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1 ‘I3fli()

Jo vhorn it rna concern,

I am the person ho proposed (#15) placing the Finch birds on the ( lean List.

I am in total support of these excellent wonderful domestic birds that make wonderful pet

If you ould like to talk with me about this please call me on this cell phone #
9O7-3783O74.

Sincerels,
A1in M. Armbruster
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Thomas  C . R othe Telephone: (907) 694-9068 
11828 Broadwater Drive Facsimile: (907) 694-9069 
Anchorage, Alaska 99518-1599 E-mail: tom.halcyon@gmail.com 
 

FAX Transmittal Sheet 
 
 
TO:  Alaska Board of Game DATE: 1/15/10 
 ADFG Boards Support, Juneau TOTAL PAGES: 4 
  Fax: (907) 465-6094 
 
FROM: Tom Rothe 
  11828 Broadwater Drive 
  Eagle River, Alaska 
 
Message: 
 
Boards Support Section: 
 
Attached are my written comments on Proposal 52 for the upcoming meeting of the Alaska 
Board of Game in Anchorage.  Ii have provided copies of this letter to Sherrie Wright in 
Anchorage and to the Division of Wildlife Conservation. 
 
Please advise if you need more information.   My cell number is (907) 240-1717. 
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Thomas C. Rothe 
11828 Broadwater Drive 

Eagle River, Alaska 99577 
Tel: (907) 694-9068  Fax: (907) 694-9069 

E-mail: tom.halcyon@gmail.com 

 
January 15, 2010 
 
 
Alaska Board of Game 
c/o ADF&G Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK  99811-5526      Advance by Fax  
 
 
Chairman and Members, Alaska Board of Game; 
 
This letter is to provide written comments on Proposal 52 regarding bag limits for sea ducks 
in Kachemak Bay, on the agenda for your January meeting in Anchorage.  I oppose new 
restrictions on sea duck hunting in Kachemak Bay and urge the Board to rescind the 
amendment adopted in March. 
 
For the record, I am a 32-year resident of Eagle River, Alaska.  I have hunted waterfowl in 
Alaska for at least 28 years.  In addition, I recently retired from a 30-year federal and state 
career as a professional waterfowl biologist and migratory game bird manager—I have 
extensive knowledge of sea duck biology and management, as well as information on sea 
duck hunters and harvest in Alaska. 
 
My wife and I have hunted sea ducks in Kachemak Bay for at least 16 years.  We highly value 
this unique opportunity to hunt ducks in November and December when most migrant 
ducks are gone, and to maintain a special seasonal social and economic tradition of these 
hunts.  We have invested in special hunting equipment for sea duck hunting, including 
clothing and decoys, and my wife has made a tremendous investment in raising and training 
a Chesapeake Bay retriever specifically for sea duck hunting.  Our hunts also contribute 
income to businesses in Homer and Seldovia. 
 
Procedural Concerns—My opposition to Proposal 52 (and March Proposal 117) is based on 
several procedural concerns, as well as technical issues.  First, I believe the proponent’s 
primary motivation for over 10 years has been to eliminate duck hunting in Sadie Cove 
where she has a cabin.  As such, her efforts to restrict sea duck hunting regulations are a 
misguided means to address a user conflict with hunters and an inappropriate tool for a local 
zoning issue.  I don’t know if the Board has latitude to develop hunting regulations to resolve 
such a problem; a more traditional zoning solution seems hindered by the lack of a borough 
government or jurisdiction from Homer or village governments in Kachemak Bay. 
 
The second procedural concern I have is that the original Proposal 117 did not recommend a 
specific regulatory change (e.g., bag limits or seasons) to address the claims of high 
exploitation rates and potential depletion.  Yet the Board adopted a regulation reducing the 
resident sea duck bag limit in Kachemak Bay from 10 daily, 20 in possession to 2 daily, 4 in 
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possession (current Proposal 52).  This arbitrary action was not based on a close 
examination of available data on sea duck stocks in the bay, local or regional harvest levels, 
conservation concerns for any particular species, or the impacts of hunting restrictions on 
local residents or visitors.  The reduction in bag limit adopted by the Board is unjustifiably 
drastic and is likely to eliminate waterfowl guiding in the bay, as well as taking nearly all the 
public value out of this traditional hunt. 
 
