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Beth Vegso
94 Optimist Park Drive
London, Ontario Canada
NGK 4K32
J19471 3979

September 17, 2010

ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Aluska Department of Fish gnd Game
Boards Support Seetion

.0, Box 115526

Junenn, AK 99811-55%6

Fux: 907-465.6094

PROPOSAL 4 - § AAC 92,510 Areas closed to hunting: Close the Margaret Cregk
Drainage area in Unit 1 1o bear hunting

SUPPORT

Fam in tavour of the above proposal. I'fee! that there are many thousands of acres of land
open (o bear bunting while very few are lefl for people like myself whe would like to o
and view these majestic animals in their natural habitat, Too often we see bears at the
sitles of roads because they are used to people feeding them. We want the chance to fly in
of go somewhere where these bears live ag they should and where we can watch them in
safely,

it would be of grent concern to have hunting in this arca while visitors are there simply to
watch and enjoy. Plense allow hunters o have their space outside of these area, Frotect
the animals and give them a space to be frep,

PROPOSAL 3 < 5 AAC 932,510, Areas closed to hunting, Close an areq within the
Misty Fiords National Monament in Unit | to brown bear hunting

SUPPORT

One ol the greaiest memories | have of traveiling in Alaska was visiting an area where
Lirizely bears congregated and where [ eould watch them in their natural space. No
htinters were allowed in this aren - Anan Creek. More arcas sucl 45 the one in Proposal §
-5 AAC 92,510 should be kept for such activities. Give people 4 chance to visir bears
and not have 1o worry aboul peaple hunting in the area. Protect the BRARS,

Repards,
H%h Vegso " QECEWEQ’
fSett le G2 “EP 21

BOARD A
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606 Forest Hwy, 10 % P.O.Box 418 % VYakutat, Alasko §9689
Prone (907} 784-3238 % Fax (907) 784-35058 # www.ytthibe.org

September 24, 2010

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Board of Game

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Fax: 907-465-6094

Dear Board of Game:

The Yakutat Tlingit Tribe is writing to ask you to support 2010 proposal number 47 submitited by the
Yakutat Fish and Game Advisory Board for a trapping issue in the Yakutat area.

The purpose of this proposal is to create a safety area free from traps that will cause harm to dogs,
children and other recreational users. This area will be around key local common use areas such as the
following: 500 yards of a permanent resident within the city limits of Yakutat, 50 yards on either side of
the Train Trail, 150 yards on either side of Cannon Beach Road, a section of Cannon Beach Recreational
area from the Coast Guard Beach to “the Barge”, and 500 yards back from the mean hi gh tide line.
These proposed areas would be closed to all 330 conibears and wolf snares. Generally, we believe these
areas are where you would expect to harvest/trap furbearers,

We believe that this is an important proposal. It will benefit the community at large. By supporting this
proposal we hope that these designations and restrictions will help avoid the accidental enfrapment of

. pets or people.
In advance, we thank you for support.
Sincerely,
M/ﬁ/ AR RECEIVED
Victoria L. Demmert

YTT Tribal President SEP 249 250

BOARDS

o preserve, maintain and protect the uniaue culture, land & resources of Yokutet Thrgih people;
o maxdmize our socicl hedlth & weil-being while creating econermic development henefits o of Hibal members,







To: Alaska State Board of Game,{ BOG ) Members
Re: Positions on regulation proposals for SE Region BOG meeting cycle

RECEIVED From: Voices for Douglas Island Wildlife
LT P.0. Box 33578

GCT v 5 9pm Juneau, AK 99803
S OARDS October 13, 2010

Dear Chairman Judkins and Board of Game Members,

Voices for Douglas Island Wildlfe is an informal lecal Juneaw/Douglas
organization that was co-founded in the spring of 2002 by Tom Lee and Jenny Pursell to
spearhead an effort to establish a regulation that would manage wolves on Douglas
Island. As a result of this successful effort Douglas Istand has been designated a special
management area for wolves since early 2003. Subsequently The ‘Douglas Island Wolf
Management Plan’, ( DIWMP ), which was crafted by a variety of user groups including
assistance from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, (ADF&G ), remains in place
today. The Junean/Douglas Advisory Committee and Board of Game unanimously
supported the DIWMP in 2004 during the SE Regional BOG meeting.

Voices for Douglas Island Wildlife, (VFDIW ), has participated in all BOG
meetings since 2002. Our focus concerns regulation proposals that pertain to wildlife in
the Juneaw/Douglas area as well as SE regional proposals which would directly impact
wildlife in our area. Following are regulation proposals that we believe are significant to
our area and therefore merit comment. Please note that we have categorized the various
wildlife species and then have made comment re each regulation proposal impacting that
particular species.

WOLF
Proposal 12: OPPOSE- would allow the use of snares for trapping in the Gustavus

forelands. Snares are inhumane, can catch non-targeted animals including dogs, and are a
threat to public safety.

Proposal 18: SUPPORT- this proposal would put conservation efforts into place for
wolves on Prince of Wales Island, ( POW ). It will decrease the trapper bag limit from
none to 10. It also would require the sealing of the hide to take place in 14 v/s 30 days
which will allow quicker in-season management by the ADF&G. The wolves inhabiting
POW are a subspecies of the Alexander Archipelago wolf and if conservation measures
are not taken this species is apt to be listed on the threatened or endangered species list.
This listing will affect Alaska and all wildlife user groups.

Proposal 25: SUPPORT- this proposal would also conserve wolves on POW by
mandating that all snares and traps be marked with the owner’s name and contact
information. It also proposes multiple ways in which the ADF&G can conserve wolves
such as reducing the harvest cap, reducing the time limit for checking traps and snares-
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without conservation measures implemented this wolf subspecies could be listed on the
threatened/endangered species list.

Proposal 43: SUPPORT- would change the wolf hunting season dates in all of SE
Alaska, except for POW, from, current dates: Angust 1-April 30, to proposed dates:
Sept.1-March 31. if not changed orphaned wolf pups will continue to starve in summer
and early fall, pregnant full-term female wolves will be shot in April and hunters will
continue to take poor quality trophies as the fur is often rubbed and of less than prime
condition. The current extended hunting season is essentially a de facto wolf control
program.

BEAR
Proposal 14: OPPOSE- would extend spring brown bear hunting season in Berners Bay
by 3 weeks. The current season is March 15-May 31; the proposed season would end on
June 20. Brown bear are vulnerable to hunting in the spring as they often are on beaches
and out in the open grazing on greens. These conditions make bears vulnerable to being
shot and an extended season will increase this likelihood.

Proposal 33: SUPPORT- would prohibit black bear trapping and the subsequent sale of
meat, hides, skulls, and other parts in SE Alaska. Black bear populations in SE AK have
decreased in the last several years. The sale of black bear meat and other parts for
monetary gain will increase hunting pressure and more likelihood of illegal hunting
practices and poaching. This proposal intends to conserve the black bear population
which also is good for wildlife viewing which lends to a stronger economy.

Proposal 34: SUPPORT- essentially the same proposal as above, (33).

Proposal 35: SUPPORT- would decrease black bear resident hunting bag limit from 2 to
I bear per year in all of SE except the ABC Islands, which don’t have black bears, and
POW which has special regulations already. This is an important conservational effort
and should be adopted.

Proposal 36: SUPPORT- this is another black bear conservation measure by making
changes to the hunting scasons and bag limits for black bears in all of SE except for ABC
Islands, and POW. Some possible changes would entail: a draw hunt for non-residents,
close the June portion of the spring hunting season for non- residents, close bear baiting
in Ketchikan/Behm Canal area, POW, and Mitkof, Kupreanof, Wrangell areas. Black
bear baiting is prohibited in our Unit 1C area; however, is allowed close to home in Unit
1D.

Proposal 39: SUPPORT- would ban black bear baiting in all of SE except ABC Tslands
and the Yakutat area. Bear baiting is currently allowed in the Haines, Skagway, and
Klukwan area. Bear baiting habituates bears to human food, creates risks to public safety,
and allows an unethical hunting practice i.e. enticing bears to food stations and then
shooting them.
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BEAVER
Proposal 29: OPPOSE-~ would extend the beaver trapping season by 1 month to 7 and %
months in all of SE. There are no bag limits for trapping beaver. The ADF&G wants to
use an extended season to resolve flooding presumably caused by beaver dams.
Inadequate culverts and roads and trails in need of restoration also cause flooding
problems. The department should look into other solutions to flooding problems v/s
trapping more beavers by extending the season.

LOCAL TRAILS
Proposal 11: SUPPORT- would add the Treadwell Ditch Trail to a list of 18 popular,
heavily used and ‘all’ seasonally used Juneau trails such as the Herbert Glacier Trail,
Sheep Creek. Trail, Perseverance Trail...which have a quarter mile buffer strip
prohibiting trapping along their entire length. Please note; however; traps with an inside
jaw spread of five inches or less which are set at least five feet above the ground and
snow are allowed if set more that 50 yards from the trail. This proposal helps to ensure
public safety measures for people and dogs.

Thank you for your time and consideration re Voices for Douglas Island Wildlife’s
positions on SE regulation proposals,

Co ‘Cquw\cLe,r U‘P \jOKCtS -‘ﬁwmjim; ‘:t,s(ﬁd.ftst-—

i Lok L fe
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Date: September 27,2010

ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section S o
P.O. Box 115526 T
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 oy i 5 2040
Fax: 907-465-6094 ]
BOARDS

From: Daniel Kinney

900 East Portage Avenue

Sault Sainte Marie, MI 49783

PROPQOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92.510: Areas closed to hunting: Close the Margaret Creek Drainage
area in Unit 1 to bear hunting.

I have been a guide leading wildlife photography bear tours in Southeast Alaska for the last
three years. This season | guided for Island Wings Air Service. For the previous two seasons |
guided for Taguan Air. In which time | have logged over three hundred bear viewing tours
spread over three locations: Anan Creek, Polk Inlet and Traitors Cove. However, the majority of
the tours | guided were at Traitors Cove.

That said | fully support Proposal 4 for three reasons.

The first reason being the undeniable decrease in bear sightings over the last three seasons.

- During the three seasons | guided at Traitors the bear viewing has dramatically decreased
from my first season in 2008. In 2008 it wasn't uncommon to see three, four or five bears at
the same time from the platform with other bears frequently coming and going. There were
just a few trips overall | guided where groups did not see bears.

- In 2009 a good viewing opportunity would be a maximum of three bears seen from the
platform, however usually less than three at a time for the most part. There were many
more days in 2008 that no bears at all were seen by my groups.

- And then this year 2010, the most bears | ever saw with a group feeding at the same time
were two. Seeing two bears at the same time this year only happened twice. Th|s year not
even fifty percent of my groups saw any hears at all.

The second reason [ support Proposal 4 and more important than the decrease in bear numbers
is safety for any and all persons who travel to Traitors Cove to see bears or other wildlife. In the
tast three seasons guiding at Traitors Cove | have witnessed many disturbing and unsafe
practices from the hunting population.

- For starters | have come upon hunters actually hunting from both the upper bridge and the
lower bridge. While bringing a group of six guests to the bridges to seek alternative bear
viewing sites | came upon hunters couching over the guard rails with their rifles aimed down
river and up river. At which time the hunters jumped to their feet and pretended to merely
be watching the bears. They were not bear viewing, rather bear hunting.

- On multiple occasions, | have witnessed with my groups sounds of gunfire both above and
below the main viewing platform. At which time the gunfire sounds did not appear to be up
in the hills, rather up or downstream and not far away.
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- Another shock to myself and my guests were two separate occasions of finding spent
ammunition shells on the actual viewing platform as well as from both the upper and lower
bridges.

Finally, the third and last reason | fully support Proposal 4 is for overall guest experience at

Traitors Cove . Over the past three bear viewing seasons | and my guests have witnessed

firsthand scores of unnatural sights that | have had to try to explain to my guests.

- Many times when loading or unloading guests from the planes on the dock there have been
Killed bears on the boats and on the dock itself.

- Many times as well | have been in the van driving guests to and from the platform when we
were passed by ATV's with fresh killed bear on the back racks.

- | have also seen hunters with my guests on the actual platform with their high powered rifles
beside them. Again, they say they are not hunting, but watching the bears instead.

- Finally, and not to be redundant, but hearing gun shots from the platform and from the
bridges is a definite bad experience when trying to view wildlife.

Trying to explain the above occurrences to guests that pay top dollar to view wildlife from
Traitors is a very difficult task to say the least. Not to mention, as | guide | can’t in good
conscience tell my guests they are completely safe knowing there are hunters breaking the
hunting regulations already in place.

In conclusion, Traitors Cove is an unsafe place for wildlife viewers as well as a truly unnatural

experience, over and above the steadily decreasing bear population. Thus, from a guides
standpoint, bear viewing and bear hunting cannot co-exist in the same habitat.
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 907-465-6094

PROPOSAL 4-5 AAC 92.510

My husband and I have been to Alaska twice to see the wonderful wildlife of Alaska in 2003 and 2010. In 2003, my
husband and 1 with two friends from Texas flew to Alaska for a vacation. The highlight of our vacation was to go to
Anan Creek. The expetience at Anan Creek was what I would call my “National Geographic” moment with black
bear, brown bear, salmon and eagles. The salmon were running and as we walked up a boardwalk we saw for our
first time a large brown bear in the creek eating salmon. To say this was exciting does not describe our feelings.

