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ATTN: Board of Game Comments

Bethel Meeting Arctic and Western Region Jan. 6-9,2017
Fax: 907-465-6094

December 21, 2016

The Alaskan Bowhunters Association

Comments to Board of Game
December 21, 2016

Proposal #20;: To allow use of crossbows in restricted weapons hunts.
The Alaskan Bowhunters Association is Opposed to the use of
crossbows in bowhunting or archery ONLY hunts or areas.
Examples would include but not be limited to Eklutna Lake, Dalton
Highway and archery only hunts for Dall sheep in 14C.

However, it appears that this request is specifically to allow use of
crossbows in weapons restricted areas, which already allow use of
shotguns, muzzleloaders and conventional bow hunting gear. An
example would be the weapons restricted area near Portage Glacier.
This seems reasonable and the ABA is NOT Opposed so long as a clear
distinction is made between weapons restricted areas that already
allow use of some firearms and archery Only areas.

Our experience has been that very few hunters choose to use crossbows
in areas where firearms are also legal, while many bowhunters may
choose to use conventional archery gear even in open firearm seasons.

Alaskan Bowhunters Association.

Respectfully Submitted,
John Frost - 907-360-130
Legislative Vice President of t
PO Box 220047

Anchorage, Alaska 99522-0047
907-929-3600
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907-334-0113
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1840 Bragaw Street, Suite 150
Anchorage, Alaska 99508

The Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council (AMBCC) writes in support of the adoption of Proposal 157, in so far as it provides
for subsistence uses of emperor geese for those villages with customary and traditional use of this essential resource.

As aninitial matter, we would like to express our gratitude for the opportunity to comment on this Proposal. A significant amount of work
on the part of many has gotten us to where we are discussing this proposal with tribal councils, subsistence users and our federal and
state co-management partners.

Proposal 157 would amend state regulations to set hunting seasons and bag limits for emperor geese for the first time in 30 years, and
would establish a customary and traditional use finding for emperor geese for certain game management units. The hunting season for
emperor geese has been closed since 1986 due to low population estimates. A 2016 population model that integrated 30 years of survey
data produced a population estimate of 150,000-170,000 geese; this is about twice the size than was previously known. The new data
shows that the population has recovered to a harvestable level. This is something we celebrate, as our communities have an important
cultural relationship with emperor geese and we traditionally hunt them for food.

The AMBCC has been actively working with our partners in pursuit of the opening of an emperor goose hunt. We collaborated with the
Pacific Flyway Council to revise the Flyway Management Plan for emperor geese, with a new Plan adopted in September 2016. The
revised Plan includes new harvest guidelines for a fall hunt and specifies a quota of 1,000 birds per year. The revised Plan also includes a
new population objective, population monitoring method and a harvest strategy. In October 2016, a federal framework change was
adopted to open a hunt of emperor geese in 2017.

We appreciate the efforts on the part of the state and federal governments to implement an emperor goose harvest program that works for
Alaska Natives, which is consistent with the language Migratory Bird Treaty Act and which is consistent with state and federal laws
providing for subsistence uses. State regulations should be consistent with both state and federal laws providing for subsistence uses.
With that in mind, we write in support of Proposal 157, but this support is conditioned upon the inclusion of the following in the regulatory
structure established:

o First, there needs to be a customary and traditional use designation for all villages with customary and traditional uses of emperor
geese.

o Second, the regulations must ensure there is an equitable harvest based on seasonal distribution. It is particularly important that there
be not only a spring/summer hunts but that there also be a fall/winter hunt to provide hunting opportunities throughout the migration of the
geese.

o Third, registration permits should be allocated to game management units in the following regions as follows:

» Maniilag Association 125

« Kawerak, Inc. 125

* Association of Village Council Presidents 125
* Bristol Bay 150

* Aleutian Islands 175

» Kodiak 175

» Cold Bay 125

TOTAL PERMITS 1,000

o Fourth, a special zone should be created for the lands and waters of Izembek National Wildlife Refuge and State Game Refuge that is
allocated a limited number of permits (125)

o Fifth, registration permits should be issued only in villages where emperor geese will be harvested and for a limited time (the tundra
swan hunt in certain units is a good example).

o Sixth and finally, there should not be an open season for non-residents.
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We also ask that for practical purposes you consider the local tribes in each unit to be among the authorized entities to issue permit

About the Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council:

In accordance with the amendment to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act which allowed for the subsistence harvest of migratory birds in Alaska
during the spring and summer, one statewide and 10 regional management bodies were established. The statewide body, now known as
the Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council, is comprised of one federal member represented by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service;
one State of Alaska member, represented by the Alaska Department of Fish & Game, and 10 Alaska Native members, represented by
Alaska Native Organizations from across the state, known as the AMBCC Native Caucus. Each partner of the AMBCC has one vote,
although the goal is to strive for consensus. The AMBCC was established to develop recommendations for subsistence harvest
regulations and other issues relative to migratory bird management and conservation.

Members of the AMBCC Native Caucus are as follows:

Aleutian Pribilof Islands Association
Association of Village Council Presidents
Bristol Bay Native Association

Chugach Regional Resources Commission
Copper River Native Association

Kawerak, Inc.

Maniilaq Association

North Slope Borough

. Sun’aq Tribe of Kodiak

0. Tanana Chiefs Conference

SOeNoOoORWN =
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December 22nd, 2016

Dear Alaska Board of Game Members,

Please find the following comments regarding proposals you will be considering during the January meeting in Bethel. The Alaska
Professional Hunters Association Inc. (APHA) is opposed to attempts to change non-resident allocation formulas established in Board
Policy (2007-173-BOG). APHA members rely on fair and predictable allocation to non-resident hunters based on defensible biological
parameters that are in line with the principles of sustained yield and result in a maximum benefit to ALL users. The APHA maintains

its support of the Board’s current allocative policies and believes that the well-defined, species specific, resident preferences are in the
best interests of all Alaskans.

Individual Proposal Comments

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

Proposal 2 & 3- SUPPORT

APHA concurs with ADFG and the Western Arctic Caribou Herd Working Group and the Alaska Outdoor Council that improved caribou
harvest reporting is warranted at this time. APHA supports passing BOTH Props. 2 & 3, we see them as complimentary to one
another. We support these proposals based on their given merits and the Department's comments in support of Prop. 2.

APHA would like to suggest that accurate information on harvest and hunter effort will lead to less conflict between users and communities
if the WACH herd continues to decline thus requiring very restrictive management protocols. Aside from conflict avoidance, accurate
harvest information is one of the pillars of modern wildlife management. Given the large amount of effort and the significant resources that
have been committed to help manage the WACH, it would seem that the lack of mandatory harvest reporting is contradictory to the stated
goal of sustainable management.

Proposal 4- OPPOSE
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APHA strongly opposes Proposal 4 based on its unenforceability and the likely hood of increasing user conflicts if it was implement
Wrong Solution:

Prop. 4 seeks to create a massive caribou only-controlled use area. This controlled use area would disallow the use of airplanes for
caribou hunting in units 21D,22,23,24,&26A from Tuesday-Friday to allow(ing) local villagers to have quiet hunting times and no aircraft
noises.” Aircraft would still be allowed at all times for hunting of all other big game animals or for transportation between communities or
even low level flight seeing. Clearly caribou hunters in the region described by Prop. 4, villagers or not, will hear airplane traffic even if this
proposal is passed as written. Passage of Prop 4 will not guarantee quiet hunting times.”

Lack of Conservation Basis:

Prop. 4 discusses the WACH population decline, therefore it alludes to a conservation concern. What is not clear is exactly how the author
envisions this proposal as helping the slow or reverse the decline of the WACH. The statement local people think aircraft are part of the
reason’” is, in our mind, insufficient to create a sweeping controlled use area. If data were presented demonstrating a direct conservation
benefit to restricting the use of aircraft as proposed, we would certainly review the information and reconsider our position. At this time we
don't perceive a direct conservation benefit of Prop. 4 especially considering that human harvest has not been identified as the cause of
the WACH decline.

Conclusion:

APHA opposes Prop. 4 because it is not a solution to the problem it purports to solve and it is not a bona fide conservation measure.

Proposal 8- OPPOSE

HanasBroposal #8 would illegally remove ALL non-residents from the field when there is an Intensive Management PLAN (not
program) in place for a prey species in Region V. *******

Proposal #8 would contravene legislative intent and should be summarily rejected.

AS 16.05.255 is clear that residents have a statutory allocation priority (AS16.05.255(d)) but that intensive management (IM) should

....restore the abundance or productivity of identified big game prey populations as necessary to achieve human consumptive use
goals of the board”(AS16.05.255(e))

Nothing in AS 16.05.255 suggests that the “human consumptive goals of the board” may not include a non-resident allocation. Aside from
the long-term human consumptive goals alluded to in AS16.05.255, the legislature had the opportunity to clarify in plain statutory language
its intent to close non-resident participation during an IM program. Nowhere in Alaska statue does the legislature give any such direction.
Non-resident participation and an active IM program are not mutually exclusive.

Proposal 8 should fail because it misconstrues the plain statutory language in AS 16.05.255 by suggesting there is a need to enshrine
another layer resident hunter preference in times of resource shortage. The legislature and the Board of Game have done a good job
describing their goals and implementing IM programs, while giving preference to Alaskan residents. The Board of Game does not need an
additional laver of regulation to convey clear preference to Alaska residents in times of resource shortage. APHA supports the
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legislature’s intent outlined in AS16.05.255 that provides for IM and a strict resident preference for moose, caribou, deer and elk.

Intensive Management Population Thresholds Change:

An important aspect of how the IM population objectives are set is that they are flexible and can be changed depending on a variety of
criteria. Certain areas in the state initiate IM when populations are not severely depleted but are more at a midpoint in their cycle. These
areas often times have non-resident opportunity allocated even when IM is being considered. Non-residents should not be excluded from
allocation schemes where the population thresholds for IM are well above population low points. Proposal 8 could have the unfortunate and
unintended effect of lowering population threshold for considering IM in GMUs and Regions that have done the work to make IM a more
proactive rather than a reactive management tool.