Third, the Board’s excessive bag limit restriction for sea ducks, in essence, removes any 
reasonable provision for traditional subsistence waterfowl hunting by residents of Kachemak 
Bay.  In the mid-1990s, the state and federal government negotiated amendments to the 
Migratory Bird Treaty with Canada to legalize and regulate subsistence hunting in Alaska.  
Based on federal direction, the U.S. negotiating team developed guiding principles for 
preferential spring and summer subsistence hunting by rural residents under federal rules, 
but they did not support creation of preferential subsistence regulations during the fall and 
winter season.  There was no desire to expand the concept of “dual management” to 
migratory birds when state regulations adopted by the Board of Game (under federal 
frameworks in 50 CFR 20) were deemed to provide reasonable subsistence harvest 
opportunity in fall and winter.  Implementation of Proposal 52 would largely eliminate sea 
duck harvest for all hunters and rightly be perceived as taking away subsistence opportunity. 
 
Technical Concerns—I won’t go into extensive detail on my concerns that calls for restricting 
sea duck regulations in Kachemak Bay are based on lots of inaccurate statements and faulty 
rationalizations.  However, I encourage the Board to thoroughly consider all of the relevant 
data available from Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADFG) and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) on the status of sea ducks wintering in Kachemak Bay, current 
harvest levels, and the impacts of hunting regulations on traditional harvests and the local 
economy.  Here, in brief, are my assessments of the key technical issues, based on the best 
available science: 
 
• Sea duck stocks wintering in Kachemak Bay can sustain current levels of harvest without 

becoming depleted.  On average, 20-30,000 ducks winter in Kachemak Bay.  In general, 
state and federal survey data do not indicate declines in sea ducks since the early 1990s.  
State and federal harvest data indicate that relatively few sea duck hunters take low 
numbers of sea ducks annually. 
 

• All sea duck species have not declined in Alaska.  Although continental indices of some 
sea duck species (e.g., eiders, scoters, long-tailed ducks) declined from the 1960s 
through the 1980s, their abundance has been relatively stable for the past 20 years.  Also, 
some species, including mergansers, goldeneyes and bufflehead, have shown long-term 
significant increases over the past 40 years.  It is important not to generalize continental 
trends to Alaska or to the Kachemak Bay region.  Winter duck surveys in Kachemak Bay 
by ADFG during 1999-2003 did not indicate declines in total ducks or most individual 
species.  However, as a precautionary measure for harlequin and long-tailed ducks, the 
Board substantially reduced bag limits statewide for these species for residents and non-
residents in 2001. 
 

• Sea duck populations are not structured in discrete localized units that can be depleted.  
Proponents of restrictions claim that wintering sea ducks occur in discrete units (closed 
populations) that are strictly faithful to specific wintering sites and are vulnerable to 
extirpation.  Although sea ducks exhibit site fidelity, it is not absolute, and there is 
sufficient evidence that there are annual shifts in distribution and interchange among 
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areas within regions.  Thus, wildlife agencies appropriately manage waterfowl at the 
broad scale of populations—in practical terms, it is not feasible or necessary to monitor 
ducks or regulate harvest at the fine scale of local marshes, bays, and coves.  
 

• Sea duck hunting is not primarily an activity of outside trophy hunters.  Alaska has a 
unique array of wildlife resources that attract viewers and hunters from across the 
country.  The number of licensed non-resident waterfowl hunters, however, is very 
small—well below 100 annually.  Because sea duck harvest is low in Alaska and mostly by 
residents, there is no need to exclude visitors from hunting.  In 1999 and 2001, the Board 
restricted sea duck species and seasonal limits for non-resident hunters.  In terms of 
what non-residents do with their ducks, they are subject to standard state and federal 
regulations on the legal uses of game.  These include documentation of transfer, 
prohibition of wanton waste, and taxidermy of legally taken birds.  

 
• Sea ducks represent an important seasonal resource that is highly valued for hunting 

activity and fare for the table.  There is a widespread misconception that sea ducks are 
not very palatable and that hunting them is not warranted.  In fact, many Alaskans, 
especially subsistence hunters, enjoy the taste and nutrition from sea ducks.  Personally, 
I  eat every duck I harvest—I enjoy the diversity of tastes and creativity of developing 
complimentary recipes for each bird.  I do not think the Board should regulate wildlife 
based on perceived palatability or the personal tastes of hunters—otherwise regulations 
for goats should be changed! 

 
• Sea duck hunting is not easy and entails special challenges (local knowledge of habitats 

and distribution, special gear, poor weather).  As with all hunting, there are some 
hunters who try to skirt these challenges and cheat the system by violating regulations.  
These are problems best addressed through public education and law enforcement—not 
by penalizing legal hunters that practice their skills well and value birds in the bag. 

