional advisory committee meeting  although I would prefer #55 or #56 to be passed
as written I would be in support of the amendments made to #55 by the advisory committee  

I support proposal #55 and #56 as written and can support the changes to #55 brought up in the advisory meeting.
I oppose proposal #57 and can not nor wish to support it in any manner 
(via email correction)
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From: K.M. Gordon
Sent: Monday, January 19, 2015 11:48 AM
To: Tibbles, Kristy R (DFG)
Subject: Alaska Sheep Managment Plans in Digital Form

Dear Ms. Tibbles…

I want to be sure the Board Members have copies of the
 current Sheep Management Plans for their upcoming
 deliberations.    

Thanks very  much.

Karen Gordon 
Fairbanks 
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Submitted By
Robert Cassell

Submited On
1/24/2015 10:17:49 AM

Affiliation

Proposal 207        

Oppose

1) This measure would make an enforcement nightmare for pilots and the Alaska Fish and Wildlife Troopers. I have personal experience
with looking for remote landing sites from the air not related to sheep hunting and someone on the ground calling the FAA on the low
passes needed to asses the landing site. Upon receiving a phone interview from the FAA, Flight Standards District Office investigator
after returning from the field determined the person making the complaint had a history of these complaints with no enforcement actions
taken. In other words I believe this would be used to intimidate pilots with state sanctioned police investigations harassing legitimate flight
operations associated with sheep hunting. How do you determine if an aircraft is spotting sheep? I use the aircraft to plan approaches to
hunting areas, is this going to be investigated when someone on the ground observers multiple passes in an area and makes a formal
complaint?

2) Oppose. If the goal for this proposal is to limit hunter success I would prefer a draw permit hunt. 

3) Oppose. Again- If the goal for this proposal is to limit hunter success I would prefer a draw permit hunt. This could also
make for less hunters in the field and a quality experience that I believe is what some of the complaining is about. 

 

Prviously submitted this version has had spelling corrections made.

Please present this version to the Game board
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Submitted By
Ed Soto

Submited On
1/25/2015 7:40:56 PM

Affiliation

Phone
(907) 231-5431

Email
ed-soto@live.com

Address
3201 N. Departure Ct
Wasilla, Alaska 99654

Procedural Comment: Proposal 207 cannot be found in the list of proposals on the Board of Game web site.  Proposals only go up
through #206.  Perhaps this proposal has not yet been properly posted for public comment. Does the Board typically create its own
proposal? Has this proposal been given enough time for review and comment?

Comment for Opposing Proposal 207:

1. It is unrealistic and unsafe to use aircraft while sheep hunting in the manner proposed by this measure. In order to fly safely in the
mountains, pilots must be given the freedom to fly required flight paths that provide for adequate safety of flight and evaluation of terrain.
 Often this requires multiple high and low level passes with transit through and in and around mountainous terrain.

After having read the hunter surveys, clearly the main issue is that of hunter overcrowding and declining sheep populations.  Proposal 207
addresses neither of these issues and merely chooses to penalize both resident hunters with aircraft and non-residents using guides and
transporters. I would much prefer to see a reduction in non-resident hunters or a drawing system to reach solutions to hunter overcrowding
and sheep population densities.  Proposal 207 will subject pilots to excessive enforcement actions based on the appearance of
wrongdoing, jeopardize safety in flight and will not provide relief to the main issues resulting in hunter dissatisfaction.

Finally, this measure does not seem to have any science behind it.  What data suggest that waiting until 2PM will result in more sheep
hunter satisfaction, more sheep or less hunter overcrowding?  What data suggest that rstricting the taking of sheep within 5 miles of the fly-
in location will alleviate the same circumstances? Since many hunting area are contained within 5 miles of the fly-in location by
mountainous terrian, then waiting 24(48) hrs is simply a more draconian version of restricting hunting until after 2PM the following day.  It
would be ironic to be on an airstrip watching a ram and waiting the prescribed time only to have a hunter come up in an ORV and harvest
that ram without any restrictions.  
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Submitted By
Scott Peterson

Submited On
1/26/2015 10:43:54 AM

Affiliation
None

I wish to voice my support for Proposal 207 restricting the use of aircraft while sheep hunting.  It is a well known fact amongst Alaskan
sheep hunters that most large rams are located from the air and selected for harvest. This is widely believed to be an unethical practice.
This was well summarized by Mr. Tony Russ in his excellent book "Sheep Hunting in Alaska". In his second edition, page 198 Mr Russ
states:

" Most of the large sheep taken currently are what I call 'airplane sheep'. Trophy hunters commonly spend countless hours scouting with a
Super Cub to locate an exceptional Dall ram. Hundreds of hours of flying time representing thousands of dollars goes into the taking of
many record book rams. Often the hunt is anticlimactic because sheep are not really that hard to take for experienced rifle hunters."

It is well known that many hunters spot rams from the air in the late evening then land nearby and wait till first light to take their ram. The
time from last light till after 3 am when legal hunting resumes could be as short as 4 hours. This amounts to little more than "land and shoot"
hunting which is viewed by most as unethical. 

The Boone and Crockett Club states that:

"With the popularity of personal aircraft in the 1960's increasing and being used in hunting to access remote areas in Norh America, it
became apparent that some hunters were using aircraft not only to reach their hunting destination, but locate their game from the air, land
in the vicinity, and pursue for a shot. In some cases hunters were using aircraft to herd game into a more accessible situation. The Club
determined that this was an unfair advantage to both the game and other hunters."

In fact animals taken, after being spotted from aircraft, are not eligible for entry in the Boone and Crockett Record book. 

The use of aircraft by sheep needs to be sharply restricted in a manner that undue hardship is not shouldered by ethical sheep hunters who
utilize aircraft, but insures that all sheep hunters only pursue their quarry "fair chase". Please consider making it illegal to use an airplane to
select a specific animal for harvest in addition to the other suggested restrictions.
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Submitted By
Cleve Cowles

Submited On
1/28/2015 12:15:19 PM

Affiliation
Self

Dear Board of Game:

I am opposed to Proposal #208, to  convert general season sheep hunts to limited drawing hunts. The proposal provides no sustained
yield basis or other wildlife management basis for reducing availability of sheep hunts to the public.   A perception of resource user
conflicts does not justify such a sweeping change.   There is plenty of room in the vast sheep habitats of Alaska for hunting by different
users without conflict.   Restricting the hunts to drawing hunts will reduce effective management of sheep in Alaska.   This sounds like a
proposal from somebody who wants to deny me a chance to hunt based purely on their selfishness.

  Further, if the general sheep seasons are eliminated a non-competitive price of a sheep drawing permit could escalate to a prohibitive
amount making sheep hunting only a very rich person's opportunity.   ADF&G could see this as a money-making opportunity where
management toward scarcity could become the goal in order to drive prices up.

Such a precedent-setting change could be copied to potentially limit access to other species in the future.

Please do not approve the poorly-justified Proposal #208.

Thank you for your consideration.

Cleve Cowles

 

 

 

 

PC024
1 of 1



Submitted By
Israel Payton

Submited On
1/28/2015 3:55:15 PM

Affiliation
Mr.

Phone
9073544576

Email
truewildernessadventures@yahoo.com

Address
7702 Stillwater Cir
Wasilla, Alaska 99623

I am opposed to proposal 207 that limits the use of aircraft durning sheep hunting season. 

 

I am aslo opposed to any resident sheep limitaions with out first limiting non-resident hunters.

Thank you,

Israel Payton
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Submitted By
Seth Skogstad

Submited On
1/29/2015 7:35:25 AM

Affiliation

Phone
907-440-2819

Email
907seth@gmail.com

Address
Po box 4707
5855 n Yale ct
Palmer, Alaska 99645

In regards to proposal 208:

       I oppose your proposal of 208, option 1, option 2, option 3, and option 5.  I don't feel the options given are fair for resident hunters.
 Option 5 is telling us who we can and can not hunt with and I don't feel that is the right way to do this.  I think the following amendment to
option 4 would both allow hunters to continue the hunting practices they choose to and help the sheep numbers increase.  I support option
4 given the following changes.

Support as amended:

    Hunters can apply for a "lottery" draw permit hunt, if drawn they can not apply for a registration hunt that same year.  Hunters that
where not drawn for a permit can register for 1 of the 3 pre-seasons in August.  Hunters must wait 2 regulatory years before they can
register for that same pre-season hunt.  Hunters can register for 1 of the 2 pre-seasons that they did not register for the prior year.

    a. Stays the same

    b. Stays the same

    c. Stays the same

    d. Stays the same

 

I support option 1 for Non-resident hunters.

Support amendment to proposal 208:

    Raise permit fees for both sheep and goat for resident and non-resident hunters from $5 to $10.

 

Seth Skogstad
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Submitted By
Richard Fuelling

Submited On
1/28/2015 10:48:43 AM

Affiliation

Phone
907-457-4154

Email
fuelling77@gci.net

Address
308 Snowy Owl Lane
Fairbanks, Alaska 99712

Ref. Dall Sheep Hunting proposals                                                                                                  My coments are not toward any one proposal,
but rather toward how the overal present Dall sheep hunting situation appears to me.  I'm 68 years old and have lived and hunted in Alaska
42 years.  My first Dall sheep hunt was in the Wrangel Mountains in the 1970's and since then I havn't missed many years being in sheep
country, not always successful, but always greatfull for still having that opportunity.  It seems like most of the recent sheep proposals are
centered around complaints that ones hunting area is getting over crowded and sheep hunters can't get a quality hunt.  I do believe that
there may be areas that are experiencing that problem, like areas of 20A, and maybe a few other locations that are more easily accesible
to hunters, but I don't believe the crowding issue is so widespread that it deserves a blanket one fits all solution.  On the thirty some sheep
hunts that I've been on, outside of seeing a very few individuals at a landing site or on a highway take off point, my son and I, after getting
away from these take off points and establishing a base camp have never ever (ever) seen another hunter in the drainages that we've
hunted.  To us, dall sheep hunting is the ultimate hunt here in Alaska and should be treated as such, which includes a lot of pre-hunt
physical  preparation, Sheep hunting is hard work and that makes the reward that much better.  I  believe that a lot of the complaints being
brought forward are from individuals who aren't willing to put that extra effort into it  I keep hoping one of these trips that as I get dropped off
at a strip that there 1/2 mile away up the moutain is that old 12 year old double broomed monarc just waiting for me to come put him out of
his misery, but I'm not counting on it.  Their's no doubt that some changes will have to be made at some point in the future, simply because
we have seen our available hunting areas for dall sheep drastically reduced in just the 40 some years I've been here and it may not be over
yet.  I used to fly out of the Glennallen area with Ken Bunch into a grand place in the Wrangel Mts, now that area, thanks to President Carter
with help from John Denver, is off limits to me and thousands of other hunters. So goes the same with the native lands claims areas and
other priavte holdings, so now we're funneled into less and less country. The sheep populations havn't changed much over the years, most
have ups and downs that have little to do with hunting pressure, In the area my son and I have hunted the past 7 years we would see an
average of 20-30 rams a trip, but this past year that number was down by half or more because of winter conditions, and like I said before,
we saw no other hunters in that area.   You on the board of game have the most up to date info that hunters, advisory boards , ADF&G ect.
have to offer, study it and go slow,   Once a drawing system is intiated it will be here for ever, once a law is put in place it's hardly ever
repealed, Take a look at the game regulation book that was in place in 1975 versus what we have now.   Thanks for your time and thanks
for serving the state of Alaska.            Dick Fuelling, Fairbanks
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Submitted By
Roger Denny

Submited On
1/29/2015 8:12:20 PM

Affiliation

Proposal 207

1) OPPOSE:  This is an unenforcable proposal.  How is somebody from the ground or from the air able to tell in all circumstances whether
I'm looking for sheep or surveying a landing site?  What if I'm looking for caribou, bears or moose, as this is easily a possiblity in areas of
the Brooks Range in which I have sheep hunted.  The impact of law enforcement to have to investigate a complaint, as well as the impact
of the pilot to have to defend an unwaranted complaint would be excessive, time consuming and potentially expensive to the pilot to
defend.  I fly through sheep country all the time at altitudes that are warranted for the conditions, for all kinds of reasons other than looking
for sheep, and I don't want to have to defend myself or be investigated everytime somebody assumes I'm breaking the law. 

2) OPPOSE:  How is this going to grow sheep populations?  I would guess that the majority of the sheep taken by folks that arrive in
airplanes, have taken those sheep after 2 pm.  I don't have a single ram that I've taken early the first morning or even on the first day.  All
the rams I've taken have been taken after the first day.  If the goal is to grow sheep populations, then lets do something meaningful; limit
non-residents, go to a draw permit that favors residents over non-residents.  And if the populations are so bad in a unit and we really want
to grow sheep, then shut it down completely, with the stipulation that once numbers improve, it will be reopened.

3) OPPOSE: Again, how are you going to enforce this?  If you want to limit success and grow sheep populations, then start with the non-
resident hunter, and/or then move to a draw permit system that gives the majority of the tags to Alaska residents.
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Submitted By
Gary McCarthy

Submited On
1/29/2015 10:38:59 PM

Affiliation
None

Phone
907-240-0863

Email
gmccarthyalaska@gmail.com

Address
21719 Chandelle Circle
Chugiak, Alaska 99567

I have hunted sheep in Alaska since the mid-70s and it saddens me to see the degradation of this activity that I hold so dear! I have been
fortunate to  have a career, family and resources that have allowed me to hunt all over the State. In many areas this activity has almost
become a competitive sport.  The quality of the sport has been lost and the maturity of the animals harvested has declined. 

I have a cabin in 19C and the amount of plane spotting activity before and during the season has become widespread.  Most of the Ram
holding valleys are tied up ahead of time. It has become difficult for residents to compete and I'm sure this is why we are seeing a
decrease in resident participation.  Is this what you want?

These issues have been brought before the board for many years now and things continue to get worse. It is obvious the State doesn't
have hard date but read the signs and listen to the testimony.  I implore you to take action now.

Gary McCarthy
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Submitted By
Brian Bagley

Submited On
1/29/2015 1:14:28 PM

Affiliation

Dear Board of Game:

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on a couple of the dall sheep management proposals.

Proposal 109- Allowing a maximum of 10% of sheep hunt particiation for non-residents.

I support this proposal. Based on the recent trends identified by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game's "Summary of sheep
populations, hunters and harvest"; statewide sheep are in a period of decline. Also, in the recent report by Dr. Brinkman "Survey of Alaska
sheep hunters", the majority of residents and non-residents felt that overcrowding of sheep hunters was a problem. Currently non-residents
account for 40% of the sheep harvest. Allocation of no more than 10% of the opportunity to non-residents would help both of these issues
and is a common management technique utilized in many states. It is a policy that has proven to be fair, and has been upheld as being
legal in a court of law.

 

Proposal 208- Board of game submitted proposal identifying potential changes for non-resident and resident sheep hunters.

I do not support this proposal. The options for non-resident sheep hunters mentions the possiblity for a draw, without a reference to
what percentage that opportunity would be. If it exceeds 10% of the opportunity for non-residents, it would be considered unfair.

Also in this proposal, it mentions that non-resident opportunity would not be limited on lands managed by the National Park Service or the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, since the guide concession program already limits their numbers. It makes the assumption that
the guide concession program currently limits non-residents to a "fair" amount of the opportunity, and that the harvest is acceptable and
sustainable from a biological standpoint. It is also short sighted in its approach. If the sheep populations crash in these areas, as they
currently are doing, the non-resident hunter numbers would not change. I don't believe there is any science factored into this exception, and
I'm concerned that it is finacially motivated.

The suggested options for changes to resident sheep hunters are more complex than most IRS tax codes and would not be unnecessary if
the non-resident opportunity would be held at the fair and legal level of no more than 10% of the opportunity.

Appropriate wildlife management should be geared towards managing the resource, not expoiting it for financial gains. Historically,
exploiting wildlife for financial gains has had poor results. For example, Stellar's sea cow, exploited for finacial gains, went extinct 27 years
after its discovery by Europeans. Passenger pigeon, once considered the most abundant bird on earth, exploited for financial gains, the
last one died in 1914. Kenai trophy king salmon, exploited for financial gains, its story is currently being written, but it appears that history
is in the process of repeating itself. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment,

Brian Bagley
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Submitted By
Mike McCrary

Submited On
1/29/2015 9:30:33 PM

Affiliation

Support ABHA proposal #111

Do not support proposal #207

Do not support proposal #208

Board member Nate Turner should be required to recuse himself from all deliberations regarding changes to sheep hunting regulations
and allocation of sheep hunting opproutnity due to clear conflicts of interesst. Turner has been awarded a federal exclusive guide use area
for sheep (primarily) in the Brooks Range. 1) Turner neglected to disclose the fact the he controlled an exclusive federal area when
providing required ethics disclsure testimony before the board of game and gave misleading testimony stating essentially that he was only
an assitant guide in the Brooks Range. 2) Turner colaborated with board member Spraker to develop a board generated proposal dealing
with sheep hunting regulations which stipulated the board generated proposal would not apply to federal areas. 

Board member Ted Spraker should be sanctioned for attending a private closed door meeting in January 2015 at the Fish and Game
offices in Anchorage with selected members of the public and the department and as a result of that meeting Spraker crafted 'board
generated' proposals addressing changes to sheep hunting (which expressly stated the proposal would not apply to federal areas) and
therefore Spraker should be barred from participating in discussions and deliberations related to the so called "board generated"
proposals which were a result of a clear violation of the Alaska Open Meetings Act. 
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Submitted By
Michael Strahan

Submited On
1/29/2015 10:56:42 PM

Affiliation
alaska outdoors supersite

I am writing in opposition to Proposal #111, which was submitted by Alaska Backcountry Hunters and Anglers, which seeks to go to a
draw permit process for all of Region 3 for Dall sheep. After studying this issue for some time it appears that there is no resource-based
reason for this proposal, but it seeks to control esoteric aspects of Dall sheep hunting in Region 3, namely overcrowding, by restricting
nonresident guided hunters. I believe a more effective solution should 1) focus on the problem areas in Region 3, and 2) if it is determined
that there is a need to reduce the number of hunters in this area (for resource reasons or to alleviate crowding), that it be done in a manner
that affects both residents and nonresidents proportionally to the number of hunters in each group.

Thank you for your consideration.

Michael Strahan

Owner, Alaska Outdoors Supersite (formerly Outdoors Directory)

www.alaskaoutdoorssupersite.com
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Submitted By
Jerry Hupp

Submited On
1/30/2015 8:16:30 AM

Affiliation

Phone
907-242-1140

Email
huppjerry@gmail.com

Address
2627 Ingra St
Anchorage, Alaska 99508

Alaska Board of Game
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 11526
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Chairman Spraker,

I support Proposal 105 which will set aside approximately 1,360 acres of land for inclusion in the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge.  
These lands were acquired and transferred to the state for the purpose of inclusion in the Hay Flats SGR.  However, in the absence of
legislative action, that has not yet occurred.  Consequently, ADF&G lacks full management authority to regulate access and use on these
lands.  Passage of this proposal will help complete the work of those that secured these lands for conservation and sporting purposes. 