Non-Residents Harvest Predators While Hunting for Ungulates:

Guided non-residents harvest predators in remote areas of the state while hunting for prey species.” Often times these harvest patterns
can show a net gain” where the effects of secondary predator harvest not only compensate for ungulate harvest but are a net gain where
predator:prey is concern. Guided non-resident hunters can be another tool in ADFG’s toolbox, especially in remote areas, where
additional harvest of predators is desired. Passing a blanket exclusion on non-resident participation when IM plans are in place will take a
tool out of ADFG’s tool box at a time when we are trying to give ADFG more options, not less.

Proposals 9,10,12,13,14- Sheep Restrictions- OPPOSE

APHA maintains strong opposition to efforts to re-allocate sheep hunting opportunity without a clear conservation objective. There are 5
such proposals that will be addressed in the Region V Bethel Board of Game meeting.

Updated Sheep Management Plan

ADFG is currently drafting an updated sheep management plan. The need for a current sheep management plan became abundantly clear
during the Sheep Working Group (SWG). APHA’s comments regarding the SWG and sheep conservation issues for the 2016 statewide
meeting are as follows:

‘APHA is thankful to the Department the Board and the other Stakeholders who, in good faith, supported the concept of a “Sheep
Working Group” (SWG). To say this has become a challenging process is an understatement. To assert that the SWG is a waste of
money or time is more a reflection on the individual or group making the assertion than on the resource in question or the value of
gathering knowedgeable persons from across the state in one room to work on sheep conservation. Any consensus driven process
relies on gathering a group of individuals with a willingness to compromise who have good will towards each other with some basic
social skills and a open minds that consider others interests as vell as one’s own selfish goals. APHA entered into this group with the
intention of considering any request and idea. Unfortunately a super small minority of the SWG stated their goals to see the group fail.
This conflict does nothing at all to help conserve or mange sheep. APHA maintains its position that conservation measures are
appropriate at this time where re-allocation, or fighting over who gets to kill the last ram, is absolutely at odds with bright future. APHA
suggests that if money is to be spent on future SWG meetings the board reconvene the steering committee to select the future
participants rather than allowstakeholder groups to “self-select’their representative.”

****We recommend that you fail every sheep proposal pending the release of the Departments updated “Sheep Management
Plan.” APHA feels strongly significant changes to sheep hunting opportunity should have a conservation basis.****

Resident Sheep Hunter Participation Exceeds 90% in Region V:
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According to the department, fully 85% of the sport hunt allocation goes to resident hunters. The sport hunting allocation does not include
the federal subsistence hunts on federal lands in Region V. Alaska resident sheep hunters already account for far in excess of 90%
of the sheep hunting opportunity in Region V. Given accurate reporting and solid analysis APHA is of the opinion that less than 5% of
the total sheep hunting opportunity is currently being utilized by non-residents. Further reducing the sport hunting allocation to non-residents
would be punitive and unjustified at this time.

Proposal 11- SUPPORT

See APHA comments on Proposals 2,3,9,10,12,13 and 14- we support updated reporting of harvest and hunter effort. Management
decisions are only as good as the information they are based on, it would appear that information about Region V harvest and hunter effort
is below average from a statewide perspective. Passing Prop. 11 will ensure future decisions are less speculative and more factual.

Proposal 15- SUPPORT- AMMEND to STATEWIDE

We support Prop. 15 based on input from our members that supports harvesting older age class rams. APHA also feels that this proposal
will encourage hunters to take a second look” while evaluating marginal rams. Proposal 15 should be amended to make it a statewide
proposal.

Conservation Benefits:

The average age of sheep being harvested has been declining, on a statewide basis, for two decades. This decline in age at harvest
directly correlates to hunters seeing fewer mature sheep while afield and a smaller average size of horns. Some of our members feel
strongly that maintaining older rams in the population helps winters survival as the younger sheep learn how to best utilize their range from
experienced bandleaders. We understand that the social benefits of having older rams in the population are unproven and anecdotal but
there is little dispute that older rams are generally larger (horn size) when harvested. Harvesting rams that are less than 8 years old should
be heavily discouraged based on conservation concerns and harvest quality goals. Prop 15 will help discourage sublegal take.

Effects on resident vs. non-residents:

APHA understands that its support of Prop. 15 could be mis-construed as supporting a restriction that disproportionally affects resident
hunters. This argument would be patently false. In 2016 APHA authored and supported restricting non-resident hunters, statewide, to one
ram every four years, regardless of legality. Our support for Prop 15 is based on the benefits of encouraging the harvest of older age
class rams not on who the penalty affects the most.

The accidental or negligent harvest of a sublegal animal can have dire consequences for a hunting guide. Potential penalties include but
are not limited to: fines, criminal citation, civil penalty, professional license actions (probation, suspension, revocation), points against
federal concession award or reauthorization and even loss of federal concession. Any suggestion that passage of Prop. 15 puts excessive
burden on residents and not non-resident or their clients would be false.

Proposal 19- Amend and Adopt
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Discussion

Proposal 51

During the 2016 statewide Board of Game cycle APHA submitted the following proposal:

PROPOSAL 51 -5 AAC 92.010. Harvest tickets, and reports; and 92.130. Restrictions to bag limit. Modify bag limits for
nonresidents accompanied by a resident relative as follows:

5 AAC 92.130 (new subsection):

A guide required species under AS 16.05.407(a) taken by a nonresident personally accompanied by a resident relative under
AS 16.05.407(a)(2) will count as the bag limit of both the nonresident and the resident relative who accompanies the
nonresident.

5 AAC 92.010(a)(new subsection):

A nonresident may take guide required species under AS 16.05.407(a) on behalf of a resident relative permit holder who
personally accompanies the non-resident under AS 16.05.407(a)(2).

2DK- An Unequal Benefit:

The 2DK provision is an un-equal benefit that is not enjoyed by ALL Alaskans. Most native Alaskans, for instance, do not have non-
resident relatives. Many non-native Alaskan hunters do not have 2DK relatives either. Of course it goes without saying that the vast majority
of non-residents do not have Alaska residents as relatives. Special youth hunts, on the other hand, provide an equal benefit to all Alaskan
and non-resident children. Similarly, all residents and non-residents have an equal ability to hire a guide. 2DK allocations only benefit
some Alaskans and a very, very few non-residents.

Introduction:

APHA supports taking a second look at Proposal 51” because we are concerned that the proposal, as amended, is not a fair approach to
addressing concerns with 2DK non-residents. Opponents of non-resident allocation and those that are anti-hunting guide have used this
restriction on non-resident allocation as an opportunity to attack APHA by characterizing our motives as anti-resident. These allegations
are hurtful because they are untrue: APHA members and Alaskan hunting guides are overwhelmingly Alaska residents (89%, McDowell
2014).

APHA is not interested in furthering divisive actions or issues that are not needed to address a real concern. We are proud of our efforts to
support conservation and our collaborative work with many resident hunting groups to fully fund fish and game. We are not interested in
undoing past work and progress over a single Board of Game proposal. APHA submitted Proposal 51” after Board of Game members
repeatedly suggested a statewide solution should be considered to address issues surrounding non-resident, second degree of kindred
allocation.

Guided Non-resident Allocation:

Guided non-resident allocations benefit hunters and non-hunters alike. Economic impacts from guide spending have proven to be
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significant, bringing in more than 50 million new dollars to Alaska’s economy each year. Guided hunts generated a total of 78 million

dollars in economic activity in 2012, half of these impacts occurred in rural Alaska. Alaska’s hunting guide businesses are Alaskan o
d, 89% of the active registered and master guides live in Alaska. Guided non-resident allocations result in economic and social benefits
to more than just non-resident hunter or the guide. (McDowell, 2014)

2DK Allocations:

A lot less is known about the value of 2DK allocations. However, it is safe to say that they are less valuable than guided non-resident
allocations. ltis also safe to say that there are less secondary benefits to non-hunters than with the guided non-resident allocations.
Even the value of family hunting connections and ties could be questioned regarding 2DK hunts. Non-resident relatives can hunt
moose, deer, elk, bison, caribou and all species of small game and waterfowl, they can even trap all of Alaska’s furbearers without
being within the second degree of kindred with their relatives. Non-resident relatives can even come to Alaska and hunt all of those
species WITHOUT a resident relative of any kind. 2DK allocation are important but they are less valuable than guided non-resident
allocations.

Drawing Hunt Allocations- Differences Statewide:

2DK allocations are handled differently across the state in different drawing units. Guided non-resident hunter allocations have all but
evaporated in areas such as 14C sheep hunts because there is not a restriction on the number of 2DK hunters or a discreet allocation
for guided non-residents. In these scenarios 2DK non-residents can be awarded all of the non-resident tags, in some hunts in some
years this has happened in 14C and in other chugach sheep hunting opportunities. Some areas such as Tok give “up to” a certain
number of 2DK tags. The 2DK tags in Tok are fully used every year. Kodiak caps the number of 2DK hunts island-wide, leaving the
majority of non-resident opportunity for guided non-residents. Unit 4 brown bears are similar though in unit 4 2DK hunters participate in
a separate drawing for the allocation. There is a need to clarify how 2DK drawing hunt opportunities are handled statewide while
recognizing 2DK allocations are less valuable than guided non-resident allocations.

General Hunts:

Before the board passed Prop 51 as amended, one resident relative could accompany an unlimited number of non-resident 2DK
hunters at one time with each person holding a sheep, bear or goat tag depending on the hunt. APHA members shared stories of
seeing family groups of 3,4 and even 5 hunters in the field for sheep and brown bear hunts. Often times there would be only one
resident present. Given the contentious nature of non-resident allocation and how each and every non-resident that hunted sheep or
brown bears was anecdotally being attributed to hunting guides, it would seem that a statewide clarification for 2KD bag limits would be
appropriate and embraced by all Alaskans.