We also experienced this event with many professional photographers that were there that day taking pictures. We
saw several black bear and baby bear as they came down to the water to feed on the salmon. With Anan Creek
protected from bear hunting we feel confident that this experience was also protected for viewers as my husband and
1. We feel this way because when we returned to Alaska in 2010 we went to Margaret Creek instead of Anan Creek
and did not see one bear! Bear hunting will ruin any possibility of experiencing what I expetienced at Anan Creek
at Margaret Creek. I was shocked in 2010 that I saw not one bear at Margaret Creek after my wonderful experience
at Anan Creek in 2003. I realized that human intervention had caused this change and if you allow the hunting at
Margaret Creek then I know that this will be a real loss to those of us like my husband and I who were willing to
come to Alaska from Texas more than one time because of the bears. I also want to say that the number of people
that experience bears for viewing would be a greater number than those hunting the bear. Tourists had booked
flights continually throughout the day and in one day there would be more people who could of enjoyed a view of a
bear than hunters wanting to kill for sport. Others I met when going to Anan Creek and Margaret Creek lived all
over the United States or from foreign countries as Japan. I hope that my children will get to experience what 1
experienced at Anan Creek but if hunting is allowed at Margaret Creek I doubt they will get to have the same
experience. Also, if hunting is allowed at Margaret Creek future potential tourist that are willing to spend a
significant cost to come to Alaska to go view the bears would be greatly diminished. I realized that Alaska was very

special since T live in an urban area. Texas nor any other state of the United States has the wildlife and outdoor
experience that Alaska has to offer especially the bears.

Keeping areas as Margaret Creek like Anan Creek for bear viewing is the only way to ensure bears to be available
for public viewing. I understand that Alaska has one bear for every mile and there must be other acreage in Alaska
that could still allow for game hunting. Margaret Creek and Anan Creek are within a radius of Ketchikan that

allows time to fly out to these viewing areas especially if you are on the limited timeframe allowed as a port of call
from a cruise ship.

Response submitted by: Jane and Charles Butler
2700 Cresthill Circle
Waco, Texas 76710
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 907-465-6094

PROPOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92.510: Areas closed to hunting: Close the Margaret Creek Drainage
area in Unit 1 to brown bear hunting.

| suppeort proposal 4

For the last twenty years my career has focussed on tourism. I have served
and continue to serve on many national industry and government tourism
bodies in Cayman and beyond (Caribbean, UK and others). My focus is on
long term planning and strategy for tourism.

All of that is to give some weight to some simple statements.

Hunting bears certainly has some valid reasons behind it, but analysis and
data has largely shown around the world that people will pay more to see
wondrous animals in their natural habitat than they will to kill them.

Put another way, the economic value to SE Alaska of bears in a protected
natural habitat is, I am almost certain, far higher than their value in being
hunted.

In these harsh economic times around the world, I would urge the powers
that be in SE Alaska to consider that argument and analyse carefully the
balance they strike between hunting and protection in the areas they
administer.

Regards

Tom McCallum

e : tom@mecallumsolutions.com

¢ {345)916-1084

w mecallumsolutions.com

t: twitter.com/tomcayman

{1 facebook.com/McCallumSolutions
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September 23, 2010

Board of Game Comments

Alaska Department of Fish and Animals
Boards Support Section

PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

To Whom It May Concern:

The purpose of this letter is to provide written comment and support for Proposal 4-
5AAc.510, the elimination of hunting in the Traitors Cove area of Misty Fiord. I had the
pleasure and the priviledge of viewing many parts of your great state, including Misty
Fiord, during a 17 day vacation this past month, T cannot begin to describe the awe that I
felt while viewing the vastness and beauty of Alaska. A large part of my pleasure and
awe came from viewing wildlife in their natural habitat. Hunting should not be allowed in
this very restricted area of Misty Fiord.

I also wish to support Proposal 5-5AAC 92.510, the banning of hunting in the Rudyard
Bay and Walker Cove arcas. My reasons for supporting this proposal are the same as
above: every effort should be made to preserve and protect these wilderness areas, and
their wildlife inhabitants, for the present and for future visitors to your great state. I hope
you will be favorable to banning hunting in all of the areas mentioned in both of the
proposals.

Thank you for your kind consideration of these matters.

Sincerely,

Harty 4 Spacks

Kathy A. Sparks
1230 Creekshore Drive
Athens, GA 30606

RECEIVED
oEP 28 201
TRt R . BOARDS . -
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 907-465-6094

PROPOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92.510: Areas closed to hunting: Close the Margaret Creek Drainage
area in Unit 1 to brown bear hunting.

PROPOSAL 5 - 5 AAC 92.510: Areas closed to hunting. Close an area within the Misty Fjords
National Monument in Unit 1 to brown bear hunting:

| suppoit proposal 4
| support proposal 5

Dear Board Members,

My husband and 1 visited Alaska and in particular the Misty Fjord Monument area last
year which was outstanding.
We plan fo return for a longer period of time to enjoy the beautiful scenery and to view bears in their
hatural habitat. This is a dream of mine. Unfortunately we were too early in the season to catch the
bears last year.
We implore you to set aside Traitor's Cove (Margaret Creek), Rudyerd Bay and Walker's Cove Fjords as
areas io protect these unique and beautiful creatures.
Our family will come all the way from Australia to Alaska to witness the marvel of chserving bears in their
natural habitat. We implore you to stop the hunting of bears in this area. We will support an Alaska which
looks after it's animals and environment for not only now, but also, for future generations.

Yours Sincerely David and Sall Hart, Western Australia.
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September 18, 2010

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Board of Game, Alaska Department of Fish and Game:

As visitors to your great American wilderness, we urge you to accept the two
proposals, PROPOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92510 and PROPOSAL 5 - 5 AAC 92.510, that have

been put before you. My wife and I strongly support these proposals.

For most of us, bears and Alaska are synonymous. Seeing a bear in the wild is one
of the main reasons we like to visit Alaska. We would never see one at home.
Because the areas involved in these two proposals represent only a very small
portion of Alaska, it seems reasonable that they should be off [imits to hunting.
There are many other areas for hunters to enjoy their sport. It seems that allowing
bears a place to survive would also be good for the Alaskan economy. Seeing bears
certainly is a draw for many visitors year after year, and we gladly spend our money

for the experience.

Thank you for your consideration and approval of these proposals.
Sincerely,

Dr. and Mrs. Bruce Bean

6348 West Redfield Road
Glendale, Arizona 85306-4025
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RECEIVER
SEP 27 19

September 17, 2010 BOARDS

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

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Re:  PROPOSAL 4 -5 AAC 92.510
PROPOSAL 5 -5 AAC 92.510

To Whom {t May Concern:

We recently visited the Traltor Cove bear viewing area and was amazed at the
oeauty of the land and, more especially to be able see a wild bear in his natural
habitat. It is important for visitors to be able to have that opportunity and if you
allow these proposals to pass, that will directly impact the reason many people
come to Alaska and Traitor's cove. 1t is unfortunate with the amount of

- acreage available for bear hunting, that the Department of Fish and Game
would choose an area established for wildlife viewing.

It is my hope that you can preserve the natural beauty of Traitors Cove and
Margaret Creek Drainage and leave the other 22 million acres of land for
hunting.
Sincerely,
't ( .
HHinda %@w&,@w

Linda Policarpio
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September 21, 2010
Ta: The Alaska Board of Game

From: Russel Wicks Yakutat Resident

POB 222

Yakutat AK 99689

Regarding: Proposal #47 submitted by the Yakutat Fish and Game Advfsury Coungil

r Ruzsel Wicks, am wtlting to Inform the Board of my support for propasal #47 submittad by the Yakutat
Fish & Game advisary councll regarding safety zones from 330 conlbear traps and wolf snares around
common use areas In Yakutat. | support that the following rules be mplemanted:

No use of 330 contbears or wolf snares within 500 yards of any permanent residents in City limits,
nr 80 vards on glther side of tha Train Trail,
Or 150 yards on either side of Cannon Beach RD,

Or on a section of Cannon Beach Raecreational area from the Coast Guard Beach Ii the west to the Barge
in the east and 500 yards back from mean high tide,

F belleve that these changes would mitigate risk of harm to recreational users and thelr pats who
utilize these areas. | feel that these areas are not areas that ane would typleaily expest to harvast big

game znd predators out of, and, that this is 2 good common sense solutlon to a potentlal problem In our
community.

Sinceraly:

Russal Wicka

RECEIVED
SEP 22
BOARDS
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AN
(

October 20, 2010

Don Quarberg

HC 60 Box 3070

Delta Junction, AK 99737
907-895-4650
dmq@wildak.net

ATTN: Board of Game Comments
AK Dept Fish and Game

Boards Support Section

PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5525

COMMENTS ON PROPOSAL #46 5 AAC 92.050

Required permit hunting conditions and procedures - Bonus Points
(Southeast Region Meeting 11/5-9/2010 in Ketchikan, AK)

OPPOSE THIS PROPOSAL: For the numerous reasons stated below.

1: The current Random Draw is the fairest and most equitable method of selecting
recipients of limited draw harvest tags.

2: The proposed bonus point system discriminates against the young hunters (hoping to
hunt sheep and bison prior to leaving home as young adults and against the older hunters.
Neither, of these age groups, has surplus time to be accumulating bonus points in hopes
of drawing a limited tag.

3: The bonus point system would be very expensive to conduct (computer programs and
technicians to tally the points and record the activity of each individual hunter),
especially in view of the current economic conditions in Alaska.

4: The bonus point system is in opposition to the standards set forth by the BOG. They
have historically subscribed to the "No Net Loss" of hunting opportunity philosophy. The
BOG and ADFG strive to manage Alaska's game to provide hunters with a reasonable
opportunity to hunt. The bonus point system violates both of these concepts.

A: The BOG initially suggested and publicized the bonus point system for the
Delta Bison Hunt. Then they arbitrarily applied it to all Sheep Hunts as well
without informing the public or the ADFG Advisory Committees before it
became a proposal before the BOG. The Delta AC submitted a proposal to the
BOG (at the last meeting deliberating on proposals for Region III in 2009) to
withdraw the Delta Bison Hunts and the GMU 20 Dall Sheep Hunts from the
Bonus Point system. Mysteriously, this proposal was not included in the proposal
booklet for that meeting. Apparently, it was never received by the ADFG Boards
Support section.
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B: The bonus point system significantly reduces one's opportunity to hunt by
drastically reducing the number of limited permits for which a hunter can apply.
For example, a hunter in 2010 had the opportunity to apply for the limited draw of
75 sheep permits each, in the Delta Controlled Use Area Nonmotorized hunt and
the Motorized hunt, for a total 150 permits. In addition they could also apply for
one of the 40 limited draw permits for sheep in the Tok Mgmt Area (this used to
be 120 permits but the BOG reduced it to 100, then to 80 and now two separate
hunts of 40 permits each - all for no biological reason). Therefore, in 2010 a
hunter could apply for one of a possible 190 limited draw permits for sheep.

If the Bonus Point System is adopted and each of these limited draws is further
divided in two (half for the regular draw and half for the bonus point system), a
hunter will only be able to apply for 95 limited permits. This is a significant
reduction in the opportunity to apply for limited permits and consequently a
similar reduction in the opportunity to hunt (you can't hunt if you can't draw a
permit). Remember, several years ago there was a proposal to increase, from 3 to
6, the number of limited draw permit hunts, for a single species, that one could
apply for and that was rejected by the BOG.

C: The Bonus Point system is an ALL. OR NONE system. Once the State adopts
the bonus point they are committed to this forever. Once hunters have invested
money in this system and if it were to be cancelled, they would most certainly sue
the State. Other States with similar systems indicate that they wish they hadn't
adopted a bonus point system but will not terminate the program for fear of
lawsuits. Alaska does not need this liability.

In conclusion, I can see absolutely nothing advantageous to the bonus point system. In
fact I consider the bonus point system as described in proposal #46 to be detrimental to
hunting in Alaska. Please give proposal # 46 serious consideration and REJECT IT!
Thank you,

Don Quarberg
Alaskan Hunter and also member of Delta AC
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Southeast Alaska
Subsistence Regional
Advisory Council

Bertrand Adams Sr., Chair

kaadashan@alaska.net
September 30, 2010

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526 RECEIVED
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 o .

0CT 07 209

BOARDS

Dear Board of Game members:

During its September 28-30, 2010 meeting in Hoonah, the Southeast Alaska Subsistence
Regional Advisory Council developed the following comments and recommendations for
State wildlife proposals under consideration by the Board of Game when they meet in
Ketchikan on November 8, 2010.

Oppose Proposals 2, 3, 4, S and 19 — Black and brown bear hunting closures in and
around bear viewing areas in Units 1 and 2.

Current Federal regulations: Federal lands in these areas are open to black and brown
bear hunting.

Impact to Federal subsistence users: Closures would not affect Federal users unless the
Federal Subsistence Board also adopts the closure areas. However, conflicts between
Federal hunters and bear viewers who thought the areas were closed to all bear hunting
could arise. It would be advantageous for the State to work with the Federal program to
develop effective regulations if needed in these areas.

There is not enough information to develop recommendations for Proposal 16 -
Change the registration hunt to a drawing permit hunt for goat in portions of Unit 1C near
Juneau.