Sincerely

Jerry Hupp
2627 Ingra St.
Anchorage, AK 99508
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Submitted By
Loren J Karro

Submited On
1/30/2015 9:21:51 AM

Affiliation

Phone
907-745-3712

Email
lorenk@mtaonline.net

Address
26239 E Buckshot Dr.
Palmer, Alaska 99645

Proposal 108, Guide Client Contract:  I support proposal 108.  During the last board cycle the board requested that the Department of
Commerce, Community and Regional Affairs come up with a way to identify which guides were qualified to enter clents in which hunts. 
This has been done, with the issuance of a Unique Verification Code (UVC), which was integrated into the 2014 Fish and Game limited
draw application procedure.  I see no reason not to keep this requirement now that the onus of proof of guide eligeability has been shifted
from the Department of Fish and Game.  For the Board or their legal advisor to say that they are not legally able to require the Guide Client
Contract is in direct contradiction to the fact that there is this requirement for the Kodiak bear non-resident applicants and it has been in
place for many years.  Not requiring this contract can also open up the draw permit process to inundation by the animal rights/non-hunter
groups.

Proposal 106 and 107: I support these proposals.  The full curl harvest strategy has worked well for the rest of the state and these two
areas should be returned to that limitation (full curl, 8 years old or both horns broken).  This is particularly important with the severe decline
in sheep numbers in the Chugach, which while shown not to be the result of overhunting, could be further harmed if rams which haven't had
the chance to reproduce are taken from the population prematurely. 

Proposals 109-124:  I oppose all of these proposals.  The same proposals have been submitted for many years and most of them are
written by the same 3 people.  I believe very strongly that the Department of Fish and Game needs to develop a comprehensive Sheep
Mangement Plan before instituting more allocation restrictions; and that the Department should form a sheep working group that would be
inclusive of management, research and user groups.  In the interim the Board should stick to it's stated policy of, when limited allocation is
required for drawing permits, limiting non-residents to the 5 year average of harvest percentages.

Proposal 207: I strongly oppose this proposal.  In all of my years hunting and guiding for sheep, I have never had a buzzing airplane so
disturb a targeted sheep that we could not harvest it.  The only time this ever happened was last year when a National Guard helicopter
spooked a band of rams so badly that they were never seen again; and that would not be covered by this regulation anyway. As a matter of
ethics, most of us refrain from flying low and slow once the season has begun. I beleive that this flying restriction would be unenforeable
and have been told that the Dept. of Fish and Wildlife Enforcement do not endorse it. The wait longer until you hunt portions of this
proposal do not address the problem in any way, and would make for longer, unnecessary waits on the mountain.  All sheep hunters would
need to schedule longer vacations just to factor in this period.

Proposal 208:  I oppose all alternatives in this proposal at this time.  As I mentioned earlier, I believe that before thesee allocation and
scheduling issues are decided, the Department should have a comprehensive sheep management plan and should form a sheep working
group.  Any such regulations should be based on a plan that would be good for the long term, so that these decisions do not have to be
addressed every year.  I think the various groups can work to suggest long term solutions to any problems. As the sheep survey pointed
out, while overcrowding appears to be the single biggest complaint of sheep hunters, 80% of the hunters in the field are residents, not
guided non-residents.  The 'over-crowding' by non-residents is therefore a perceived more than actual problem.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Submitted By
Wayne Heimer

Submited On
1/30/2015 12:26:49 PM

Affiliation
Self

Phone
907-4567-6847

Email
weheimer@alaska.net

Address
1098 Chena Pump Road
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709

BOG Testimony:  Wayne E. Heimer, 1098 Chena Pump Road,  Fairbanks, Alaska, 99709

 

During the last three Board of Game cycles, a cadre of activist resident hunters have flooded the Board with repeated proposals to limit
Dall sheep hunting opportunities for others while enhancing opportunities for themselves.  These proposals  are odd because there is no
reason to restrict hunting opportunity.  Harvest statistics over the last 20 years show resident hunting success for Dall sheep is as high as
ever, average horn size is higher than ever, and the documented harvest rate is about half of what is  known, with certainty, to have been 
available.  None of these statistics indicates a shortage of harvestable rams.   The fact that the Board of Game has focused on these
proposals from activist residents represents an unprecedented level of success for the ever-smoldering resident resentment for guides
and nonresidents. 

 

While I do not approve of such apparent selfish interest, I have come to understand that the Board of Game mechanism exists to
accommodate just such self-interest.  Although the avalanche of xenophobic proposals has accumulated over the last few years, the story
goes back much farther than most realize.  Here's some ancient history:

 

Following harshly-imposed "top down" management by the federal government in territorial days, the emerging State of Alaska reacted by
assuring local interests would  always receive full consideration in the formation of game harvest regulations.  The mechanism for this
assurance was our "Board of Game/Fish and Game Advisory Committee System."   If left unchecked, this system virtually assures that
non-locals will always be "voted off of the island."  That's what humans do.  Local interests are generally contrary to the general public
interest so the  framers of Alaska's Constitution established policies of maximum use consistent with scientific conservation and general
public (not localized special) interest.  It's a traditional, American "check and balance" system.  The "check" built into our special interest
opportunity allocation-Board system was the Department of Fish and Game.  The Department is an extension of the Commissioner's
Office.  

 

Here's how I understand our check/balance system was designed to work.  The Board of Game/local Advisory Committee system exists
as part of the Legislative Branch of government.  The Department of Fish and Game exists in the Executive Branch.  Hence, I reason, the
Board of Game is to factor local and special interest input into allocation of harvest opportunity while the Department is to uphold
constitutional policy and scientific management.  The two entities must work in concert to produce regulations which harmonize both public
and special interests with general state policy as defined by the Alaska Constitution and Statutes.  When there's a conflict, Alaska's
Constitution and Statutes take precedence.

 

The Commissioner (via the Department) of Fish and Game is chief manager of Alaska's fish and game.  Alaska Statute #16 defines
his/her duties to include managing, maintaining, protecting, enhancing, and expanding the game resources of the state in the interest of
the economy and general well-being of the state.  That would be clear enough if there were a definition of what management is.  I've never
found one so I've proposed a general definition that I think may fit most situations. 

 

I argue that management is "intervening in an established system to produce, maintain, or expand a pre-defined benefit."  I think this
definition fits everything from financial to wildlife management.   Wildlife management has several essential components which are
necessary to produce Alaska's predefined benefit, the opportunity to harvest game reserved for our common use.  These components of
management include research (a manager must know the details of the system he/she is manipulating), plans to assure the pre-defined
benefit will result, practical regulations to assure the pre-defined opportunity benefit, and enforcement of the regulations so things work as
planned.  These things are not simple, which is why requirements for becoming a wildlife manager in Alaska are set high in terms of
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education and experience.

 

That said, Departmental leadership has divested itself of progressively more management responsibilities over the years.  During the 25
years I worked as a Dall sheep biologist, the Department stepped increasingly away from guiding oversight, regulation enforcement,
marine mammal management, and allocation.  These voids have been assumed by the Department of Commerce (guide qualifications
and practices), the Department of Public Safety (enforcement), the Federal Government (marine mammals), and the Board of Game
(allocation) with varying levels of conservation-related success (or failure).  As a result, the remaining  Commissioner's responsibilities for
wildlife management are limited to field and support activities which provide information to the Board for setting the seasons and bag
limits which limit allocation of opportunity to harvest.  In essence, the Board of Game is slated to become the manager via its allocation
function.  In contrast, our traditional recipe calls for the Board of Game's to assure the Commissioner's duties are performed by allocating
harvest opportunity according to existing state policy.  In the absence of a Commissioner willing to engage the Board of Game, the
Board's designed-in  populist inclination will predictably result in situations like the present, strange Dall sheep resident preference issue.

 

This is not our new Commissioner, Sam Cotten's fault.  Commissioners going back as far as the early 1970s have tended to shift tough
decisions away  from their Department to the Boards of Game and Fish.  The Board of Fisheries has been the fish manager for decades
already.  Its dominance by commercial fishing interests gives rise to the common complaint that the commercial fishing industry manages
access to fisheries in Alaska at the expense of subsistence and personal use fishers.  The perennial struggle over which users  will get
preference at Chitina is an example.

 

As stated above, today's conflict between constitutional policy and resident special interests comes down to whether a minority of activist
residents can secure to themselves preferential or exclusive use of Dall sheep,  a resource which cannot be shown to be in short supply.  If
there were no other guidance, this prerogative would rightfully be exercised by the Board of Game.  However, the necessary guidance
should come via the Department as it insists the Board apply constitutional and statutory standards as it allocates harvest opportunity.  Our
situation today is the result of a series of "timid" or "disinterested" commissioners (mostly folks with commercial fishing expertise) shifting
the responsibility for difficult or unpopular policy decisions to the Board of Game.

 

There are three ways we might solve this problem, and maintain our Board of Game as an "allocation" board rather than having it become
the "management" board as has happened with the Board of Fisheries.  First, we can hope that the new Walker Administration
Commissioner, Sam Cotten, will engage with the Board of Game as the "check" on the Board's local-preference inclination.   This will
require a major shift away from established tradition for the Commissioner's office.  Alternately, the Legislature (which should be
overseeing its Board of Game) will have to assume the responsibility for assuring the Board follows its (the legislature's) policies.  At
present, the Board of Game may change policy by bowing to public pressure to limit Dall sheep hunting opportunity when there is no need
to do so.   This is unlikely to be popular with the Board of Game, the Department, and even the Legislature.

 

The other alternative I can imagine is for the Board of Game and the Department to cooperate.  The mechanism for this cooperation is the
management planning process.  The Board and Department have existing Dall sheep management plans mutually agreed upon after
public review.  These management plans were among the first extensively researched, biologically-based, publicly-driven, and use-
backgrounded plans made by the Department 40 years ago.  A great deal has happened in the last 40 years, including the pipeline road
through the Brooks Range, the subsistence movement, increased awareness of predation on sheep, creation of vast "no hunting" zones
with ANILCA, and federal overreach into access and regulation which has altered the interest in Dall sheep hunting in Alaska.  While
Alaska's population of humans has increased dramatically, Dall sheep hunter numbers have declined 50% since passage of ANICA.  

 

Alaska's Dall sheep management plans could clearly use a review, and most likely some revisions.   My suggestion is that the Board of
Game set aside the special interest proposals it will consider in mid-February, and encourage the Department to review and revise its
management plans in the light of biological discovery, enhanced allegiance to established policy, and informed public opinion before
considering any changes in harvest opportunity allocation between residents and nonresidents via season (or permits) and bag limit
restrictions.

----------------------------------------------------------------

 

Wayne E. Heimer was a young Dall sheep biologist in Fairbanks when he participated in the background research, assessing public input,
and drafting of the first Dall sheep management plans 40 years ago.  Since that time, he has contributed significantly to knowledge and
management of Dall sheep as well as being "up to his eyes" in ANILCA issues and how the State and Federal allocation Boards are
supposed to work.  Wayne is no longer young.
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Ted, et al, 
 
I’m sad to have to agree that there is fight.”  The passion and persistence demonstrated by those 
proposing change, the emotional populist power of the associated arguments, and the egos 
involved have created an “us v. them” situation.  That means there’s likely to be a fight.  If our 
system worked as intended, I don’t think it should have come to this.  I don’t think the “fight” 
has to be had.  I suggest postponement pending a time-certain management plan review/revision 
lead by ADF&G represents the more rational course.  I think taking that approach will limit the 
opportunity to “fight” among Alaskans.  I recommend that as the preferred option going into 
February and March. 
 
Given that there is an “agonistic interaction,” I’ll have to admit that I do have a “dog” in 
it.  However, my interests are not directly associated with the full-curl, or other conventional 
“legacy” issues.  From the beginning, I have tried to make it clear that the extant data forced us 
toward full curl back “in the day.”  I’m fully aware that the disparate data were largely of a 
correlative nature, and required a synthesis Division leadership was unready to 
embrace.  However, the correlations were remarkably strong, and together the data seemed to 
make sense in terms of sheep biology.  Consequently, I simply followed the data in my 
recommendations in order to maximize availability consistent with the Alaska Constitution’s 
Statement of Policy and the duties of the Department inferred from Title 16.05.020.  Any time 
we can do better to follow Constitutional and Statutory mandates, I’m for it.  My personal 
preference (like everyone else’s) is less important than the basic rules under which wildlife 
management is to operate. 
 
If you’ll accept that, I’ll move on to what I think is the “dog” I have in this “agonistic 
interaction.”   
 
In the overview, I think I have two major “hangups.” 
 
The first may be reduced to process.  As I wrote in the earlier “alligator/swamp” memo, I think 
our process is out of balance in favor of special interests rathe than oriented toward the 
responsibility of the manager/Commissioner.  That’s probably because it was “assumed” the 
Commissioner/Department would be more active in the process.  Looking back, I suggest this 
assumption has proven inaccurate over time and has resulted in lack of a  “check/balance” 
relationship between the legislative and executive branches where allocation is concerned.   By 
extension, I earlier argued this was a result of the Commissioner’s office arbitrarily deciding the 
Department should withdraw from much of “management” (including enforcement, guide 
qualification, and the controversial issues attending pipeline construction, the advent of modern 
wolf control, and the ANILCA lands issues).  The mantra of the day was, “The Department 
manages; the Board allocates.”   The result was that the Department came to view itself as a 
simple “information providers” to the Board.  Somewhere along the line, Board proposals came 
to reflect special interest preference by asking “Who will benefit?” an “Who will be harmed?” 
rather than, “How does this comply with Constitutional and Statutory policy?”  I argue this is 
manifest in the present sheep situation where a small group of populist, aggrieved, resident 
hunters (most with Advisory Committee connections/experience) has generated the impression 
of crisis when the existing harvest/use data show no hint of one.  Based on the conclusion driven 
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by that axis of vocal (savvy, and persistent) activists, “we” inquired of the hunters (via Dr. 
Brinkman) about whether they thought there was a problem.  Three quarters of the respondents 
said, “yes,” and accepted several “problems” proposed as causes by the questionnaire.  However, 
many of the “problems” the hunters were invited to rank simply don’t hold up well against the 
harvest data.  
 
The most popular “problem” was “too many professional guides” (as seen by 
residents).  Certainly after Owischek established guides no longer had exclusive areas, and the 
impression was there were too many guides.  However, looking at harvest and use data in this 
frame of reference shows no definable actual impact of the Owischek Decision on sheep harvest 
statistics.  The second popular “problem” selected by respondents was, “more nonresident sheep 
hunters.”  This does not appear to be “real” on an absolute basis.  The number of nonresident 
hunters has remained relatively stable over time, and may actually be decreasing.  The third 
popular “problem” selected by respondents was “fewer legal rams.  While it is certain there are 
fewer Dall sheep than in the 1980s, hunter harvest success has not decreased.  Somehow, harvest 
success among residents remains stable and high compared to other big game species.  It’s not 
because residents are obviously hunting harder than ever.  So, while responding hunters 
identified or prioritized their impressions from those suggested on the questionnaire, it is not 
clear that the general public wants these problems addressed.  I don’t believe they were asked 
“if” they thought the problems should be addressed.  This means we are left to infer that hunters 
want their impressions of crisis addressed, and the vehicle is the accumulated list of 16 proposals 
before the Board.     
 
I observe that “we" aspire to a “planned management system,” but the process issues listed above 
and the list of 16 proposals listed on the “Additional Information on Sheep Hunting Proposals” 
will radically alter sheep management without any reference to the existing management 
plans.  These proposals become reasonable only if “allocation” is completely separated from 
“management.”  I don’t think the two are “severable." 
 
The list of 16 proposals breaks down like this: 
 
Two proposals (#106 and #107) are to move away from the experimental “any ram” bag limits in 
the Chugach and return to full-curl bag limits.  One comes from respected guide, Dan 
Montgomery, and the other by the Anchorage Advisory Committee.  These proposals do not 
address any of the problems suggested for solution by the questionnaire.  Crowding and hunter 
conflicts are not the basis of these proposals.  Bag limit is the issue here. 
 
Four proposals (#109, #110, #111, and #112) are to provide presumed advantages for resident 
hunters through a variety of means.  The thread running through these four proposals is that there 
are too many sheep guides, too much nonresident harvest, too little advantage for residents, too 
many hunters, and too high a harvest.  Thanks to the specter of these proposals altering Alaska 
Dall sheep hunting “forever,” on the basis of popular ‘impressions” (or long-standing resident 
hunter prejudice) Joe Want (with me trailing in his wake) did the most exhaustive analysis of 
Dall sheep harvest and hunter data ever.  What did he/we find?  
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Hunters “crowd” themselves by their choice to cram themselves int the early part of the 
season.  This is simply tradition. 
There are no more sheep guided hunts than ever.  In fact, this last year was a record low. 
There are fewer resident hunters than ever, and the downward trend over the last 20 years 
continues.   
Harvest success is as high as ever.   
Average horn size is greater than ever, and slightly increasing.   
The percentage of rams >40 inches in the harvest has been highly variable over the last 25 years, 
and it is difficult to identify a recent trend given the variability.  It doesn’t look like we’re short 
of huge rams due to hunting pressure. 
Guided nonresidents do not kill larger rams than residents. 
Both resident and nonresident hunters harvest rams with normal age distributions (indicating the 
legendary selection for the largest ram is mythical). 
It is highly likely that overall harvests of Dall rams are much below the sustainable level, 
averaging about 50% of what is known with certainty to have been available for harvest. 
 
 
None of these statistics indicates an overall problem.  Nevertheless, the impression of a problem 
has been generated.  My hypothesis is that this impression has been generated through artful 
manipulation of the Board proposal process. 
 
I counted 14 proposals alleging the sorts of problems (primarily attributed to guided nonresident 
hunters) which are not supportable by data.  Six of these were submitted by two individuals, both 
with Fairbanks Advisory Committee connections.  One of these individuals has a documented 
grudge against guides (in general) over the loss of 80 gallons of avgas he assumes were stolen by 
a guide from a remote SuperCub strip in the Northern Wrangell Mountains.   These folks seem 
passionately committed to populist management restrictions on the hunting options of others 
based on their emotionally-driven impressions which cannot be substantiated by data.  Since 
there are no data (beyond verbal anecdotes) supporting the allegations of crisis, I tend to classify 
the allegations of crisis driven by these opinions, as incident-driven self-interest represented as 
“general-interest." They have successfully built a case on impressions which are directly 
contradicted by the harvest/use data. 
 
[Personal admission:  I don’t think it surprising that I remain “data-driven.”  The data “drug 
me into” full-curl biology, and my life has never been the same.  When data on compromised 
ewe reproduction data (which ultimately lead to full-curl regulation) indicated a problem I 
followed the data to try fixing it.  The “dog I have in this fight” is the same one.  I remain 
committed to management by data at hand rather than the impressions of the self-
aggrieved.   I may be nuts, but at least in this part of my life, I am consistent. When there is no 
data-definable problem, I’m reluctant to embrace a fix, particularly when the “need to fix” is 
driven by specious allegations which are clearly mistaken.  WEH] 
 
But, as they say in TV infomercials, “Wait! There’s more!" 
 
Of the remaining eight proposals, two were from the Bowhunters asking for special-interest 
consideration for themselves (same proposal two different regions).  These proposals 
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“piggybacked” on the allegations of “crowding” and excessive nonresident participation.   These 
allegations don’t match the data either. 
 
This leaves six proposals.  Of these, I know at least three were submitted by other persons with 
Advisory Committee connections (in Fairbanks and Healy).  They are based on the same, counter 
to the data, allegations of “nonresidents being the problem.” 
 
The other three proposals are from folks I don’t know.  One allegedly “knows of” a bad actor 
guide.  Certainly, “bad actors,” need rehabilitation; but that seems an insufficient justification for 
radically altering sheep harvest opportunities for everyone. 
 
