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Submitted by: Brian Watkins 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Eagle River, AK 

Comment:  

I put these proposals in as primitive weapons. Its come to my attention that Alaska doesnt define primitive weapons. I 
would like for an any weapon hunt, but If it helps the proposal pass, bow or shotgun can be submitted (proposal 90, 97,98) 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 90: Support       Proposal 97: Support Proposal 98: Support  Proposal 204: Oppose       

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

I am the proposer of this proposal. I wanted to make it clear that my intention was not to add any tags. DS141 already has 
24 tags. I would like to separate those tags into (2) 12 tag allocations. This will alleviate over-pressure of sheep during the 
hunt, as well as allow for a hunt that is prior to the neighboring Hunter creek rifle draw. This will allow for a more hunter-
friendly experience. A lot of hunter creek tag hunters access the area through DS141 and it pressures the sheep prior to the 
opener of a bow only tag 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 84: Support                                                                                                                  

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

I am opposing Proposal 82. The area of the east fork of the ekultna drainage is one of very few areas that is bow only for 
sheep. DS141 is already extremely heavy on hunters at tags of 24. DS124 is also prior to the DS141 season, which would 
push sheep out of the area. I have personally hunted DS141 4 times and each time it is difficult to hunt such a small area 
with the amount of tags. To put a rifle tag prior to that hunt would take away from DS141 and create pressure and safety 
issues. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 82: Oppose                                                                                                                    

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Gary Weaver 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Anchorage, AK 

Comment:  

Proposal 82 - opposed 

Proposal 67, 71, 72, 87, 91, 92, 93, 99, 100, 101, 110, 111, 112, 113, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126 - all support 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 67: Support    Proposal 71: Support Proposal 72: Support          Proposal 82: Oppose     Proposal 87: Support    
Proposal 91: Support Proposal 92: Support Proposal 93: Support      Proposal 99: Support Proposal 100: Support Proposal 
101: Support         Proposal 110: Support Proposal 111: Support Proposal 112: Support Proposal 113: Support      Proposal 
119: Support Proposal 120: Support Proposal 121: Support Proposal 122: Support Proposal 123: Support Proposal 124: 
Support Proposal 125: Support Proposal 126: Support                                                                        

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Jared Webber 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Alaska, Alaska 

Comment:  

Yes 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 145: Oppose Proposal 146: Oppose Proposal 147: Oppose Proposal 148: Oppose Proposal 149: Oppose Proposal 
150: Oppose Proposal 151: Oppose Proposal 152: Oppose Proposal 153: Oppose Proposal 154: Oppose                                            

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Stephen Stringham 

Organization Name: WildWatch Consulting 

Community of Residence: Soldotna, AK 

Comment:  

BOG Should Heed ADF&G Biologists 

Unlike human rules, Natural laws can’t be broken.  They can’t even be bent.  But they can be used to our advantage – 
once we learn them, which is best done through science.  Yet all too often, as illustrated by the recent Covid crisis, 
scientists who dare contradict politically correct dogma are all too often muzzled.    

This also happens in wildlife management.  Intensive Management assumes that the number of moose and caribou that 
can be harvested each year on a sustained yield basis is maximized by keeping their populations near carrying capacity – 
which isn’t true. 

The capability of a moose to survive harsh winters, parasites, diseases, and predators can depend on its health and 
nutritional status.  Nutritional status depends on per capita food supply.  When moose are scarce, most moose tend to be 
well fed.  As the number of moose increases, malnutrition can occur, increasing vulnerability to harsh winters, parasites, 
diseases, and predators.  Beyond carrying capacity, moose deaths exceed the number of calves being born.  A population 
near carrying capacity is highly vulnerable to any drop in that capacity due to bad weather or competition from other 
herbivores, which increases vulnerability to weather, parasitism, disease, or predators. 

In a population at carrying capacity, moose are a lot more less productive than at an intermediate density – the so-called 
optimal density.  Even if Alaska’s Intensive Management legislation can’t be revised to replace “carrying capacity” with 
“optimum density”, the BOG should be wise enough to interpret the regulations that way, if the goal really is to maximize 
harvest.  Identifying optimal density takes the skills of professional scientists. 

 Despit Alaska’s bad habit of muzzling State biologists (and ignoring other scientists) who recommend managing 
according to the best available science, Alaska has an extraordinarily good record of hiring first class scientists – far more 
so than many other states.  On the Kenai Peninsula, we are fortunate to have , who participated in wolf-moose 
studies in the Lower 48 before coming to Alaska.  After serving for decades as Area Manager, he became Regional 
Coordinator.  Replacing him as Area Manager is , an expert on interactions among predator species.  We also 
have Wildlife Physiologist , and Wildlife Biologists  and .  Where additional 
expertise is needed, they can turn to Biologist  on Kodiak Island, and to those in Anchorage.  Our team of 
local ADF&G scientists is highly skilled as field biologists as well as thoroughly trained in book knowledge, computing, 
and other technologies.   