Current Federal regulations: There is no Federal open season in the area between
Eagle Glacier and Taku Glacier. Federally qualified users can harvest one goat by State
Registration Permit in the remainder of Unit 1C.

Impact to Federal subsistence users: A portion of the area currently closed to Federal
subsistence harvest will open to users hunting under State regulations. Changing this hunt
from a State registration hunt to a draw hunt would bring the Federal subsistence hunt out
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of alignment with the State managed hunt and could limit opportunity by Federal users. If
the State allows harvest of goats in the closed area, the Federal program would likely
consider a similar proposal to open this area under Federal rules.

Neutral Proposal 18 -Modify wolf regulations in Unit 2 to: 1) Reduce annual bag limit
for wolf trapping from unlimited to 10 wolves per season; and 2) Require sealing within
14 days of harvest.

Current Federal regulations: There is no bag limit for trapping wolves in Unit 2.
Wolves taken must be sealed within 30 days.

Impact to Federal subsistence users: The intent of the Council is to provide rules that
provide for an abundance of deer for consumptive use while maintaining a sustainable
healthy and sustainable wolf population. During the past five years, the Council believes,
based on local user testimony, that current rules have provided for an appropriate balance
between the harvest and population levels of both deer and wolves in Unit 2. Restrictions
adopted by the Board of Game would not affect Federal users unless the Federal
Subsistence Board also adopts the restrictions. Differing State and Federal regulations
could be confusing and may not be effective in addressing a resource concern. It would
be advantageous for the Board of Game to work with the State-Federal program. If any
change in the combined State-Federal quota is anticipated, the State must work with the
Federal program in setting the new combined quota.

Neutral Proposal 30 - Open trapping season for fisher in Southeast Region Units.
Current Federal regulations: There is no trapping season or other harvest regulations
listed for fisher so it falls into the category of unclassified wildlife. Unclassified wildlife
can be trapped year round without harvest limits.

Impact to Federal subsistence users: None. Federally qualified users can already trap
and retain fisher under Federal regulations.

Support Proposal 31— Prohibit the use of traps with an inside jaw spread of less than 5
7/8 inches when mink and marten trapping is closed.

Current Federal regulations: Taking otter with a steel trap having a jaw spread of less
than 5 7/8 inches is prohibited during any closed mink and marten season in the same
unit.

Impact to Federal subsistence users: This restriction would not affect Federal users
unless the Federal Subsistence Board also adopts a similar restriction. Differing State and
Federal regulations could be confusing and may not be effective in addressing the
resource concern. The Council does not see the need for the use of small traps to harvest
river otter, wolf and wolverine and would likely support this proposal when and if there is
a similar proposal submitted to the Federal program. Again, it would be advantageous
for the State to work with the Federal program to develop effective regulations for
coordinated action.

Support Proposal 41— Replace the deer hunter survey with deer harvest reports in Units
1-5.
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Current Federal regulations: Deer harvest reporting is mandatory in Unit 2.

Impact to Federal subsistence users: Federal regulations require compliance with the
State harvest reporting requirement unless specifically stated otherwise in Federal
regulation. There are no specific regulations in units 1-5 exempting Federally qualified
users from complying with State harvest reporting requirements. Federally qualified users
would participate in the new deer harvest report process for deer harvested in Units 1-5.
The Council endorsed the State-Federal joint harvest report system for Unit 2 in February
2005, the Alaska Board of Game gave its support in March 2005, and the Federal
Subsistence Board approved a regulation mandating reporting for Federal users in Unit 2
in May 2005. The Federal Subsistence Board also eliminated the requirement for Federal
registration permits for deer hunting in Unit 2, including the registration required for the
antlerless deer hunt. The use of a statewide harvest reporting would eliminate the need
for the Unit 2-specific harvest reporting. That harvest reporting system is expensive for
both the State and Federal management program.

In conclusion, the Council supports collaboration between the State and Federal programs for
effective management of our valuable natural resources and welcomes an increased pre-
decisional dialog between our Agencies. Please address any questions arising from this letter
either directly to me or through Mr. Robert Larson, Council Coordinator, U. S. Forest Service,
Box 1328, Petersburg, Alaska 99833, 1-907-772-5930, robertlarson@fs.fed.us.

Sincerely,

ertrand Adams Sr.
Chair

e Peter J. Probasco, Office of Subsistence Management

Beth Pendleton, US Forest Service Regional Forester
Forrest Cole, US Forest Service Tongass National Forest Supervisor
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Boards Support Section -
PO. Box 115526 RECEIVE
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 QCT 07 200
Dear Reviewers:

I am writing this note because [ must voice my general support for all the upcoming
bear view area proposals, including proposals 2, 3, 4, 5, 19, 33, 34. It is not fair that so
few people should benefit from this beautiful and finite resource at the expense of so
many more of us who rely on it for our seasonal income.

There is still so much open territory for bear hunters to go out and enjoy. Bear viewing
activities only require limited areas, and seek to leave minimal impact on the bears.
Viewing does not involve killing the bears, leaving them for so many others to enjoy. A
bear viewed benefits many, time after time (the bear benefits, too). A bear hunted
benefits few, once.

Thank you very much for your attention.

Sincerel_y,

=
4//44@

2 Michael E. O’Brien
1430 Millar Street
Ketchikan, AK 99901

AN
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BOG Comrents, October 5, 2010
ADF&G, Boards Support Section,
P.O. Box 115526, Juneau, AK, 99811-5526 Fax: 907-465-6094

Dear Board of Game Members:

Tam a longtime hunter and Alaska resident for 31 years, writing regarding the following
upcoming proposals:

(Regarding Waolf)

Proposal 12: [ oppose this which would allow the use of snares for trapping in the Gustavug
forelands. Snares can too easily catch non-targeted animals, and are therefore a threat to dogs
and other animals in this easily accessible arex.

Proposal 18: 1 support this proposal which would pai conservation efforts into place for wolves
s Frvvey of Wisles Istand, (POW) by chesreasing the teapper bas Limit from none to 10, It also
would reguine: the sealing of the fide to take place in 14 v/s 30 days which will allow quicker in-
season managermint by the ADF&G. Since the wolves jiifli ny, TR e solypeies of the
Alenamder Archipelapo wolf and if comservition massuresaveotfaen, s Spevies is apkt e,
listed on the: thwestened or crdangesad species Jis. This Ustunyg, wiild adffecd Adaska sind 51wl
LT TOUPS. -

Proposal 25: 1 suppost this proposal that also conserve widves on POW by mandating that alf
snares and traps be marked with the: ootrer”s name and contact, formation. It also PTUPOSES
multiple ways in which the ADF&G can conserve wolves such as reducing the harvess cap.
rodeciup the time Hmit for chocking traps and snares, Without such conservation measures
psbomeied, this woll subspecies eoadd be listed on the thzalened/endanpered species Tist.

Proposal 43: 1 support this which would chanpe 1he welf hunding, seasont dades fnall of $E
Alzka except for PFOW, from: Aupest 1-Aprdl 34, fﬂ'PmPoM dat’gg' ﬁpttﬂﬂm 3, 'ﬂ,fs
change will help prevent erphaned wolf prps stsving in e oqd mﬂﬁ“ H‘PW
promrod foll-term finale wolves being shot in April and reduce himders o"}'pwquﬂityfw
a8 if i ofen nibbed and i5 of less than prime condaion,

(Regarding Bezar)

Froposdl 14: 1 oppose extending the brown bear bunting sason i the B Bay anva by 3
weeks. The omreas season is harch 15-May 31 the. propised season wonld end on June 70,
Prown bpar are Mmmm‘i&-lt%w ur smwd are ahready vyoinerable So caoy bustiog o the

' jpr}rg;as U ATe Oh MM Al otk b Hes ot wising on gresns, By prolonping the
spisig kil Glidet Vi vrviibips din Siisi: Wi sclieod 75 vat and many wildlif: viewers are

visiting the bav for a.chance o see such wildlife.

Poposid 3. Toumat thy dhaf waidd @ﬂu it iack Do toappimg and the: subsequerd sale of
mear, hides, sKiully and offer parts in5e Alask, 3l vex popalations in SE AK have
decreasak mthe [at sevenl yws.‘mcmaf blanck buar memt and other paris for monetary gain
will increase hamtintg, pressure and more tikelibood of Blegal hunting practices amid poaching,
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This proposal intends to conserve the black bear population which also is good for wildlife
viewing which contributes to a sironger economy.

Proposal 34: I support this which is essentially the same proposal as above, (33).

. Proposal 35: I support this which would decrease the black bear resident hunting bag limit from
2 to 1 bear per year in all of SE (except the ABC Tslands, which don’t have black bears), and
POW which has special regulations alteady. This proposal also would help conserve the black
bear population which is so popular for wildlife viewing that contributes to a stronger economy.

Proposal 36: [ support this which is another black bear conservation measure that makes
chaniges to the hunting seasons and bag limita for black bears in all of SE except for ABC
Islands, and POW, which will also have positive implications for wildlife viewing that
contributes 1o a stronger economy.

Proposal 39: T strongly support this which would ban black bear baiting in all of SE except ABC
Islands and the Yakutat area. Bear baiting is already currently allowed in the Haines, Skagway,
and Klukwan area and invites numerous problems. Bear baiting habituates bears to human food,
creates risks to public safety, and allows an unethical hunting practice i.e. enticing bears to food
stations and then shooting them. Bear baiting gives hunting and Alaska a bad reputation,

Also, regarding local trails:

Proposal 11: Tsupport this to add the Treadwell Ditch Trail to the list of other poputar Juneau
trails which have a quarter mile buffer strip prohibiting trapping along their entire length. This
trail is eurrently undergoing significant upgrades and will be inviting considerably more public
traffic so this proposal will help to ensure public safety measures for people and dogs.

Thartks for the opportunity to comment.

Sirjcerely,
/(:Q&ﬂ ’-”I |
JeffSloss 7

740 5% 81,
Juneau, AK 99801

[sslossiuet. net
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Proposal Comments

ATTN: Board of Game Comments SQyvoe
Alaska Department of Fish and Game g,?z L
Boards Support Section TR ST
P.O. Box 115526 d3ns -

i

Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Fax: 907-465-6094

PROPOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92.510: Areas closed to hunting: Close the Margaret Creek Drainage area in Unit 1 to brown/black bear hunting.
PROPOSAL 5 - 5 AAC 92.510: Areas closed to hunting. Close an area within the Misty Fjords National Monument in Unit 1 to brown bear hunting.

PROPQOSAL 19 - 5 AAC 92.510: Areas closed to hunting. Close the Dog Salmon Creek area to bear hunting in Unit 2
| strongly support the above proposals for the following reasons.

| am a 5" generation Alaskan born and raised in Southeast. Like many Alaskans for years | took for granted our ability to see wildlife in its natural
: habitat. | never took advantage of my ability to visit the bear viewing areas located is Southeast Alaska such as Traitors Cove, Anan Creek or Polk
: Inlet. Why bother when bear viewing can happen on garbage day right? Wrongl

i In the last few years | have been fortunate enough to be able to visit some of these areas and see bears truly in their natural environment.
Breathtaking does not begin to describe the experience. To be able to see bears fishing, eating and living in the wild (not at the dump or in my

i neighbor’s yard) and to hear the roar of a black bear over the sound of the rushing river is just incredible. This is something that | want my daughter
i and the future generations of my family to be able to experience for many years to come.

When [ first learned that hunting is allowed in the above areas | was shocked. | am not opposed to hunting in general, but there are safety issues that
i have to be taken into consideration. The likely hood of injury by a stray bullet or a wounded bear is very real.

¢ | was appalled during a t visit to Traitors Cove when | found a spent bullet casing on the observation deck, the fact that “hunters” are allowed to
advantage of the observation deck and photo blind sickened me and have heard of some visitors actually seeing dead bears on boats and ATV's.

The reality is that there are just a few small viewing areas and they should be made as safe as possible.

Submitted by: Shona Hosley Address: PO Box 7432, Ketchikan, AK 99901 Date: October 131" 2010






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

P.O. Box 115526

Juneaun, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 907-465-6094

| support proposat 4 and | support proposat 5

Your eloquent appeal and attached proposals 4 -5 AAC 92,510 and 5 - 5 AAC 92.510 were shocking to read. With
respect to the high numbers of bears being hunted and killed in an area more well known for the high-value
ecotourism it provides, it made me realize how uninformed 1 was about the plight of your local bear population. But
what really floored me was the insight that the current policies and legislation regulating bear hunting in Margaret
Creelc and the Misty Fjords Monument appears to have the potential of putting the lives of unsuspecting visitors at
the genuine and sobering risk of being shot and killed by a bear hunter before they even catch a glimpse of a bear!

[ accept that as clients and guests of eco-tour service providers, especially in remote and back country areas on boats
and in planes, we assume some risks. Those risks would include anything from mosquito bites or being splashed by
a breaching whale, to being late getting back to Ketchikan and missing the cruise ship. Or, Heaven Forbid, the day
might come when someone is temporarily lost in the bush or at sea, or even permanently lost, sunk, or crashed. But
these are the risks we gladly take, and if the worst should come to the worst, our friends and families would fondly
recall that we "died happy".