That leaves one proposal, the one from the Middle Nenana Advisory Committee.  This one 
suggests that the management objective of record for GMU 20A (approved by the Board of 
Game) be altered without even acknowledging it exists.  Going way back to 1976, the Board 
approved three basic management objectives for Dall sheep.  One was “maximum opportunity to 
hunt.”  This has been the objective in GMU 20A ever since.  It has never been changed.  I 
suggest this objective is consistent with constitutional and statutory mandates as well as the 
access, traditional use, and sheep biology of GMU 20A.  For me, this raises the specific question, 
“Is it OK to change a management objective via regulation without first amending the objective 
to require or permit the regulation?   
 
This takes me to my “second hangup.”  It is “policy." 
 
My “dog” here is a dogged adherence to the traditional understanding of the Alaska Constitution, 
Article VIII Section 1, Statement of Policy: "It is the policy of the State to encourage . . . the 
development of its resources by making them available for maximum use consistent with 
the public interest.”   
 
I think making resources (in this case Dall sheep) available for maximum use is reasonably 
clear.  Just what the “public interest” is seems a little more open to interpretation.  Alaska 
Constitution Article VIII Section 2, narrows the scope a little when it says:  “The legislature 
shall provide for the utilization, development, and conservation of all natural resources 
belonging to the state,. . . for the maximum benefit of its people.” 
 
Then there’s our Constitution's famous “Common Use” clause in Section 3, followed by the 
“Sustained Yield” mandate in Section 4.  Section 4 says: “ . . .”wildlife . . . shall be utilized, 
developed, and maintained on the sustained yield principle, subject to preferences among 
beneficial uses.   
 
While there have been some interesting identifications of “preferences among beneficial uses” 
(the limited entry amendment sold by the commercial fishing interests to protect their life style—
i voted for it in, what? 1969?—and the state’s subsistence law), I think the intent of the Alaska 
Constitution is pretty clear.  We want to maximize use within the constraints of 
conservation.  That was the major “political reason,” that went along with the biology we knew 
then that made full curl regulation seem workable.  If we can find a better way to meet the 
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maximum sustainable use mandates for Dall sheep (than full curl), I’ll be for it.  Just how to do 
that better hasn’t come to me yet. 
 
We apparently differ on whether “full-curl" was the best way to do what the constitution directs, 
but I gather we AGREE on the constitutional policy.  The most we can offer within biological 
constraints is the direction we should go. 
 
If we agree on the “”maximum use consistent with the public interest” the opportunity to 
disagree has something to do with the phrase “consistent with the public interest.”  I’m not sure I 
know what, “consistent with the public interest” means. 
 
However, I suggest it must have something to do with the “step down” direction given in Alaska 
Statutes Title 16 where the “Functions of the Commissioner” are enumerated.  First (Section 
16.05.020. Functions of the Commissioner) the Commissioner is responsible for the Department 
of Fish and Game fulfilling the constitutional mandates.  The commissioner’s second duty is the 
ever-popular, “manage, protect, maintain, improve, and extend the  . . .game  . . .resources 
of the state in the interest of the economy and general well-being of the state.”  Again, the 
“benefit of the economy” is pretty clear…make as much money as we can from Dall 
sheep.  Practically, this means maintaining the lucrative opportunity for nonresidents to hunt to 
the maximum extent possible.  The difficult part is understanding what the “general well-being 
of the state” is.  It is almost as vague as “consistent with the public interest.” 
 
With that background as my “dog in the agonistic interaction,” I direct my attention to whether 
the 16 proposals listed on the “Additional Information on Sheep Hunting Proposals”  address the 
general maximum benefit and general well-being of the state.  I seriously question whether these 
proposals should accurately be considered representative of the general feeling that something 
has to be done about “crowding, and too many guides.”  I realize this is the “default”  position 
driven by those forming public opinion on the matter and seemingly affirmed by the 
questionnaire, but I’d like you to consider my perspective. 
 
As I look at the individual proposals, which have accumulated over the last three Board cycles 
(isn’t that six years?), I note the first two proposals  (#106 by respected guide Dan Montgomery 
and # 107 by the Anchorage Adv. Committee) intend to do away with the “any ram” season in 
the Chugach.  They do not address crowding at all.  They seem aimed at either biological 
management of Dall sheep or uniform bag limits.  A historical look at the Chugach Permit 
System will indicate it was based on presumed “genetic conservation,”  and a notable 
underestimation of legal ram presence determined via aerial survey.  Neither of these two 
justifications have held up well over time.  “Genetic conservation” was spurious from the 
outset.   
 
The third proposal (#108, again from Dan Montgomery) has to do with guide/client 
contracts.  Nothing about crowding there (except, by  inference, that other guides may be 
bothering Dan).   
 
The next several proposals begin to address alleged excess guiding, crowding, etc.  Here’s how 
they looked to me: 
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Proposal #109 by Tom Lamal   
Proposal #110 by Jake Sprankle 
Proposal #111 by Backcountry Hunters and Anglers 
Proposal #112 by Vern Fiehler 
 
These four proposals include two by Tom Lamal and Jake Sprankle (who seem to be leaders in 
the “crowding movement” with Advisory Committee experience, and who, together, have 
authored a total of five of the 16 proposals listed), a proposal by the Backcountry Hunters and 
Anglers, and another proposal by an advisory committee-associated person from the Healy 
area.  I wonder if these should be considered as representative of the broad public interest. 
 
From looking over the websites of the Backcountry Hunters and Anglers, and knowing their 
positions in Alaska on many proactive management actions, I am uncertain this group’s agenda 
represent the mainstream of general well-being to the state.  The Backcountry folks do not look 
like traditional, “maximal use” is their top priority. 
 
Additionally, the Advisory Committee linkage of the other authors of these proposals raises, for 
me, the question of why, (if these views on crowding, too many guides, too many nonresidents 
etc, represent the people or the “general well-being” of their communities), these proposals came 
from individual and not through the Advisory Committee system. 
 
The next proposal, #113, seeks a special advantage (a special early season for them only) for 
bowhunters.  It alleges “overcrowding” but seems to have cited that more as a concept or 
supplemental argument than a major concern.  Bowhunting Dall sheep works best when only the 
individual bowhunter is in the field.  Creating a special season for relatively small Dall sheep 
bowhunting community does not seem a “benefit of the general well-being” proposal to me.  If 
bowhunters want to be alone, they currently have the option of hunting late in the season. 
 
The next proposal, #123, from the Middle Nenana Advisory Committee, proposes to restrict 
hunting opportunity in GMU 20.  While this may represent the views of the local advisory 
committee, the committee fails to recognize that they are seeking to set aside a Board Approved 
Management Plan Objective of long standing without addressing this presently-existing 
management plan.  The objective for GMU 20 has been “maximum opportunity to hunt” since 
the Board approved the Sheep Management Plans in 1976.  It seems to me that if the broader 
public interest in GMU 20 were to be considered, the appropriate methodology would be to first 
amend the management plan to allow what the Middle Nenana Adv. Comm. prefers.  Shouldn’t 
the management objective be deliberated and changed before we alter the regulations?  The 
Alaska Range East of Mt. McKinley is one of the “hot spots” for guided activities (Joe Want’s 
analysis), but that is consistent with the existing use objective. 
 
Proposal #115, by Dave Machachek (another Advisory Committee member submitting a 
personal proposal) seeks to create a special youth hunt in late July to preserve hunting traditions 
which he holds can’t be maintained under existing seasons and bag limits. 
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Proposal #116, by Keenan Zerkel alleges that residents don’t have adequate opportunity in the 
“Central/Southwest Region, because of pressure from guides and nonresident hunters.  Keenan 
asserts the chances  for a successful hunt for a resident are “slim to none.”   I encourage the 
Board to check resident harvest success to see if Keenan’s “slim to none” is accurate. 
 
Proposal #117, by Paul Ferucci is also for the Central/Southwest Region. With all respect due to 
Paul, His statistics don’t seem to match those with which I am familiar.  He seems to  think 
guided hunters take too high a percentage of the sheep in the “Central/Southwest”—is that the 
Alaska Range West?   Joe Want identified a guided “hot spot” in the Alaska Range 
West.  Additionally, Paul would prefer that the percent of harvest rams look more like other 
western states where sheep resources are incomparably smaller than here in Alaska. 
 
Proposals #118 and #119 are from the team of Lamal and Sprankle.  They propose essentially 
the same things as proposed in other Regions and in other years.  I have to hand it to Tom and 
Jake for creating the impression that their view of the world is broader than themselves by 
continuing to keep the pressure on the Board as individuals.  I’m also grateful that they have 
“kept pounding away,” because it stimulated Joe Want (with me tagging along) to take serious 
looks at the overall sheep harvesting picture.  The impressions conveyed by Tom and Jake are 
not consistent with what Joe has found in the harvest data, and I have checked against my 
recollections.  The statistics do not agree with the allegations of limited opportunity, smaller 
sheep, increasing sheep guides, or increasing resident pressure.  Thanks to Jake and Tom 
stimulating Joe, we now know a great deal than we did when they embarked on this crusade, 
which they have turned into a public perception. 
 
Proposal # 120 is another special-interest season for bowhunters.  It’s essentially the same 
proposal as # 113, only for a different region at a different Board meeting. 
 
Proposal #121 is Jake Sprankle keeping the pressure on with the same proposal for a different 
Region at a different Board meeting from #110. 
 
Proposal #122 is another one from Tom Lamal.  This time, he proposes an earlier opening for 
residents because they don’t get a fair shake in the existing 42-day season.  This seems to be a 
matter of “aesthetics.”  The other allegations of shortage, and success etc. don’t match the 
statistics of record. 
 
Proposal #123 is by Leonard Jewkes, another Advisory Committee member submitting a 
personal proposal.  He’s in agreement with Tom Lamal, with whom he served on the Fairbanks 
Advisory Committee, that an earlier season is needed to give residents a fair shake.  I have to 
wonder if these proposals represent public or special interests.  Few of the statistics they cite as 
justification stand up in the light of reported harvest data and trends. 
 
Proposal #124 is from Chris Gossen.  Chris wants an earlier, "residents only” season because he 
“knows of” one guide that tried to scare off a resident hunter in GMU 25.  Certainly, there are 
unsavory users (both guides and residents) who don’t want to compete with others.  However, 
one has to consider the possibility that this is not a wide-spread enough problem to require a 
regulatory change. 
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On Fri, Dec 12, 2014 at 4:38 PM, Wayne Heimer 
 
Friends, 
 
Things have been crazy for me with the Governor’s subsistence transition team and 
upcoming critical time with accumulated sheep proposals scheduled before the Board 
of Game on the future of sheep harvest management.  The special-interest nature of 
these proposals has got me to thinking beyond the “alligators” to the “swamp 
drainage” issue.  Let me share a bit of my thinking: 
 
The Dall sheep allocation/management proposals scheduled to come before the Board 
of Game in Feb. are critical to the future of sheep hunting in Alaska.  Hence, they are 
a priority for me.  I’ve commented ad nauseum on all of them as they have 
accumulated over the years, and along with Joe Want, have been involved in a 
detailed analysis of the harvest data and trends since antiquity.  However, that 
is “alligator level” thinking and I’d like to look first at “draining the swamp” 
today.   
 
 
“Draining the swamp." 
In your experiences over time, have you ever observed that the structure of the Boards 
of Fish and Game and the way they work (mandatory consideration of individual 
proposals and the local Advisory Committee system, etc.) are designed to 
accommodate (either by granting or “considering”—sometimes beyond what is 
merited) the proposed requests of special interests?   All proposals are supposedly 
given equal weight and consideration, but tacitly ask “special-interest” questions 
regarding “justification.”  The proposal form does not ask how this proposal comports 
with policy set by the Alaska Constitution or Alaska Statutes, but rather “Who will 
benefit?” and “Who will be harmed?"   This special-interest focus suggests the only 
force standing between special-interest and rational overall management/allocation is 
the integrity of the individual members of the Boards of Fish and Game.  For the most 
part, this has worked well over the years, but places an undue social burden on the 
Boards. 
 
This is because the normal “check and balance” system of our representative 
democracy has traditionally been inoperative with respect to the Alaska Boards of 
Fish and Game.  As a matter of origin and function, the Board of Game (my particular 
interest with the proposed “advantages” to resident sheep-regulation proposers) is a 
Legislative Branch function.  The Department of Fish and Game (through the 
Commissioner) is an Executive Branch function.   
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If the constitutional/statutory “check/balance” system were functioning, the Executive 
Branch (through the Commissioner) would represent the “broader 
constitutional/statutory picture” while the Board of Game represented the “narrower” 
(parochial or special-interest) view.  The resulting resolution of these two perspectives 
should provide a stable and balanced regulatory system.  However, there are 
complications. 
 
The fact that the Commissioner must be recommended (for appointment) to the 
Governor by the Joint Boards of Fish and Game, and then confirmed by the 
Legislature tends to “disable” the effectiveness of the Commissioner as a “check” on 
“balancing” Board autonomy.  Additionally, the tradition that the “Department 
(technically the Commissioner’s office) “manages” and the Boards “allocate” also 
tends to separate “management" from “allocation" which limits the check/balance 
function as a constraint on special-interest allocation/management.   When we have 
Board of Game (or Fisheries) members with backgrounds in the Executive Branch 
(i.e. the Department of Fish and Game), we have a further blurring of 
the “Executive/Legislative and management/allocation" functions.  Finally, when the 
Board generates its own proposals and the Department/Commissioner/Executive 
Branch declines to participate in “allocation,” we tend toward an unbalanced 
system.  Under these circumstances, special-interest benefit becomes a more serious 
threat.  I think this is where we are with the sheep allocation/management proposals 
which have accumulated over time due to Board of Game reluctance to say “no” to 
persistent resident sheep hunting speical-interest. 
 
Lacking a Commissioner willing to tell the Board of Game, “I can’t perform my 
mandated management duties if you accommodate this or that special interest, so 
don’t do it!” the Board of Game has a long history of finding it difficult to say “no” to 
special-interests.  This seems to have given us the present sheep proposal situation.  I 
suggest this has been because the biological and management facts have 
been obscured by intuitive perceptions of Dall sheep harvest opportunities plus the 
fact that the special-interest here is primarily resident special interest with a populist 
flavor.   
 
With the Commissioner’s office providing no guidance with respect to Article VIII of 
the Alaska Constitution and Alaska Statutes Title 16, the remaining “check/balance" 
is the citizenry which must somehow organize and deliver a sufficient quantity and 
quality of testimony to counteract that presented by the special interests which have 
the advantage.  It is clear that the present situation favors the resident-sheep hunter 
position.  I perceive (accurately or not) the attitude that “we’ve got to do something” 
because this problem is so severe.  I question the severity of the problem; it has been 
highlighted and driven by a small vocal segment with a special-interest.   
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Now, for some “alligator-level digression:   
 
Based on my experience and familiarity with Dall sheep management over the last 
40+ years, I see no data-definable problem, but rather a cultivated perception that 
crowding is a problem that can only be solved by restricting participation.   Plenty of 
personal anecdotes seem to buttress the perception that the ancestral 
competition/resentment between resident and nonresident hunters needs 
addressing.  Still, the data simply aren’t there.  Hence, I argue special-interest in the 
absence of a functional “check/balance” is about to “run away with the system;” and 
compromise the longer term future of Dall sheep conservation in Alaska.   
 
Here are the facts of the situation:   
 
There are fewer Dall sheep than at some times in the past, but we’re not at historically 
low levels.   
 
Nevertheless, we’re taking only half of the rams known to be available for harvest 
(from the “Want method" age structure analysis:  See Heimer, W. E. 
2012.  Calculating Harvest rates for Alaskan Dall rams using reported harvest age 
structure: implications for Dall sheep management in Alaska.  Bienn. Proc. North. 
Wild Sheep and Goat Counc. 18. pp 15-24).  This fifty percent harvest level has been 
the pattern for the last 20 years.   
 
There are fewer hunters than ever before.  Hunter participation is about half of what it 
was 20 years ago. 
 
Overall hunter success remains as high as it has ever been.  Present hunter success is 
higher than at some times during “the good old days” circa the late 1960s.   
 
Average horn size is stable at historically high lengths.   
 
Nonresidents do not take older/larger sheep than residents, though their success rate 
(probably due to required guide) is about twice as great. 
 
The percentage of unusually large rams ( >40 inches in length) in the harvest has been 
highly variable over the last 24 years (average of 0.04% with range from high of 
0.075% in 1995 to the 0.027% in 2008).  This percentage appears to be somewhat 
cyclic over the last 24 years.  The last three years have indicated a downward trend, 
with 2011 being unusually high at 0.061%, 2012 being slightly above average at 
0.48% and 2013 being 0.35% (slightly below the overall mean).  There is no way to 
credibly argue (from these data) that we’re presently in worse shape regarding 
unusually large sheep. 
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Hunter numbers are declining , and have been doing so for the last 20 years.  This is 
the greatest concern I can identify.  The "North American Model” requires a sense 
of “use-based ownership” to foster effective participation in conservation. 
 
Half of the entire season’s effort and harvest are crammed into the first 10 days of a 
42-day season.  This may account for the perception that we have too many hunters 
(and guides) when the remaining 32 days of the season are sparsely used. 
 
Additionally,  oil prices are tanking…which makes management for the "benefit of 
the economy," AS 16.05.020(2), a high priority.  Maximizing benefit to Alaska’s 
economy (and the ADF&G budget) requires maximizing license sales to both 
residents and nonresidents.  It appears likely that “general fund money” should not be 
counted on to supplement the Fish and Game Fund for federal match in the next few 
years.   
 
There is no biological crisis, and the perceived “social crisis” can be solved via 
individual choice to hunt later in the season.  The entire “crowding 
perception” results from the overall choice individual hunters 
make when they cram themselves into the first quarter of the 
season.  Hunters may need more information on how to achieve 
the hunting experience they desire, but regulatory restrictions on 
opportunity at this time would be a mistaken approach 
considering the present situation and longer-term future. 
 
Weather has not been favorable lately; but there is credible evidence that the “Pacific 
decadal oscillation” (a 10-year warming/cooling event in the Pacific that affects 
Alaska weather) is real and affects wildlife.  Nobody actually know how badly the 
weather has affected sheep in any specific locality, let alone statewide.  If we had total 
lamb production failures this year (and last) in the Brooks Range, this means we’ll be 
in a “crunch” for legal rams in 8-9 year in the Brooks Range (at least those portions 
where lamb production was a total failure).  This has happened before, and will 
happen in the future.   
 
Experience shows aerial surveys typically overestimate 
negative population effects.  Hunters on the ground always seem 
to find more rams than biologists sitting in airplanes. 
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Reference to past sheep management history (and the associated data) will show 
that we’ve weathered everything today's special-interests are highlighting as requiring 
critical regulation change.  Yet, the sheep and hunters have survived in a relatively 
constant relationship.  I perceive a certain “manufactured crisis mentality” associated 
with this issue.  I suggest we take care to look beyond the well-orchestrated special-
interest perspective as we consider the longer term conservation of Dall sheep in 
Alaska, and the benefits of rational (not emotional) management benefits for Dall 
sheep hunting in Alaska’s future. 
 