 
In summary, I urge the Board to rescind the sea duck bag limit restriction for Kachemak Bay 
as adopted in March and described in Proposal 52.  I believe that the best available 
information on sea duck status and harvest provides a strong justification for retaining the 
regulations as they have been since 2001.  In the absence of a definable wildlife resource 
problem, and with no evidence that harvest is detrimental, I ask the Board to maintain the 
sea duck hunting opportunities that are currently sustainable and are valuable to me and 
many other Alaskans. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Proposal 52.  I would be pleased to provide 
more information on request.  I plan to provide personal testimony at your meeting in 
Anchorage. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Thomas C. Rothe 
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To Whom It May Concern: January 6,2010

As a volunteer at Denali Center, I always enjoyed the finches. I used to take
care of the finches and I can’t tell you how many times residents, family
members, volunteers, friends & staff enjoyed watching the finches and what
a way to meet new friends because we would talk about what kind they were
or talk about their birds they had when they were young. I always enjoyed
caring for these beautiful creatures and I know for a fact the residents
enjoyed them the most and this brought a lot ofjoy to see the residents
watching them as I was feeding them. Please put them back on the “clean
list”

Thank you for taking the time to read this.

Sincerely,
Linda Bruemmer
Oreo
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I support proposal 11, 13, &14 amending the potlatch regulations to improve compliance and the 
stated intent of the regulation to allow Native Alaskan religious freedoms. 

I do not support proposal 12 submitted by the Mat/Su AC. 

I think it is very important to recognize the significant effort the Native Alaska community has 
invested in revising the potlatch regulations. They are the group that is affected by these regulations 
and they deserve to be given deference regarding the best methods to improve the situation. 
 
The most important aspect is that the BOG includes all the suggestions made by the Native 
Alaska community unless you have a clear and concise reason not to support them. 
 
I do not support proposal 12 for the following reason. The proposal is nothing more than an 
attempt to “exclude” religious freedoms for the Native community in the Palmer / Wasilla region - 
its and “us vs. them” proposal - a “not in my backyard” proposal. It does not improve the potlatch 
regulations nor respect the wisdom and preferences of the Alaska Native community. 
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I do not support proposal 32 -- the intensive management plan for GMU 9C and 9E for the 
Northern Alaska Peninsula Caribou Herd (NAPCH) submitted by the ADF&G at the request of the 
BOG.  

I think it is very important to recognize that the BOG, not the ADF&G, requested this proposal. 
Historically the department has never supported an intensive management plan that requires federal 
refuge lands to be successful. The ADF&G did not make the request for this IM plan. 
 
This intensive management plan is politically motivated and has significant scientific 
justification to oppose the intensive management plan. 
 
GMU 9C and 9E is marginal caribou habitat to begin with. It is a region that is most susceptible to 
the effects of climate change.  
 
Recent migration shifts of the Mulchatna herd into the NAPCH winter grounds may have negatively 
impacted the carrying capacity of the region.  
 
Quotes from the ADF&G 2007 Northern Alaska Peninsula Caribou Herd (NAPCH) 
Management Plan: 
 

• However, up to 50,000 Mulchatna caribou also began using this area at about the same time, 
as the herds intermingled near Naknek and King Salmon. Given this change in winter 
distribution of both herds, and the increasing competition for winter forage, by the late 
1980s it was decided that the NAPCH should be maintained at the lower end of the 
management objective; 
 

• Since 1999, the herd has continued to decline, and indications of nutritional limitations 
are still evident; 
 

• Current vital rates suggest that the herd will continue to decline over the next few years; 
 

• Since 2004 calving has been increasingly dispersed with decreased use of traditional 
calving grounds. A greater portion of the herd calves in mountainous terrain between the 
Meshik River and Katmai National Park; 
 

• disease apparently was an important mortality factor in calves >3 weeks old; 
 

• Between 1995 and 1998 we captured female calves and collected female calves every 
October to further assess body condition, looking for differences over time and to make 
comparisons with other herds. Weights and percent bone marrow fat of female calves 
collected in October were also intermediate, but a high percentage of these caribou 
showed lesions from lungworms; 
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• During the 2005-2006 [calf mortality –sic]study …. the cause of the late calf mortality is 
unknown. Evidence that large predators were present at mortality sites was found, but 
scavenging could not be distinguished from predation due to the large time interval between 
calf mortality and site investigation (typically > 1 month); 
 

• Little quantitative data are available to assess range conditions; 
 

• Age-specific productivity has also been monitored since 1997. Overall pregnancy rates were 
low at 60% for cows over 2 years of age; 
 

• In 2005 a herd health assessment identified heavy parasite loads, the presence of bovine 
respiratory disease complex, poor immune response, low levels of micronutrients, and 
chronic dehydration in animals examined; 
 

• Biologists reevaluated intensive management options for this population in 2004 and 
concluded that no viable solutions existed to alter the status of this herd. Since 2004 
surveys have continued to indicate a declining population suffering from low 
productivity, low survival and low calf recruitment. Fieldwork scheduled for the summer 
of 2007 includes conclusion of a parasite treatment study that should provide insight into 
factors currently limiting population growth. 
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I do not support proposal 34 -- the intensive management plan for GMU 15A . 