Scenarios- Prop 51 Un-amended:

Geaeral Hunt:

Resident gets tag over the counter
2DK relative hunts without drawing, bag limit combined with resident relative
Guided non-resident gets tag over the counter

Non-residents Only Permit Drawing Hunt:
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e 2DK relative hunts without having to draw a tag- bag limit combined with resident relative
e Guided non-resident has to draw a tag

Resident and Non-resident Permit Draw:

e Resident has to draw
e 2DK does not apply for draw- can hunt with resident relative if drawn- bag limit combined with resident relative
e Guided non-resident- must draw a tag from non-resident pool

Scenarios- Prop 51 As Amended:

General Hunt:

¢ Resident gets over the counter tag
e 2DK bag limit combined with resident relative
e Guided Non-resident- Gets over the counter tag

Non-resident Only Draw:

¢ Resident gets over the counter tag
e 2DK must draw to hunt, competes with guided non-resident, bag limit combined with resident relative
e Guided Non-resident- must apply with legally licensed guide, competes with 2DK non-resident for opportunity

Resident and non-resident Draw:

e Resident has to draw
e 2DK must draw, competes with guided non-residents- bag limit combined with resident relative
e Guided non-resident- must draw a tag from non-resident pool, competes with 2DK non-resident

Proposed Alternative:

¢ Consider only applying changes to hunts managed by random draw or registration- require 2DK relative and resident to apply as a
“I)a,‘ty, ”

e Clarify 2DK use as allowing a resident to take one 2DK relative hunting at a time for one of the species in AS 15.05.407(a)

e Add back section 2 to allow 2DK to hunt without drawing in a non-resident only drawing scenario

5 AAC 92.010(a)(new subsection):

A nonresident may take guide required species under AS 16.05.407(a) on behalf of a resident relative permit holder who
personally accompanies the non-resident under AS 16.05.407(a)(2).
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Conclusion:

Proposal 51, as amended, severely restricts 2DK hunters and their resident relatives. APHA always envisioned that there could be a
restriction on 2DK while offering the benefit that a 2DK hunter would not having to draw a tag in a non-resident only drawing scenario.
Guided non-resident allocation is MORE valuable than 2DK non-resident allocation. Unlike special youth hunts” 2DK opportunities offer
an unequal benefit to some Alaskan residents and a very few non-resident relatives. Guided non-resident allocation in limited draw hunts
has been taken over by 2DK hunters and ALL non-resident participation in general hunts is being used to justify restricting guided
opportunity. We ask that the board implement our solution to this difficult and emotionally charged problem.

Proposal 22- OPPOSE

APHA opposes this proposal based on conservation and allocation concerns. We understand that areas directly adjacent to Unit 18 are
depleted with no open non-resident moose seasons. Expanding opportunity with a winter moose hunts seems unwise.

Bull moose in winter are LESS valuable to non-residents than bull moose in fall. If an expansion of non-resident opportunity is warranted, it
makes sense to do so for the fall season. Bull moose are in prime physical condition in the fall, and they have not shed their antlers.

Prop. 22 seems designed to benefit a few newly arrived non-residents to the area. APHA urges you vote no on this proposal.

Proposal 25- SUPPORT

APHA supports Prop. 25 based on the Mulchatna Caribou Herd (MCH) increasing abundance and that the current harvest levels are
below what is sustainable. APHA is amenable to supporting the department’'s recommendation to move the proposal to the region IV
meeting in 2018, where the MCH management will be discussed fully.

Proposal 26 and 27- SUPPORT

APHA supports lengthening both the resident and non-resident season as proposed. This will have the effect of allowing the bull quota to
be harvested with out emergency extensions.

Please pass Prop 27 because emergency season extensions are useless for guides and clients who have set dates that they plan on
being in the field. A guide can plan a trip around an emergency extension.”

Proposal 28- OPPOSE

APHA strongly opposes Prop 28 due to the non-resident hunt already being managed under a Registration” hunt structure (RM855).
RM855 allows for the department to closely monitor non-resident take and opportunity. Given the slightly declining to stable moose
population during the last decade and high bull:cow (41:100) it would appear that current management practices are working. Closing the
entire non-resident moose hunt in Unit 22D and E is not warranted at this time.



PC03
Proposal 30- SUPPORT 90f9

Given the fact that the department does not have a conservation concern with Prop. 30, APHA supports the additional opportunity that this
proposal would provide.

Proposal 32- AMEND- SUPPORT

APHA supports Prop 32 of the hunt becomes managed as a registration hunt. APHA members expressed conservation concerns with the
proposed longer season. These concerns were alleviated as long as the hunter effort and harvest strictly monitored. We realize that there
can be concentrations of bears the area in question with seasonal abundance of food. A registration hunt is the solution to more
opportunity in a sustainable manner.

Proposal 35- AMEND

APHA supports amending Prop. 35 so the wolf season in Units 24-26 is as follows:

e July 1st- April 30th

Our support for a longer wolf season is based on the departments lack of conservation concerns and the desire to keep the hunting and
trapping season aligned at the end of the season.

Proposal 37- OPPOSE

APHA sopposes Prop. 37 due to concerns about hide and trophy quality at the beginning of August. Some of Alaska’s APHA'’s longest
serving active guides hunt for brown bears in Unit 23. These experienced guides expressed unanimous concern and opposition to harvest
bears before their hides were finished shedding out.

Proposals 38-39- SUPPORT

APHA supports a modest lengthening of the brown bear season in Unit 23. Though many APHA members adamantly opposed an August
1st start date based on hide quality concerns, all agreed that the bears were in generally good condition by August 20th. APHA prefers
Prop. 38 but supports either Prop. 38 or 39.
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Arctic Bird Dog Association
PO Box 90914
Anchorage, AK 99509

December 14, 2016

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

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Chairman Ted Spraker and Board Members:

Please consider comments from the Arctic Bird Dog Association (ABDA) regarding one proposal
to be addressed by the Board of Game (BOG) at its January 6-9, 2017 meeting Bethel, Alaska.
Proposal 17 could affect hunting activities enjoyed by ABDA members and other bird hunters
using working dogs. ABDA is affiliated with the American Kennel Club and currently has about
87 memberships, including 28 family groups and 3 corporate sponsors. Among other objectives,
the association strives to promote conservation through education regarding the use of dogs
for bird hunting.

PROPOSAL 17 -5 AAC 92.990(A)(26). Definitions. Change the definition of edible meat for game
birds as follows:

“Edible meat” means, ... ; for all game birds, the meat from the breast, back, thighs, legs,
wings; [IN THE CASE OF SMALL GAME BIRDS, EXCEPT FOR CRANES, GEESE AND SWAN, THE
MEAT OF THE BREAST; IN THE CASE OF CRANES, GEESE, AND SWAN, THE MEAT OF THE BREAST
AND MEAT OF THE FEMUR AND TIBIA-FIBULA (LEGS AND THIGHS);] however, “edible meat” of
big game or small game birds does not include meat of the head, meat that has been damaged
and made inedible by the method of taking, bones, sinew, incidental meat reasonably ....

ABDA Comments: We oppose this proposal. We opposed a similar proposal 5 at the March
2016 BOG meeting in Fairbanks. Though we applaud the conservation ethic of the proponent
and many of our members strive to utilize all conceivably edible parts of game birds they take,
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we believe the proposal fails to demonstrate a conservation concern or waste of resources
Many bird hunters salvage all small edible parts of game birds, including internal organs, but
requiring all hunters to do so at all times goes too far. Some of the parts prescribed by the
proponent are extremely small indeed, especially from snipe, which is also a species of game
bird. Where the limit of birds taken in some western and arctic game units is at 20 or 50 birds
per day, then cleaning all tiny edible parts from these birds would be unreasonable. We agree
with the BOG decision to require salvage of leg meat from larger game birds like cranes, geese,
and swans; however, the bag limits for these species is much smaller than for grouse,
ptarmigan, snipe, and ducks. The leg and thigh meat from the larger birds can amount to
considerable meat that should not be wasted.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and the public process you uphold.

Respectfully,

Tim Gallagher
President
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aktrophyhunter@gmail.com
Address
PO Box 1411
Kotzebue, Alaska 99752

Purposal 40 and 42 Kotzebue Area-Unit 23

When you see more bears than you do moose or caribou on every outing, then you need to implement both of these. Very few people take
bears each year and with the moose and caribou populations on the decline due to predators then this needs to happen.

Two bears per year is easy, but | understand the baiting issue is more complex. There are a lot of people in my area, including me who
have camps and don't want bears to associate bait with food and the desrtuction of our camps. However if there are rules and restrictions
in place this can be prevented and it doesn't have to be long term.

Please consider passing both of these.

Thanks!
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Paul Atkins
Submitted On

10/12/2016 8:34:25 PM
Affiliation

Phone
9074123158
Email
aktrophyhunter@gmail.com
Address
PO Box 1411
Kotzebue, Alaska 99752

I would like to comment on purposal 36. As a long time resident of unit 23 and a person who leaves the unit around mid May, returning the
end of July, | have never been able to get the RM880 tag. This has been a big inconveinence to me and my family and those that do the
same. | don't know the exact reasoning why a person has to be here in Kotzebue between those dates to receive the tag, but 'm guessing
it was to cut down on trophy hunters and it is to my knowledge that the local adfg staff and biologist created it just for that fact. This is
discrimination in my mind. | wrote a letter to the state several years ago with concerns on the unfairness of the RM880 permit and how it is
to be obtained, but never heard a word on it or after it was sent.

As a person who depends on moose meat to feed my family every year, in a community where cost are through the roof, I need that tag or
at least the opportunity to take a moose when | need it, just as the RM880 allows.

When I'm not be able to harvest a moose on the state tag (Sept 1-20) due to weather, time, efc it creates a huge deficit for me and mine.
Not being able to obtain the RM880 limits my ability to take a moose when I need it. Yes | could fly back up and get the tag, but it again that
creates a huge cost as flying to anywhere in rural Alaska is outrageous.

I read purposal 36, "These restrictions substantially shortened the resident antlerless moose season and limited hunting opportunity
through a registration permit hunt structure (RM880) during the months of November and December” f | read this correctly adfg agrees
and these changes are being purposed. Needs to be. If not 'm confused.

With the federal subsistence board acting and closing all caribou hunting to non-locals this year, 'm guessing moose hunting from
residents that are non-locals skyrocketed this year. It will be interesting to compare the number of moose kills from the 2015 season
compared to the 2016 season. 'm guessing moose kills from the latter increased dramatically. Thus less moose for us that hunt moose,
but can't due to the restriction and not being able to get the RM880 tag and do so later.