But even so, and freely admitting there were risks involved that I was ready and willing to take, I believe it would be
fair to say that I am just like 99.999% of visitors to Southeast Alaska in declaring that being shot, and killed or
wounded, by a stray rifle bullet, while bear watching on a cruise out of Ketchilan, was definitely not one of them.

As a life-long resident of Victoria BC, the values of eco- and of ethnotourism in the sustaining of an economy
previously based on otherwise dwindling resources, are clear to me. In that regard, as in many others, we have
much in common with Southeast Alaska. Our whale-watching and sport-fishing industries are large and are
growing, and our First Nations are providing visitors with rich experiences of the old ways. And, unlike resource
extraction (eg. bear hunting), all the above are totally sustainable.

It is difficult to contemplate the harm that would be caused to such an economic driver as our own tourism industry,
if some unwitting client were to be harmed or killed as a consequence of such a completely and reasonably
avoidable accident as to be shot by someone legally hunting in the same area as the tourist's guide has just lead him
into. But the harm would undoubtedly be substantial, and it would undoubtedly take time to recover from - during
which time many service providers would not likely be able to persevere. I would expect the consequences to the
economy of Ketchikan, after any similar incident, would be proportionally so much the worse, given it's remoteness
and otherwise limited opportunities.

1 fully endorse the arguments and the rational of Proposals 4 -5 AAC 92.510 and 5 - 5 AAC 92,510, and wish you
and their propenents success in convincing the Board of Game of the long term and high values of retaining the
Margaret Creek and the Misty Fjords bears,

Raymeond Graham
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Larry Shook

Larry Shook
4244 NE 124th
Seattle, WA 98125

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

September 20th, 2010

Attn: Board of Game Comments:

RE: Proposai 4-5 AAC 92.510

206-3656-2632 p.1

This letter is to inform you that I am opposed to the shooting of bears in any of the
known bear viewing areas. The primary attraction for tourist to book trips to Alaska is
its wildlife. For most tourists, bears are number one on their list. The shooting of bears
al or close to these observation areas is inconsistent with promoting Alaska’s number
one tourist attraction.. Shooting bears that are feeding on salmon and have become

use to the viewing public is not hunting, it is killing.

Larry Shook
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Teresa Hunt

P.O. Box 471

Yakutat, Alaska 99689
September 7, 2010

ADF&G

Board of Game Comments
P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811
FAX: 907-465-6094

Dear Board of Game;

I 'am writing in support for the proposal number 47. I have spent the winter here in Yakutat and
during that time T have met several dog owners that have had their dogs stuck in traps, and one
dog has even died. It is imperative that this town has some locations where citizens can walk
their dogs without the worry of having their dogs injured or even killed. I am writing to express
my full support for the pending decision to designate, areas around Yakutat, closed to trapping.

Tunderstand that some in our community have voiced concern over the possibility of continuing
trapping thorough all of Yalutat.

However, I am one of many of citizens who walk their dogs several times a day, in fear that she
will be caught, injured and killed. The restrictions that are presented in this proposal are designed
so that safety arcas are put in place around key local common used areas to protect users and pet
owiers from harm. '

Dog owners, like me, would benefit greatly. Not only would we save the lives of our loved pets,
but the proposed areas for closure are generally not thought of as places where you would
expect to harvest game. This proposal may help a trapper avoid an unpleasant situation
among community members,

Turge you to move forward on the decision to close areas around Yakutat to trapping to
accommodate safe dog walking and recreating activities.
I am Jooking forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Trera P

Teresa Hunt

RECEIVED
SEP R 200
BOARDE
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ATTN: Board of Gante Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

PO, Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 907-465-6094

RE: PROPOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92510 and PROFOSAL 5 - 5 AAC 92,510,

9/20/2010
Diear Sirs:

A8 both a recent visitor to Alaska for the purpose of bear viewing, and a hunter for large game, Lam

writing in support of both of these proposals to close these highly trafficked and popular areas to bear

hunting.

InJ uly, I came to Alaska for the first time and bear viewing was wiguestionably the main reason for my
trip. Iwent to the Anan observatory, and the thrill of sesing a multitude of brown and black bear in their
natural habitat was beyond description,

In my experience as a hunter, and from my readings on other sites offering bear-viewing excursiong, had
Anan been a “hunted” area, the experience would have been g different one:

Sightings would have been fewer due to both reduced population and suimal caution. Tt is the way that
it is.

Population growth is naturally constrained by acreage and availability of food sources and providing
additional areas of refuge for bear will unquestionably cortributs to guality bear management.

If you close these parcels to hunting, some hunters will be inconvenienced but ultirnately move to other
areas for humting (and receive the benefit of the improvement in the quality of the bear population),
Wildlife tourists will have a better, and safer, opportunity to view bear,

T support hunter rights but I also support wildlife tourism and closing these parcels to bear hunting is
consistent with both causes. ‘

Thank you, ﬁ}
Scatt Bisner | ZJ\-—\
& Chestnut Court East

Buffalo Grove, IT, 60089
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September 16, 2010

RECEIVED
Board of Game Comments CeT -
ADF&G g
P.O. Box 115526 BOARDS

Juneau, AK 99811

To: Alaska board of Game

This letter is in reference to proposal #47 submitted by the Yakutat Fish and Game
Advisory Council addressing the issues of the use of animal traps near and around
high use areas. I support this proposal.

During the winter months when trapping is allowed many of us walk our dogs
along the area trails near town especially along Cannon beach and we always run
the risk of our dogs getting harmed or even killed by a trap. I feel that common
sense would dictate that trappers not trap within 5 miles of where our pets would
most commonly be, however common sense seems to be in short supply. Knowing
this I feel that the least we could do is implement the proposal and not to allow the
use of conibears and snares within the boundaries suggested.

[ am not against trapping. T am against some (not all) peoples tnconsideration to
others.

Please, | urge you all to think about this carefully before you make your decision.

4
- ’,4’,) o et
-~ Wt ,,..n-‘*"‘
- s ..
e -

Les C. Hartley
P.O. Box 489
Yakutat, AK 99689
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526 RECEN &,
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 ECr g 0
Fax: 907-465-6094 i

SQARDS
PROPOSAL 4 -5 AAC 92.510

PROPOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92.510 Areas closed to hunting: Close the Margaret Creek
Drainage area in Unit 1 to bear hunting: As per other known bear viewing observatories
such as Anan Creek the following should apply to Margaret Creek Bear Viewing
Observatory: Region 1 Southeast Mainland, Unit 1A-1B, “Margaret Creek Drainage Area
— Within 1 mile of Margaret Lake, the bear viewing platform, Margaret Creek
downstream from the lake, the saltwater drainage and within 1 mile of any USFS
maintained road accessed by the boat/floatplane dock in Marguerite Bay is closed to
taking any bear.”

ISSUE: The problem is trying to mix bear viewing facilities with bear hunting areas in
Margaret Creek within Traitors Cove. At stake is the safety of visitors to the Traitor's
Cove/Marguerite Bay bear-viewing areas and sustaining the bear population for the ever-
expanding economic and recreational resource of bear viewing. It is a conflict of
interests, i.e. those who wish to simply view the wildlife versus those who want

to hunt bears. Viewers outnumber hunters by a large number: 46 percent (235,000) of
Alaskans are wildlife viewers versus 14 percent (70,776} are hunters.
(source:www.outdoorindustry.org/pdf/AlaskaRecEconomy.pdf)

The majority of visitors enjoy the opportunity for non-consumptive use by: viewing bears
either at the United States Forrest Service (USFS) platform, on the roads, beaches, in the
woods or Margaret Creek; ATV and bike use; hiking; canoeing/boating on Margaret
Lake; fishing in Margaret Lake and Margaret Creek; flora and fauna photography;
crabbing and shrimping in Traitor's Cove, Marguerite Bay and the Salt Chuck; camping
in tents at the former log sorting yard; and over-nighting in boats at the dock.

Eleven years ago Margaret Creek was opened by the USFS as a bear viewing facility.
The entire facility consists of a USFS dock used by boats and floatplanes, a logging road,
and a one-third mile trail ending at a viewing platform from which to view bears. The
USFS has authorized a total of 3436 Special Use Permits for visitors to participate in bear
viewing tours. There are a total of six tour operators who bring passengers to Margaret
Creck for bear viewing (Taquan Air, SeaWind Aviation, Island Wings, Southeast
Aviation, Carlin Air and American Safari Cruises). These permits represent
approximately 1.25 million doliars of revenue for Ketchikan (population approximately
12,000), representing a large percentage of these local companies” annual income. Based
on data received from the USFS the total number of visitors to Margaret Creek who go
there for bear viewing is between 2010 and 4020 persons annually. Approximately
seventeen percent (292 to 584) of the visitors are local residents who arrive by their own
means. _

Anan Creek, another bear viewing facility in Unit 1B, sees approximately 3600 visitors
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annually. Hunting has been closed in this area already. The Alaska Department of Fish
and Game should acknowledge the growing naturalist user group and provide for such.
According to department records, in the past eleven years that the bear viewing facility
has been in place, 78 bears have been taken from the Margaret Creek drainage area. This
is an average of seven bears per year. Additionally, bears that see between 2000 and 4000
people per summer have become habituated to humans and do not have a natural aversion
to their presence.

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Incompatibility of the two user
groups 1s a safety issue. It is possible that an injury could occur. Currently viewing by
locals and visitors is being negatively impacted. Risk of serious injury or death by, as per
department quote, "stray bullets can travel over a mile and still be deadly"

(source: www.wildlife.alaska.gov/index.cfin?adfg=bears.problem) and/or an encounter
with a wounded bear. The department is creating a potentially dangerous situation by
allowing bear hunting to continue in this area. The bears in this area are habituated to
humans, making them easy targets for hunters and thus contributing to the decline in the
bear population in southern Southeast Alaska as noted in the summer 2010 "Bear Trails”
news from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Another consequence is the decline
in revenue of the local bear-viewing companies and resultant negative impact on the local
economy. The population of bears at this time is so low that many visitors fail to see any
bears at all, Should this continue it could mean the end of bear viewing tours and the loss
of a great deal of revenue for Ketchikan.

WILL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR THE
PRODUCTS PRODUCED BE IMPROVED? Yes, in that bears could not be harvested
within the boundaries noted in the proposed regulation, thus ensuring the long-term
conservation and sustainability of the species and in turn making it possible for
recreational and commercial bear viewing to continue and flourish. This would be a
positive economic impact to the local Ketchikan economy.

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Locals and visitors who enjoy viewing wildlife
would benefit. It will also insure the continued economic benefit of local businesses that
conduct tours of the arca. It makes sense for the State of Alaska to be pro-active in
managing the resources for everyone, to designate the acreage around an advertised and
popular bear-viewing platform to be exempt to bear hunting. Thus providing the
overwhelming majority of the Traitor's Cove/Marguerite visitors, who are not bear -
hunters, a designated place to enjoy bear viewing in safety and peace and the protection
of this resource for the continuance of the bear-viewing industry.

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? A few hunters may have to seek other locations.
However, given that there are twenty-two million acres in Southeast Alaska, most of
which are open for bear hunting with very few closed areas, adoption of the suggested
solution is unlikely to have any long term or far reaching effects.

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED: A complete ban on hunting in the entire
Traitor's Cove area would be restrictive on hunfers. A seasonal ban on hunting in the
Traitor’s Cove area would not address the problem of the declining bear population.
PROPOSED BY: Jack and Bev Davies

LOG NUMBER: EG0812108

PC 22



PROPOSAL 5 -5 AAC 92.510,

PROPOSAL 5 - 5 AAC 92.510. Areas closed to hunting. Close an area within the
Misty Fjords National Monument in Unit 1 to brown bear hunting:

Region 1 Southeast Mainland, Unit 1A-1B; Misty Fjords National Monument - Rudyerd
Bay and Walker Cove. All drainages leading into Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove are
closed to taking brown bears and black bears.

ISSUE: The problem is the quality of bear sightings for visitors to Misty Fjords National
Monument, specifically Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove. There are thousands of locals
and visitors combined who go to Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove for whom the sighting
of a bear is the quintessential symbol of Alaska's wilderness, For most, the trip to Misty
Fjords National Monument is a once in a lifetime experience. People come from as close
as Ketchikan and as far away as South Affica to visit this Alaskan treasure. Seeing a bear
in its natural environment lives in the memory of these people for a lifetime. Most people
come to Alaska to see a bear, yet most leave never having seen one. The numbers of
people who would love to see a bear in Rudyerd Bay and/or Walker Cove is staggering
compared to the numbers of people who wish to hunt them there. If only in a few areas,
Alaska should be proactive in protecting one of its most valuable and sustainable
resources - its bears. Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove have the grandeur of a National Park
if not so in name, we should treat them so in spirit. Future generations will appreciate our
actions. According to United States Forrest Service (USFS) records there are 25
Ketchikan based companies who are permitted as outfitter/guides who take people to
Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove for the following activities:

7 flight seeing/fishing/hiking/shoreline use;

10 companies authorized for camping (kayak tours), freshwater fishing, hiking, and
shoreline use;

8 companies - freshwater fishing.

Tn addition to the USFS permitted companies, there are at least 4 boat companies who
operate on saltwater in Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove bringing people to see the
monument and its wildlife.