Now, back to the “swamp-draining” level: 
 
The Commissioner, if interested in fulfilling his/her,  statutory duties must take the 
“benefit of the economy" into account in situations like this one, and should “check or 
balance” the special-interests of activist residents seeking to alter long-term 
management outcomes for their immediate special interests.  If the Commissioner 
does not assist the Board of Game in this arena, it becomes incumbent on the Board to 
manage responsibly according to biological, management, and constitutional/statutory 
priorities without the Commissioner’s help.  It should not fall (as it always has) to 
the “general-interest” portion of Alaskan hunters to perform the Commissioner’s 
check/balance function.  But that’s the way it is, which occasioned my repetitious 
citation of the “alligator-level” facts above.  The Board is not within the Executive 
Branch of government, but in the absence of an active Commissioner, it falls to the 
Board to do his/her job if constitutional and statutory mandates are to be followed. 
 
The other Commissioner’s (AS 16.05.020(2)) duty is to manage 
for the "general well-being" of the state.   
 
When resident special-interests attempting to exclude other hunters (the dominating 
special-interest of the moment) demonstrate a benefit to “general well-being” that 
swamps the economic criterion as we look at a light, stable harvest of mature rams 
while the state faces an economic decline, I’ll be more willing to consider “solving” 
the perceived (but not demonstrable—other than via a questionnaire documenting 
popular (and I think cultured) distress of resident hunters seeking their own special 
interests) problem.  For now, it makes neither “alligator-level” nor “swamp-level” 
sense to me.   
 
 
Wayne E. Heimer 
Sheep Biologist ADF&G 1971-1997 
1098 Chena Pump Road 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709 
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Submitted By
jane grant

Submited On
12/23/2014 7:20:04 AM

Affiliation

Phone
1224513089

Email
janeg4223@gmail.com

Address
4 old church road
torry
aberdeen, Other ab118ds

i just want to say that hunting and killing these amazing animals is so wrong they are part of our planet enough destruction is going on in the
world as it is , these precious animals should be allowed to live freely and not be killed to be someones trophy .  LEAVE THEM BE LET
THEM LIVE IN PEACE AS WE PROTECT OUR FAMILES THEY PROTECT THEIRS ITS NATURE AND NATURE IS WONDERFUL .
 watch them from a distance and get to understand them . no more hunting or killing . OUR WORLD IS FALLING APART WITH ALL THE
WEAPONS OF DESTRUCTION AND GLOBAL WARMING WE ARE NOT GOING TO HAVE A PLANET ALL SOON ENOUGH SO
ENJOY WHAT WE HAVE NOW . CHOOSE LIFE , CHOOSE TO LET LIVE .
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Submitted By
Kathleen Cheatham

Submited On
12/23/2014 6:00:53 AM

Affiliation

Phone
602-237-4619

Email
lkmb1234@aol.com

Address
11202 s 51 ave
laveen, Arizona 85339

Please save the habitat and the wolves, stop this sensless destruction and killing.
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Submitted By
Mary Ann Sturdevant

Submited On
12/23/2014 12:21:25 PM

Affiliation

Phone
317 565 9738

Email
tilley1224@gmail.com

Address
8454 East State Road 47
Sheridan, Indiana 46069

PLEASE ... SAVE OUR WOLVES ... ALL OF THEM
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January 23, 2015 
 
Alaska Board of Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
 
Dear Alaska Board of Game: 
 
I am writing to strongly urge your support of Proposal 105, scheduled for consideration at the 
Central/Southwest Region meeting on February 13.  I am the author of Proposal 105 and I have 
had discussions with ADFG staff, numerous refuge users (mostly hunters and fishers), and the 
Anchorage and Mat-Su Fish and Game Advisory Committees.  I would like to clarify my 
intentions in submitting this proposal and address a couple of concerns that have been raised. 
 
I am aware that only the Alaska Legislature can modify the boundary of Palmer Hay Flats State 
Game Refuge in AS 16.20.032 to include the parcels that I have described.  My goal in asking 
the Board of Game to act under AS 16.05.255(a)(1) is simply to have the Board endorse these 
lands for inclusion in the refuge through letters to Southcentral Alaska Legislators, the Governor 
and the Commissioner of ADFG. 
 
During discussions of Proposal 105, some individuals have been unduly concerned that 
including these parcels in the refuge would increase restrictions on public access—primarily 
motorized access.  First, these parcels were originally private land that we not open to the 
public; now they are owned by the state and open to public access.  Second, the public and 
private collaborators that purchased these parcels for fish and wildlife and related public uses 
attached conservation covenants on the titles to ensure that the lands would be managed 
consistent with the purposes of the state refuge.  Thus, these additions would have no more 
and no fewer restrictions than any other part of the refuge, as guided by the refuge 
management plan and regulations. 
 
Given that the state owns these parcels and they are bound to be managed consistent with 
refuge policies, some view statutory changes to the refuge boundary as a minor housekeeping 
issue that is not important.  We refuge users and others, however, believe that officially 
consolidating these lands into the refuge: (1) fulfills the promises made to conservation 
partners that acquired these parcels for public benefit; (2) designates ADFG as the primary 
manager of the entire refuge vs. the current ADNR responsibilities on these parcels; (3) 
facilitates ADFG investment in improvements to fish and wildlife habitat and public access; and 
(4) clarifies land status and applicable regulations for enforcement purposes. 
 
Finally, my original proposal specifically named five parcels that were purchased explicitly for 
the refuge and “other similarly situated parcels” that I may not have been aware of.  Since I 
submitted the proposal, I have learned that ADNR has acquired two parcels adjacent to the 
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refuge in trades with Mat-Su Borough.  Also, the Turner property was acquired for the refuge 
and transferred to ADNR with conservation covenants similar to the other parcels.  These eight 
parcels (map attached) were clearly acquired for the refuge and should be included in a Board 
endorsement. 
 
I appreciate the Board’s consideration of this proposal to demonstrate support for the 
acquisition and conservation of fish and wildlife habitats in our state game refuges.  Your active 
support will enhance the public’s access to well-managed hunting, fishing and outdoor 
recreation experiences. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Thomas C. Rothe 
11828 Broadwater Drive 
Eagle River, AK, 99577 
(907) 694-9068 
Tom.halcyon@gmail.com 
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January 23, 2015 
 
Alaska Board of Game 
ADFG Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
 
Dear Alaska Board of Game: 
 
I am writing to urge the Board to vote NO on Proposal 131, scheduled for consideration at the 
Central/Southwest Region meeting on February 13. 
 
This proposal would reduce the bag limit for goldeneyes (Common and Barrow’s) to 3 daily in 
the Central/Southwest Region.  Goldeneyes are included in the general duck bag limit which is 
currently 8 daily in Units 14, 16 and 9; and 10 daily in the remainder of the region.  This 
proposal would reduce potential limits for goldeneyes by 63% in coastal units and by 87% in 
other GMUs. 
 
First and foremost, this proposal is not warranted based on conservation needs at any 
geographic level.  It is not supported by data from current population surveys.  Though much of 
the goldeneye breeding range across interior and northern Alaska and northwest Canada is not 
covered by breeding waterfowl surveys and goldeneyes are difficult to detect in forested and 
taiga habitats, standard spring aerial surveys conducted since 1955 indicate a substantial 
increase in goldeneyes across Alaska and western North America since the 1980s.  Most 
common goldeneyes leave Alaska by late October and various coastal surveys indicate that only 
5-15% of goldeneyes wintering in Alaska are common goldeneyes.  In contrast, Barrow’s 
goldeneyes winter in southern Alaska, mostly in coastal areas of Southcentral and Southeast 
Alaska.  Winter surveys and recent telemetry studies indicate that there may be at least 
165,000 Barrow’s goldeneyes wintering in Alaska, and that there is little mixing with Barrow’s 
goldeneyes that winter in British Columbia and further south. 
 
This proposal also is not supported by data that show a significant harvest of goldeneyes in 
Alaska.  Both common and Barrow’s goldeneyes are widely distributed across Alaska and are 
harvested sparsely in many areas from September through late October.  Goldeneyes are 
relatively uncommon after that in the Central/Southwest Region.  Unlike common goldeneyes, 
wintering Barrow’s goldeneyes are abundant in coastal areas after October and are mostly 
taken as part of late season harvests of mallards and sea ducks.  Though Barrow’s goldeneyes 
constitute an important part of late duck harvests along the Gulf Coast, Southeast and Kodiak, 
the harvest is small relative to the number of wintering birds.  Since 1999 when the national 
harvest survey was improved, Alaska duck harvest has averaged 71,770 birds, including 
averages of less than 1,300 Common Goldeneyes (1.8% of Alaska duck harvest) and about 1,900 
Barrow’s goldeneyes (2.6% of Alaska duck harvest). 
 

1 
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A reduction in goldeneye bag limits, as recommended in Proposal 131, would add unnecessary 
complexity to regulations for hunters and enforcement officers during September and October 
and it would substantially reduce harvest opportunities for late season hunters in coastal 
communities—all without a basis in management data or benefit for species conservation. 
 
I appreciate the Board’s consideration of my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Thomas C. Rothe 
11828 Broadwater Drive 
Eagle River, AK, 99577 
(907) 694-9068 
Tom.halcyon@gmail.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Estimates of goldeneye harvest in Alaska 1999-2013 from the Harvest Information Program. 
 
 

2 
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January 23, 2015 
 
Alaska Board of Game 
ADFG Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
 
Dear Alaska Board of Game: 
 
I am writing to urge the Board to vote NO on Proposal 132, scheduled for consideration at the 
Central/Southwest Region meeting on February 13 (also submitted as Proposal 34 for Southeast Region 
and Proposal 192 for Southcentral Region). 
 
This proposal would require all migratory bird hunters in Alaska (8,000-10,000) to obtain a harvest 
ticket, record detailed information on every bird they shot, and report all data to ADFG by a deadline, 
under threat of losing eligibility for future hunting. 
 
There is no need for a harvest ticket system to collect such detailed data on harvest of waterfowl, snipe 
and sandhill cranes for management purposes.  Currently, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and ADFG 
collaborate to estimate migratory bird harvest in Alaska through the national Harvest Information 
Program (HIP).  This survey adequately samples hunters, estimates harvest, and estimates composition 
of the harvest by species, sex, and age—and does it at a reasonable and appropriate scale to manage 
bird populations and harvest regulations.   
 
As demonstrated by previous proposals, the submitter advocates for micromanaging duck harvest by 
specific areas and herein would require a detailed harvest database to support that approach.  Whereas, 
federal and state management agencies have always managed bird populations on the basis of broad 
flyways or cohesive population units that can be reliably monitored and regulated through sound 
harvest models.  Micromanagement is not technically feasible, would not match our understanding of 
waterfowl population structuring, and cannot be practically applied to local hunting regulations. 
 
Finally, this proposal would impose burdensome licensing and recording requirements on all hunters, it 
would require substantially more staff time and funding for ADFG to process tickets and harvest data, 
and it would create a large database of individual harvest information that should not be inappropriately 
open to the public—all for no good reason. 
 
I appreciate the Board’s consideration of my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Thomas C. Rothe 
11828 Broadwater Drive 
Eagle River, AK, 99577 
(907) 694-9068 
Tom.halcyon@gmail.com 
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Submitted By
Mark Hamm

Submited On
1/29/2015 11:33:26 PM

Affiliation
Alaska Resident

Phone
907-444-4515

Email
mwhamm@gmail.com

Address
15850 Rasmusson St
Eagle River, Alaska 99577

January 29, 2015

ATTN: Board of Game Comments

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Board Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

 

RE: Management Decisions Relating to Dall Sheep Hunting

 

Dear Members of the Board of Game:

 

There has been much discussion about what to do with the management of Alaska's Dall Sheep.  As a lifelong Alaskan resident and avid
hunter I have paid close attention to the board's tracking of this issue.  There are a multitude of proposals that have been submitted to the
Board of Game, and my aim here is not to support a specific one, but to give you my thoughts on how I would ask you proceed as you
review the many proposals.

I have hunted sheep 5 times over the last 6 years and between my hunting partner and myself, we have had the fortune of harvesting 7
rams with over the counter tags.  Pretty good odds and success.  During the past six years I have hunted the Wrangles, the Alaska Range,
the Brooks Range, and the Kenai Range.

One of the things I love about Alaska is the opportunity for Alaskan Residents to hunt sheep every year with an over the counter harvest
ticket.  I do not support proposals that give more weight to non-resident hunter allocation (directly or indirectly) at the expense of resident
hunters.  It is nice to have trophy areas and a few limited draw areas, but more important is the opportunity for resident hunters to have
annual tags for sheep. 

The proposals that have been put forth by the Chairman and others to limit sheep hunting to a 1 in 4 years opportunity or by a state wide
draw will only really impact resident hunters.  Most non-resident hunters will not be impacted by a 1 in 4 rule or a draw that effectively does
the same thing.  I do not support any proposal that limits resident hunters from the opportunity to hunt annually.

Other proposals by the Chairman and others have suggested that to ease crowding, that hunters should be grouped by last name or some
other category and assigned a revolving 2 week period to hunt.  I do not support this. I have found that a simple way to avoid crowding is
for sheep hunters to choose to hunt during the last 4 weeks of the season.  Usually we have the place to ourselves and our success rate
seems to indicate that we have done pretty well even though we missed the opener. Those who feel there is overcrowding may need to
adjust their own timing instead of being directed to do so by some sort of category or allocation.

Clearly there are areas where guides are heavily using the resources and displacing resident hunters.  An example of this are units 20A
and 19C.  Due to the high presence of guides, I have chosen to hunt other areas.  I believe many residents have made similar choices with
these areas and have been displaced to other areas like the Brooks Range.  Making non-resident hunters draw for tags would limit the
overall harvest and help to alleviate some of the pressure in these areas without having to deal with the legal challenges of implementing a
concession program on State lands.

If the board feels that it must take action to place limits on the harvest of Dall Sheep, I ask that you follow the general principles below:
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Do not limit Alaska resident opportunity to hunt sheep annually.
Do not create a rotating schedule for hunt periods as a way to ease hunting pressure throughout the season.
Do not implement a state wide draw for residents.
If a limiting of hunters must take place, consider first making small limits on non-residents  and then assessing if any improvement
has taken place.
Consider applying the federal framework for regulating guides to the guides conducting sheep hunts on state lands.
Maintain current fullcurl requirement for sport hunting of Dall Sheep statewide.
Consider increasing fees for residents and nonresidents for Dall Sheep harvest tags to offset any lost revenues and to increase
research towards a comprehensive management plan for Dall Sheep.

As a father of young boys, I look forward to the time I can introduce my sons to sheep hunting without having to wait for a draw tag. 
Drawing permits make hunting more cumbersome and more inaccessible to young Alaskan hunters.

Please keep in mind the importance of maintaining the opportunity for resident hunters as you make your decisions. Also please consider
that other western states have generally resolved the issue of limited wild sheep availability by limiting non-residents to a lesser amount of
the harvest and by increasing tag fees.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment and best wishes for your meetings and decisions on this
important issue.

 

Sincerely,

 

Mark Hamm
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Matt Tobin  
18940 Eaglewood Loop 
Eagle River AK 99577 
907-726-7609 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 January 28, 2015  
 
ATTN: Board of Game Comments  
Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game  
Boards Support Section  
P.O. Box 115526  
Juneau, AK 99811-5526  
 
 
Re: Potential Regulatory Changes to Dall Sheep Hunting 

Dear Members of the Board of Game: 

The above photo is from last year’s sheep hunt. We hunted the most heavily hunted area in the 

entire state and we were able to find and shoot 4 rams. We missed another monster but that’s a 

longs story. From Left to right we have a 9 year old double broomed ram, a 10 years old ram that 

measured 39.5” an 8 year old full curl ram, and another 8 year old full curl ram.  These rams were 

taken in the same area that others hunters where hunting and the most heavily hunted part of the 

entire unit.  How can that be possible you ask? How can a ram get to 10 years old and be that big, 

with so many hunters looking for them? It’s because these animals have adapted to the situation 

and know where to hide. The biggest ram in the middle lived to be that big because he was lying in 

the bottom of this small rocky drainage covered in dirt and everyone was looking at the top of the 

mountains from below. This ram had learned to outsmart hunters by staying off the top. The last 

ram was bedded in a bowl that could only be seen by an airplane or someone that knew he might 

be hiding there.  Every year I hunt the same area getting to know the hiding spots of these rams. I 

keep track of the numbers of rams that I see that will be legal the next year and the year after that. 

Last year on one mountain I counted 42 immature rams and 5 rams that will be legal this coming 

year. On another mountain I counted6 rams 1 legal and 5 that will be legal this year. On another 
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mountain I counted 12 rams 1 really large 40”ram and 4 that will be legal this year. On another 

mountain I counted 13 rams two almost legal last year, for sure legal this year.  All of these sheep 

that I have just talked about are within walking distance and all of these sheep were living care free 

lives with no other hunters in sight. All of these sheep where within 20 miles of each other. 

I have hunted this area in the first days of the season and I have hunted it in the last part of the 

season. I have always seen legal rams. I have talked to many hunters that are mad because they see 

hunters and assume it’s hunted out. What I have come to know is that hunters don’t hunt as hard 

as they should. What I know is that sheep get overlooked.  My income is about 45,000 a year so I 

cannot afford airplanes, ATV’s, or even a boat at this time. I do all of my hunting on foot. The area 

that I hunt usually has about 8 hunters at the trail head, and anywhere from 10‐14 guys going in the 

same direction I am. There are several drainages that usually have 2‐8 guys going up and I usually 

see between 2 and 8 airplanes in my area. There are 3 guided outfits that I know of in my area and 

they usually have between 2 and 4 clients hunting sheep in the same area.   As we hike hunters 

begin to drop off at likely looking areas and set up camps. Our group continues to areas I have 

scouted out prior to the season and that are further than the average hunter is willing to walk. Most 

hunters will only go about 1‐2 miles from the trail head in search of a ram. And most will not tackle 

tough rocky terrain. Some old timers simply wait until a ram gets pushed to them.  

So please know that the rams are there the system does work, it’s simply a lack of knowledge and 

grit that keeps hunters from finding and bagging their ram.   

 

Sincerely Matt Tobin 

(First guy in the Photo) 
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																	PO Box 2850, Valdez, Alaska 99686 

	
Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game 
Board of Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811 
 
RE - Central Southeast Meeting 
Proposals 209- Support  Proposal  210 - Oppose  Proposal 211 Support 
Board Members, 

As President of the Prince William Sound Charter Boat Association I am writing to state 
our associations support for Proposal 209 - One black bear every 3 regulatory year and Proposal 
211 - Season change from Sept. 10 to Sept. 25.   Members also oppose Proposal 210- black bear 
registration hunting 
 

At a meeting November 18th we discussed the black bear regulation issues that have now 
become proposals 209-211.   The consensus among members was our black bear population has 
declined over the past several years.  It was also mentioned  that  clear population estimates are 
not available.  A single motion was made to support a regulation of One black bear every 3 
regulatory years AND if more restriction is deemed necessary by the Board a second regulation 
moving the opening of the fall season from September 10th to the 25th  AND to oppose a 
registration hunt for black bear in Unit 6D.  The motion carried with 9 members supporting , 1 
abstaining and 1 undecided.   