Please either change the dates and allow more time to get the RM880 tag, ie May 1st -July 1st or do away with it period. It would help
those of us that really need it.

Yes | could hunt on federal land and take a moose from August 1-March 31, but those areas are scattered and those boundries are not
well definded.

Please take this all in consideration.
Sincerley,

Paul Atkins
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The current CUA boundaries along the Noatak should be considered adequate unless increased opportunity is
reasonably expected from this extension, and it will not be expected because caribou whereabouts and access to these
animals decide harvest success (not airplane noise and non-local hunters). The only outcome of this proposal is to
further restrict aircraft usage and non-local hunter traffic. but will not increase subsistence harvest success because
water levels often prevent motorboat traffic from exploring the northern tributaries of the Noatak River upstream of
Sapun Creek.

There have been zero documented reports from non-local hunters that support a user conflict dilemma between them
and local hunters in the northern portions of this boundary, which causes some speculation that anecdotal accounts are
grossly exaggerated and should not be allowed to influence public land access without due process of facts and data to
support claims of such issues. The only way a user conflict is occurring in this area is when local hunters decide to
travel and hunt upstream of the current 175-mile long CUA boundary at Sapun Creek. In that case, locals must accept
public land usage and share hunting opportunities with their fellow Americans when their paths cross on state and
federal public lands above the current CUA boundary. Furthermore. the 70 miles between Sapun Creek and the
Cutler River is a corridor used for aircraft take-out transportation by non-local hunters and is not considered a
productive hunting corridor during August and September, so “hunting success” is not being disrupted because no
harvests generally occur in the proposed extension area. This proposal clearly benefits only one user group, providing
an extended private hunting corridor along a major navigable federal public land waterway. If local hunters desire
higher success rates for caribou in August and September, they should pursue expeditions to reach the herd further
north and upstream of the Noatak River and harvest more caribou, but they should not use federal authority to prevent
traditional non-local hunting activities. Access difficulties that limit local harvest success doesn’t justify closing
public land corridors to non-local hunting groups that need viable take-out options above Sapun Creek and below the
Cutler River.

Warming weather trends are affecting hunter success in this area, not non-local hunter presence or aircraft noise.
There is no evidence of frequent user conflict other than local anecdote and community gossip. There must be
physical proof of user conflict before restricting the use of federal public lands, and there is no such data.

The real issue in this specific area is that caribou migration has increasingly changed in fall periods to remain for
longer periods in the north within GMU 26A due to warming fall periods south of Continental Divide, which results
in a recent trend of caribou being farther upstream and north beyond the CUA boundary at Sapun Creek. In order for
caribou to be accessed by non-local hunters in GMU 23, a reasonable take-out option by aircraft must be allowed on
the Noatak River above Sapun Creek, and the current CUA boundary is adequate. Extending this boundary will make
it increasingly difficult for non-local hunters to utilize public land opportunities for hunting caribou, who also desire a
float along the upper Noatak River and its tributaries. Reliable take-out options near the Noatak River are critical,
since aircraft landing sites are limited on the northern tributaries upstream of Sapun Creek. Local hunters want more
public land restrictions to help them reach their subsistence goals, and this a bad precedent to set because non-local
hunters and aircraft are not the cause of their unfulfilled subsistence needs. Access, water levels and time of year
remain the limiting factors for local hunter success because they hunt by boat and not aircraft. Local hunters are
encouraged to explore lands beyond the current CUA boundary for greater hunting opportunities; but trying to restrict
public land access by way of extending the CUA is unjustifiable.

Do ight thing for Alaska public land owners,

ry Bartlett
aska Backcountry Hunters & Anglers
Executive Director
bartlettbhaalaska@gmail.com
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Phone
9072442510
Email
nancybale@gci.net
Address
127 W 22nd Ave
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments for the Arctic/Western Region meeting in Bethel.

I have been involved with submitting proposals and attending and speaking at Board of Game meetings for many years. During that time, |
have written and presented Agenda Change Requests on two separate occasions, and have taken the time to comment upon them and to
listen in on board deliberations of them. Unfortunately, based on my direct experience, I've lost faith in the accuracy and appropriateness
of the ACR process.

We all agree that, because most proposal authors respect the standard submission system, ACRs should be introduced only under
special circumstances, as when there is a conservation need, an error in a regulation, or an unforeseen effect of a regulation.

Unfortunately, the Department of Fish and Game has chosen to introduce ACRs that do not meet these criteria, and unfortunately the
Board of Game has chosen to advance these to the agenda of this upcoming meeting in Bethel. | am concerned that the advancement of
these ACR/proposals to the meeting is not in keeping with the original purpose of agenda changes, is a misuse of the administrative
process, and can disrespect the many hundreds of citizens who, through familiarity with their regions, serve on Advisory Committees or
independently offer their knowledge and interest in the topics at hand, and submit on-time proposals.

The proposals forwarded as ACRs #5 and #6 for this meeting were considered at a special meeting on October 23, 2016. These were
both brought by the Department of Fish and Game itself, and were justified using criterion #3, an unexpected effect of a regulation, using
the argument that when the Board of Game changed the cycle of meetings from 2 to 3 years, the two IM programs that were the subject of
these proposals would expire before they could be considered under the regular cycle of proposals. The use of criterion #3 to justify the
introduction of these proposals, now listed as Proposals 155 and 156, is inappropriate and violates the purpose of the Agenda Change
Process.

The Board of Game, in January of 2015, considered whether it should move from a two to a three year cycle of meetings. |both submitted
comments for this proposed change and listened in to the meeting. From my direct experience listening to board deliberations at that
time, I can tell you that it is disingenuous for the Department of Fish and Game to call the out-of-cycle expiration of the IM programs that are
the subject of these ACR/proposals an “unexpected effect of a regulation.” These IM programs are not “a regulation,” in the sense of the
ACR criteria, nor did either of them have an “unexpected effect.”

The Board of Game, when it changed the cycle of meetings, completely understood that there could be some consequences of that
decision. Using the ACR process to address this type of consequence is completely inappropriate. Local Advisory Committees may not
even have understood that an ACR was introduced, and have been effectively eliminated from reasonable consideration of these
proposals through the approved process, during a three year cycle of proposals.

I am concerned that the ACR process is deeply flawed as employed with these proposals, that are so clearly allocative, and the ACR
process should not be used without more precise definitions of the criteria and more precise instructions from the department to the
board. |ask that the board not consider these proposals (156 and 156) and simply let the programs described under these proposals
expire. The department can continue to collect data on the relevant wildlife populations, and can introduce timely proposals under the
regular cycle.

The Department of Fish and Game should use its own process accurately and appropriately. As a person who has submitted ACRs in
good faith, 'm concerned that the Department of Fish and Game is sidestepping the letter of the law with these ACR/proposals.
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Phone
907-452-6047
Email
ibalbarrette@yahoo.com
Address
380 peger rd.
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709

Proposal 1
Support, if all Alaskan users are counted in a new ANS reevaluation. Also remember there is also mixing from the Central Artic Herd.
Proposal 2

Do not support, we already have regulations having those who reside north of the Yukon River to register with ADF&G to hunt caribou.
Which there is very little compliance to do so. What makes this any better than the current regulations? If we have no enforcement of
current regulations, what is going to change?

Proposal 3, 11

Support, This works for the moose hunters in the area north of the Yukon, should also work for caribou. Persons residing north of Yukon
hunting caribou generally, have abused the current regulation far too long. This is the only area in the State for caribou and sheep that still
does not mandate harvest reports and harvest tickets. This will be great yearly data to help manage caribou population north of the Yukon.

Proposal 4
Do not support

Does not consider bad weather, scheduled commercial flights, emergency flights and aircraft noise will not increase or decrease caribou
populations.

Proposals 5,6, and 7

Support, terminology should be consistence within the codify.

Proposal 8

Do not support, | do not believe the IM statue is only addressing human harvest as Alaskans only.
Proposal 15

Do not support, | do not believe the BOG has the authority to make such a regulation, that if you harvest a sublegal ram (unlawful currently)
the added penalty will be this. Penalties for game violations have different commissions or committees.

Proposal 17

Do not support, the BOG should address what is the minimum salvage re uirements for editable portions to be salvaged. It is ok if users
want to use more or salvage more than what is re uired. Also if you pass this anything that is re uired to be salvaged cannot be used for
such things as trap bait. Can’'t have it both ways.

Proposal 19

Support, lam sure this was not and is the intent of the statue.

Proposal 34

Do not support as written. But amended. | would amend this proposal to not allow the use of steel traps and firearms after 15 March. | do
support the take of wolverine starting July 15. There seems to be a lot of lactating wolverine being harvest in early spring leaving pup
wolverine to succumb to the elements and starvation. If this continues will see a decline in the wolverine population in this region. Put it on
your radar. Harvesting wolverine after 15 July is not bad, at least the pups are wined off.
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Submitted On
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Affiliation

Proposal #8 This proposal is counterproductive to IM goals. In some areas Nonresidents take more predators incedentally while hunting
moose and caribou than all predators taken by residents combined. Eliminating these hunts would make reaching IM goals even tougher
and more expensive for the State. Non-residents will not, in most cases, book hunts to these areas specifically to take predators.

Proposal # 25 |drafted this proposal and concur with ADF&G's reccommendations to Defer this proposal. The management of
Mulchatna caribou should be discussed as a whole rather than unit by unit.

Proposal#34 | drafted this proposal. |support the proposal because currently there is almost no oportunity currently to hunt wolverines in
Unit 26. Most hunters prefer to be off the north side before the Sept 1 opener. It may be appropriate to Defer this proposal to the next
meeting and discuss wolverines in all of unit 26. There is an identical proposal for the remainder of unit 26 in the next meeting.

Proposal #35 |drafted this proposal and support it with an ammendment to retain all current closure dates. |overlooked some of the
curent closure dates and made a typo. The closure date should have been April 30 but some units are even later. | would not be opposed
to a July 15 opener as an alternative if it makes a difference to anyone. This proposal may also be appropriate to defer to the next
meeting. | have anidentical proposal that addresses this exact issue in the remaing portion of GMU 25&26.
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Proposal# 153 Arctic Western meeting.