This intensive management plan is politically motivated and has the potential for significant 
financial and social impacts to the region.  
 

The proposal suggests controlled burns to enhance moose habitat. An intensive management plan is 
not necessary to promote controlled burns. The regional fire management plan is the appropriate 
method for adjusting natural fire control and conducting controlled burns 

The proposal extends the IM plan to an unprecedented 10 years.  

The proposal does not restrict the subsequent use of predator control in GMU 15A. 

The proposal does not address the potential for financial and social impacts from large controlled 
burns. Prevailing winds typically flow directly from GMU 15A to the Anchorage bowl. 

This IM plan should not be approved without a thorough cost/benefits analysis. 

I think it is very important to recognize that the BOG, not the ADF&G, requested this proposal. 
Historically the department has never supported an intensive management plan that requires federal 
refuge lands to be successful. The ADF&G did not make the request for this IM plan. 
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Januari 12. 201()
1 o whom it mas concern:
Re: Small animal ban’( lean lisi

I am a retired teacher who taught in sevu’al states for a total of 27 years. I worked
with hundreds of students in the elementary grades 1)uring that time I had gerbils and
finches in my classrooms for 10 of those years I am happy to report that I never had a
problem with my pets infecting an of the students with diseases or harming any one in
the schools.

On the positi e side. however, the benefits of me having those animals in my
classroom were infinite. I hase taught in schools that were socially and economicaII
under privileged and also middle class America. I have neer had a complaint from any
student. parent. or school administrator about the pets.

Many of the students had never experienced the owning of a pet. In my
classroom, e’eryone shared the responsibility of caring for the pets Cleaning and
feeding the pets was a daily routine in the classroom. Most students did their
responsibility with great enthusiasm and enjoyed watching the animals while they
completed their duties

On weekends and school acations, students would get permission from their
parents to bring the gerbils or birds home for a few days. Imagine the excitement that the
parents had when they could let their children bring a pet home for a few days, being able
to enjoy the pets together. then returning them to the classroom and smiling as their child
boasted to the rest of the class about such a great time they had.

Children experienced the excitement of the beginning of life with the animals,
One morning I heard some strange sound from the finch cage and told the students to be
quiet because of that. I had never heard such silence from them. I discovered, and then
the students found, baby finches and they could not have been more excited. Watching
the babies’ beaks getting food. and then little babies flying was awesome. All the
students shared the new-s with the rest of the school, their families, or anyone who would
listen. Many of the students took home the babies to become their pets at home.

On the other hand, the students experienced the death of the pets. also a great
lesson for the future. When one of our pets died, we discussed it in class and grieved
together Students prepared for a process that they would have to deal with the rest of
their lives.

When I was told to take my pets out of the classroom, many hearts were broken, I
still have my finches, and when children come to isit they are constantly fascinated with
them. It brings hack memories of the experiences I had with my former students arid
pets.

Please take this information in consideration ol your decision to put finches and
gerbils n the Clean List. I would be more than happ to answer any questions. Please
consider this decision seriously.

Sincerely.
Patricia Warner
5447 Chena Hot Springs Road
Fairbanks, AK 99712

PC 43



a. - — —4_a
I

-e i ti-a ,— s———,

c a fla,t ji z2kt,
S

:4 . T 4,
9__ - a—_I ‘M y

a
S

, •1

J

PC 44



‘
I

V
S

•
5

I
S

I
I I

‘5

I
lId

I
I

liii
II

I
I

I I IsI
we

I
II

I>

I
I

Ii
i

I
8

0
IA

I
* 0

PC 46



PC 47



PC 47



PC 47



PC 47



PC 48



PC 48



PC 48



PC 48



PC 48



January 6 2010
Denali Center
1510 19th Ave
Fairbanks, AK 99701

To Whom It May Concern,

This letter is written on behalf of the Denah Center Nursing Home Resident Council in
Fairbanks, Alaska At their meeting today they voted unanimously to voice the following
request.

Please consider placing the domestic finch on the clean list so they will be available for sale
again. We have enjoyed owning and raising finches in our nursing home.

Thank you,

Members of the
Denali Center Resident Council
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