 
Prince William Sound Charter Boat Association is an association mostly of charter boat 

business owners.  We have approximately 18 members with at least 4 members that are Big 
Game Transporters.   We have supported a number of regulations that have been detrimental 
financially in an effort to maintain a healthy black bear population and avoid regulations that 
would be extremely detrimental to our members- such as registration hunts.  Past regulations we 
supported by letter or in person include: 

 
No shooting black bear from boats 
Season reduction June 30- June 10 
Season reduction September 1 to September 10  (second time it was submitted) 
Thank you for taking the time to read our concerns and for your service on the Game Board. 
Sincerely, 
 
 
//Signed// 
Melvin Grove 
President / Prince William Sound Charter Boat Association  
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From: Shawn Phillips
To: DFG, BOG Comments (DFG sponsored)
Subject: Board of Game Central Southwest Meeting Proposal 209, 210, 211
Date: Wednesday, January 28, 2015 1:34:25 PM

Board of Game Central/Southwest Meeting

Proposal 209 - Support
I believe that by restricting the harvest limits to one black bear in unit 6D every three
 years will reduce the actual harvest numbers as this area cannot sustain a hunt at its
 current harvest limits. Sow's are an important part of the sustainability and this would
 also lower the harvest of sow's which will allow for a sustainable hunt in the future
 and preserve the species. 

Proposal 210 - Oppose
I oppose this hunt from becoming a registration hunt for black bear in unit 6D because of its close
 proximity to Anchorage and the popularity of the hunt. 

Proposal 211 - Support    
For the reasons of support of proposal 209 I support this proposal to modify the hunting season to open
 September 25, through June 10 for unit 6D for black bear. This would lower actual animals harvested
 and reduce the number of sow's harvested to allow for sustainability and preservation of the species.

Shawn Phillips
PO Box 672 
Whittier, AK 99693
907-227-2004
shawn.m.phillips@aol.com
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From: Larry Gilman, President
To: DFG, BOG Comments (DFG sponsored)
Subject: Proposals 209, 210 and 211 Comments
Date: Wednesday, January 28, 2015 2:05:30 PM

Board of Game Central/Southwest Meeting,
I would like to submit comments for the following proposals for consideration.
 
COMMENTS
Proposal 209 SUPPORT for limiting black bear to unit 6D to one bear every three regulatory years. If
 this regulation is adopted it would reduce the amount of harvest in this unit and keep it a viable
 hunt for the future.
In unit 6D  I have seen a steady decline in the bear population. I believe it is partly due to the smaller
 boats being able to access this area easily. I also believe that hunters are harvesting for the pelt only
 and not for the meat.
 
Proposal 211 OPPOSE I am opposed to this adoption because it shortens the season and does not
 take into account the harvest of the small bears and because I believe that the younger bears will be
 harvested in the spring and a steady decline in the bear population will continue.
 
Proposal 210 OPPOSE I oppose this registration hunt for black bear because I believe that this will
 provide an opportunity for a large amount of bear hunters to target a certain season of bear. This
 will put a great deal of pressure on the bear population. I believe this will promote people to shoot
 first rather than look for the full size bear. This would be a “race” to reach a quota.
 
Larry Gilman
President
907-472-2429 (Office)
907-360-5006 (Cell)
larry@custommarinesvcs.com
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Comments for the Central/Southwest ADF&G Board of Game Meeting 

By: Stephen K. Springer Jr 

I was one of the lucky sheep hunters who got the Alaska Sheep Hunter Survey 
that Todd Brinkman put together.  I answered the questions honestly and 
followed up by going to his meeting and saw the responses.  No surprises really.  
The biggest problem I had with it was that it didn’t get to the main reason why 
residents “feel” crowded.  I believe that reason to be that the guides have all the 
honey holes locked up for their use, and there are a lot of them and they lock up 
a lot of real estate.  I know its public land and we can hunt were they do, but 
that’s not fair to the Nonresident (NR) and who would want the confrontation with 
the guides.   With the best areas locked up, that leaves the Residents (R) hunting 
the small pockets of rams that are near access points which are limited.  More 
and more transporters are working these access points to their limits and sheep 
are moving farther and farther away from them do to the pressure. 

The need to place some areas into draw hunts, due to declining sheep 
populations, results in more concentration in general harvest areas.  I know there 
are less sheep hunters each year, and I’m sure it’s due to these frustrations and 
lack of success.  The higher success rate of NR’s is out of proportion and is due 
in large part to the fact that the guides get the best sheep real estate and of 
course their resources and experience.  This is where the change needs to 
occur. The non-resident take of sheep in Alaska is approximately 46% for the 
entire state (with certain problem areas being as high as 80%). Resident hunters 
have a 25% success rate.  This number is much higher than how other states 
allocate their non-resident harvest.  In theory, if the non-resident harvest was 
lower, those sheep could be harvested by residents 

 NR’s should not harvest twice as more sheep than R’s that is unheard of in other 
states.  The results of the survey show the greatest level of agreement upon 
cause was more professional guides, yet the BOG proposals seem to dismiss 
this altogether.   

This leaves us to the question of what do we do about it?  I feel that we need to 
limit the number of guides like the feds do with a guide concession program for 
the state.  Yukon Territory does it and it works, the Feds. Do it here in AK and it 
works.  This would be my preferred option.  We need to fund DNR properly and 
an increase in the cost of tags for R’s and NR’s could help a little and is long 
overdue.  ADF&G does not actively manage Alaska’s sheep populations, rater 
they rely on the low harvest of only mature rams to prevent overharvest.  This 
doesn’t take into account mortality from other causes, more sheep surveys need 
to be done annually.  
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In regards to specific proposals, I have the following comments: 

PROPOSAL 207 - 5 AAC 92.085. Unlawful methods of taking big game; 
exceptions. Modify sheep hunting opportunities statewide. 

I am in support of # 1. From August 10 to September 20 aircraft may only be 
used to place hunters and camps, maintain existing camps, and salvage meat 
and trophies while used for the purpose of Dall sheep hunting. Using an aircraft 
for the purpose of spotting sheep or locating Dall sheep during the open 
hunting season is prohibited.  I am not in support of the #2 and #3 of this 
proposal however.  I support #1 because I have seen, first hand, hunter/pilots 
looking for sheep during the season and have been accidentally buzzed while 
sheep hunting from pilots intently looking at sheep I was stalking.  I feel this is 
not very sporting.  This tactic is commonly used by guides which is one of the 
reasons NR’s have higher success rates.   

PROPOSAL 208 - 5 AAC 85.055 Hunting seasons and bag limits for Dall 
sheep, and 92.057. Special provisions for Dall sheep and mountain goat 
drawing permit hunts. Review and potentially modify sheep hunting 
opportunities statewide. 

I oppose options for residents in Proposal 208 for many reasons.  Draw options 
for dates will just change when we are all in the field, because as written, most 
R’s would all choose the same option.  As for registering according to his/her 
last name, this would not allow me to hunt with my partners as their last name is 
not in the same group.  I’d have to hunt by myself and that is unsafe.  

Options for NR’s, I support #2. Nonresident hunters on private, state, and BLM 
managed lands will be entered into a limited draw from Aug. 10 to 31, (permit 
allocation by Subunit) followed by a general season harvest ticket hunt.  This 
would earn the state more money for doing sheep surveys, plus give NR’s a 
chance without needing a permit in the late season. 

 

Thank you for considering my comments, 

Steve Springer 

AK Resident Hunter since 1996 
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H. Tiffany BOG Feb. 2015 Letter Page 1 
 

January 29, 2015 

 

Dear Board of Game Members, 

As a lifelong Alaskan resident and professional Master Big Game Guide & Outfitter I 
would like to comment on the board generated proposals before you, specifically those regarding 
the allocation of Dall sheep hunting opportunity here in Alaska, as well as the use of aircraft for 
hunting; proposals 207 and 208.  I will make every effort to be as brief and succinct as I can be 
in my comments.  

As experienced by myself, and many others, there has developed an ever increasing 
social and/or overcrowding problem and issue here in Alaska when in the pursuit of Dall sheep.   

The recent Alaska Sheep Hunter Survey Report by Dr. Brinkman and the ADF&G 2014 
Dall Sheep Board of Game Report has helped to shed some much needed light and insight on 
this growing and contentious issue.  The issues involving our Dall sheep currently are not 
biological nor conservation based but instead entirely social.  The data has been presented and, 
while unpalatable to some, the fact is that eight out of ten sheep hunters (80%) on any given 
sheep hunting mountain are resident hunters and only two (20%) are non-resident guided hunters 
yet it is the non-resident hunter and fisherman that helps to support approximately 80% of the 
ADF&G budget.  I would also like to point out below, in bullet form, a few other pertinent facts 
as to the economic contributions non-resident hunters and guides, and the guiding industry, make 
to our states economic welfare as I consider any drawing system to be, in essence, the “death” of 
any full-time sheep guiding operation as there is little to no predictability or stability after a 
drawing system has been implemented.   

 
The following figures were obtained from the independent study, done by the McDowell 

Group, commissioned by the APHA, based upon 2012 data, the most recent complete data set 
available at the time of publication: 
 

Guiding in Alaska has a Total Economic Activity Impact of $78 million per year 
 
$51 Million in New Dollars to the State Economy through license and tag sales 
 
$12 Million in spending on Goods and Services in Rural Alaska 

 
$1.95 Million in Direct Revenue (ADF&G) in Non-Resident License & Tag sales, 

  which significantly contributed to the $14.9 million in Pitman-Robertson funds in 2012. 
 

703 licensed registered/master guides 
 
89% of licensed Guides are Alaska Residents (Registered / Master Guides)   
 
299 were contracting guides 
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 119 guides guided took 1-5 hunters 
 
 67 guides took 6-10 hunters     
 

52 guides took 11-15 hunters 
 
24 guides took 16-20 hunters 
 
19 guides took 21-25 hunters 
 
18 guides took 26 or more hunters 
 
46% were guided on State Land 
 
Guided Hunting Provided 2,210 jobs 

 
1,620 direct jobs for guides and packers 

 
 $21 million in wages 
 

$13 Million in wages in Rural Alaska 
 
 3,207 hunters and 500 non-hunting companions were hunting visitors to our state   
 

$3.5 million pre and post guided hunt spending  

 

I will not deny that there is an ever increasing over-crowding issue with Dall sheep 
hunting today in many areas of our state and I fully agree that this issue does need to be, and 
should be, addressed but we all must now accept the fact and carry the shared responsibility that 
we are all contributors to this problem.  It is a problem and issue caused by transporters / air-taxi 
operators, guides and their non-resident hunters AND resident hunters and their second-degree of 
kindred relatives.  As such, whatever measures you take and regulations you may implement I 
feel strongly that they should be the same measures for all sheep hunters, regardless of where 
they may reside. 

I would urge you to please consider implementing some alternative regulations, or 
intermediary steps, before taking the huge, and perhaps irreversible, leap into a statewide 
drawing system for sheep allocation.  I think there is a valid and real concern for the “spill-over” 
effect in any measures that are implemented and I would like to see whatever measures are taken 
with regards to sheep hunting be applied statewide, unless other measures are currently in effect. 
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I am sure you have, and will, be presented with many alternatives to a statewide sheep 
drawing system but of the various ideas I have heard to date, below is the one that I am most in 
support of. 

One every four years:  

I think implementing a harvest “one every four years” regulation, just as we have with 
brown bear in many of the coastal regions of this state, deserves serious consideration.  In the 
interest of saving you time I will not go into great detail with regards to the merits of 
implementing a “one every four years” rule for sheep but it does allow everyone to go hunting 
each and every year if they so choose but perhaps it will make them think longer and harder, and 
deliberate with themselves a bit more on the hill, before taking a shot at a ram knowing that if 
they harvest said ram they will not be allowed to harvest another ram for four years. 

 Initially this alternative would not likely have much of an impact on the over-crowding 
issue experienced in many regions of the state but over time I do believe it could have a positive 
effect on the crowding issue and could encourage the selection and harvest of older, more mature 
“trophy” class rams and I would like to see it implemented and given a chance to work before a 
drawing system is implemented. 

 

Proposal 208: 

I am opposed to this proposal but if I were forced, and that is what it would take for me to 
accept proposal 208, to accept it than I would opt for option #2 for non-resident hunters and 
option #1 for resident hunters so in essence the August 10th to 31st time period would be drawing 
hunts for all hunters. 

Further, should the above drawing system be implemented, or any variation thereof, I 
would suggest that no one guide, group or entity be allowed to submit more names / applicants to 
any application pool than there are permits available for that area (e.g. if GMU XXB has 10 Dall 
sheep permits available under a new drawing system than no one guide, group or entity shall be 
allowed to enter more than 10 names/applications into the drawing pool for those ten 
applications). 

I fully agree that non-resident hunters on USFWS and NPS managed lands are already 
very limited and restricted so this proposal does not, and should not, address or affect those 
hunters and hunt areas.  
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Proposal 207: 

 I am in support of this proposal and specifically option #1.   

The argument has, and will, be made that any proposals along these lines are 
unenforceable and I would suggest that is not entirely the case.  In our current day and age of 
technology almost everyone is carrying with them a “smart phone” and more and more I am 
seeing hunters (resident, non-resident and guides alike) carrying these phones into the field on a 
daily basis.  As such, everyone is carrying a video camera with them as well since most all of 
these advanced phones can, and do, easily take video footage.  As such, it would not take much 
effort to capture in video, or in photo, format flying behavior that was not ethical and/or was 
contrary to the language and intent of this proposal.  That footage and an accompanying 
complaint could then be turned into the proper authorities to be investigated.  While this proposal 
might not prevent all such behavior I do believe it would help to curb the misuse of aircraft.  I 
have plenty of video footage over the last 20+ years that we have filmed our hunters’ hunts of 
aircraft not being used ethically by others unassociated with our hunts but not technically 
breaking any regulations or laws.  Simply having a law in regulation can help to educate the 
public as to what is ethical, acceptable and allowable behavior and what is not and its human 
nature, I should hope, to try to be in compliance with the rules and regulations.  A small 
percentage of pilots might ignore this regulation but they are the same ones that might very well 
ignore many other regulations as well and they are the ones that may be using their aircraft 
improperly.  I would like to believe most of the pilots do not currently actively search for, spot 
and locate sheep from the air and as such this proposed regulation should have little to no effect 
on them or their sheep hunting activities but for those that do abuse the use of aircraft there 
would now be a tool for the public to use to bring attention to their unethical behavior. 

Without further clarification for options #2 and #3 as to what would, and would not be, 
permissible under those two options, I do not currently support options #2 and #3 of proposal 
207.   

I thank you, board members, for your continued service to our state, its people and its 
resources and appreciate the time, effort and diligence you bring to your efforts and decisions.   

I think it would be prudent to look at our states nearly 40 year old sheep management 
plan and consider updating and revising it to bring it more current with the changes that have 
occurred within our state over the last four decades and would encourage you to solicit the help 
of a sheep working group in that effort.   

Should you feel it required to make some radical changes now, without a revised sheep 
management plan, I would again ask you to please seriously consider, at least initially, an 
alternative to implementing a statewide Dall sheep drawing system and would suggest the “one 
every four years” option does have merit worth serious consideration but whatever path you 
choose I implore you to make the allocation and regulations the same for all hunters regardless of 
their residency status.  While the minority (the guided non-residents) may overall be more 
successful than the majority (the resident hunters) it is the minority that to date has been carrying 
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the financial burden and contributing the most financially to the efforts to keep sheep on our 
mountains. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Henry D. Tiffany IV 

Lifelong Alaskan & Master Big Game Guide   
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From: Alice Smith
To: DFG, BOG Comments (DFG sponsored)
Subject: Board of Game Comments
Date: Thursday, January 29, 2015 7:59:12 PM

Alaska Board of Game

Central/Southwest Meeting

Comments for Proposal 209

I support the proposal to change the regulation from one bear every year to one bear every 3 regulatory years.

Prince William Sound is a great area to hunt when not overrun with hunters.  This regulation will improve hunting for all
 hunters.

It is a much better option than registration hunting.

Thanks,

Dennis Smith
P.O. Box 326
Willow, AK  99688
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Scott Luber 
5918 East 22nd Ave 
Anchorage, AK 99504 
(907) 830-8733 

info@provingtrailadventures.com 

 

January 28, 2015 
 
ATTN: Board of Game Comments 
Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
 
Re: Potential Regulatory Changes to Dall Sheep Hunting  
 
Dear Members of the Board of Game: 
 
Proving Trail Adventures is a small home-based video production company that focuses on DIY 
Dall sheep hunting in Alaska.  I started this company in 2012 after my hunting partner and I saw 
a need within the sheep hunting community for more education and outreach, because  better 
sheep hunters in the field means a better sheep hunting experience for everyone. We have had 
the privilege of hunting sheep across the state on a mix of state and federal lands. We are the 
only two hunters to have taken a ram from all seven major mountain ranges in Alaska on walk-in 
hunts (that we know of).  Our DIY instructional video has been very successful and as a result I 
have had the fortune to hear from many sheep hunters. Most of these stories have been 
encouraging recaps of the types of impacts hoped for:  how hunters have made smart choices 
regarding ram legality and been inspired to push harder to be successful than they might have 
otherwise.  Based on personal research, experience and input received through my business I 
have some comments to add to the record.  
 
I, like many Alaskans, am concerned about the future of sheep hunting in Alaska. My concern 
stems from the potential for sweeping changes to sheep hunting regulations that address 
localized issues and may unnecessarily restrict resident opportunity. The main issue seems to be 
a perception of crowding and competition. ADFG has reported that there has actually been a 
declining trend in hunter numbers. It is my opinion that the crowding issues are a result of 
bottlenecks at popular airstrips and along high use ATV trails. It is also well known that a high 
percentage of hunters are in the field and corresponding high percentage of the annual harvest 
occurs opening week. There are also several guide use areas that are heavily targeted by guides. I 
think that hunters willing to distance themselves from traditional start locations, hunt later in the 
season and/or avoid high use guide areas will have a more aesthetic hunting experience.   
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Sheep populations have declined over the past decade. This is surely contributing to competition 
for legal rams. However, it is my belief that current hunting has contributed little to this decline 
and is more a function of weather, predation and other natural events. Changes to the regulations 
will not likely result in increased sheep populations. In the areas I have hunted I still generally 
find multiple legal rams and think there is an available surplus of rams. The harvest record 
suggests this as well. Sheep hunting is very difficult. Success tends to be related to the amount of 
effort put into it. I believe there are still available rams in uncrowded hunting conditions but the 
time, effort, and mental fortitude required to find them is increasing. Frankly, I am opposed to 
regulations that attempt to make sheep hunting success easy, especially if the issues raised are 
allocative in nature and related to hunter attitude, effort, and expectations.   
 
With as much information as Brinkman’s recent sheep hunter survey gathered, I don’t think it 
adequately captured hunter effort or expectations.  This missing information may be critical for 
any potential decisions.  For example: what success rate do sheep hunters expect for themselves?  
How far from their mode of transportation are hunters willing to walk to find a legal ram?  If 
perceived crowding and competition issues are stemming from an expectation of a relatively 
easy sheep hunt, that would support the theory that complaints are stemming primarily from 
hotspot bottlenecks and high guide use on unlimited state lands.    
 
I am disappointed the state guide use concession program has stalled. I was optimistic that this 
program would relieve a lot of the crowding and competition issues. I have also noted from my 
personal research that there does appear to be a few unscrupulous guides willing to harvest at 
unsustainable levels in localized areas. The concession program might have weeded out some of 
these “bad apples” and significantly reduced some of the free for all situations occurring on state 
lands.  This would have benefited local sheep populations as well as guides who operate ethically 
under sustained yield principles. The guide concession program would have been a cleaner 
solution than some of the proposed restrictions to nonresident hunters. I acknowledge the 
important economic contribution nonresident hunters make to both the Alaska economy in 
general and specifically to wildlife management. However, I see the benefits of concession 
programs on federal lands and still hope to see similar programs on state lands in Alaska.  
 