Concerning the GMU 17 resident brown bear tag exemption. | just want the BOG to be aware that the
reported harvest level in GMU 17 is nowhere near the actual harvest. In the areas of unit 17 accessed by
the Nushagak River villagers; | believe the harvest level is at least double the reported harvest. The
current attitude is to shoot at any bear any time of year. It is effectively open season year round with no
limit. Shot at bears are seldom looked for. Dropped and killed in view bears are seldom legally salvaged.

If | remember correctly, maybe 5 years ago or so, at the BOG meeting it was reported that the legally
reported harvest was already several times the harvest objective and the spring season had yet to
occur.

The shoot at on site practice has been ongoing and increasing for the last 10 years and is now to a level
of normalcy. As a result, the bears are very boat shy and now most of the “educated” bears are
nocturnal.

The good news is the moose have begun recovering from the mid 2000s recession. We see some caribou
in the Nushagak hills again. Soon it will be time to open a limited nonresident caribou hunt outside the 2
mile corridor.

Don Duncan
299 Alvin Street
Fairbanks AK 99712



Through the Chair,
Dear board members and all other interested parties;

Please allow me to give a brief introduction of myself. My name is Frank Entsminger. [ am a 55 year
resident of the State of Alaska, avid hunter, class A assistant guide, wildlife artist, taxidermist, and 25
year member of the Upper Tanana Fortymile AC. My wife Sue and | have lived at Mile 91 on the Tok
Cutoff which is 34 miles south of Tok and 12 miles northeast of Mentasta Village for nearly 40 years.

The following are my comments and recommendations on Proposal 157 pertaining to setting customary
and traditional use findings and establishing seasons and bag limits for emperor geese.

I have a special interest in these birds. As a lot younger man and prior to their closing in 1986 | had
hunted these geese on Unimak Island and in various locations along the Alaska Peninsula. Like many |
have waited and watched the slow population recovery of these birds, hopeful that someday we would
again have a chance to hunt these magnificent birds. Assuming that the populaticn estimates submitted
are realistic | would encourage that the board adopt a season and bag limit for this valuable resource.

My recommendations differ somewhat from the Proposal 157 that is before you. In consideration of
your valuable time | wish to propose the following as to how | would set the seasons and bag limits.

Resident Nonresident
Units 9, 10 (Unimak Is. Only),
17,18, 22, and 23
1 goose by registration permit only Sept. 1—Dec. 16 Nov. 16—Dec. 16
Units 8, 10 {except Unimak Is.}
1 goose by registration permit only Oct. 8—Jan. 22 Nov, 22—Jan. 22

Further amend the registration hunt to a specific quota and a specified number of days reporting
requirement. If quota is reached prior to the closing date, the season will close by emergency order.

Also add:

Units 8-10, 17, 18, 22, and 23

1 goose by drawing permit only, up to 50

{or 100) Permits issued QOct. 8—ian. 22 Nov. 22—Jan. 22
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As noted my recommendation includes two hunts by registration permit and one hunt by drawing
permit. | most certainly feel that the local hunters should have a preference. Allowing residents only for
the first part of the season should assure this pricrity, however | feel nonresident hunters need to be
included in these hunts. All hunters, regardless of their zip code, contribute dollars that support wildlife
management and wildlife enhancement programs such as this recovery program that brought back
these geese. It is only fair that all hunters share in the harvest. Also, nonresidents most certainly will be
hiring local folks to aid them in hunting which adds to the local economy.

Hunters in general need to stand united. Our hunting heritage is constantly being attacked by
uneducated individuals and organizations who don’t understand that hunters are the primary reason we
enjoy healthy wildlife populations. If in our hunting regulations we start eliminating specific hunting
groups, in this case nonresidents, who then do not have a stake in the resource, they will not be there to
help fight off anti-hunters. Folks need to put aside their selfish tendencies for the long term health of
the resource and to support the hunting community in its entirety. I'm not saying nonresidents need an
equal harvest, but they do need at least some opportunity to harvest which my amendment includes.

The drawing permit portion of the proposal is to provide an opportunity for hunters who primarily wish
to acquire a prime specimen to be preserved as a fully mounted bird. Emperor geese are one of the
most strikingly beautiful waterfowl species in the entire world. They are only found in western Alaska
and parts of northeastern Siberia. The birds are not fully prime until late November to early December.
| predict that due to the high level of interest in these birds that the entire quota of 1000 birds would be
taken early on in the season. This drawing permit hunt would allocate a small portion of the harvest to
residents and nonresidents and provide a small opportunity for these user groups. Justification is the
same as for nonresidents. Everyone and anyone with a legal Alaska hunting license and Alaska
waterfowl stamp would be eligible to apply in this drawing.

One last tidbit of information; our area of eastern Interior went through an almost identical situation in
regards to the Fortymile caribou herd. Long story short...it took decades of time and thousands and
thousands of hunter dollars to bring their numbers back to a level of approximately 50,000 animals. The
working group that had been formed to address the recovery effort and advise the Board of Game
decided that a 1000 animal harvest quota would be appropriate if administered by using a registration
permit hunt with stringent reporting requirements. The range that the caribou occupy was divided into
sections with each a quota or percent of the total harvest quota. If, or when, the quota is reached in any
one section, the season in that quota is closed by emergency order. The other sections remain open
until their quota is reached or the season ends. This is a safeguard that prevents any one section from
harvesting the entire 1000 animal quota.

The working group also decided that all user groups should be included in the harvest and they also
added a small portion of the harvest for a drawing permit for youth hunters, which includes both
resident and nonresident youths, 10-17 years of age.

I wish | could have been here in person to discuss this with you. Hopefully my recommendations will at
least promote some healthy dialogue to this subject.
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I am not in support of proposal 17. Though | do understnad the want to keep things consistant with the spring subsitance season the idea
of having to try and cook and eat the back of a teal or a grouse or Patarmigain is far from appealing. | addition | feel the use eating of
internal organs s a personal one and many people do not eat them do to the high risk of things in the liver in particular.

Coming form the viepoint of a trapper by forcing me to eat the back of a bird | have just last a piece of valuable bait by being required to
eat something that possible has so little availiable meat on it that it would be a negative calorie count. |as a trapper would now be forced
to come up with some other form of bait particulary for marten which tends to be the bread and butter for most Alaskan traplines.

Traditionally sport hunters have not been required to take these parts and trappers have been allowed to use them as bait. | undestand the
subsitence users want to see all part utilized but this is a sport hunt season and the traditions that go with that have every right to continue
to be applied as the traditions that apply in the subsitence season
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Proposal 4: Institute uo-fly zones for caribou hunting in Units 21D, 22, 23, 24, and 26A 20f2
The Gates of the Arctic National Park Subsistence Resource Commission unanimously opposed
this proposal. This proposal is not feasible due to possible weather delays that could affect flying
time.

Proposal 11: Remove the exception to harvest tickets and reports for sheep

The Gates of the Arctic National Park Subsistence Resource Commission unanimously opposed
this proposal. The National Park Service is monitoring the Dall’s sheep harvest by working with
the community of Anaktuvuk Pass in order to assess harvest on Arctic Slope Regional
Corporation and Nunamiut Corporation lands that fall under State regulations.

Proposal 113: Modify the resident bag limit for Dall sheep in Units 24B, 25A, 26B, and 26C
The Gates of the Arctic National Park Subsistence Resource Commission unanimously opposed
this proposal. The federal subsistence regulation for units 24A and 24B has recently changed
from any 3 sheep to 3 sheep, no more than one of which may be a ewe, The communities of
Wiseman and Anaktuvuk Pass are currently under an informal self-imposed restriction on ]
hunting ewes, Low harvest rates and local traditional practices are addressing the decline of the
sheep populations.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Louie Commack
Chair

ff 7%’“' OJM, v

And

Jack Reakoff
Vice-Chair

Cc: NPS Alaska Regional Director
Superintendent, Gates of the Arctic National Park and Preserve
Governor of Alaska

Chair: Louie Commack, Vice-Chair: Jack Reakoff; Members: Taqulik Hepa, Pollock Simon Sr., Iugh Bifelt, Tim
Fickus, and Sam Kunaknana

T T
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Tom Gray
Submitted On
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Affiliation

Phone
907-304-2003
Email
tom@akadventure.com
Address
Box 306
Nome, Alaska 99762

Dear Board of Game,

My name is Tom Gray and am a guide that grew up here in Nome and have lived here in the region since. | feel proposal number
31 is extreme with what we know about the bears 22B.

To manage a resource we need to know the size of it and know the interest in hunting that resource. We do not know either of these.

The survey referred to in the proposal included a small part of unit 22b. It refers to an increasing population which | didn’'t hear when
listening to Fish and Game talk about this proposal.

We have people complaining about bears tearing up camps. It seems these are smaller problem bears attracted by trash or just being
immature bears that are just hungry. In this region the bulk of the complaints about bears come from 22C and 22D. If local folks had their
way there wouldn’t be a live bear here in unit 22.

25 years ago in 22B we would see 10-15 bears drifting a river in an evening. Today lucky to see a bear. As a guide | offered a 10 day hunt
years ago and changed it to a 7 day hunt because of clients sitting around for a week after shooting their bear. Today it is getting harder
and harder to get a bear for clients and am thinking about going back to the 10 hunt. | feel the bear population in 22B has been dropping
for some time now. Also in 22B a new guide has just began operating in the last year. This new operation will begin to impact our bear
population in the future.

Looking at moose and other resources we have not only bears feeding on them but in recent years a wolf population has flourished. | grew
up in this country and never saw wolves in the past. Today we have resident wolves raising pups, in the last few years | have found 3
different wolf dens in my travels. Bears are getting the blame for additional impacts these wolves are doing to our moose and musk ox
recourses.

Today a person can shoot a sport bear or state subsistence bear or fed subsistence bear. In the last 10 years one state subsistence bear
has been taken in 22A.

We need to be careful of what we offer, there is a potential of killing off a lot of bears with the locals and outsiders hunting our 22B system.
2006-2015 in 22A, 11 people took advantage of 2 bears a year, this is off the road system and hard to get to.
During this time there were no real impacts to the bear population.