 Let’s hope that when the BOG meets here in mid-March that they refrain from dictating to these biologists and 
take their expert advice on how best to maximize moose and caribou harvests on the Kenai Peninsula. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Danielle Williams 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Anchorage, Alaska 

Comment:  

Alaska Board of Game Members: 

I write today to strongly support Proposals 145 - 154. 

Thank you in advance for considering my comments below. 

-Danielle Williams 

______________ 

I am a 30-year Alaska resident who spends a lot of time on the Kenai - especially in and around Cooper Landing, Seward, 
Homer and Kachemak Bay - supporting the local economies. My husband and I hike, backpack, camp, fish, canoe, ski and 
stay at local cabins, etc. - and always with our dogs. We have introduced many a visitor to the Kenai to do the same.  

We always go with the hopes of seeing bears, lynx, moose, etc. in the wild – an opportunity so exceedingly rare in our 
world today and what makes Alaska and the Kenai (for its accessibility) so special. If we are lucky enough to see wildlife, 
it is assuredly a highlight of the trip.  

But we have also gone naively - until recently - without realizing how lacking the setback, signage and other trapping 
regulations are currently, including on many of the common trails we use regularly. Sadly, we have two different friends 
whose dogs were caught in traps in the past year on multi-use trails in Southcentral Alaska. One friend’s beloved dog died 
in a conibear trap on a trail in Seward – it’s been a heart-wrenching loss for so many and eye-opening to the risks for sure.  

After reviewing Proposals #145 through and including #154, I support all of them, for the general reasons discussed above 
and the specific reasons outlined below: 

• Regarding Proposal 145: I do not believe it is ethical or humane to allow wildlife to be hunted or trapped on and 
at the entrances and exits of the new wildlife underpasses and overpass on the Sterling Highway. Establishing a ¼-mile 
buffer zone sounds at least reasonable. 

• Regarding Proposals 146 - 153: Trail-users with dogs are a large stakeholder group for Kenai area trails and the 
Kenai is growing rapidly. There are still many unwary people, like we were, using these trails, campgrounds, roads and 
pullouts. The consequences are too great to not establish the trap setbacks and other common-sense measures proposed. 
These would give trail-users, with and without dogs, greater confidence that they will be reasonably safe from traps in 
high-use areas. Meanwhile trappers would also benefit from the additional clarity. I understand that the setback distances 
proposed have strong community support and are considered a reasonable compromise between user groups including 
several local trappers consulted.  

• Regarding Proposal 154: Alerting user groups and emergency responders to trapping in the area by way of simple 
signs posted at active trapping access points is another reasonable compromise for heavily used areas and provides an 
opportunity for folks who decide to (or who must) use the trails, to take additional safety precautions. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

  Proposal 145: Support Proposal 146: Support Proposal 147: Support Proposal 148: Support Proposal 149: Support 
Proposal 150: Support Proposal 151: Support Proposal 152: Support Proposal 153: Support Proposal 154: Support                                            

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Steve Williams 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Anchorage, Alaska 

Comment:  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment.  I have lived in Alaska for over 30 years and actively enjoy the 
outdoors with my wife and our dogs.  We enjoy, as do our family and friends, the opportunities in Cooper Landing, 
Seward, Homer, and along the Sterling Highway to view wildlife.  I support proposals 145 - 154, they are reasonable and 
balance the needs of multiple user groups.  I encourage the Board of Game to give these proposals serious consideration 
and ultimately approve them.  Thank you. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 145: Support Proposal 146: Support Proposal 147: Support Proposal 148: Support Proposal 149: Support 
Proposal 150: Support Proposal 151: Support Proposal 152: Support Proposal 153: Support Proposal 154: Support                                            

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Emily Wilson 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Moose Pass, Alaska 

Comment:  

Commenting in support of proposals 145-154. Cooper Landing public areas need to be safe for dogs and children. It is 
absolutely unnecessary for trapping to happen anywhere near publicly used beaches, hiking trails, and highway pullouts. It 
is shocking to me that this is even an issue. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 145: Support Proposal 146: Support Proposal 147: Support Proposal 148: Support Proposal 149: Support 
Proposal 150: Support Proposal 151: Support Proposal 152: Support Proposal 153: Support Proposal 154: Support                                            

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Roy Wilson 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Homer. Ak 

Comment:  

Proposal 149 should be approved as written. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 145: Support Proposal 146: Support Proposal 147: Support Proposal 148: Support Proposal 149: Support 
Proposal 150: Support Proposal 151: Support Proposal 152: Support Proposal 153: Support Proposal 154: Support                                            