The revenue generated from these 29 Ketchikan based companies represents millions of
dollars for the local economy annually. By comparison, there are 5 authorized hunting
guides whose guided use areas are divided throughout the entire 2.2 million acres of
Misty Fjords National Monument, of which Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove comprise of
only a small part. According to department records, in the past ten years 25 bears have
been taken in Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove, 7 from residents and the remainder from
non-residents. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has no records of population
estimates for these areas and so cannot say how many bears are likely to inhabit the area.
However, there are only a few drainages in Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove and they are
so short and so steep as to not offer much in the way of bear habitat. Experience has
shown, the taking of two to four bears a year results in far fewer bears that can be seen by
its visitors downstream. Aside from Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove, there are many more
fjords and literally dozen more drainages within Misty Fjords National Monument in
which hunting bears would still be allowed, areas which are more appropriate for hunting
as far fewer people go there. Seiting aside the most highly used areas from hunting, arcas
where people expect to see wildlife, should not be a problem.
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WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Sport hunting in tourist areas is
bad for public relations, and discourages people from coming. People say they come to
Alaska to see bears because they cannot see them anywhere clse. If tourists come to
Rudyerd Bay hoping to see bears and then do not see them, it could resuit in fewer
visitors going to Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove in the future. This would produce an
economic loss for the Ketchikan economy already reeling from a decline in tourism.
WILL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR THE
PRODUCTS PRODUCED BE IMPROVED? Without an accurate assessment of the
bear populations in Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove it would be difficult to determine the
impact of hunting. However, tourist dollars are and additional resource in Alaska, and
should be managed for long-term sustainability. Without pressure from hunting bear
sightings should increase thereby helping to insure the future of tourism to Rudyerd Bay
and Walker Cove and sustaining the Ketchikan economy.

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? All sightseers who are the major user group in
Rudyerd Bay and Walker cove would benefit. As a potential breeding ground and
reserve, this area could help increase bear populations in adjoining areas where hunting
will continue to be allowed.

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? There are five authorized guides who conduct hunts
in Misty Fjords National Monument, a 2.2 million acre parcel of land, however only one
of them is permitted to operate within Rudyerd Bay and/or Walker Cove. Given that there
are 2.2 million total acres in Misty Fjords National Monument it seems reasonable that
there is enough acreage to accommodate bear hunting in all the remaining areas.
OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED: 1) Allow only resident bear hunting in
Rudyerd. Any bears taken out of Rudyerd diminish the number of possible future
sightings for visitors.

2) Allow bow hunting only. Any bears taken out of Rudyerd diminish the number of
possible future sightings for visitors.

PROPOSED BY: Michelle Masden

Bk PP o)

Richard Morrow
7385 Cave Spring Rd
Cave Spring, GA 30124
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Alaska Region
240 West 5" Avenue, Room 114
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

IN REPLY REFER TO:

L30(AKRO-SUBS) OCT 21 2010

Mr. Cliff Judkins, Chairman
Alaska Board of Game
Board Support Section

P.O. Box 115526 :
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

Dear Chairman Judkins:

The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the 48 proposals the Board will be
considering on November 5-9, 2010, at the Southeast Region meecting. We would like to
provide the following comments on two proposals which would affect black bear and wolf

hunting seasons in Glacier Bay and Wrangell-St. Elias National Preserves.

Specific comments;

Proposal #35: Reduce black bear harvest limit from 2 to 1 bear per year in Units 1-3
and Unit 5. We support this proposal due to conservation concerns expressed by the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game about black bear populations in northern Southeast
Alaska,

Proposal #48: Extend the wolf hunting season adding an additional 31 days in Unit 5.
Consistent with past letters to the Board, we ask that NPS areas be excluded from any
regulations affecting wolves where the intent is to reduce the wolf population for the
benefit of the other species.

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to work closely with the Board in the
development of regulations that affect NPS areas within the region. Cooperative efforts
such as these ensure that, together, we will continue to protect wildlife resources on NPS
lands.

RECEIVEL
CCT2 5204
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If you have any questions, please contact Debora Cooper, Associate Regional Director for

Resources and Subsistence, at (907) 644-35035.

Sincerely,

Avce C Wigaere

Sue E. Masica
Regional Director, Alaska Region

ce:
Denby Lloyd, Commissioner ADF&G

Corey Rossi, Director, Wildlife Conservation, ADF&G

Pat Pourchot, Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Interior for Alaska
Debora Cooper, Associate Regional Director, Resources & Subsistence, NPS
Susan Boudreau, Superintendent, Glacier Bay NPres

Meg Jensen, Superintendent, Wrangell-St. Elias NPres

David Mills, Team Manager, Subsistence, NPS

Sandy Rabinowitch, Subsistence Manager, NPS

Andee Sears, Special Agent, NPS
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October 13, 2010

Alaska Board of Game,

It was with great sorrow I read of the plan to legalize the trapping of black bears in Alaska as stated in
the San Jose Mercury News in October 2010. My husband and T fell in love with Alaska when we
visited in August of 2008. One of the reasons we went there was to see the wildlife — which we were
fortunate to see.

[ feel that there are other ways to control the population of the black bear. Itis cruel to snare a black
bear and then leave it to either starve or chew off it’s own foot or paw to get free. There must be a
more humane way.

I recommend that you look into other means of controlling the black bear population. After all, many

people come to Alaska for the wildlife. I would hate to think of Alaska as a state that would treat it’s
wildlife in such a manner.

, RSP
LR T o
_ o Al Ve

San Jose, CA 95125

RECEIVED
CCT 2 5 a5
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Ketchikan Rod and Gun Club

Alaska Dept. Fish and Game
Board Support Section

In reviewing proposals #1-9, 18-25, 28, 29-46, we the members of
Ketchikan Rod and Gun Club ask the members of Fish and Game
management to duly uphold their job of managing and protecting our
wildlife resources for all, and not to let any special interest group restrict the
rights of any parties or interests for any reason other than sound
management practices.

Members of Ketchikan Rod and Gun Club
11 mi N Tongass

Ketchikan, Alaska, 99901

907-247-8400

Terry Smith

Secretary

907-617-3497

RECEN/Z
CoT ¢ 5 2%

BOARDS
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Mike Holman
700 Water Street
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

October 22, 2010

Alaska Board of Game
P.O.Box 115526
Tuneau, AIC 99811

These are my comments regarding certain proposals to be considered by the Board of
Game at its November, 2010 meeting in Ketchikan:

I have lived in Ketchikan for 38 years beginning at age 14 and have been self-employed
for the past 30 years. My wife and I own and operate a small wildlife tour company
which specializes in bear viewing. Our tours are conducted aboard a 34’ vessel which
carries 13 passengers and was built solely for the purpose of viewing wildlife. Our
business employs two people and coniributes more than $130,000 per year to Ketchikan’s
economy through purchases of goods and services and sales tax payments to local
government.

I operate my tour from the middle of May through September. In the first half of the
season I operate almost exclusively in Carroll Inlet. Later on I operate mostly in Neets
Bay but continue to use Carroll Inlet 2-4 times per week.

I am the author of Proposal No. 2 which would shorten the season for black bear hunting
on the beaches of lower Carroll Inlet and Neets Bay. In light of ADF&G’s Proposal 36
and the Alaska Professional Hunters Association’s Proposal 37, 1 would like to reduce
the scope of my proposal so that it would only shorten the season for non-residents in
Jower Carroll Inlet. Two of the changes suggested by ADF&G in Proposal 36 would
probably do more to address my concerns than my own proposal. Those changes are
closing the June and Fall seasons for non-residents in Unit 1. Closing the June season to
non-residents would be especially helpful even if it applied only to unguided non-
residents.

P’ve spent hundreds of hours looking for black bears in lower Carroll Inlet over the past
few years. Sometimes I find one and sometimes I don’t. My customers understand
there’s no guarantee. There are many reasons why we don’t see as many bears as [ would
like.

RECEIVED
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Bears certainly have other things to do than just hang out on the beach waiting for their
picture to be taken. Obviously, they spend most of their time in the woods and brush.
Another factor is that the bears in Carroll Inlet have been hunted hard for a long time so
they also learn to avoid people and boats. In the last twenty years over 300 bears have
been harvested in Carroll Inlet.

What my business needs is for the bear population in lower Carroll Inlet to remain
“healthy”. T would like to be seeing more cubs and better age stratification. Only 1 of
the 6 cubs I saw in 2009 emerged in 2010. I saw no fresh cubs in 2010.

Basically, I make my tour on two kinds of bears: a very few one or two year old bears
that [ will see a number of times in one year but not af all the next year, and a handful of
much older bears that I will see from year to year but not more than 3-4 times a year. I do
not see very many young adult bears. With one exception I have never seen the same
young adult more than 2 or 3 times before it disappears. I realize this can be explained in
terms of natural bear behavior, feeding patterns and mortality but hunting also takes its
toll. I'm up there 1-3 times day. There haven’t been many trips in May and, this year,
through the end of June, when there wasn’t a skiff running the beach looking for a bear to
kill at the same time as I’'m trying to find one for my customers just to look at. I do my
best to accept and work around it. It’s not easy. It’s especially hard when I lose a little
one.

Because the area is so easy to access and there are no overall harvest limits based on size,
sex, age or otherwise, I believe the bear population in lower Carroll Inlet is extremely
vulnerable to any spike in effort. The area doesn’t need any more hunting pressure than
it’s already got. Shortening the season for non-residents should enable a few more young
bears to become middle age bears and have some cubs. Shortening the season would also
reduce the risk of a rapid harvest increase due to shifts in non-resident effort from one
area to another. After taking a total of only 6 females in the fourteen years from 1990 to
2004, non-residents more than doubled that rate by taking at least 12 females in the last 6
years. This year was the first year that non-residents took more bears in Carroll Inlet than
residents. Thus, the trend has already begun.
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Comments on Southeast Proposals, 2010 Page 1 of 4

From: tmbrown3@aol.com
To: TMBrown3@aol.com
Subject: Comments on Southeast Proposals, 2010
Date; Fri, Oct 22, 2010 10:16 am

ATTN: Board of Game Comments

Alaska Department of Fish and Game RECEIVED
Boards Support Section OCT 92 208
P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 BOARDS

October 16, 2010

19400 Beardsley Way
Juneau, AK 99801

Re: October Southeast Region Meeting, 2010, Comments on Proposals
Dear Members of the Board of Game:

Below you will find my comments on selected proposals from the 2010 Southeast Region
Meeting Board of Game proposal book. | very much appreciate the opportunity to to submit
my comments to you and appreciate the time you will give considering them.,

2. SUPPORT: | support greater opportunities for wildlife (in this case, bear) viewing, as well
as having fewer encounters between hunters and wildlife viewers.

3. S8UPPORT: Given our growing and active nonconsumptive population and the growing
wildlife tourism industry, | support this proposal It is also important to note that the area in
question abuts the

Tongass National Forest boundary.

4. SUPPORT: Southeast Alaska will benefit from more bear viewing areas. Tourists
support such areas, and residents enjoy them. It is critical to support local businesses, and the
wildlife tourism industry

is growing and supporting many Southeast Alaskan families.

8. SUPPORT: Misty Fjords National Monument is a celebrated tourist area and an important
viewing area for all Southeast Alaskans. Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove are important to the
economy of

Ketchikan. It makes sense to set aside these two areas within the
Monument for bear viewing. Additionally, since F&G has no records on brown bear
populations in Rudyerd Bay and

Walker Cove, it is irresponsible to allow bear hunting in these viewing
areas. :

9. OPPOSE: The writer of this proposal offers no reasonable evidence to support his view,
and he erroneously states that "everyone" would benefit from his proposal. Nonconsumptive
users, who are the

majority in our state, would not benefit, and wildlife viewers would suffer

http://mail.aol.com/32823-111/a0l-1/en-us/mail/PrintMessage. aspx 10/22/2010
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Comments on Southeast Proposals, 2010 Page 2 of 4

because of reduced opportunities for viewing wolves.

10. SUPPORT: This proposal provides protection to the public - both consumptive and
nonconsumptive users alike - adults, children, and also pets. Land is limited in Juneau, and
both Juneauites and visitors

enjoy spending time outdoors here. There are far more nonconsumptive
users than trappers in Juneau as well as consumptive users wha do not trap; many of them
enjoy walking on Juneau's

traifs and should be able to do so without the legal opportunity to be caught
in a trap.

11. SUPPORT: The Treadwell Ditch Trail is an extremely popular trail that is
accessible, scenic, historic, and is relatively easy on which to walk. The recent upgrade
encourages even greater use by the

public. Safety on this trail is critical.

12. OPPOSE: Snares catch untargeted animals and pose a threat to public safety.

14. OPPOSE: | oppose this proposal for several reasons:

(1) The writer uses the word may repeatedly rather than providing factual
data to back up his assertions.

(2) "Persistent winter conditions” is not a sound reason to allow more bears
to be taken.

(3) The writer states that if nothing is done, "the brown bear resource in
Berner's Bay will continue to be under-utilized," which completely disregards the
many noncansumptive users in that

area.

(4) The writer erroneously states that "no one" is likely to suffer, but
nonconsumptive users in Southeast Alaska, in Alaska, and, indeed, nationwide far outnumber
consumptive users.

‘ Nonconsumptive users would suffer because of reduced opportunity for
bear viewing and the Berners Bay ecosystem would suffer an increased loss of a top predator.
There are already

too few accessible areas for brown bear viewing in the Juneau area.