22B is has a different breed of hunters than those in 22A. There is a big potential of hunters making big negative impacts to the bear
population in 22B.

I sit on the Northern Norton Sound Fish and Game Advisory Board. Every year we vote on the blessing of taking away the 25 dollar fee for
a grizzly bear permit. We have no idea of how many hunters are interested in hunting grizzly bears other than the bears actually shot. | think
we need a permit like moose for bear hunting. This will give us an idea of the number of hunters interested in bear hunting.

Again
We have no idea of the size of bear resource
| feel the bear population has been declining for some time now
We have no idea of number of hunters
The maijority of bear problems with camps are in 22C & 22D

Impacts of other predator’s bears are blamed for (wolves)
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The 2015 bear study doesn'’t tell the true 22b bear resource PC15
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22B has a aggressive breed of hunters that could lead to big impacts

Thanks

Tom Gray
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Chris Harper
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Dear Board of Game,

I write you with regard to the several proposals for limiting nonresidents to 10%, 12%, or even 25% of sheep permits inregion V. These
proposals only serve to increase the regulatory burden of the Board of Game (creating draws, sepecial registrations, etc.) while having
negligible effect in the real world.

Contained in the ADF&G response to these proposals, it is stated that "nonresident sheep hunters accounted for an average of 15% of
the sheep hunters in Region V between RY2011 and RY2015 with an average of 4 nonresidents participating annually." What do the
authors of these proposals desire? A reduction to 3 nonresidents annually? 2 nonresidents annually? We are talking about a reduction of
1, possibly 2 hunters a year! This will obviously not have any significant impact on Dall Sheep hunting opportunity.

With the lack of any real conservation basis and in consideration of wasting your own time, | ask that you do not pass these proposals.

Chris Harper
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Stuart Johnson
Submitted On

12/21/2016 4:02:54 PM
Affiliation

First of all thank you for your time.

I would like to voice my support of the recommendation to abolish the 2016-2017 proposal to the "Miscellaneous" regulations that will
require "Brown bears, mountain goats, and sheep taken by nonresidents that are personally accompanied by resident relatives within the
second-degree of kindred will count towards the bag limit of both the resident relative and the nonresident. Implementation of this is
expected to occur between now and July 1, 2018, the exact implementation date will be noticed in the hunting regulations and other
materials." |would like to see this revision retracted in its entirety due to the negative impact it has on the opportunities that should be
provided to the residents of this state. The proposal as written currently is beneficial only to the guiding community, not all residents of the
state of Alaska.

If this proposal cannot be abolished or retracted, | would like to recommend the following verbage be added prior to implementation "Also,

any game harvested by a nonresident hunting under the direction of a guide or assistent guide shall count towards the bag limit of both the
nonresident and guide or assistent guide."

Best Regards,

Stuart Johnson
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Douglas Malone
Comments to the Alaska Board of Game
Arctic/ Western Region Proposals

December 21, 2016

Board of Game members:

Thanks for your time, | appreciate the opportunity to speak and participate in this process. | am Douglas
Malone, from Homer, am proud to serve on the local AC, and hunt statewide. The following comments
represent my personal opinion on the issues before you this 2017 cycle.

SUPPORT: Proposals 2,3,8,9,10,11,12,19,155
OPPOSE: Proposals 4,25, 41

| am, generally speaking, in support of Intensive Management to maximize our prey species statewide.
Proposal 155 (renew/modify Unit 15C IM plan) came up quickly as an ACR 5, for “unforeseen (forgotten)
consequence” of changing to 3 year cycle. | would however suggest amending the proposed language in
AAC 92.118c2C as outlined in Proposal 155 to something a bit softer like “ ...determined that
repopulation sources are sufficient to allow maximum effort on state and private lands within the
control area” This proposal came up quickly, out of cycle, and as a result the public is largely unaware of
the new language. It is doubtful to be popular amongst the general public on the Kenai. This amendment
to the proposed language will help keep the Department doing biology and game management by not
having to field so many “social issue” questions, and | support the amended proposal.

Proposals 2,3 and 11 all deal with expanding harvest data. Information is paramount to science and
management, and | support these proposals to give ADFG more data on sheep and caribou herds.

Proposal 4: Firmly opposed. Restricting aircraft use is not the way to build the WAH. . The proposed
area is huge and remote, aircraft are a part of life in the Bush. Don’t believe the authority is there; to
create such a large CUA. Extremely hard to enforce. Pits hunter against hunter, the last thing the hunting
heritage needs. The caribou are arguably disturbed also by the mail and commuter planes, exploration
and research support aircraft, and all the riverboats. This proposal is attempting to build on the (shaky)
precedent of new aircraft restrictions for sheep hunting which | opposed on similar grounds. Please vote
no on Proposal 4.

Proposal 8: (Restricting Nonresidents first when a population is not reaching IM goals) This is a bright
new proposal | am in support of. If we have an active IM plan on a population to increase harvest for
residents, nonresident take should have already been restricted. This would match IM statute intent and
seems common sense to me.

Proposals 9,10,12, 14, and 16: The allocation of sheep. In light of the ongoing sheep population declines
and increased conflicts in the field, it is foolish to continue to allow nearly half our sheep to be taken by
nonresidents. | support capping the nonresident share of our sheep resource at 10%. No more. This is
what our state’s Founders intended in Article 8: maximum benefit for the people. “The people” ,taken
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from Alaska’s Constitution, certainly implies “Alaskan people” a.k.a. residents. Take precedence from
long-existing codified sheep and goat hunt allocation (TMA 10% Chugach 13%, Delta 10% etcetera in 5
AAC 92.057) Proposal 12 is the preferred route, it addresses the other steps to take concurrently with
10% NR cap: A harvest guideline level and switching to a NR only drawing in order to implement. Not
only would limiting Nonresident take in the sheep via 10% harvest cap help the sheep population, it
would greatly improve the field crowding complaints: Nonresident hunters typically hire guides, who
have multiple and big camps, multiple planes, horses, cooks and packers, lots of people and activity.
Nearly verbatim proposals have been before the Board of Game for many many years...it is time to give
sheep allocation a try at 10% NR cap. Lets start in Region 5, with passage of Proposal 12, in preparation
for statewide. Maybe even public notice it and take it up statewide at the Glenallen meeting?

Proposal 19: Repealing last year’s passage of APHA proposal 51. Im sure you’ve had an earful of
comments on this, | will simply support this without burning up ink. Please remove the new illegal bag
limit restrictions for residents.

Proposals 18,24, 30,31,32,35,40,42,43. Support. These all address liberalizing bear regulation in various
fashion (35 addresses wolf). | applaud the actions of the Board in recent years on this issue and support
this direction. Bear predation is very high upon our food animals, | support reauthorization of tag fee
exemptions, longer seasons, etcetera in the above. Proposal 35 might be a bit of help to Brooks range
sheep and caribou populations on all that federal land.

Proposal 25: Add nonresident Mulchatna Caribou hunt: | oppose this idea. The Mulchatna Herd, after
many years of decline, has only begun to recover, thanks in part to IM efforts. We need to let it grow.
Especially considering last years liberalization of this hunt at the Statewide meeting, which | considered
inadvisable. We do not yet know the effect of that action on the population. Interestingly, 19A and 198,
which the proposer wishes to add (19 C and D are already open by harvest ticket for nonresident
hunters) is the home of all the nonresident moose closure river corridors. Hardly an environment that
suits adding a NR hunt. Perhaps the best argument, Mulchatna is still under Intensive Management, so
by the logic above in Proposal 8, why are we allowing ANY nonresident harvest before meeting the
needs of Alaskans? Back in the mid- 90’s Mulchatna caribou was a fantastic opportunity for everybody, |
urge the Board to reject Proposal 25 and let the herd and that opportunity return.

Thank you for considering my thoughts on these 2017 proposals, and | do appreciate the time you all
put into being Board members. Merry Christmas.

Douglas Malone

Homer AK
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Chad Sheldon
Submitted On

12/22/2016 4:22:46 PM
Affiliation

Maniilaq Association

On behalf of Maniilaq Association, the regional tribal organization whose service area encompasses most of Game Unit #23, we
respectfully submit our recommendations to the proposed changes to the current hunting regulations.

We support the following Proposals:

1)Proposal # 1 as presented
2)Proposal # 8 as presented
3)Proposal #17 as presented
4)Proposal # 18 as presented
5)Proposal # 37 as presented
6)Proposal # 38 as presented
7)Proposal # 39 as presented
8)Proposal # 40 as presented
9)Proposal # 43 as presented
10)Proposal # 44 as presented

11)Proposal # 45 as presented

We oppose the following Proposals:
12)Proposal # 9 as presented
13)Proposal # 10 as presented
14)Proposal # 11 as presented
15)Proposal # 12 as presented
16)Proposal # 13 as presented
17)Proposal # 14 as presented
18)Proposal # 15 as presented

19)Proposal # 16 as presented

Respectfully,

Chad Sheldon

Interim President/CEO
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December 21, 2016

Resident Hunters of Alaska (RHAK)

Comments to Alaska Board of Game

Bethel Western/Arctic Region V Meeting

January 6-9, 2017
Proposals we support: 2,3,8,9,10,11,12,14,16,19
Proposals we oppose: 4, 22, 25

Proposal 2 = 5AAC 92.010 Harvest tickets and reports; and 85.025
Hunting seasons and bag limits for caribou.

Modify the hunt structure of the Western Arctic and Teshekpuk
caribou herds.

Resident Hunters of Alaska (RHAK) supports this proposal and anything the
Department can do to obtain more accurate harvest data that is critical in
managing these caribou herds. Changing over to a registration permit hunt
will no doubt be difficult at first, but all hunters no matter where they live
should be required to supply harvest information to the Department.

Proposal 3 = 5AAC 92.010 (g) Harvest tickets and reports.
Remove the exception to harvest tickets and reports for caribou.

RHAK supports this proposal which is similar in intent to Proposal 2 from
the Department. The basic premise, as this proposer states, is that “accurate
harvest data is essential in order for the Board of Game to make sound
decisions....”

1|Page Resident Hunters of Alaska (RHAK)
Arctic/Western Region Board of Game Comments
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This issue is an education issue at its heart. For a very long time, hunters
north of the Yukon River have not been required to have a harvest ticket and
turn in a report. Suddenly having to do so now may seem burdensome, and
there are worries of non-compliance penalties.