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Lindsay Wolter 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Homer, Alaska 

Comment:  

I am writing in support of Proposal 146 and Proposal 147, which relate to establishing a set back for traps in areas in 
which I frequently travel with my dog. I personally know three dogs who have been caught in traps - one was my own, 
and another didn’t survive. So this issue is near and dear to me. I have no problem with trapping; I do have a problem with 
trapping close to areas where people recreate with their pets. Both of these proposals seem like a no brainer - everyone 
wins if trappers continue to trap, and people can recreate in areas with less chance of their pets being trapped. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 146: Support Proposal 147: Support                                                   

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Andra Woodard 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Seward, AK 

Comment:  

I support proposals 145-154. It will keep our children and pets safer as we utilize the trails in and around our 
communities. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 145: Support Proposal 146: Support Proposal 147: Support Proposal 148: Support Proposal 149: Support 
Proposal 150: Support Proposal 151: Support Proposal 152: Support Proposal 153: Support Proposal 154: Support                                            

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

PC364     
  

Submitted by: April Woods 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Anchorage, Ak 

Comment:  

I support AWA's Proposal #145.  What happen to the concept of fair chase hunting?  How are hunters and trappers lined 
up where wildlife are forced to travel through fair?  It is an assembly line of death & bag.  It is the opposite of what decent 
hunters & citizens would allow, it is 100% wrong and evil.  Protection is the opposite of extinction.  Make wildlife 
protection, not a death trap. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 55: Oppose Proposal 56: Oppose Proposal 57: Oppose Proposal 58: Oppose Proposal 59: Oppose Proposal 60: 
Oppose Proposal 61: Oppose Proposal 62: Oppose Proposal 63: Oppose Proposal 64: Oppose Proposal 65: Oppose 
Proposal 66: Oppose Proposal 67: Oppose Proposal 68: Oppose Proposal 69: Oppose Proposal 70: Oppose Proposal 71: 
Oppose Proposal 72: Oppose Proposal 73: Oppose Proposal 74: Oppose Proposal 75: Oppose Proposal 76: Oppose 
Proposal 77: Oppose Proposal 78: Oppose Proposal 79: Oppose Proposal 80: Oppose Proposal 81: Oppose Proposal 82: 
Oppose Proposal 83: Oppose Proposal 84: Oppose Proposal 85: Oppose Proposal 86: Oppose Proposal 87: Oppose 
Proposal 88: Oppose Proposal 89: Oppose Proposal 90: Oppose Proposal 91: Oppose Proposal 92: Oppose Proposal 93: 
Oppose Proposal 94: Oppose Proposal 95: Oppose Proposal 96: Oppose Proposal 97: Oppose Proposal 98: Oppose 
Proposal 99: Oppose Proposal 100: Oppose Proposal 101: Oppose Proposal 102: Oppose Proposal 103: Oppose Proposal 
104: Oppose Proposal 105: Oppose Proposal 106: Oppose Proposal 107: Oppose Proposal 108: Oppose Proposal 109: 
Oppose Proposal 110: Oppose Proposal 111: Oppose Proposal 112: Oppose Proposal 113: Oppose Proposal 114: Oppose 
Proposal 115: Oppose Proposal 116: Oppose Proposal 117: Oppose Proposal 118: Oppose Proposal 119: Oppose Proposal 
120: Oppose Proposal 121: Oppose Proposal 122: Oppose Proposal 123: Oppose Proposal 124: Oppose Proposal 125: 



Oppose Proposal 126: Oppose Proposal 127: Oppose Proposal 128: Oppose Proposal 129: Oppose Proposal 130: Oppose 
Proposal 131: Oppose Proposal 132: Oppose Proposal 133: Oppose Proposal 134: Oppose Proposal 135: Oppose Proposal 
136: Oppose Proposal 137: Oppose Proposal 138: Oppose Proposal 139: Oppose Proposal 140: Oppose Proposal 141: 
Oppose Proposal 142: Oppose Proposal 143: Oppose Proposal 144: Oppose Proposal 145: Support Proposal 146: Support 
Proposal 147: Support Proposal 148: Oppose Proposal 149: Support Proposal 150: Support Proposal 151: Support 
Proposal 152: Support Proposal 153: Support Proposal 154: Support Proposal 155: Oppose Proposal 156: Support 
Proposal 157: Support Proposal 158: Support Proposal 159: Oppose Proposal 160: Support Proposal 161: Oppose 
Proposal 162: Oppose Proposal 163: Oppose Proposal 164: Oppose Proposal 165: Oppose Proposal 166: Oppose Proposal 
167: Oppose Proposal 168: Oppose Proposal 169: Oppose Proposal 170: Oppose Proposal 171: Oppose Proposal 172: 
Oppose Proposal 173: Oppose Proposal 174: Oppose Proposal 175: Oppose Proposal 176: Oppose Proposal 177: Oppose 
Proposal 178: Oppose Proposal 179: OpposeProposal 180: Oppose Proposal 181: Oppose Proposal 182: Oppose Proposal 
183: Oppose Proposal 184: Oppose Proposal 185: Oppose Proposal 186: Oppose Proposal 187: Oppose Proposal 188: 
Oppose Proposal 200: Oppose Proposal 203: Oppose  Proposal 204: Oppose Proposal 205: Oppose    Proposal 207: 
Oppose Proposal 208: Oppose 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Stephanie Wright 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Seward, AK 