15: SUPPORT: | support making the job of the Wildlife Troopers easier in this manner. Also,
members of the public should be readily able to avoid bear bait stations, which are dangerous
to the public.

18. SUPPORT: It is well documented that wolf populations are declining on POW. The
reasons for this include reduction of habitat and poaching. It is also well known that the
documented decline in the

Alexander Archipelago wolf population could soon trigger an endangered
species listing. This proposal is one responsible step in restoring the Archipelago wolf
population, as well as the

POW ecosystern.

19. SUPPORT: | support this proposal because it deals with concerns expressed in F&G's
Bear Trails regarding declining bear populations on POW. This proposal also addresses
concerns regarding

potential bear viewing and bear hunting in the same area. Residents and
visitors alike benefit from bear viewing in the Dog Salmon Creek area, so it makes sense to

http://mail.aol.com/32823-111/aol-1/en-us/mail/PrintMessage.aspx 10/22/2010
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Comments on Southeast Proposals, 2010 Page 3 of 4

close this area to

bear hunting. Additionally, as the Department states in the proposal, it is
important to recognize the wolf population problem and to take a step towards collaborating
with the U.S. Forest

Service on this critical issue.

21. SUPPORT: This proposal provides a black bear conservation measure that is much
needed on POW.

22, SUPPORT: | support this proposal for the same reason that | support proposal 21.

23. SUPPORT: Again, | support conservation efforts regarding the documented decline in the
black bear population on POW.

25. SUPPORT: It is well known that there is a high illegal unreported take of wolves in this
area. This is of particular concern because the Alexander Archipelago wolf is a genetically
distinct poputation that

is being overharvested. If measures are not taken to ensure the survival of
the Alexander Archipetago wolf, then it is likely fo be listed under the Endangered Species Act.

29. OPPOSE: This proposal is widespread, not allowing for differences in the various areas
of Southeast Alaska. The proposal does not consider other causes of flooding, but instead
simply proposes

the widespread Killing of more beavers, disregarding the role beavers play
in a healthy ecosystem. Mare research is needed on this issue before any action is proposed.

33. SUPPORT: Biack bear populations are declining in Southeast Alaska, even while tourism
is increasing. People come to Alaska to see wildlife, and wildlife tourism is a thriving industry
in our area. It

makes no sense to encourage the decline of our black bear population.
Additionally, the legality of the classification of bears as furbearers is questionable.

34. SUPPORT: | support this proposal for the same reasons that | support Proposal 33
above.

35. SUPPORT: | support this proposal for the same reasons that | support Proposal 33
above.

36. SUPPORT: | support taking action to strengthen the long term sustainability of black bear
poputation, particularly since the black bear population is declining in Southeast Alaska.
Because of the

seriousness of this issue, particularly given the importance of our bear
population to the tourism industry and to nonconsumptive residents, | support approving more
than one of the actions '

suggested in this proposal.

37. COMMENT: While | agree with the intent of this proposal, | feel that Proposal 36 more
thoroughly addresses the problem of the declining black bear population.

38. SUPPORT: it is irresponsible for hunters to establish baiting stations without anyone else
knowing where these stations are, and it is negligent for authorities to allow this practice to
continue. | salute our

hitp://mail.aol.com/32823-111/aol-1/en-us/mail/PrintMessage.aspx 10/22/2010
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Wildlife Troopers for submitting this proposal and | trust that our AC
members will support our Wildlife Troopers' efforts to do their jobs well.

39. SUPPORT: | support the views expressed on hunting. Additionally, bear baiting is a
dangerous practice that teaches bears to eat human food, and the practice puts other people
who come across bear

baiting stations in danger.

41. SUPPORT: This proposal provides a reasonable aiternative that would allow for a more
accurate harvest report.

43. SUPPORT: The Alexander Archipelago wolf is a distinct sub-species that should be
preserved. Instead, the population is declining at an alarming rate. In fact, it is likely that the
population will soon be

listed as threatenad or endangered. | support this proposal because it
promotes conservation of the Alexander Archipelago wolf population.

POSITION STATEMENT: Fewer than 20% of Alaskans have hunting licenses, and this
number drops annually, reflecting a nationwide trend. Nonconsumptive users make up the
majority of Southeast Alaska's

population. Additionally, as indicated by the many proposals in
the Southeast region book, tourism is a large and growing industry in Southeast Alaska. ltis
critical that the Board of

Game consider these factors in making decisions on the 2010
Southeast proposals so that the Board truly represents the changing views and lifestyles of our
citizens.

Sincerely,
Tina M. Brown
Juneau

907-523-5402 (H)
907-209-4219 (C)
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From: tmbrown3@aol.com

To: john@akwildlife.org; dobieman@geci.net; connie@akwildlife.org; atsimon@uas.alaska.edu; mikejen@goci.net;
Idonegan@ TridentSeafoods.com; kneelandt@alaska.com; dlauren@hotmail.com

Bce: TMBrown3@aol.com
Subject: AWA-SE Comments to the Board of Gama, Southeast Region Meeting, 2010
Date: Wed, Cet 20, 2010 819 pm

Alaska Wildlife Alliance-Southeast Chapter

19400 Beardsley Way

Juneau, AK 99801 RECEIVED
October 16, 2010 GOT 2 2 3%
ATTN: Board of Game Comments BOARDS

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Re: Alaska Wildlife Alliance-Southeast Chapter
Comments on Proposals for 2010 Southeast Region Meeting

Dear Members of the Board of Game:

The Alaska Wildlife Alliance is the only Alaskan-based group that advocates for Alaska's
wildlife, and we have been active since 1978. Our state board members are all Alaskans. We
support an ecosystem approach to wildlife management backed by the use of sound science.
We believe in the intrinsic value of wildlife and represent non-consumptive users as well as
true subsistence hunters.

Six months ago, | organized a Southeast chapter of the Alaska Wildlife Alliance. Already,
there are seven members on our board; there are eight members on our advisory board; there
are numerous committee and general members.

Below you will find our comments on the proposals submitted for the November, 2010,
Southeast Region meeting in Ketchikan.

PROPOSAL 2: Support: This proposal would benefit bear viewing opportunities and
promote public safety.

PROPOSAL 3: Support: This proposal would enhance bear viewing opportunities for
Alaskans and for tourists, thus promoting the tourism industry in Southeast Alaska and, in
particular, supporting the

economy of Ketchikan. It is also important to note that the area

in question abuts the Tongass National Forest boundary, thus making it a prime bear viewing
area as weli as a

buffer zone for bears.

PROPOSAL 4: Support: Residents of and tourists to Southeast Alaska will benefit from

having another bear viewing area. It is critical to support local businesses, and the wildiife
fourism industry is

benefiting many small businesses in our region. Additionally,

http://mail.aol com/32823-111/acl-1/en-us/mail/PrintMessage.aspx 10/22/2010
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AWA-SE Comments to the Board of Game, Southeast Region Meeting, 2010 Page Z ot 4

closing this area to brown bear hunting would promote bear viewer safety, which is critical.

PROFPOQSAL 5: Support: Misty Fjords National Monument is a well known area for wildlife
viewing for residents and tourists. Bear viewing in Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove are
important to the economy

of Ketchikan. It makes good financial sense to designate these
areas as bear viewing areas. Also, since Fish and Game has no records on brown bear
populations in these

areas, it is not advisable or sensible to allow the hunting of
brown bears in this areas.

PROPOSAL 19: Support: This area is an important bear viewing area that attracts many
visitors throughout the tourist season. The economy benefits from this situation, and the bears
that are in the area

of the viewing platform become habituated to humans. It is
unsportsmanlike and dangerous to hunt in this area, and it is beneficial to support the local
economy by encouraging

wildlife viewing here.

PROPOSAL 21: Support: This proposal would help address the well documented concern
about the decreasing black bear population on Prince of Wales Island.

PROPOSAL 22: Support: This proposal would help address the well documented concern
about the decreasing black bear population on Prince of Wales Island.

PROPOSAL 23: Support: This proposal would help address the well documented concern
about the decreasing black bear population on Prince of Wales Island.

PROPOSAL 25: Support: If measures are not taken quickly to support the population of the
Alexander Archipelago wolves, then they are likely to become listed as threatened or
endangered in the near

future. Being pro-active will save the state a great deal of
trouble. These wolves are unigue and are attractive to wildlife viewers who pay a great deal to
spend time looking

for wildlife in Southeast Alaska; it would make more sense to
provide viewing opportunities for these people than to risk losing more wildlife, particularly a
unique species.

PROPOSAL 26: Oppose: We oppose this proposal because there is a known decrease in the
black bear population in Southeast Alaska. Conservation efforts take precedence.

PROPOSAL 33: Support: It is well documented that black bear populations are decreasing in
Southeast Alaska. At the same time, wildlife tourism is increasing. Psople come to Alaska
and spend their

money here in order o see wildlife. Since wildlife tourism is a
thriving, growing industry in Southeast Alaska, it makes sense to lower the bag limits on black
bears.

PROPOSAL 34: Support: It is well documented that black bear populations are decreasing in
Southeast Alaska. At the same time, wildlife tourism is increasing. People come to Alaska
and spend their

money here in order o see wildlife. Since wildlife tourism is a

http://mail.aol.com/32823-111/aol-1/en-us/mail /PrintMessage. aspx 10/22/2010
PC 28



AWA-SE Comments to the Board of Game, Southeast Region Meeting, 2010 Page 3 of 4

thriving, growing industry in Southeast Alaska, it makes sense to lower the bag limits on black
bears.

PROPOSAL 35: Support: It is well documented that black bear populations are decreasing in
Southeast Alaska. At the same time, wildlife tourism is increasing. People come to Alaska
and spend their

money here in order to see wildlife. Since wildlife tourism is a
thriving, growing industry in Southeast Alaska, it makes sense to lower the bag limits on black
bears.

PROPOSAL 36: Support: We support action that builds the short and long term sustainability
of the declining black bear populations in Southeast Alaska. Because of the seriousness of
this decline, we

strongly advise that at least the first three measures be
accepted and implemented.

PROPOSAL 43: Suppart: The Alexander Archipelago wolf population is decreasing fo the
point that the sub-species may soon be put on the threatened or endangered species list. The
wolf is an iconic

wildlife figure of Alaska; tourists come here to see wolves, as
well as other wildlife. It follows that we should act now to protect this important sub-species in
particular.

POSITION STATEMENT":

The Alaska Wildlife Alliance-Southeast has elected fo comment on proposals that directly
affect wildlife conservation and that directly relate to the growing wildlife tourism industry in
Southeast Alaska, throughout the state of Alaska, nationwide, and, indeed, worldwide. If our
region is to compete in the wildlife tourism industry, we must have the support and cooperation
of the Board of Game. The Alaska Wildlife Alliance recognizes this fact.

According to the Department of the Interior, in 20086, the total amount spent in Alaska on
hunting was $124,000,000 and declining, whereas the total amount spent on wildlife viewing
was $581,000,000 and growing.. Indeed, the wildlife market in Alaska is composed of 18%
consumptive use and 82% nonconsumptive use. In the lower forty-eight, nonconsumptive use
of wildlife is enjoyed by more than 62,000,000 people with an annual expenditure of
$29,000,000,000 - and this amount is growing by 6-10% a year.

In the early 1900s, it was thought that predators had no value in the ecosystem and were, in
fact, considered to be nuisances. Recent findings, however, have changed our views of the
role predators play in our ecosystems and in our lives. For example, in a 2006 report, CNN
stated that that in 2005, the re-introduction of wolves in Yellowstone National Park increased
visitor numbers and expanded ecotourism by $35,000,000.

Fewer than 20% of Alaskans and fewer than 20% of citizens nationwide hold hunting licenses,
and this percentage is dropping annually. Meanwhile, the demand for wildlife viewing '
opportunities is increasing annually. This is reflected in the many proposals in this cycle's
Southeast region proposal book that seek to conserve wildlife, many with the express purpose
of fostering the strong and growing wildlife tourism industry in our region. It is now understood
that a trophy brown bear, for example, rather than being shot, can be viewed thousands of
times by tourists who bring hundreds of thousands of dollars into the local economy to see that

http://mail.aol.com/32823-111/aol-1/en-us/mail/PrintMessage. aspx 10/22/2010
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bear.

The Alaska Wildlife Alliance-Southeast supports healthy populations of wildlife and the heaithy
economy brought about by the support of the wildlife tourism industry. Wildlife has value in
and of itself, as demonstrated by the growing number of people who will pay a lot of

money simply to see it over and over again. We hope that the Board of Game will consider the
well being of the wildlife population as well as the financial well-being of the growing wildlife
tourism industry in Southeast Alaska as it deliberates on the proposals at the 2010 Southeast
Region meeting.

“The facts provided above were taken from the Department of the Interior and the Alaska Department of Fish &
Game. Specific sources are available upon request.

Sincerely,

Tina M. Brown

President

Alaska Wildlife Alliance-SE
Juneau

907-523-5402 (H)
907-209-4218 (C)

http://mail.aol.com/32823-111/acl-1/en-us/mail/PrintMessage.aspx 10/22/2010
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Comments on Board of Game Southeast Region Proposals

Proposal 11 — Support — This is a popular local trail that has undergone recent improvements, It is likely
these improvements will lead to increased trail use by non-trappers. Potentially negative trapper-hiker
interactions would be reduced by closing this area to trapping.