We don't think it can be argued any longer that there aren’t many places in
northwest Alaska where one can’t send out mail or get on the internet. All
hunters need to be educated about the importance of the collection of
harvest data and how it benefits the resource and our opportunities.

Proposal 8 — 5AAC 85.045 Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose;
and 85.025 Hunting seasons and bag limits for caribou.

Prohibit nonresident hunting of any prey species under intensive
management in the Arctic/Western region until population and
harvest objectives are met.

This is a RHAK proposal and we fully support it.

The intention behind this proposal is that there would not be any
nonresident hunting of a moose or caribou population under any active
Intensive Management predation control plans/programs in Region V until
the minimum Intensive Management harvest and population objective has
been met.

Intensive Management plans and programs are designed to increase moose
and/or caribou populations to benefit Alaskans who depend on these
ungulates as a food source.

RHAK supported the new hunting license and tag fee increases that go into
effect starting in 2017, including the additional Intensive Management fee
that both resident and nonresident hunters will pay as part of the cost of
their hunting license. We recognize that Intensive Management efforts can
benefit all hunters, including nonresident hunters, by providing more hunting
opportunities once population and harvest objectives are met, which is why
we should all pay for IM efforts. However, the intent of our IM Law and why
certain areas undergo a formal predation control plan and program is to
“restore the abundance or productivity of identified big game prey
populations as necessary to achieve human consumptive use goals.”

Meaning, Alaskans need to eat, that’s the point of Intensive Management
plans and programs, and until the population and harvest objectives are met
for any prey species, there should be no competition for food from
nonresident hunters.

2|Page Resident Hunters of Alaska (RHAK)
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Proposal 12 — 5AAC 85.055 Hunting seasons and bag limits for Dall
sheep; and 92.008 Harvest guideline levels.

Establish a ten percent nonresident sheep harvest allocation cap and
change all nonresident sheep hunts to draw permit hunts in the
Arctic/Western Region.

This is a RHAK proposal and we fully support it.

Currently there are no open sheep seasons in Region V due to declining
sheep populations offering no sustainable sheep hunting opportunities. This
proposal seeks to codify a resident sheep hunting priority in Region V in
future when and if sheep hunting is again allowed for nonresidents. It asks
the board, when and if sheep numbers improve in Region V and sheep
hunting opportunities are again allowed for nonresidents, that all
nonresident sheep hunters be put on a draw-permit system whereby the
nonresident harvest never exceeds 10% of the total harvest.

We want to stress that our proposal doesn’t mean to imply or state that
nonresident sheep hunting should again be allowed once there is sustainable
sheep hunting opportunity for Alaskan residents. We believe that when and
if any sheep hunting opportunities are again allowed in Region V that those
opportunities should initially be resident-only hunts

When and if nonresident sheep hunting is again allowed, the Department
would need to determine nonresident sheep permit allocations based on past
historical nonresident sheep harvest data, beginning conservatively until new
data comes in and permit numbers are reevaluated.

This proposal differs from some others in that it seeks to limit and codify
harvest levels rather than overall opportunity levels. We want to stress that
currently nonresident sheep hunters make up 20% of total sheep hunters
and harvest 40-45% of sheep statewide. In some subunits nonresident
sheep hunters account for 60-80% of total sheep harvests.

We need a system to regulate nonresident sheep harvests, however that
comes about, both to protect our sheep resource and to give residents their
constitutional hunting priority to that limited resource.

Proposal 16 — 5AAC 92.057 Special provisions for Dall sheep and
mountain goat drawing permit hunts; 92.061 Special provisions for
brown bear drawing permit hunts; 92.069 Special provisions for
moose drawing permit hunts; and 85.025 Hunting seasons and bag
limits for caribou.

3|Page Resident Hunters of Alaska (RHAK)
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Establish a 90/10 percent permit allocation for resident and
nonresident drawing permit hunts for sheep, moose, caribou, and
brown bear.

This is a RHAK proposal and we fully support it.

This proposal asks regionally what others have asked in the past from the
Board at the statewide level; when and where we have restrictive drawing
permit hunts for all, residents should have a clear and substantial allocation
priority as our state constitution intended.

We ask that residents receive a minimum of 90% of all draw permits for any
current or future drawing permit hunt for sheep, moose, caribou or brown
bear in Region V, where both residents and nonresidents are restricted. This
clearly aligns with the intent of our Founders in Article 8 sections 1-4 of our
state constitution:

 Article 8 - Natural Resources
« § 1. Statement of Policy

* It is the policy of the State to encourage the settlement of its land and
the development of its resources by making them available for
maximum use consistent with the public interest.

+ 8 2. General Authority:

* The legislature shall provide for the utilization, development, and
conservation of all natural resources belonging to the State, including
land and waters, for the maximum benefit of its people.

« 8§ 3. Common Use

Wherever occurring in their natural state, fish, wildlife, and waters are
reserved to the people for common use.

« 8§ 4. Sustained Yield

* Fish, forests, wildlife, grasslands, and all other replenishable resources
belonging to the State shall be utilized, developed, and maintained
on the sustained yield principle, subject to preferences among
beneficial uses.

In the winter of 1955-56 when Alaskans were drafting our constitution, they
had the knowledge of how decades as a territory had usurped the powers
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and rights of actual Alaskans. This led to one of the most unique of all state
constitutions in terms of natural resources. Our wildlife is a natural resource.
Our wildlife is supposed to be managed under the sustained yield principle
for the "maximum benefit of its people.” Our wildlife is “reserved to the
people for common use.”

Resident hunters of Alaska are “the people” our Founders were referring to.
When and where restrictive drawing hunts for all are necessary, resident
Alaskans should receive a maximum benefit to any hunting opportunity.

Proposal 19 — 5AAC 92.130 Restrictions to bag limits.

Remove the bag limit restriction for resident relatives accompanying
nonresident second degree of kindred.

RHAK supports Proposal 19 and that it be amended on a Statewide basis
per public noticing after Board deliberations and decisions at teleconference
meetings in October and November of 2016.

A review of the intent of "Proposal 51,” submitted by the Alaska
Professional Hunters Association and passed by the Board of Game
at the 2016 Statewide meeting, placing bag limit restrictions on
resident Alaskans who accompany nonresident relatives within 2"
degree of kindred for a must-be-guided species:

The first statewide “guide law” mandating that nonresident U.S. citizens
must hire a licensed big game guide or hunt with a resident relative within
2"d degree of kindred for certain species passed in 1967 as Senate Bill 51.
(It did not include mountain goat as a must-be-guided species until 20+
years later.)

Originally, the bill did not include allowance for a nonresident U.S. citizen to
hunt with a resident Alaskan relative for sheep or brown/grizzly bear, and it
became a sticking point in committee hearings. The guide lobby did not
support an allowance to hunt without a licensed big game guide for sheep or
brown/grizzly bear, fearing it would take away from the new subsidy the
state was providing them in the form of ensuring they had constant clientele
for guided brown/grizzly bear and sheep hunts. Resident hunters didn’t think
it was fair to force their nonresident relatives to hire a guide at great
expense when they were just as capable of accompanying them in the field
and wanted to continue the lifelong bonds of hunting together with a family
member. In the end, the legislature agreed with resident hunters and added
additional language that allowed for a nonresident hunter who is a U.S.
citizen to hunt brown/grizzly bear and sheep with a resident relative over 19
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years of age within 2" degree of kindred. This became Alaska Statute AS
16.05.407.

The guide lobby has never liked this aspect of the "must-be-guided” statute.
For decades the industry has worked to separate out the “next-of-kin”
nonresident hunters from the guided nonresident hunters in draw permit
pools. They have been partially successful on Kodiak Island in Unit 8 in
convincing the Board of Game to put nonresident “next of kin” brown bear
permits in the resident hunter pool.

Looking for further ways to limit the ostensible negative effects of
nonresident hunters who hunt with a resident relative for a must-be-guided
species, the guide lobby petitioned the Board to change the entire intent of
the must-be-guided statute so that now when a resident Alaskan
accompanies his or her nonresident father or sister on a sheep, mountain
goat, or brown/grizzly bear hunt, if that nonresident relative is successful
the resident relative must forfeit his or her tag and opportunity to hunt that
species that calendar year. In areas where we have 1-in-4-year brown bear
hunting restrictions for all, a resident relative would have to wait four years
before being allowed to legally put in for and hunt that permit if his
nonresident relative were successful.

During the same Statewide 2016 meeting, the Board also passed another
guide lobby proposal (#30) restricting all nonresident sheep hunters to a 1-
in-4-year opportunity. The Department commented that this proposal would
have little or no effect on guided sheep hunters, rather it would mostly effect
nonresident sheep hunters wanting to hunt with a resident relative. The
intent of both guide lobby proposals passed by the Board was to discourage
nonresident next-of-kin “unguided” hunting for a must-be-guided species.

What was the rationale for the Board of Game to pass APHA Proposal
#517

When the Board passed the guide lobby proposal #51 at the Statewide 2016
meeting, the new restrictions to resident Alaskans who hunt with a
nonresident relative were not based on any biological or conservation
concerns, nor were they based on any scientific data from the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game.

Before deliberating on Proposal 51, the Board requested the Department to
supply data on “next of kin” percentages for must-be-guided species, to
better evaluate just how many nonresidents hunting a must-be-guided
species were really hunting under the “next-of-kin” guidelines. The
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Department submitted a record copy (RC 115) report that included this slide
(see below) on nonresident sheep hunter data that showed nonresident
sheep hunters hunting with a “next-of-kin” resident relative made up 70% of
all nonresident sheep hunters:

The board passed the guide lobby proposal based in large part on the RC
115 report from ADFG. No one really questioned the validity of the data.

The Department, however, realized they had made a mistake with the initial
report, and issued RC 123, correcting the nonresident sheep hunter data,
essentially reversing the figures to show that nonresident sheep hunters
hunting with a “next-of-kin” resident relative made up approximately 30% of
total nonresident sheep hunters, not 70%. (But even that data was flawed
and overestimated the percentage of “"next-of-kin” sheep hunters. New
guided hunt record data compiled by the Big Game Commercial Services
Board in December 2016 and released to the public tentatively shows a 16%
nonresident “next-of-kin” sheep hunter percentage over the last ten years.)