I am excited to see resurgence in sheep research and believe that is a key to responsible 
management. To that end I am in support of sheep hunters helping to foot the bill. I understand 
the BOG can’t change license and tag fees, but we urge the BOG to solicit the legislature for 
these changes. Resident sheep hunters are willing to pay a nominal fee ($25-$50) for a sheep tag 
if they knew their dollars were going to help fund sheep management.  I also believe nonresident 
tag fees are absurdly low in comparison to other western states. I recommend nonresident sheep 
tag prices closer to $1000.  Nonresident tags for other species should be examined as well.  
 
In regard to specific proposals: 
 

 Earlier Seasons for Residents: Opposed. There is value to long standing traditional hunt 
dates.  Forty days is ample opportunity for residents. Currently there is one pulse of high 
harvest and participation. This idea could create two:  a resident pulse and another non-
resident pulse resulting in overall higher harvests. Adding length to the resident season 
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might increase resident harvest, at least initially, but I doubt there would be a 
corresponding decline in nonresident harvest.   

 Change all general seasons to registration or draw hunts: Oppose. The most critical 
element of sheep hunting for me and many residents is the opportunity to participate 
annually. Registration hunts can create a derby style hunt and draw hunts eliminate the 
certainty of being able to hunt every year.  

 Shorter season for nonresidents: Neutral. This idea is similar to an earlier season for 
residents in that it could result in two harvest pulses. It does have the potential to reduce 
nonresident harvests. Although it is possible that guides will adapt and be able to 
maintain their harvest levels.  

 Drawing permits required for nonresidents: Support. If the board determines there is an 
allocation issue, then residents should get priority over nonresidents per the Alaska 
constitution. Since nonresidents likely do not hunt sheep in Alaska annually, there is 
minimal hardship to this user group. The biggest impact would be to high volume sheep 
guides.  

 Limit nonresidents hunting with 2nd degree kindred relative: Neutral. I feel this is a 
fantastic perk to being an Alaskan resident. Success rates are more in line with resident 
success rates. However if there is an allocation issue, residents should have priority. 

 Resident only hunts: Oppose. This has the potential to increase resident crowding in these 
hunt areas as well as increase crowding in nonresident allowed areas unless there is some 
restriction placed on nonresident hunter numbers. I note that hunter crowding and low 
numbers of legal rams is still an issue in some places such as the Kenai Mountains that 
traditionally see little guided hunt effort.  Restricting participation in one area could result 
in squeezing more hunters into smaller areas.  

 Limit hunters to hunting only one area: Oppose. Most hunters are only going to do one 
main sheep hunt per year anyway, so this idea would only affect a small percentage of 
hunters and have little impact.  

 Require training or orientation for all hunters: Support. Particularly field judging legal 
rams.  Proving Trail Adventures was founded on the idea of training up better sheep 
hunters and would fully support state-sponsored orientations. I have seen high hunter 
interests in further sheep hunting education. 

 Changes to sealing requirement: Oppose. While there have been some consistency issues 
within ADFG and Wildlife Protection, I support the accountability that sealing has 
brought to the sheep hunting community and trust that ADFG is working to streamline 
sealing procedures.  

 Changes to full-curl bag limit: Oppose. I strongly support full curl management. I believe 
it provides for maximum opportunity and participation as well as being a high standard. 
Full-curl regulations limit harvests to mature rams which helps protect herds from over 
harvest. Reduced horn curl requirements would require limiting opportunity. I also 
believe part of the challenge and reward of a successful hunt is the ability to locate 
mature rams.  

 Reduce bag limit (1 in 4, etc.): Oppose. Very few hunters take more than one ram in a 
four year period. This idea would punish a small group of elite sheep hunters who are 
highly committed and would have no impact on ram demographics or sheep populations.  

 Changes to same day airborne restrictions: Support. Sheep hunting ethics are very 
personal and variable between hunters. However I would support regulations that remove 
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or reduce advantages given to hunters who locate sheep from the air and can pursue those 
sheep almost immediately.  

 Restrict transportation used in some areas: Neutral. As a walk-in hunter the idea of 
additional controlled use areas is appealing.  However, more walk-in areas potentially 
increase bottlenecks at the remaining areas open for motorized access.  If the Board 
decides to implement restrictions to resident sheep hunters this would be our preferred 
approach since it does not reduce season length or the opportunity to participate.  

 Restricted weapons hunts: Opposed. Increasing the season length for a specialized user 
group does not seem like a good strategy during a period of allocation issues. I anticipate 
a majority of hunters utilizing an early restricted weapons hunt would pick up a center 
fire rifle on the regular opening day if unsuccessful early.  

 
In regards to the board-generated options for sheep hunting regulatory changes (RC 9): 
 

 Status Quo: Neutral. I recognize that some hunters are experiencing a crowding or 
competition issue but again believe these situations are localized. I would be satisfied to 
see regulations remain status quo particularly if it is an interim approach while ADFG 
produces a comprehensive statewide sheep management plan. At the same time I see the 
value in addressing current allocation issues with some type of nonresident restriction. 

 Existing draw hunts will stay the same: Support. The current draw hunts provide a special 
opportunity for those lucky enough to draw while maintaining adequate opportunity for 
general harvest hunts. The exception being I would support increased opportunities in the 
Chugach Mountains outside of Unit 14C. This could come in the form of a registration 
hunt or a general season with motorized access restrictions.  Data acquired from recent 
research in this area should provide the best support for or against an increased 
opportunity for resident hunters.  This area going to draw might be contributing to 
crowding issues in other areas.  

 Options for nonresident hunters (options 1 & 2): Support. Either of these options (entire 
season goes draw or just Aug 10-31) would be a good conservative first step in 
addressing allocation issues. We’re not convinced option 2 (Aug. 10-31 draw) would 
result in an overall reduction in ram harvest but it may relieve some crowding issues 
during the time period a majority of resident sheep hunters utilize. 

 Options for resident hunters draw hunts (options 1-4): Oppose. These are the types of 
sweeping regulatory changes not needed at this time that would unnecessarily restrict 
resident opportunity.  While not unprecedented in Alaska with other species (primarily 
caribou), these hunt scenarios would be a radical departure from the traditional sheep 
season.  Any sheep conservation or allocation issues should first be addressed 
conservatively through limitations to nonresidents and evaluated before further 
restrictions are imposed to residents. I believe it would be over-reaching to implement 
these proposals to address localized issues.  

 Options for residents (option 5): Oppose. This idea would separate long standing sheep 
hunting partnerships and penalize the few dedicated teams who enjoy going into the field 
with a reasonable hope (based on their planned and implemented efforts) to have a 
chance at successfully filling two tags on one trip. This option also cuts a traditional 40 
days of opportunity by 2/3rds.  
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 Potential changes to use of aircraft (options 1-3): Support. Again, sheep hunting ethics is 
very personal and variable between hunters.  I believe starting a stalk based on a ram just 
located from the air reduces an element of fair chase.  

 
It is my conclusion that any current conservation issues with sheep in Alaska are the result of 
weather, predation and other natural factors and that sweeping regulatory changes to hunting will 
do little to put more sheep on the mountains.  I am in favor of maximum resident hunting 
opportunities under full curl management. Sweeping statewide regulatory changes are not 
necessary. I believe that the current crowding and competition issues are localized and in some 
cases linked to hunter expectations and effort.  Sheep hunting is hard and no amount of 
regulations can change that, nor should it.  
 
I would like ADFG put forth a formal comprehensive sheep management plan prior to 
implementation of any sweeping regulatory changes. If the BOG decides to make regulatory 
changes it is my hope that you will start by conservatively limiting nonresidents initially and 
then evaluating before cutting resident opportunity.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Scott Luber 
Proving Trail Adventures 
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 To -Alaska Board of Game                  

Re-  Central/Southwest Meeting   

Proposal 209  Support       Proposal  210  Oppose      Proposal 211 Support 

Greetings,  

My name is David Pinquoch, author of Proposals 209 and 211.    

Proposal 209/ one bear every 3  regulatory years   

Why 3 years? - 3 years  produces the most benefit per year.  The 3 year restriction 
reduces harvest by about 50 bears per year based  on approximately 29 hunters would 
harvest a bear the second year and 20 would harvest a bear the 3rd year.  The 4th year 
this drops to 13 hunters based on 2009-2013 stats.  I am not opposed to 4 years but the 
value for the added restriction is marginal.  

Benefits of Proposal 209 - 

• 50 bear per year harvest reduction  
 

• Less hunters in field -Majority of black bear harvested in Unit 6D are by boat -
once a boat owner harvests a bear not only will he/she be restricted from hunting 
it is likely he/she will be less likely to take out friends bear hunting because 
he/she won't be able to hunt 
 

• Improved quality of hunt - less hunters in the field will improve quality of hunt 
 

• Reduced sow harvest -Statistics show hunters who shoot bears annually are 
more likely to harvest sows in 2nd and 3rd year than the 1st year 
 

• Reduced sow harvest - It is likely some hunters will be more selective in the 
bears they shoot when restricted to one every 3 years 

Proposal 211 / moving opening day from Sept. 10 to Sept. 25 -      

Why September 25th?   Most black bear have moved off of salmon streams by the 
25th where they are most vulnerable to hunters.   Staggered season openers -  October 
1 is when doe season opens.  I prefer to avoid putting 2 groups of opening day hunters 
in the field simultaneously, although the number of bear hunters would probably be low 
in the fall.  
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Benefits of Proposal 211 - 

• 34 bear annual harvest reduction 
 

• Reduced sow harvest - best protection for sows by percentage of harvest.  53% 
of bears harvested Sept. 10-25 were sows 2009-2013. 

Proposal 210 - registration hunt  I oppose this option for several reasons 

• Very detrimental financially to Transporters and Guides as it is difficult to get 
commitments from clients who want to book a hunt not knowing if the hunt will 
occur.  Additionally, if the intent of the  registration hunt is going to be  a 
temporary measure to increase bear numbers I hope the Board understands it 
will not just affect years the registration hunt is in place.  Once you lose the 
business, it can take years to reestablish  a client base. 
 

• Detrimental to all hunters who need to plan time off for hunting 
 

• Unit 6D black bear hunting is very popular and a registration hunt could create a 
hunting situation comparable to the chaotic  Bristol Bay commercial fishery.   
Everyone will be in a rush to get a bear before the season closes 
 

• Increased sow harvest.  With the pressure on to get a bear before the season is 
closed hunters are certainly going to be less selective which will likely result in an 
even higher sow harvest which is entirely contrary to the desired outcome   

• Wounded Bear Loss  If the pressure is on to get a bear hunters will certainly be 
taking risky shots and more bears will likely be wounded and die unharvested 

 

My observations -  It is clear the population is down from 10 years ago .     On a 6 
day hunt 10 years ago the average number of bears spotted was 15-35.  In 2013-
2014 that number was 10-20.   The majority of that  decrease the last 2-3years has 
been sows with cubs 

In 2014 I had two sightseeing trips where we anchored in the evening to watch bears 
feeding on salmon.  10 years ago we would see 4-6 bears over a period of 2-3 
hours.  In 2014 I saw one bear at one stream and 2 in another.   In both areas I went 
ashore and walked up the streams.  As soon as I got to an area that was not visible 
from the boat, the shoreline on both sides of both streams was trampled down from 
bear activity.  This area was also out of the sunshine and it was warmer than normal 
in 2014.    The average amount of time a bear stays visible is definitely down.  Even 
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young bears seem to get their fish and go back in the woods.  10 years ago they 
would dine at the stream bank.   Bear behavior is definitely reducing sightings.  

Food source issues -   

In 2012 we had a blueberry crop failure, at least in western Prince William Sound.  
The next spring the number of cubs spotted was down significantly. 

In the 90's when Fish and Game suggests a possible spike in bear numbers, I also 
saw a spike in the number of pink salmon spawning in streams, particularly a lot of 
smaller streams.  In the past few years I have been seeing a lot less pinks in many 
of the smaller streams.  This correlates to the fishery - since 2011 more than double 
the number of salmon seiners are working Prince William Sound than 10 years ago.  
Since 2011 the escapement goals for natural run pink salmon have been lowered.   

Coincidence?  I have to believe there is plenty of other food options, but is it possible 
this has had some effect, especially on sows since they don't travel far? 

An article on Fish and Games website suggests a possible spike in the bear 
population in the 90's.  If there was a spike what is  the traditional population?     

Past Board Participation 

I have been in the forefront on bear proposals for many years. The first restriction 
the board passed back in 2003 for Unit 6D was no shooting black bears from boats - 
I authored that. I supported both seasons changes either in writing or testimony. 

I submitted a proposal last cycle to restrict hunters who shoot a sow to one bear 
every two years which didn't pass.  With a lot of help from our new game biologist, 
Charlotte Westing, statistically it looks like the one bear ever 3 years will not only 
reduce harvest by 50 bears a year, it actually looks like it will reduce the percentage 
of sow harvest better than the sow regulation.  

It doesn't take a rocket scientist to see my goal is to avoid a significant financial loss 
from the implementation of a registration hunt.  Beyond that, I don't believe a 
registration hunt is the right choice for a hunt as popular as Unit 6D black bear when 
it is so close to half of Alaska's population. I think it will increase sow harvest by 
percentage and further erode the quality of the hunt.  Long term I  believe one bear 
every 3 years could turn out to be the best regulation yet for Unit 6D.  It may 
somewhat restore the concept of Unit 6 being a trophy, which was the original intent 
when the regulation went to one bear more than 40 years ago.  

Thank you for your time, 

David Pinquoch  PO Box 623 Whittier, AK 99693   907 715-7447 
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From: Aquetec LLC Prince William Sound Lodging and Research Support
To: DFG, BOG Comments (DFG sponsored)
Subject: Central/Southwest Meeting
Date: Friday, January 30, 2015 1:16:11 PM

Proposal 209 (Restricting take to one bear every three years)
Oppose
In my business experience a large percentage of my clients are 'once in a lifetime' bear
 hunters so restricting the take to only one bear every three years would not really help the
 bear population. It would affect only the hunters that try and get a bear every year while
 they're out shrimping and fishing (incidental type hunting) and I don't believe they get one
 every year anyway. However I don't have the stats on that so it is possible that it could reduce
 the numbers of bears taken but it seems like it would not be significant.
 
Proposal 210 (Registration black bear hunt for Prince William Sound)
Oppose
Although making this hunt a registration hunt is the easiest way for ADF&G to manage the
 hunt, it would adversely affect all commercial operators (guides and transporters based out of
 Whittier, Valdez, Cordova and Anchorage) that operate in Prince William Sound. They would
 not be able to take reservations from clients ahead of time (these trips are usually booked 6
 to 12 months ahead) because they would never know when the season was going to close.
 Adversely affecting so many small Alaskan businesses will have an adverse ripple affect on the
 economy in the area.
 
Proposal 211 (Shortening the fall hunting season)
Support
Shortening the season by 15 days should help reduce the number of bear taken. They are easy
 to hunt during September but towards the end of September get harder to find. If this isn't
 enough, the spring season could also be shortened again at a later date to further reduce the
 take.
 
Matt Cline
P.O. Box 643
Whittier, AK, 99693  
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From: Heidi Cline
To: DFG, BOG Comments (DFG sponsored)
Subject: Central/Southwest meeting
Date: Friday, January 30, 2015 1:18:23 PM

Proposal 209 (Restricting take to one bear every three years)
Support
I think restricting the black bear take to one bear every three years in Prince William Sound
 would help to reduce the numbers of bears taken over all. Those hunters wanting a bear
 every season can hunt other areas in between those years to spread their impact.
 
Proposal 210 (Registration black bear hunt for Prince William Sound)
Oppose
I agree that making this hunt a registration hunt would make it easy for Fish and Game to
 control the annual take but it would also make it impossible for small businesses (guides and
 transporters from Anchorage, Valdez, Cordova and Whittier) that utilize that hunt in their
 business to take any reservations from clients. These trips necessarily have to be scheduled
 way ahead of time and if the quota was suddenly reached mid-season, they would have to
 cancel hunts and return deposits which would be crippling to those businesses. It would be
 too late to book anything else at such short notice. Adversely affecting these small businesses
 will have a negative ripple effect on the economy in the area. 
 
Proposal 211 (Shortening the fall hunting season)
Support
Shortening the season (either in spring or fall or both) by 15 days should help reduce the
 number of bear taken. There are still many boats out there in September because the fishing
 is still good so incidental bear hunts take place at that time. By the end of September, the
 number of boats heading out to the sound for hunting has been reduced by a significant
 number (as a result of the weather.)
 
Heidi Cline
P.O. Box 162
Cordova, AK, 99574  
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From: James Blake
To: DFG, BOG Comments (DFG sponsored)
Subject: FW: Central / southwest meeting Proposal 209
Date: Friday, January 30, 2015 4:24:15 PM

 


From: bimblake@hotmail.com
To: agtc.david@gmail.com; bimblake@hotmail.com
Subject: Central / southwest meeting
Date: Fri, 30 Jan 2015 23:50:32 +0000

To whom it may concern @ ADF&G,   The black bears are being heavily hit in PWS ever since
 the opening of the tunnels. The quality and quantity are both greatly reduced. A bear every 3
 years would be very helpful in their recovery. Without adding a lot of administrative work that
 would come with a registration type hunt. But I would be in favor of some type of regulation
 on black bears for the PWS. This is something that needs done soon.       James A Blake.  AK
 guide # 1207
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Submitted By
Stephen Stidham

Submited On
1/30/2015 11:55:22 AM

Affiliation

Please approve; 

The Alaska Backcountry Hunters proposal #111 to limit nonresident sheep hunters in all of Region III,,

 

For the last 5 years I have had my sheep hunting opportunities affected by guides and non-resident sheep hunters. Through
either direct conflict on the ground with guides or by Air Transporters refusing to fly me into drainages because guides work
that drainage. The quality of sheep hunting for residents is very poor in many areas where both guides and nonresidents
have no limits, because of these issues.

To continue to allow non residents to have primary access to our best sheep hunting areas is unfair to resident sheep
hunters.  On two of my last 5 hunts I have encountered guide camps setup before the start of the season and had guides
inform me that they were waiting on clients to arrive and that they were going to hunt the valleys I had planned on accessing.
These were NOT friendly encounters. Guides are dominating state land and thereby blocking residents from having sheep
hunting opportunity into the prime areas that sheep inhabit. Guides are influencing Air Transporters to not fly residents in
their areas by threatening to withhold their business if they do.  Please support this proposal to give resident sheep hunters a
fair chance at our ALASKAN sheep resource.
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Submitted By
Scott Yeats

Submited On
1/30/2015 12:00:00 PM

Affiliation

I do not support any of the proposed changes to sheep hunting that are currently before the BOG for consideration.  While there are several
that attempt to provide solutions to a complex problem they all miss the mark in one way or another.  As a resident hunter I can understand
and empathize with other resident hunters who feel like their opportunity to successfully hunt and harvest sheep is negatively impacted by
non-resident hunters.  However, I do not believe that problem is nearly as widespread as some individuals perceive it to be.  While the
data provided by ADF&G does show several GMU's with high numbers of non-residents relative to resident hunters it seems premature to
enact proposals with state-wide impacts.