Proposal 16- Oppose- Recent fly overs by ADF&G have not shown a sufficient number of goats in this area
to support a hunt.

Proposal 29 — Oppose — Reducing the beaver population is not necessary to prevent flooding. Juneau’s
Beaver Patrol provides a model alternative to trapping. The Beaver Patrol (local volunteers) in cooperation
with the USES, manag‘%beaver dams to prevent flooding, allow fish passage, and ensure adequate water levels
for fish and beaver habitat. A similar program initiated at the state level would negate the need to issue
nuisance permits or lengthen the trapping season.

Proposal 30 — Oppose —The proposer suggests that a trapping season for fisher would allow more biological
data to be available to ADF&G. However, at an Advisory Committee meeting in Juneau, the proposer
suggested that fisher would not be a target species due to their low population; therefore, compliance with the
current law would provide similar amounts of data, as fisher are required to be surrendered to the State. The
other solution offered by the proposer—classifying the fisher as deleterious—cannot be considered, as the
fisher is now as native as the marten, having established itself through natural dispersal (and is potentially in
need of more protection given its small, but unknown, population).

Proposal 33 — Support — Black bear populations are known to be decreasing in Southeast Alaska. Allowing
the sale of black bear meat or hides would further hamper a population recovery, Bears are a tourism draw for
the southeast, and maintaining a healthy population strengthens, and helps diversify, our economy.

Proposal 34 — Support — for similar reasons to proposal #33
Proposal 35 — Support — for similar reasons to proposal #33

Proposal 36 — Support — Black bear populations are known to be decreasing in Southeast Alaska.
Implementing any or all of the changes suggested in the proposal should help to stabilize and eventually
increase the region’s black bear population.

Proposal 43 — Support — The proposal’s recommended modifications should assist in maintaining and
strengthening this unique subspecies’ numbers. These wolves are a vital part of a complex and unique
ecosystem and a draw for a sizable number of tourists.

RECE) VER
Gabrielle Aberle NT 22 o
Funeau, Alaska )
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Comments to ADF&G's Board of Game Southeast Region Proposals

Proposal 8 - Oppose - Lengthening the wolverine trapping season just to support wolf trapping efforts is
inappropriate wildlife management. In addition, wolf harvest numbers have remained high so there appears
to be no need to increase trapper effort.

b

Proposal 11 — Support — Recent trail upgrades will likely lead to increased use efteécreational hikers and
their dogs on this already well used trail. Closing it to trapping will reduce potential trapper/hiker conflicts.

Proposal 16- Oppose- ADF&G has not reported high enough goat numbers in this area to justify a permit
hunt 4

Proposal 21 — Support - Shortening the season to reduce sow take should have a positive impact on Prince
of Wales black bear populations which are currently suffering a downturn,

Propaosal 22 —~ Support — for similar reasons to proposal #21
Propasal 23 ~ Support - for similar reasons to proposal #21

Proposal 25 -- Support — The wolves of the Alexander Archipelago are a distinct and stressed subspecies of
grey wolf. Continuing hunting and trapping pressures on a unigue subspecies would not be sound wildlife
management.

Proposal 26 — Oppose — Black bear populations are known to be decreasing in Southeast Alaska. While
removing the CUA would disperse hunting effort, it would also disperse hunting pressures leading to greater
stresses on an already declining species.

Proposal 29 — Oppose — Non-lethal alternatives to trapping have been successfully used in Alaska to manage
water levels and eliminate the need to remove problem beavers. Data show that beaver ponds provide
essential habitat for salmon fry which can lead to increased recruitment and, consequently, increased
opportunity for recreational, commercial and subsistence salmon harvests. Reducing the beaver population
would be detrimental to salmon stocks. This proposal would benefit only a small number of trappers rather
than the large number of residents and nonresidents who desire robust salmon fisheries.

Proposal 30 — Oppose — Fisher CANNOT be considered non-indigenous as noted in the proposal. its
presence in the region is not the result of human intervention but rather of naturally occurring range
expansion. Opening a trapping season on a species before more research is completed to further our
understanding of their population size, cause for expansion, and effect on local ecosystems is shortsighted.

Jarvis Schultz RECEIVED
Juneau, Alaska ppT 99 ﬂfﬁ"‘;{ﬁ
ol S FA T
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Board of Game,

KLURT WHITTHEAD
CaFtain-Gufc{cz/ Qutfittar
. Praon 586

Klewoek, AK 99925

Thank you for your service on the Boatd. Iam a registered guide/outfitter that operates fully guided
black bear, mountain goat, deer and duelc hunts in wnits 1 and 2 and have lived, worked, guided and/or

hunted continonsly)
Various proposals.

Proposal 2,34,5,19:

itt these and anits 3 & 4 since 1999, Following are my written conmments on

These proposals are all very similac and we are stcongly opposed to thetn. The

various groups are slating thet the viewing opportunities should trump the bunting opportunities, which

again, we strongly

viewing opportaniti¢s in the sutrmer and the heart of the issue is wot addressed which is the decteasing

number of black bhe
Proposal 21,22,23:

c:%pﬁse. The majority of the hunting takes place outside of the prime tovrist

5 iy those aveas, not conflicting vser groups.

Fhese proposals are all very similar and we are strongly opposed to them.  These

proposals wonld bave & very detrimental impact to gaide/oufitiers in all of Southeast AK.

These proposals still
adoption of Proposal
Troopers, Guide/On

don™t address the problerm, which is the Unguided, Non-resident hunter. The
37 would address this problem and solve tany of the issnes that the ADF&CG,

fiiters, Naturs Viewers and other user gronps have with the Black Bear

management in Southeast,

Proposal 24: 'We support this proposal. We aeree that the non-resident hanter doesn’t nesd 1o harvest

does or more than 2

Proposal 26: We

bucks.

apposed to this proposal as it directly opposes the consepvation-bazed issue on

Kuiu Isiand, which is the decreasing number of black beats, The controlled use area that went info

effect last vear was

roven 1o lywet the sow harvest and total bear barvest,

Propogal 28: We support this proposal and the suthor’s comments.

Proposal 32: We op

Proposal 33: We str
parts contradicts ma
populations.

Proposal 35: We sy

pose thig proposal since the best bunting for seadueks is later in the year.

oagly support this proposal stice coreent regulations alfowing the sale of black bear
agement objectives and further contributes to the decline in Southeast Black Bear

port this proposal,

Proposal 36: We oppose this proposal on the basis that if proposal 37 is adopted this would take care of

the black bear

ement issue in Southeast, PC 31






Alaska Departmen of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

F%’ECE’FVE'D
) E 4
PO Box 17556 0CT 39 2k
uneau, AK “9gg; 1-5526
October 21, 2010
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Proposal 11, Support: The treadwell ditch in Unit 1C is a popular hiking and snowmobile trail.
Trapping should be closed for public safety.

Proposal 12, Oppose: Snaring could catch other species and pose a danger to humans. Why are
we even allowing this? Is we are allowing it, why isn’t GPS coordinates required? Aren’t there
other game management options available? Snaring just brings up a whole host of management
issues.

Proposal 15, Support: 1 oppose bear baiting in general as being unsporting. However, if it is legal
then we should have coordinates on the baiting stations so that Fish and Game can monitor them.

Proposal 18, Oppose: I oppose this measure because it does not go far enough. The reported
population of 18 wolves can be wiped out in one season. Furthermore there is already trapping
allowed on Federal lands, which makes up the majority of land in the POW area. The Alexander
archipelago wolf may soon be on the endangered species list, in which case the state will pay
much more money to monitor and mitigate our actions on POW. Due to these factors, I would
support a total ban on hunting and trapping of wolfs on POW until the population has recovered.

Proposal 19, Support: I would like to protect the wildlife in viewing areas from further hunting.
Tourism and wildlife viewing bring a lot of money to the state, and are worth protecting.

Proposal 25, Support: We need greater regulation of Unit 2, POW to protect the Alexander
archipelago wolf. The reported population of 18 wolves can be wiped out in one season,
Furthermore there is already trapping allowed on Federal lands, which makes up the majority of
land in the POW area. The Alexander archipelago wolf may soon be on the endangered species
list, in which case the state will pay much more money to monitor and mitigate our actions on
POW. Due to these factors, I would support a total ban on hunting and trapping of wolfs on
POW on both state and federal land, until the population of wolves has recovered.

Proposal 38, Support: 1 am in general opposed to bear baiting, but if we must use bear bait, we
need to be able to locate the stations and regulate them.

Proposal 39, Support: I am opposed to bear baiting as it is an unsportsman like method of
hunting. Hunting should be done traditionally by looking for and spotting a bear, and stalking it.
To draw them in with bait, and shoot from a blind is not hunting. I am also concerned that
feeding bears habituates them and other animals to receiving food from humans. I am also
concerned that as an avid hiker and wilderness explorer, my life may be endangered by bears
around baiting stations. It may also provide illegal means of taking other carnivores as incidental
harvest.

Thanks for giving me this opportunity to express my views.

Sincerely, <

i i .

e &
im (reen

A
PO Box 35401

Juneau, AK 99803

JGreen 2
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RECEIVED

“ET 22 30w
ATTN: Board of Game Comments Submitted by: Barry Burger BOARDS
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 222 Tongass Dr./Raven’s Way
Boards Support Section Sitka, AK 99833
P.O. Box 115526 Ph. 907-738-0125

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

I would like to submit the following comments/opinions to be considered prior to
your taking action on these proposed changes to the regulations,

Prop. 12 -5 AAC 92.095

I OPPOSE the use of snares for taking wolves on the Gustavus Forelands with
emphasis on the Dude Creek Critical Management area accessed by the Good River
Road. This is a public access area enjoyed by many residents and visitors a like. It
is a popular area for skiers and snowshoers. Many with their dogs in tow. While the
Gardner Snare does show promise regarding moose by catch it does nothing for dog
by-catch and with the increasing recreational use of this area there would be
conflict,

Prop. 32- SAAC 85.065

I SUPPORT the waterfowl season opening sooner (Sept 1) I believe that it would
provide an opportunity to harvest some resident birds and early arrivals providing
better quality birds for the table. It would also previde more hunt time if there was
an early freeze-up.

Prop. 33-5 AAC 92.200

1 OPPOSE what basically appears to be changing black bear status from Big Game
animal to furbearer status. Making bears and their parts a commodity to be bought
and sold could have many negative effects, primarily overharvest for financial gain.

Prop. 36- 5 AAC 85.015
I SUPPORT better management/control of this hunt and if need be the reduction of
the numbers of black bears harvested to meet sustainability issues.

Prop. 37- SAAC 85.015 _
I SUPPORT a permit drawing to give wildlife officials a better control mechanism
to fine tune the hunt based on geographical needs and issues.

Prop. 39- 5 AAC 92.044
1 SUPPORT this amendment, Black Bears over bait is “fish in a barrel” and takes
away any resemblance to “fair chase” which makes hunting-hunting.

Prop. 40- AAC 92.220

SUPPORT I believe that the meat hide and skull should have to be salvaged during
all black bear hunts. If this meat for some reason is deemed inedible by the hunter
they should be required to bring it out and offer it to others who may utilize it. If
there are no “takers” it should then be offered to the many Raptor Centers or
wildlife re-hab facilities in the area who may make provisions for shipping.
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Alaska Board of Game
Juneau, Alaska 99811

cc:  Governor Parnell
Representative Wilson
Senator Stedman

Dear Sirs and Madam;

My husband and 1 are adamantly opposed to the proposed point system for
permit hunts. We feel that this will unduly restrict available permits for
Alaska residents currently residing here and for future resident hunters. By
allowing a split in permit allocation due to “bonus’ points, we feel that this
will cause an influx of non resident permit requests. This will increase the
ratio of out of state permit applications to the number of resident permits
actually drawn.

In addition, this proposed point system, will negatively impact our children’s
ability to successfully obtain a permit hunt which is part of our lifestyle of
living in Alaska.

We feel this proposed system will negatively impact the majority of
Alaskans while benefiting only a few Alaskan Guide and Outfitters. These
Guides and Qutfitters, have Out of State Clients, and therefore, have a
monetary interest.

In conclusion this proposal would definitely hurt Alaskan residents and their
children, especially younger Alaskan residents, in the future, from obtaining a
permit.

Sincerely,

James A. Eastwood __ ? Vl. Eastwood .
P.O. Box 1185 P.O. Box 1185 o
Petersburg, Alaska 99833 | Petersburg, Alaska 99;&\%8‘?'“’ e
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S

PC 34






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

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 907-465-6094

October 15, 2010
My husband and I want to comment on both proposals to ban hunting in tourist areas of Alaska:

PROPOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92.510 addresses the hunting at Traitors Cove (also known as Margaret
Creek) and

PROPOSAL 5 - 5 AAC 92.510 which addresses hunting in the fjords Rudyerd Bay and Walker
Cove.

We enjoyed a fantastic vacation to both Traitor's Cove and Misty Fjords in August of 2009 and it
is terrible to think that in the past 10 years 78 bears have been killed in Traitors Cove and 25
bears have been killed in Rudyerd Bay/Walker Cove, the very areas serviced by the massive
tourist industry of Ketchikan. Is it seriously not possible to find bears in other parts of Alaska
near Ketchikan but not directly where we, as well as thousands of other tourists, go to actually
see and enjoy bears? On our final flight into the Misty Fjords we were lucky enough to see a
Black bear out strolling around and it was definitely the highlight for all persons on that irip.