Comment:  

To whom it may concern: I am in support of the proposals numbered 145 and 149 through 154. They are requesting 
setbacks of traps along trails in public use areas. I often ski, walk, and hike with dogs and although they are generally on a 
leash I believe that traps should not be close to these hiking and skiing areas. I have known at least three people who have 
had their dogs caught in traps. One of the dogs died. In some of these instances, the setbacks would probably have 
resulted in dog not getting ensnared. Please sign these proposals into law so that we can keep our pets and even our 
children safe. Thank you. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 145: Support    Proposal 149: Support Proposal 150: Support Proposal 151: Support Proposal 152: Support 
Proposal 153: Support Proposal 154: Support                                            

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Stig Yngve 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Kodiak 

Comment:  

see attached 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Dennis Zwiefelhofer 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Kodiak, AK 

Comment:  

I would like to voice support for Proposals 164-170, regarding reduction of bag limits for Goldeneye, Bufflehead, 
Harlequin & Long-tailed Duck.  Hunter take is an additive mortality to these diminishing waterfowl species and should be 
lowered.  Current bag limits are biologically unsupported given these species natural history and reproductive success.  

I would also like to voice my support for Proposal 171.   Harvest data is valuable management tool for many species and 
given the additive nature of hunter harvest to sea duck mortality rates should be utilized to aid in conserving diminishing 
sea duck populations. 

I would also voice support for Proposal 172 for the same reasons listed above.  Common sense dictates the need to know 
the scope of harvest mortality to maintain sea duck populations at viable levels. 

Lastly, I vehemently oppose Proposal 163 for all the reasons I support Proposal 164-172.   The increase in current harvest 
levels resulting from this proposal can only further damage the already decreased sea duck populations. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

Proposal 163: Oppose Proposal 164: Support Proposal 165: Support Proposal 166: Support Proposal 167: Support 
Proposal 168: Support Proposal 169: Support Proposal 170: Support Proposal 171: Support Proposal 172: Support  

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Geoffrey Davies 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Wasilla, Alaska 

Comment:  

I agree with Caleb Martin to clarify the definitions. Each officer shouldnt be left to determine for Him/Herself what 
constitutes these areas on annindividual basis. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Molly Fierro 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Anchorage AK 

Comment:  

Trapping along recreational trails needs to be controlled.  I strongly support at least a 100 yard setback. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Tina Seaton 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: Homer, AK 

Comment:  

Please pass the proposal to require 100 yd setbacks for traps from recreational trails and ski trails.  Alaskans are outdoor 
people and dog people.  They should be able to use our hiking and ski trails without fear of being injured in traps set on or 
near the trails. 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Submitted by: Daniel Wood 

Organization Name:  

Community of Residence: 34581 N Fork Rd 

Comment:  

I oppose the proposals selected 

Note: Respondents were allowed to participate in an optional survey to indicate support or opposition for proposals using 
the online comment submission form. This information allows Board Support staff to develop an index for the meeting and 
is included below as a courtesy: 



                                                                 Proposal 120: Support Proposal 121: Support Proposal 122: Support Proposal 
123: Support Proposal 124: Support Proposal 125: Support Proposal 126: Support   Proposal 129: Support    Proposal 133: 
Oppose Proposal 134: Support Proposal 135: Support Proposal 136: Support         Proposal 145: Oppose Proposal 146: 
Oppose Proposal 147: Oppose Proposal 148: Oppose Proposal 149: Oppose Proposal 150: Oppose Proposal 151: Oppose 
Proposal 152: Oppose Proposal 153: Oppose Proposal 154: Oppose Proposal 155: Oppose Proposal 156: Oppose Proposal 
157: Oppose Proposal 158: Oppose Proposal 159: Oppose Proposal 160: Oppose Proposal 161: Oppose Proposal 162: 
Oppose Proposal 163: Oppose Proposal 164: Oppose Proposal 165: Oppose Proposal 166: Oppose Proposal 167: Oppose 
Proposal 168: Oppose Proposal 169: Oppose Proposal 170: Oppose Proposal 171: Oppose Proposal 172: Oppose                          

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 