In my personal sheep hunts over the past 5 years in the Alaska Range, Wrangell’s, Talkeetna’s and Tanana Uplands I have not seen
another individual hunting sheep.  This indicates to me that crowding is a localized issue and should not be addressed at the state-wide
level.  As a resident I am not willing to have my opportunities reduced as a compromise to reducing the numbers of non-residents.  If hunter
numbers start climbing in the future it makes sense to consider different regulations, but when the number of hunters is falling it
doesn't.  We are in a time of low sheep numbers which requires patience on the part of hunters.  I am very interested in preserving sheep
hunting for future generations.  If the numbers and science say we are impacting the long term health of the sheep herds via harvest then
we definitely need to make changes.  If sheep population changes are simply a result of stochastic events than I would hate to overreact
and make changes to sheep hunting opportunities that are difficult to undo once enacted. 

I would strongly encourage the BOG to reject all proposals that make changes to current sheep hunting opportunities.  Future changes can
be considered if hunter success rates begin to decline, or hunter numbers begin to increase.
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Submitted By
Aaron

Submited On
1/30/2015 12:00:33 PM

Affiliation

Proposal #52

Adopt Proposal #52 is a proposal I wrote to slightly liberalize non-resident hunting opportunity in unit 17A.  It should be very difficult for the
Board to justify any of the curent restrictions on non-resident hunters in unit 17A.  This is the area with the most dramatic dynamics of
expanding moose populations anywhere in Alaska History.  By ADF&G's estimation moose are at or nearing carrying capacity.  Resident
hunters have a 2 moose bag limit!  There is also a lengthy winter hunting season for Resident hunters.  These regulations have been
written by a working group that, unlike other working groups that make allocative suggestions to the Board, has no representation from
outside the region.  The group has no representatives speaking for non-residents and no representative speaking for non-local Alaskans. 
This area has much moore restrictive regulations than areas immediately to the east in the Wood-Tikchik and Nuxhugak drainages while
these areas have lower moose density, higher resident pressure and more guide activity.  These areas have a either a registration permit
system for non-residents or a general harvest.  At minimum I would like to see a 2 mile non-resident closed corridor similar to the
Nushagak Drainage (not a no-fly zone).  This would allow float trips to terminate in the Togiak River while encouraging non-residents to
take out quickly after they get there because they could not hunt.  At this point I think it would also be appropriate to include this area in the
non-resident registration permit system in place for 17B.  How can the board justify such draconian restrictions in one of the most remote
moose populaitons in Alaska that is also the MOST productive moose population anywhere in the state?

Ammend and Adopt Proposals 90&91 Have the same goal: To convert 13D goat drawings to registrations.  My proposal (91) seeks to
simply add this area to RG 580.  After further consideration I think 13D should have it's own registration hunt or hunts.  Up to 3 seperate
registration areas may be desired to spread pressure.  I wrote a proposal three Board Cycles ago to open the southern portion of 13D to
registration.  This proposal was also opposed by ADF&G yet the board approved it.  It has provided up to about five goats per year for
hunters that would otherwise not have had this oportunity with zero conservation issues... Now that sheep are on a drawing system the rest
of 13D is in a similar situation.  There is no longer the incentive for every sheep hunter, in an open syste, to also grab a goat tag.  Goats
are also now much more available for hunters with about half of the total statewide harvest coming from Kodiak Island.  Most of unit 13D is
very rough country with large areas that most hunters can't acess providing goats with a refuge.  These proposed registration hunts may
reach their quota but it will not be in an opening weekend rush like some more accessible areas.  I support a limited registration hunt in unit
13D.

Adopt Proposal #93  The brown bear baiting season in 13D has greatly increased the oportunity for the public to take brown bears in a
highly wooded subunit.  This is great but it has also caused some conflicts from new users in the area.  Having baited in the area for over
10 years these conflicts are new.  Incidents of stolen tree stands, trail cameras and confrontations in the field were reported this spring on
private property in the unit.  By expanding the area to include all of unit 13 and Unit 11, I hope to ease these conflicts slightly by spreading
out hunting pressure.   This proposal also seeks to increase harvest in areas of Unti 13 that will decrease due to the removal of the area
from the extra guide use areas for predation control.  

Take no Action on ALL Sheep Proposals.  The current suite of sheep hunting proposals deserves more attention and should be worked
through in a deliberative process with ADF&G.  I suggest taking no action on the current Proposals and directing the Department to write a
comprehensive Sheep Management Plan over the next year.  A "Working Group" of stakeholders may be necessary to suggest allocation
and methods and means to ADF&G in this planning process.  

We, as sheep hunters, are a relatively small but extremely passionate group of hunters dedicated to conservation of sheep and the wild
places they inhabit.  Sheep hunters are often described as fanatics, we live to spend time in the sheep mountains. Sheep hunters would
often trade the opportunity to hunt sheep for all other hunting opportunities combined.  The decisions you make as Members of the Alaska
Board of Game over the next year will be the most important wildlife management decisions made in the lifetime of many of these
passionate Sheep Hunters.  Please consider this as a truly life-changing decision for many of North America’s most dedicated Hunter-
Conservationists.

Thank You,

Aaron Bloomquist
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Submitted By
David Winney

Submited On
1/30/2015 2:13:14 PM

Affiliation

Phone
907-835-5341

Email
Wiinney@cvinternet.net

Address
P.O. Box 1063
Valdez, Alaska 99686

I picked Alaska as my place to hunt and fish. Please limit nonresidents before you take residents opportunitys away. Residents should be
#1. Thanks
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Submitted By
Isaac Rowland

Submited On
1/30/2015 2:36:45 PM

Affiliation

Comments on Sheep Proposals, 208, 209, 106, 107, 118, 119, 121, 123, & 124 :

General comments:

I am a relatively young resident sheep hunter with a growing family (who will be 5th generation Alaskans).   As such, I have a long term
stake in the proposals and management stratagems being considered.   It has been brought up several times that the overall regional
sheep management plans are out of date and rarely fully considered in current day management.    There have been several suggestions
that the various regional plans be re-considered, and I support an effort in that direction.   If such an effort were undertaken, I would
recommend that ALL current management methods for each region be reviewed, including the current need and justification for draw units,
CUA’s and possibly even full curl regulations in some areas.    Although many continue to serve a useful purpose, the original justifications
for many of the draws and CUA’s may not be applicable several decades after they were originally put on the books.

However, it is my opinion that this review of management plans and any subsequent changes would most likely be a multiyear process and
in no way should the potential creation of a “sheep working group” or similar review process keep the BOG from considering the options
currently on the table. 

Prop 208 – Board Generated Sheep Proposals

Options for Non-Resident Hunters:

I do not believe that the overall number of non-resident hunters is currently a significant problem for sheep populations on a statewide
basis.   However, I have observed in the field that in some popular areas, large scale and/or multiple guide operations do have an outsized
impact on local sheep populations and hunt quality.   Although a statewide draw for NR is relatively harsh way to deal with these problems, I
believe it is the only tool the BOG currently has left to shift non-resident hunting pressure from the very popular subunits.  I would support a
sub-unit level draw as a tool to spread and reduce pressure from identified problem areas.       I believe that either the options of general
draw or just an early season draw would be acceptable to reach this goal.  

Options for Resident Hunters:

With the continuing decline in resident sheep hunter numbers, I do not support further reductions in resident opportunity at this time.   These
are not the changes that people have requested through the public process. However if the BOG considers these proposals, I have the
following comments:

1-3:   If a split season (early draw/late general) is implemented, it should be mirrored by a similar season split for non-residents.     If this is
not done, guides and next-of-kin huners will logically try and schedule as much as possible into the opening season week “before the
general resident season opens”, effectively negating many of the positives from this proposal.

 If this proposal is considered, the preferred draw season would be August 10-19th to allow for general season hunting of the Brooks
Range prior to winter weather.    Additionally, if a split resident season is used, it will effectively reduce opportunity by causing scheduling
conflicts with hunting seasons for other species.

4.  The proposed multiple registration hunts are excessive and complicated.   I do NOT support this system in any way.

5. Last Name registration.   This method does not work with the traditional method of sheep hunting in pairs.   I do NOT support this option.

Prop 207 – Board Generated Aircraft Proposals

1. This proposal would still allow aerial scouting during the pre-season, including August 9th continuing to allow aircraft owners to look
for new sheep and sheep areas.   Given the remote nature of sheep hunts, I have no problem with this kind of pre-season activity. 
 Making sheep scouting by air illegal during the season would equally affect both guides and aircraft owning residents, but in general
is likely to make for less frustration by parties on the ground.  

2. No hunting until 2 pm the day after flying.    Only a very small percentage of sheep are taken on the first day of hunting, even when
aircraft supported.   I do not see this option as being of any benefit to either the sheep or the hunters.  I do NOT support this option.

3. No hunting with 5 miles for 24 hrs.    I see this regulation as being very difficult to enforce and of very little purpose.    Again, only a
small percentage of sheep are taken with 24 hours of landing.   I do NOT support this option. 

 

Proposal 106 & 107 – Change 13D and 14A to full curl.  

I do NOT support these proposals.    Reviewing harvest data and surveys, I believe that the current system is maintainable and return to
Full Curl is unnecessary.      In addition, the requirement to set a quota based on surveys of Full Curl rams appears to be logistically
problematic.    If I am lucky enough to draw a Chugach tag, I would appreciate the opportunity to be able to harvest a mature sheep without
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having to consider the last 1/16th of curl.   

Proposal 114 – Non-Resident Draw in GMU 20

GMU 20, and in particular GMU 20A has historically been a popular sheep area for both resident hunters and guides.   However,  the
2006/2007 time frame saw a solid increase in the number of non-resident hunters in 20A while at the same time becoming more popular
with residents.     This proposal seems to cap the number of non-resident hunters at around the pre-2006 level.    I support this proposal as
reasonable for this area.

Proposals 118, 119, 121, 123, 124 – Change season dates.

I generally prefer to keep the resident season opener to Aug 10th.   If the BOG chooses to stagger resident and non-resident seasons, my
preference is to move the non-resident season back 7-10 days rather than moving the resident start date forward.

Staggered seasons between residents and non-residents is likely to have a limited effect on success rates, but should significantly reduce
the perceived pressure in many areas by staggering the use of access points, particularly airstrips.   If the non-resident season is
shortened, it will also functionally limit non-resident pressure by eliminated one “booking slot” and by pushing the season closer to the
moose/caribou/bear seasons.  

It should be noted that this would also affect next-of-kin hunting parties, which I believe typically comprise >20% of non-resident hunters,
and would also effectively change the hunting season for the resident members of those parties, thus additionally spreading out pressure
to that additional degree.     I do not think staggered start dates should need to be applied to existing draw hunts.

 

Thank you for your consideration,

Isaac Rowland
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Wayne Kubat

Submited On
1/30/2015 3:52:58 PM

Affiliation
self

Proposal 207- I strongly oppose. This is the gun control argument all over again.  Before additional restrictions are added to aircraft (over
and above the current same day airborne regulations which I feel have worked quite well for the most part) with respect to sheep hunting –
something that I feel would eventually spill over to all species, all modes of access that give hunters advantage need to first be included in
that discussion, not just aircraft.  I think a guide concession plan on state land is the best over all solution to the real problem.

Proposal 208 - I came to the following conclusion from reading the Sheep Survey & listening to the ADG&G Findings:

Statewide effort = 80% Resident / 20 % NR

Statewide harvest = 60% R / 40% NR

About 25% of NR effort is 2Nd degree kindred

Conclusion  = For every 10 people on the mountain hunting sheep, 8 are residents, .5 are NR 2ND degree kindred, 1.5 are guided NR

Additionally:

50% of harvest occurs during 1st 10 days

50% of that occurs during 1st 5 days

Overcrowding is a major resident complaint and contributes to low success and poor hunt quality.

ADF&G is not saying this is a conservation issue.

The most dissatisfied hunters seem to be resident hunters who use air transporters.

My Take - I think most or at least a lot of the problem can be alleviated simply by spreading out the pressure a bit during the busiest times. 
The devil is always in the details, but I feel my proposal below would be fairly easy to implement, and that it would go a long way towards
alleviating overcrowding and improving hunt quality and success, without going to drawing permits.  Also, it still provides reasonable
opportunity – it allows at least 32 days per year for all sheep hunters.

My Proposal/Solution: R & NR sheep seasons and bag limits = Aug. 10th to Sept. 20th, except that hunters with last names starting with
A-M can only hunt August 10th – 19th on odd # years, and hunters with last names starting N-Z can only hunt Aug. 10th – 19th on even #
years (all hunters can hunt Aug 20th  – Sept. 20th every year).

Other Options:

If the Board feels that the above measures aren't enough, then also restrict harvest to 1 ram every 2-4 years for R and double that length for
NR

Further Explanation:

If we split the alphabet in half, it might not be at M & N, but it should be easy to determine by dividing the total # of sheep hunters in half to
see where in the alphabet that falls.

It should be easy to enforce and implement.  Everyone already needs a hunting license.  It should be easy for AWT to determine if
someone is hunting legally or illegally during the first 10 days just by looking at their name on the license.
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Submitted By
Dan Montgomery

Submited On
1/30/2015 4:43:07 PM

Affiliation
A.P.H.A. and Mat Valley A/C

Proposal 108: Support.  I wrote this proposal and I think it is vitally important for the board to keep the guide- client contract requirement
and not let it expire on June 30th of this year. The board does have the authority to make this permit condition and without it non-residents
will be able to apply for a guide reguired species. Without already having a guide-client contract in place a lot of these permits go unused
when these hunters can't find a guide they can afford. By having a guide-client contract in place these non-resident hunters are aware of
the cost of a hunt with their outfitter before they are drawn for a permit. The unique verification code that is in place and being issued by the
Department of Commerce, Community and Regional Affairs to qualified guides is all that ADF&G needs for proof that a guide is
registered for the area were the hunt will take place. These permits are very limited in number and for even one to go unused has a big
impact on a guides income for that season. I strongly urge the Board to re-instate this reguirement. 

Proposal  207;  Oppose.   This proposal would unnecessarily restricts aircraft during sheep season. In most 
places aircraft is the only way to access sheep country. They are already restricted from hunting the same day 
airbourne and this regulation has worked very well and that is all I believe is necessary.
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Submitted By
Karen Gordon

Submited On
1/30/2015 4:56:39 PM

Affiliation
None

The views I express here are my own views as a private individual and do not
necessarily represent the views of the Wild Sheep Foundation.  While I am a
Director of the Wild Sheep Foundation, I have not been authorized to speak or
write on behalf of the Foundation on this issue…
 

To Chairman Spraker, Members of the Board of Game:

 

I am extremely interested in and concerned about the management of Dall sheep in Alaska, and as such I appreciate the opportunity to
comment on agenda items related to Dall Sheep proposals in the upcoming Board of Game meeting in February 2015.

My recommendations are as follows:

 

Recommendation # 1

 

The Board of Game Should VOTE DOWN All Proposals That Decrease Hunter Opportunity Including BGP 208

 

These proposals are contrary to the Constitutional requirement for maximum use, maximum benefit, and common use.  Not only does no
conservation concern exist, we have been presented with a contrived crisis and unfounded accusations by a few vocal residents motivated
by resentment to pointedly discriminate against nonresidents, the very people who essentially fund wildlife management in Alaska.  The
proposal advocates say nonresidents are taking all the rams, especially the big ones, and causing a crowding issue to the detriment of
resident hunters.  Joe Want thoroughly analyzed the sheep harvest data which clearly show these allegations are not based on facts. 
These nonresident-bashing proposals are unnecessarily discriminatory and have no support scientifically.  Please VOTE THEM DOWN,
especially 208.

 

NOTE:  When the Board of Game considers writing a Board-generated proposal in the future, I’d ask that it mind the criteria the Board
itself created for writing such a document.

 

NOTE:  While money is not a factor in the current questions about Dall sheep management, it may be helpful to note that resident sheep
hunters contribute $150,000 to the Fish and Game fund annually through license sales.  And if one adds the recent Governor’s tag sale at
the Wild Sheep Foundation Convention in Reno into the equation, nonresidents contribute a surprising $1.6 million from license and tag
sales which translates into 91% of contributions to the Fish and Game fund from sheep hunters.

 

Recommendation #2

 

The Department Should Review and Rewrite The Sheep Management Plans Without The Involvement Of A Working Group

 

Wiser stewardship would prevail if the Department would undertake a review and redrafting of the Dall sheep management plans before
addressing any future allocation-altering proposals.  Current sheep management plans are 38 years old and severely out of date.  Some
Department biologists aren’t even aware of their existence, and as such, the plans have become operationally irrelevant versus what they
should be – the guiding documents directing sheep management in Alaska.  Moreover, because these comprehensive plans were created
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pre-ANILCA, they are no longer germane in some mountain ranges where the creation of federal conservation units reduced the statewide
huntable sheep population by about 30%, a significant reduction in hunting opportunity.

 

Rewriting the Dall sheep management plans should be the first priority of the Department, and the Board should not proceed with any
sheep allocation efforts until the new management plans are in effect.  In addition, involvement of a working group in any capacity until the
Department releases draft management plans to the Board or for public comment would appear as if special interests were dividing up
the pie amongst themselves.  

 

The appropriate authors of the management plan rewrite are the biologists and managers of the Department for three reasons: 

1. They have the Constitutional mandate to execute wildlife management which is not given to a working group.  
2. Department staff is uniquely qualified to write management plans by virtue of their biological education, scientific expertise, and

experience/knowledge operating under the Constitution and state statues.  A working group simply fails to bring to these
qualifications to the table. 

3. Moreover, it would be inappropriate for a working group of special self-interests to author management plans which would allocate
state resources.   This is a clear conflict of interest.  When authoring something as serious as management plans, it is mandatory to
keep the process transparent and above reproach.  This cannot be done by using a working group until the documents are released
to the Board for their input. 

 

Following these recommendations will keep the process within statutes and will yield a more transparent process resulting in a foundation
of sound Constitutional and science-based management.

 

 

Recommendation #3

 

Educate Sheep Hunters About Harvest Statistics and Management Objectives

 

Many of the beliefs of sheep hunters as evidenced in the recent Hunter Feelings survey are not actually factual as borne out by the
Department’s own sheep harvest data.  Had these hunters been educated with the facts about resident versus nonresident harvest rates,
hunter effort versus success, size of sheep taken, etc., they would have at least had information with which to make educated choices in
the survey which would have likely resulted in an entirely different set of outcomes.   This is yet another reason why the survey should not be
depended upon for any management action.  Educating hunters that different areas are managed for different objectives, be they be for
trophies, maximum opportunity, or aesthetic experiences, will increase understanding about where to go to achieve the hunt type they
desire.  I believe some of the complaints about crowding and not having an aesthetic hunting experience in 20A are due to unawareness
that this area is actually managed for maximum hunting opportunity.  If it is an aesthetic experience they are looking for, then they need to
know where those areas are.  The Department should send a link to the recently released harvest summary to each sheep hunter along
with information about the management objectives so hunters make wise decisions about where to hunt to maximize the type of
experience they desire.  This will result in fewer complaints and proposals before the Board of Game to solve a perceived problem that is
based on a lack of information.  

 

Recommendation #4

 

Please Pass Proposal #107

 

And finally, in support of robust scientific management, I request the Board pass Proposal 107.  Units 13D and 14A were put into an “any
ram” harvest regime several years ago contrary to the accepted science and significant testimony against this action before the Board of
Game that full curl management is healthier overall for any sheep population over the longer term.   The “any ram” scheme has not been
proven to be successful.  It is time to return to the most productive harvest regime – full curl.  This proposal by the Anchorage AC is timely
and needed.  
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment as a private citizen.