Nevertheless, even though the Department submitted RC 123 and told the
Board they had made a mistake, the Board chose not to reconsider passage
of Proposal 51 based on new information and instead moved to delay
implementation for two years to give the Department time to work out how
they were going to track and enforce the new regulation.

7|Page Resident Hunters of Alaska (RHAK)
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In the end, the recorded audio deliberations show what this was all about.
The Board was going to determine which had “more value,” the nonresident
guided hunter or the nonresident hunter hunting with a resident relative
within 2"d degree of kindred. The board chose the “nonresident guided
hunter” as having “more value;” that was their entire rationale for passing
the guide lobby proposal. If anyone was looking for a perfect example of
how our current Board of Game is influenced by the guide lobby, this would
be it!

In Closing

RHAK has sent in extensive letters and comments regarding passage of the
Alaska Professional Hunters Assn. proposal 51 at the Statewide 2016 Board
of Game meeting. We submitted a legal argument that the Board of Game
does not have the authority to change the “"must-be-guided” law under
Alaska Statute AS 16.05.407, expecting a formal opinion from the
Department of Law. Instead we got a differing opinion from the attorney
attached to the Board of Game using the rationale that “if you put two
lawyers in a room they will come up with three different opinions.” Some
legislators, however, agree that the Board of Game does not have the
authority to change a statute in this manner, just as they agree that the
Board of Game does not have the authority to create new “must-be-guided”
species (which they have done with moose and black bear in some areas).

It should trouble all Alaskan hunters that the Board of Game has deemed
that a resident father accompanying his nonresident son on a sheep or bear
hunt has less value than another nonresident on a guided sheep or bear
hunt. Or that the Board of Game even believes they have the authority to
make such a call and decision when there are: No biological concerns. No
conservation concerns. No crowding concerns.

The guide lobby didn’t like competition from “unguided” nonresident hunters
who hunted with resident relatives. That was all this was about.

It deeply saddens and troubles us that the majority of resident Alaskans
serving on the Board of Game voted by majority to restrict their fellow
Alaskans for no rational reason whatsoever.

Proposal 25 — 5AAC 85.025 Hunting seasons and bag limits for
caribou.

Open a nonresident draw hunt for caribou in Units 18 and 19.
RHAK opposes this proposal.

8|Page Resident Hunters of Alaska (RHAK)
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The Mulchatna Caribou Herd (MCH) is currently under an active Intensive
Management predation control program to increase the herd size for human
consumptive uses by Alaskans.

The proposer implies that resident Alaskans in the region are unable to
harvest sufficient caribou because of more remote herd locations that are
inaccessible to residents but would be accessible to nonresidents, and a light
harvest by those nonresident hunters is acceptable because most of the
meat from that light harvest will be “left in the communities.”

The Department and Board of Game use population data to determine
hunting seasons and bag limits and overall opportunity for both residents
and nonresidents. This type of proposal fails to outline that if you take 50
caribou from a herd, no matter if it is right next to a community or in more
remote locations, it counts toward the next population estimate, which
reflects the kind of hunting opportunity the Board and Department may
allow. Basically, every caribou matters, and we hope the public and Board
are not swayed by proposals seeking to allow limited nonresident or
nonresident guided opportunities for a wildlife resource that is not meeting
subsistence needs.

RHAK has a proposal (#8) currently before the Board requesting that no
nonresident hunting be allowed for any caribou or moose population
currently under an active Intensive Management predation control program.
This proposal is a good example of why we submitted Proposal 8.

In this case, the ANS for the MCH is 2100 - 2400 caribou, which is well
above the current harvestable surplus, therefore nonsubsistence uses of the
MCH is prohibited by law under AS 16.05.258.

Thank you for reading our comments!

Resident Hunters of Alaska (RHAK)

Contact us at: info@residenthuntersofalaska.org
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Tuntutuliak Traditional Council ey

PO Box 8086

Tuntutuliak. Alaska 99680
Ph: (907256-2128. Fax (907)256-2080

OPPOSITION TO PROPOSAL 21

WHEREAS, the Native Village of Tuntutuliak is a Federally Recognized Tribe under the
Federal Government, and,

WHEREAS, the Tuntutuliak Traditional Council is a Tribal Entity organized for the
purpose of leadership and program operations for the Village of Tuntutuliak. and,

WHEREAS, the Alaska Department of Fish & Game, is considering Proposal 21.
Opening a winter hunting season for moose in Unit 18, and,

WHEREAS, the Population within Unit 18, RM 615 Area, surpasses 13,000 plus, and,

WHEREAS, the Departments of Fish & Game/Fish & Wildlife, only allocated 150 Bull
Moose for Subsistence Harvest for Fiscal Year 2016, and,

WHEREAS, this allocation does not meet the Subsistence needs of the RM 615 Area
Residents, and,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT, the Native Village of Tuntutuliak,
through Organizational Joint Meetings, do hereby OPPOSE Proposal 21, Opening a
winter hunting season for moose in Unit 18, until moose harvest and population meets the
Subsistence requirements of the Area Residents.

CERTIFICATION

PASSED AND APPROVED BE A CONSTITUTED QUORUM OF THE
TUNTUTULIAK TRADITIONAL COUNCIL ON THIS 257" DAY OF
et R o 2016, BY A VOTE OF; <IN FAVOR, 2O

OPPOSED, AND ¢ ABSTAINING.

ATTESTED:

|
|

WA L [M/j/cr

Johnnic Evan, President John Fitka, Secretary \_‘ _F b(&
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Proposal 34: NPS Recommendation: Oppose.

This proposal would lengthen the hunting season for wolverine in Unit 26 including portions of
Gates of the Arctic National Park and Preserve. The NPS does not support the taking of furbearers
during the breeding season when their pelts have little trophy, economic, or subsistence value; or
when harvest appears to be wanton waste. Wolverine taken by sport hunters in the summer also
reduces opportunity and potential economic gain by local subsistence trappers. For these reasons,
we ask that the Board exclude NPS lands if this proposal is adopted.

Proposal 35: NPS Recommendation: Oppose.

This proposal would shift the hunting season for wolf in Unit 26 including portions of Gates of the
Arctic National Park forward by 11 days. The NPS does not support the taking of wolves during the
denning season when their pelts have little trophy, economic, or subsistence value; or when harvest
appears to be wanton waste. NPS regulations prohibit the taking of wolves between May 1 and
August 9.

If the Board adopts this proposal, the NPS requests that park exemptions be reflected in the Alaska
Hunting Regulation booklet. This request is in the interest of hunters in the field interpreting the
difference between State and Federal regulation.

Proposal 37, 38. & 39: NPS Recommendation: Oppose 37, General Comment.

Proposals 37, 38, and 39 lengthen the hunting season for brown bears in Unit 23 including portions
of Bering Land Bridge National Preserve, Gates of the Arctic National Park and Preserve, and
Noatak National Preserve by 30, 10, and 6 days respectively. Many brown bears in Unit 23 fish
along anadromous rivers and streams into August and we have concerns that opening the brown bear
hunting season as early as August 1 would disproportionately increase harvest pressure on bears
while they are concentrated along river corridors.

With respect to proposal 39, the statement that the Noatak National Park Service is also on board
with this proposal' is incorrect - Western Arctic National Parklands, which administers Noatak
National Preserve, did not indicate support of this proposal.

Proposal 40: NPS Recommendation: Oppose.

This proposal would increase the resident bag limit for brown bear from 1 bear to 2 bears per
regulatory year in Unit 23 including portions of Bering Land Bridge National Preserve, Gates of the
Arctic National Park and Preserve, and Noatak National Preserve. Aerial bear surveys were
conducted in the Noatak River drainage in 1987 and 2016. While preliminary analyses of the 2016
survey suggest that brown bear numbers might be higher, the surveys varied in methodology and
scale and are not directly comparable. Because the consequences of making an error in brown bear
population management are high and reduced populations require many years to recover, we
recommend obtaining additional population trend information prior to increasing harvest of bears in
the area. Also, the primary stated purpose of these proposals is to reduce brown bear abundance to
enhance moose and caribou populations. If adopted, this proposal would be contrary to, and in
conflict with, NPS regulations that prohibit predator reduction efforts.
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If the Board adopts this proposal, the NPS requests that park exemptions be reflected in the Alaska
Hunting Regulation booklet. This request is in the interest of hunters in the field interpreting the
difference between State and Federal regulation.

Proposal 42: NPS Recommendation: Oppose.

This proposal would allow the use of bait for black and brown bear hunting in Unit 23, which
includes portions of Bering Land Bridge National Preserve, Gates of the Arctic National Park and
Preserve, and Noatak National Preserve. NPS regulations prohibit the harvest of black and brown
bears over bait.

If the Board adopts this proposal, the NPS requests that park exemptions be reflected in the Alaska
Hunting Regulation booklet. This request is in the interest of hunters in the field interpreting the
difference between State and Federal regulation.

Proposal 43: NPS Recommendation: Oppose.

This proposal would allow the use of snowmachines to position and harvest brown bears and
furbearers in Unit 23, which includes portions of Bering Land Bridge National Preserve, Gates of the
Arctic National Park and Preserve, and Noatak National Preserve. NPS regulations prohibit the
disturbance of wildlife by snowmachines.

If the Board adopts this proposal, the NPS requests that park exemptions be reflected in the Alaska
Hunting Regulation booklet. This request is in the interest of hunters in the field interpreting the
difference between State and Federal regulation.

We appreciate the Board’s recognition that laws, regulation and/or policies affecting the NPS may
differ from the State, and may even require different management approaches. Where that is the
case, we ask that NPS areas be excluded from regulations implementing intensive management
objectives in Alaska’s hunting regulations. We recognize and appreciate previous Board actions
where consideration has been given to exclude intensive management measures on NPS-managed
lands.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide you with comments on these important regulatory
matters and look forward to working with you on these issues. Should you or your staff have
questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at (907) 644-3505.

Sincerely,

ebora.Coopet,

Associate Regional Director