 

Sincerely,

Karen Gordon

Fairbanks

The views I express here are my own views as a private individual and do not
necessarily represent the views of the Wild Sheep Foundation.  While I am a
Director of the Wild Sheep Foundation, I have not been authorized to speak or
write on behalf of the Foundation on this issue…
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Submitted By
Luke Boles

Submited On
1/30/2015 4:57:19 PM

Affiliation

Phone
907-452-5533

Email
lukeboles@yahoo.com

Address
1302 Summit Dr
Fairbanks, Alaska 99712

Dear Alaska Board of Game:

I do not envy your task at hand, you've been tasked with a tough job.  I presume that serving on the board can seem thankless, but
remember: there are many of us Alaskans the appreciate and value the job you are doing.  Thanks for your service to Alaskans.

I am a sheep hunter and all of my comments are on the proposed changes to the sheep hunting regulations.

I believe strongly that the "regular" Alaskan sheep hunter should be the primary consideration in making/changing any regulations.  What is
a "regular" Alaskan sheep hunter? An Alaskan resident who is willing to tough out a walk-in/out sheep (not rich enough to have an airplane
or pay thousands of dollars to get flown in).

Proposals 109-112 & 114-117: SUPPORT. I strongly believe that the sheep tags (both draw and general harvest) should be managed
such that the non-residents get 10% of the harvest annually, as many proposals suggest.  Proposal 208 option #1 for non-residents could
be a management strategy for this.
If you are not going to manage the average annual non-resident sheep harvest to 10%, I believe the price for a non resident sheep tags
should be increased to be in line with what other states charge for non-resident sheep tags  In addition non-residents should have to pay
more to participate in the draw lottery for sheep tags.
Generally I'm not in favor of having an earlier opening for residents.  However, if you are not going to limit the non-resident annual harvest to
10%, then an early resident opening is an acceptable 2nd choice.
I am in favor of eliminating the 2nd degree of kindred requirement for non-residents.
I'm also in favor or raising the draw lottery fees for residents up to $20.
Please consider limiting the easily accessible draw hunt areas (TMA and DCU, among others) to resident hunters only.  These areas give
the "regular" Alaskan hunters a great chance at a trophy ram without flying in.
I am in favor of charging up to $50 for general season sheep tags for residents.

Proposal 207: SUPPORT.  I am in favor of limiting the use of aircraft in sheep hunting.

Proposal 208 Non-resident Option #1: SUPPORT.  This could be a management strategy for implementing Proposals 109-112 & 114-
117 limiting the non-resident harvest to 10% annually.

Proposal 208 Residents option #5: OPPOSE. This could break up long time sheep hunting partners due to their last names falling into the
different hunt periods.

Proposal 208 option #'s 1-3.  OPPOSE.  Although if you are going to limit a portion of the entire season to draw I prefer it's kept as short
as possible.  Option 4 is the best of the bunch, but it seems like it would be complicated to manage.

Thanks for considering my comments.

Luke Boles
Fairbanks
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Submitted By
Becky Schwanke

Submited On
1/30/2015 8:25:40 PM

Affiliation
Tuff Kids Outdoors

1/29/2014

Dear Chairman Spraker and members of the Board of Game,

Please accept the following comments for wildlife proposals currently up for discussion. I am a lifelong Alaskan, I hunt, I trap, and reside in
the Copper River Basin.

Proposal 60 – I do not support this proposal as written, or the Unit 13 antlerless hunt as currently implemented. Without additional Board
direction, this hunt can never be more than a token hunt, showing that a small antlerless take is possible and keeping a cow hunt on the
books. This hunt has been opposed by some advisory committees due to unrealistic concerns. Ten permits is safe, but it does not
maximize the available harvest of cows in this area. One cow was taken in 2014 from an area with nearly 4,000 moose. I would like to see
Proposal 198, submitted by the Copper Basin Advisory Committee adopted. Proposal 198 provides clear direction of when the
antlerless hunt would be offered, and how many cows should be harvested. It also provides guidance on establishing zones to spread
hunters out. The AC provided a clear hunt outline that is logical, will put more moose in freezers, and should go a long way to garnering
future support for this hunt opportunity.

Proposal 61 – I support changing the Unit 13 non-resident moose drawing permits to registration. The participation has been extremely
low and a drawing is unnecessary. If there is reasonable resistance to this change, consider two possible amendments, 1) cap the
registration permits at the most recent number of drawing permits issued, or 2) push back the non-resident moose registration hunt to
begin September 5th (instead of September 1st).

Proposal 65 – The Community Subsistence Harvest (CSH) hunt in the Copper River basin has become a monster. It is nothing of which it
was intended. If it is continued, I support this proposal to align the CSH moose hunt with the general season moose hunts across the hunt
area. The hunt still retains the 100 any-bull quota, and hunters can still use a designated hunter; two significant benefits above and beyond
the general hunt, more than qualifying it to be a reasonable subsistence hunt opportunity. Additionally, CSH hunters can hunt during
December if they are unsuccessful during the fall season. The 3-week early season in Unit 13 has created a draw so strong, it’s
overwhelming. The conflict between user groups is growing each year, and moose in accessible hunt areas are dwindling. Align the
seasons; it’s the best option at this time.

Proposal 68 – If it is continued, I support changing the definition of a CSH group to “25 or more households”. This better represents a
community concept, and would help considerably in assuring certain individuals cannot unethically seek out non-hunting group members
just to reach a low minimum.

Proposal 77 – I do not support establishing firm any-bull moose quotas for each subunit or individual hunt area. This proposal suggests
that by setting firm individual area quotas, it would “reduce the potential for harvest in heavily used areas”. This proposal does no such
thing. If the quotas are the same year to year, and the early opener remains, the sheer number of CSH hunters will continue to harvest a
significant number of moose in accessible “heavily used areas” during the first few days of the season. It’s like the rush to buy fresh
produce on delivery day. All this proposal does is allow CSH hunters to exceed the overall cap of any-bulls currently in regulation, 100.

Proposal 78 – I do not support requiring more rapid harvest reporting for the CSH moose hunt. It’s currently 24 hours. The same hunters
that choose not to report in 24 hours will also ignore a shorter reporting requirement. Until there’s consequences, there’s no need to tighten
this further.

Proposal 79 – I do not support requiring the department to open/close the CSH moose hunt on certain days specifically to reduce harvest.
Hunters must be able to plan ahead, and shouldn’t be restricted from hunting on holidays or weekends, especially during a subsistence
hunt. Shorten the CSH moose hunt and this won’t be necessary.

Proposal 82 – I do not support a firm quota for the CSH caribou hunt. The CSH caribou hunters must be treated the same as other state
subsistence (RC566) hunters. The only way to assure everyone has ample hunting opportunity, and that all available caribou are taken
annually (especially in the case of high caribou numbers), is to close all state seasons on the same date.

Proposal 88 – I do not support allowing Unit 13 Nelchina Caribou subsistence hunters to hunt moose outside Unit 13. Mr. Manning so
eloquently described in his proposal exactly why this is a bad idea. If adopted, the applications for Unit 13 Tier I RC566 Nelchina Caribou
permits will jump to 10,000-15,000. Caribou seasons could end up being unreasonably short, and the hunts could fall apart.

Proposal 93 – I support expanding the take of brown bears over bait across Unit 13, though not in Unit 11 at this time. The first brown
bear hunt over bait just occurred in 13D, and the take was relatively high along the road system. It was expected that the take over bait
would be the highest the first year, and drop off to some moderate and sustainable level after 3-4 years. Since black bear bait stations are
already spread across the landscape, some brown bears already visit existing bait stations. Hunters, especially those hunting with new or
young hunters must always be vigilant at their bait stations to assure they don’t have a run in with a brown bear. By allowing brown bears to
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be legally harvested over these baits, this safety issue disappears. Brown bears are currently plentiful, and hunted under a 12 month, 1
bear / year season in Unit 13. This type of harvest regime is liberal compared to other areas, though it has yet to result in significantly lower
brown bear numbers, and annual brown bear harvests have remained stable. There are many remote and unhunted areas in Unit 13, and
some additional harvest over bait will likely have no effect on the overall population.

For now, the NPS has made it clear they are willing to nullify any such regulations on Preserve lands through their new Proposed Rule
language as they obviously are uncomfortable with baiting brown bears. If the state takes it slow, and can show brown bear baiting is
sustainable over time, perhaps at some point it will become a more accepted method of take, even by the NPS.

Proposal 198 – See Proposal 60 comments. Given the continued concern over antlerless moose hunts, it would be helpful if the Board
would adopt a more detailed structure under which the hunts could be offered. The current regulation allows for 200 permits to be issued
for all of Unit 13. This would likely be sustainable, but a couple AC’s would vote against it. So only 10 permit are issued for one small area.
It would be a more digestible hunt overall, I believe, if there were triggers as the AC suggests. Only hold the hunt in areas where the
population objective midpoint is reached (the new objectives proposed by the AC), and limit the harvest to 1% of the total estimated
number of cows in the area. By adding zones, you also assure the public is spread out, and not harvesting all the cows near trail heads.
The Board must provide the department with further direction on this hunt, otherwise it will remain a token cow hunt indefinitely. There are
cows to be harvested, let’s put them in freezers.

Proposal 199 – I fully support the new language offered by the Copper Basin Advisory Committee amending the Unit 13 Intensive
Management program. The current suspension language is original and antiquated, stating that suspension can occur “when prey
population and harvest objectives are reliably attained”. First, the moose population objectives in Unit 13 should be adjusted, so they’re
reasonably attainable period (after 12 years, we’re very close to where we need to be if not there already). Secondly, the term “harvest
objective” needs to be removed because harvest can fluctuate due to annual weather/access conditions and new harvest regulations;
these are variable and should not be tied to suspension of IM. Trying to attain both every year is unreasonable and gives the department
little leeway to suspend the program in the face of public requests/concerns. Additionally, it would be far more reasonable to allow the
department to manage the IM program on a subunit basis in this area, focusing IM efforts where needed instead of unitwide every year.

Most importantly, steady continuous wolf control can not the best strategy for maintaining naturally functioning predator/prey systems.
Holding wolves at a steady low density can likely result in altered prey movements and habitat usage, furthering their susceptibility to being
preyed upon when wolves are eventually allowed to increase. By allowing moose population growth to a moderately high level (within
nutritional bounds), it should be beneficial to the ecosystem to allow for a rest period for a year or two, letting wolves naturally increase.
Should the moose population dip below the mid-point objective, issue IM permits and allow the public IM program to proceed. This would
also serve to reduce the financial and time burden on the public IM participants over having IM year in and year out with low wolf numbers.  

Finally, should the wolf population be reduced significantly over the course of a single winter, and there is some concern that the population
has fallen below the minimum allowed in regulation, conventional trappers should be exempt from suspension/season closure. The time
and effort put into establishing successful wolf lines can be significant, and their take is relatively low compared to IM. Asking trappers to
pull their lines mid-winter can put a tremendous time and financial burden on individuals, especially when their expected take will have
virtually no effect on the overall wolf population. 

Proposal 200 – I fully support this well thought out proposal by the Copper Basin Advisory Committee to amend the Unit 13 moose
population and harvest objectives. After 12 years of IM in Unit 13, the moose population growth has slowed in some areas, but has room to
grow in others (until nutritional data shows otherwise). This proposal looks at each subunit, and addresses each area separately from a
logical unbiased perspective (note, the 13C population objective was already reduced). 13D is a traditionally low density area with
chronically low calf recruitment due to high numbers of black and brown bears. Slightly higher population objectives in this area are
reasonable, putting the current population estimate in the middle. 13E is a large area, difficult for IM participants to affect, especially given
winter caribou use of the area. Still, this area can likely sustain more moose as their nutritional status appears adequate (calf weights and
twinning).

The harvest objective ranges suggested by the AC are also much more reasonable, given known access and harvest success in each
area. Unfortunately, unrealistically high harvest objective ranges don’t make more moose. As long as this population has surplus bulls,
above 25 bulls:100 cows, the Board and the department can continue to work constructively towards maximizing sustainable harvest of
bulls. If surplus moose aren’t being taken in a given year due to weather, access, or other hunt issues, falling short of harvest objectives,
this should not play a role in whether or not IM occurs that year.      

This proposal, in conjunction with Proposal 199 provides a strong reasonable framework for moving forward with moose IM in Unit 13. I
would like to see these recommendations adopted and worked into a long-term operational plan for the area for the benefit of all and the
long-term viability of the predator/prey population.

Proposal 207 – I fully support the proposed aircraft restrictions pertaining to sheep hunting. The use of aircraft is a significant advantage
over those of us hunting without it. Aircraft overhead is very discouraging when in the field pursuing sheep, and if there’s a small reduction
in its use, I believe it will go a long way to reduce hunter frustration.

Proposal 208 – I do not support any statewide drawing for sheep hunting. It’s completely unnecessary. Adopting a blanket fix is not the
answer. Setting permit numbers for unnecessary draws will put the department in a bad position, and the long-term consequences for this
type of change could be high. I believe the general season opener will always result in crowding, no matter when it occurs. I support
keeping it early in August when the weather is less than ideal (for many hunters and hunt areas). Each area is unique and should be
managed as such, with specific reference to any possible effects that changes will have on surrounding hunt areas. Why put the southern

PC071
2 of 3



Alaska Range in 13B, 13C, and 13E into 3 separate drawings for any portion of August when there’s no current problems with resident or
nonresident hunters? Why put Unit 11 into a drawing for August when there’s two very distinct hunt areas, north and south, with very
different issues? Southern Unit 11 has a stable to increasing sheep population, and guiding is limited due to NPS concessions. There is
no sheep hunting problem in this area. If it’s not broken…

I would like to see a more focused survey effort to address individual areas, and the hunters most familiar with those areas. Through that
type of process, I believe we (sheep hunters as a whole) could come up a comprehensive plan to improve sheep hunting opportunities for
everyone. In the face of reduced sheep numbers, there will continue to be conflict. Climatic changes are occurring, and the long-term
effects on sheep are unknown. I would like to see the Board take this slow and make deliberate decisions, in an attempt to keep
regulations simple and reasonable.

Thank-you for your time and consideration,

Becky Schwanke
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Affiliation

Phone
907-229-6891

Email
sbejohn1@mac.com

Address
P.O. Box 670874
Chugiak, Alaska 99567

To:  Alaska Boards of Fisheries and Game

Re: Proposal 105-5 AAC 95,505. Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge

I am writing you to ask that Proposal 105, which would expand the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge, be approved.   I urge that both
boards also send a recommendation to the State Legislature for action this year to ensure that the Alaska Department of Fish & Game
can manage these additional lands consistent with refuge goals.  These lands, purchased over the past 20 years for incorporation into the
Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge, need to be given the legal protection under the law.  I think it is very important to amend the legal
descriptions in AS 16.20.032 so that the refuge boundaries are expanded and include these additional lands.

As I understand it, these parcels have all been transferred to the state and they have conservation covenants on them.  It seems logical and
necessary to officially include them in the boundaries of the refuge to enable managers to communicate consistent management goals to
the public more clearly.  I think it would be very helpful to have new maps that make it easier for the public to also know the new boundaries
and to allow the Alaska Department of Fish and Game to put up signs and manage these lands appropriately with the other lands already
designated as part of the refuge.

I appreciate your consideration of this proposal, and I hope that you will take positive action this year to make these lands officially part of
the refuge, as intended when they were purchased and given to the state through a variety of methods.
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Comments to the Alaska Board of Game 

Central/Southwest Region February 13-20, 2015 

 

Support: Proposal 111 & Proposal 207 

 

Dear Board members, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for your service to all 

Alaskans in the realm of wildlife management and hunting and trapping 

regulations. 

 

Proposal #111 (Support) 

 

Alaska Backcountry Hunters & Anglers (AK BHA) has Proposal #111 

before you that was deferred from the Region III meeting last winter. ADFG 

has provided updated harvest data in their A&Rs, including this Table 

below: 
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When the Board deferred our proposal (#44) at the Region III meeting last 

February, the rationale was that more information was needed in order for 

the Board to make an informed decision. The Board requested that a 

scientific survey be done to gauge sheep hunter opinions, and the opinions of 

guides and transporters/air taxis on sheep issues. Dr. Todd Brinkman from 

UAF was hired to conduct the survey, which is now complete. 

 

The results of that survey don’t really tell us anything we didn’t already 

assume in our proposal as far as the impacts of unlimited nonresident guided 

hunters and unlimited guides in parts of Region III. 

 

We have always recognized that we don’t have problems in all areas of 

Region III. But the Board of Game informed us that subunit by subunit fixes 

were not preferred because those fixes can lead to spreading the problems 

elsewhere. Hence our proposal to limit nonresident sheep hunters in all of 

Region III. 

 

The basis of our proposal is fairly simple. The state of Alaska mandates that 

all nonresident sheep hunters (except those hunting with a 2
nd
 degree of 

kindred resident family member) must hire a licensed big game guide. At the 

same time, the Board of Game allows unlimited nonresident sheep hunting 

opportunity in many areas of Region III, and the state of Alaska places no 

limits on the number of licensed big game guides that can operate in any 

Guide Use Area.  

 

Those facts should lead any wildlife manager or Board of Game member to 

question the outcomes of such a system, especially considering the high cost 

and lucrative nature of a guided Dall sheep hunt. It was the guide industry 

itself that said that unlimited guiding and unlimited nonresident sheep 

hunting opportunity has led to overharvests and some areas going to draw 

only for all. A prime example is what happened in subunits 13D and 14A. 

 

The Board well knows of these problems. The “glitch” it would seem is that 

neither guides nor the Board of Game are willing to support limiting 

nonresident sheep hunter opportunity via a draw-only system in Region III, 

because of the negative consequences this has to guide businesses and 

reducing funding to the Division of Wildlife Conservation.These are valid 

concerns and AK BHA has always looked at this issue with a comprehensive 

approach. That is why we have been advocating for hunting license/tag fee 

increase bill in the legislature since 2008. If we could come up with any 
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other way to limit nonresident sheep hunters that didn’t harm guide 

businesses, we would. But we see no other way at this time to do that, 

considering that the Board-supported solution of a Guide Concession 

Program is effectively dead in the water.  

 

We want to make it abundantly clear to the Board and members of the public 

that our proposal is not in any way “anti-guide” or “anti-nonresident.” This 

is unfortunately how many have chosen to interpret it in the public arena. 

AK BHA fully supports the guide industry and we want nonresident sheep 

hunters to be able to continue to hunt Dall sheep in Alaska.  

 

But the known problems our proposal seeks to address need to be fixed. We 

firmly believe that at this time we should limit nonresident sheep hunters 

only. Start there as a first step. A sunset provision could be included if the 

Board wants to review this issue after further study. We do not support any 

limits on resident sheep hunters in Region III.  

 

Proposal 207 (Support) 

 

AK BHA has long supported changes to our same-day-airborne (SDA) 

regulations that would prevent some of the ethical abuses and quality-of hunt 

issues going on with spotting sheep, and with landing late in the evening in 

order to take a sheep early the next morning. We have received numerous 

complaints from our membership on this issue.  

 

We fully support changes to the SDA regulations to ban spotting of sheep 

during the hunting season and to make a longer period of time between when 

a hunter can access the backcountry via aircraft and legally take a sheep.  

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment, 

 

Alaska chapter Backcountry Hunters & Anglers 

info@alaskabackcountryhunters.org 
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