We were also fortunate to see a few bears on the viewing platform at Traitor's Cove, but to hear
that the US Forest Service manages the land while the Alaska Dept of Fish and Game permits
hunting there is truly an example of mismanaged government.

Please end this poor economic decision by banning bear hunting in the above locations.

Sincerely,

%aﬁm%yu

Dave and Leah Alcyon
4040 30th Ave W
Seattle, WA 98199
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Kimberly B. Busch
P.O. Box 20629
Juneau, Alaska 99802 A i
October 21, 2010 RECEIVED
LT 27 20
ATTN: Board of Game Comments 3
Alaska Department of Fish and Game OARDS
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526 Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Game:

| do not usually submit comments to the Board but | was moved fo do so at this time
because of the potential impact on areas of particular interest to me.

| have made my residence in Alaska since 1975. | have lived both in Juneau and
Anchorage and worked extensively in remote and rural communities. For a few years, |
lived overseas in the U.K. where my husband was stationed. While | was in Europe my
appreciation grew even greater for the wilderness surrounding my Alaska home and,
especially, the ability to view and photograph wild animals in their natural habitats. This
has all but disappeared in much of Europe.

| want to voice my support for the proposals (listed below) that | believe will help to
sustain bear viewing and tourism in Southeast Alaska. We frequently host visitors to
Southeast and their first interest is in seeing wildlife, particularly bears. More recently,
because of publicity and photographs of Romeo, the black wolf, many have ailso been
interested in seeing wolves. Because of the importance that viewing wildlife has both to
me as a Southeast resident and to the local tourism industry | support the following:
Proposals 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 13, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23 and 25.

[ would like o further comment on Proposal 18: | have particular concem for the
survival of the Alexander Archipelago wolf, which is one of Alaska's unique animals.
Until we have current studies and numbers on sustainability for this special wolf, the
number that may be taken should be reduced to zero. | recall from my brief time working
for the Department of Fish and Game that we are especially fortunate in that
sustainability is required in the Alaska constitution for alt Alaska wildlife. | think that the
statesmen who crafted our constitution were visionaries who understood how
intertwined wildlife is with the identity of Alaska and its culture, to the extent that animals
need special protections. We do not want our unigue animals to suffer the same fate as
the gray wolf in northern New Mexico or the many animals in Europe that are now only
a part of their history and not their present.

Thank you for considarinn my cnmments

/{Wﬂé [Seeach
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments

Alaska Department of Fish and Game L 20 e
Boards Support Section .
P.0. Box 115526 BOARDS

Junean, AK 99811-5526

Proposal 10 (defining the Junean area for discretionary trapping permits)

I support this proposal. The Juneau area trails are heavily used by residents in all seasons,
These many trail users should not be at risk from traps set by only a few people.

Proposal 11 (add Treadwell Ditch trail to closed area)
I support this proposal, because of the numerous Juneau resident who use this trail.
Proposal 12 (allow wolf snaring in Gustavus)

I oppose this proposal. There needs to be evidence that wolves are depleting the moose
population there as well as evidence that moose are not already overeating their food

supply.

Proposal 13 (using a good landmark to limit a hunting area)

I support this proposal. It makes perfect sense to use a clear landmark.

Proposal 14 (expand bear hunting in Berners Bay)

T oppose this proposal. The supposed difficulty of hunting in certain months is totally
irrelevant; why should hunting always be easy? There is no evidence that the moose
population (introduced to this area some years ago) is limited by bears. “Under-utilized”
is a notion peculiar to hunters, with no relationship to ecological relationships.

Proposal 18 (limit on wolf take on POW)

I support the proposal of limiting the take by any one trapper, given the Department’s
concern about declining wolf populations there,

Proposal 25 (limits to wolf season)
I support this proposal for all the reasons given in the proposal.
Proposal 27 (lengthen wolf season in Unit 3)

I oppose this proposal. If deer populations are low because of hard winters, then wolf
populations will also decline, naturally. There is no need to increase the killing of wolves.
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Proposal 29 (to lengthen beaver-trapping season).

1 oppose this proposal. If there are so-called nuisance beavers in certain specific areas,
then let the extended season apply ONLY to those particular areas, based on evidence of
nuisance.

Beavers provide wonderful habitat for many other species, including juvenile coho and
Dolly Varden, mink and otter, herons and ducks, to name a few. They have great
ecological value and, in fact, are have been reintroduced in some regions because of their
ecological value,

Proposal 30 (opening season for fisher)

I oppose this proposal for two reasons

The proposal contains faulty information. According to MacDonald and Cook (2009)
Recent Mammals of Alaska, fishers occur naturally in Southeast Alaska, with specimens
taken from the Taku River and from near Bessie Creek north of Juneau. So it is NOT

TRUE that they are ‘nonindigenous’, as stated in the proposal.

Furthermore, there are no data to support the claim of serious competition with marten. It
would be a grievous error to simply assume it.

Proposal 31 (forbid use of small-jawed traps when mink/marten seasons are closed)

I support this proposal.
Bvery effort should be made to restrict the take of animals to the legal season only.

Proposal 32 (earlier season for waterfowl)

I oppose this proposal. Fall is the migration season for these species. They need some
time to feed en route and to rest. If the later migrants don’t taste good, then don’t shoot
them!

Proposal 33 (no sale of black bear parts in Southeast)

I support this proposal.

Sale of bear parts would be detrimental to the bear population, because many would be
kilied just to sell body parts. In addition, viewing opportunities for tourists would indeed
be decreased, to the detriment of this important industry.

Proposal 34 (no trapping of black bears in Southeast)
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I support this proposal, for the same reasons as #33. Sale of bear parts wouldbe™
detrimental to the bear population, because many would be killed just to sell body parts.
In addition, viewing opportunities for tourists would indeed be decreased, to the
detriment of this important industry.

Proposal 35 (reduce bag limits for black bear in Southeast)

I support this proposal, because of the concern for sustainability of bear populations in
the region.

Proposal 36 (reduce harvest of black bears)

I support this proposal in general, for the same reason in #35 (the concern for
sustainability of bear populations in the region.) I would prefer than non-residents be
excluded as much as possible and I reject the entire concept of bear baiting, because it
requires no skill (unlike real hunting).

Proposal 38 (permit for bear baiting)

I oppose this proposal. Bear baiting is not hunting at all, it is just shooting for the sake of
killing. It requires no skill and no real knowledge of the animal.

Proposal 39 (no bear baiting)

I support this proposal. Bear baiting is not hunting at all, it is just shooting for the sake of
killing, It requires no skill and no real knowledge of the animal.

Proposal 40 (salvage of bear meat etc)

I support this proposal. Why waste good meat, given that the animal was killed?
Proposal 43 (limits on wolf season)

I support a limited hunting season for wolves, for all the reasons given in the proposal.

MARY F. WILLSON
- 5230 TERRACH PL.
~JUNEAU AK 99801

550 |
///Léw(/éw/ 5230 Tenace ﬂw’ Jerroae AL 7
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Patricia J. O'Brien
PO Box 35451
Juneau, Alaska 99803-5451
(907) 789-9405
patriciacbrien@gci.net

October 21, 2010 RECE! .«
CCT 2 2 o
ATTN: Board of Game Comments BO
Alaska Department of Fish and Game ARDS

Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Members of the Board of Game,

Below are my considered recommendations and comments on Southeast proposals. For your
information | am a 70 year old Alaskan (here 42 years) with life-long outdoor experience and a
deep appreciation for the opportunity to live near such wildness.

Proposal 2: Suppert. Proposal 2 would benefit bear viewing and support tourism, a key
economic issue in SE Alaska. | personally don't relish the thought of a bear being pursued by
hunters near a place | might be bear viewing — not a smart idea.

Proposal 3: Support. This proposal would benefit bear viewing and support tourism, a key
economic issue in SE Alaska. The proposal has laid out the argument well and should be
supported by the board. A far greater number of persons in Ketchikan would benefit from this
proposal than the few hunters who would be required to hunt elsewhere.

Proposal 4: Support. | support this proposal for the sound reasons contained in the proposal.
By now it should be clear to the Board that bear viewing is a big deal in Southeast Alaska.
Much of our economy thrives on it.

Proposal 5: Support. | support this proposal for the sound reasons contained in the proposal.

Proposal 8: Oppose. This proposal does not even appear internally consistent.

Proposal 10; Support. As a trail user, among many, | support this proposal.

Proposal 11: Support. | plan to use this new trail, and so support this proposal. Similar trails
have protection, so it makes sense to close the Treadwell Ditch trail to trapping.

Proposal 12: Oppose. The reasoning in this proposal is biased and faulty, especially the

statement on what will happen if nothing is done. No scientific evidence supporting the
proposal is provided.

Proposal 13: Support. Clarity makes sense to me.

PC 38



Proposal 14: Oppose. As stated earlier, bear viewing in SE Alaska is a big deal to the
economy — tourism and photography. The proposer is absolutely wrong in stating no one will
suffer. | grew up in a hunting family and respected the ethics of the hunters of my youth.
Persistent requests by some hunters today, to make hunting easier, is troubling.

Proposal 18: Support with an additional recommendation. The Juneau Empire covered the
Alexander Archipelago wolf in today’s paper shedding light on the uniqueness of this wolf.
Given that DF&G studies (albeit outdated) indicate concern over the declining numbers of this
unique animal, the number that may be taken should be reduced, but reduced lower than ten
(preferably 0 but no more than five) until further study establishes sustainable numbers. If |
recall correctly sustainability is required in the Alaska constitution for all Alaska wildlife, not just
the wildlife we eat or trap.

Proposal 19: Support. | support this proposal for the sound reasons contained in the proposal.
Safety again appears to be an issue. In this region of the state bear viewing and photography
are huge economic factors. | can see no reason to allow hunting in this area.

Proposal 20: Oppose. This proposal admittedly is unsure the proposal is biologically sound
and should be denied.

Proposal 21: Support. Proposals 21, 22, and 23 should all be supported to ensure the
declining black bear population on Prince of Wales Island reaches sustainable levels.

Proposal 22: Support. Proposals 21, 22, and 23 should all be supported to ensure the
declining black bear population on Prince of Wales Island reaches sustainable levels.

Proposal 23: Support. Proposals 21, 22, and 23 should all be supported to ensure the
declining black bear population on Prince of Wales Island reaches sustainable levels.

Proposal 24: Support for the idea, but | would go further. Occasionally | have the privilege of
seeing deer in my back yard. | cannot support any non-resident hunting in Alaska. | fully
support Alaskans hunting near their homes to sustain their families, but deer and our other
wildlife are far too valuable to squander on people who fly to Alaska for the experience.

Proposal 25: Support | support this proposal for the sound reasons given in the proposal and
my comments in Proposal 18.

PC 38



Proposal 26: Oppose. It is mind
boggling that in an economy where
bear viewing is a major part of the SE
economy that a few continue to expect
the majority to accept the killing of
these extremely valuable animals not
only to tourism but to photographers.
Note the photograph on today’s front
page as a case in point.

Proposal 27: Oppose. This is a cruel proposal. Pups will be highly dependent on parents
during the suggested extension. In addition management should be science based. This isn't.

Proposal 29: Oppose. | have spent three years dealing with people/beaver conflict areas and
was extremely disappointed in the outdated information provided by DF&G. Beavers are a
keystone species providing a rich habitat for fish, birds and a wide variety of animals.
“Nuisance” is an antiquated description, given that relatively simple solutions are available with
little maintenance required and in the case of saving trees, fencing requires no maintenance.

Washington State spent a fortune trying to enhance salmon numbers and failed until someone
got the bright idea to re-introduce beavers. Habitat depletion for coho fry has a significant
impact on reducing coho numbers. | recommend you obtain collaboration with fisheries
experts.

Beavers have educational value too. Schools take children on field trips to learn about these
interesting animals. Beavers demonstrate a capability to change and enrich the environment.

DF&G should be in the forefront of advising highway maintenance staff and communities
where concern is expressed of the alternatives to killing these ecologically valuable animals.

Proposal 31: Support. | support this proposal for the reasons provided in the proposal.

Proposal 32: Oppose. Instead of moving hunting earlier to September 1%, and causing greater

loss of some migrating birds, | suggest you eliminate hunting in December for the reason given
in the proposal.

Proposal 33: Support. Support for the reasons provided in the proposal and the reasons given
throughout my comments on the value of black bears to the economy of Southeast.
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Proposai 34: Support. Support for the reasons provided in the proposal. The sale of bear parts
would increase the killing of bears (valuable to the tourism economy here) just to sell body
parts. And who are we kidding? With gall bladders being worth thousands, there is plenty of
room for the black market trade — law or no law. We stilt get DWI’s.

Proposal 35: Support. | support this proposal for the same reasons that [ support proposal 33
and proposal 34. Black bears are subject to the same sustainability requirements in our
constitution as any other wildlife.

Proposal 36: Support with modification. | support this proposal, for the same reason as
proposal 35. | further recommend non-resident hunting of black bears be eliminated. The
amount DF&G receives for non-resident licenses doesn'’t come close to the value of the animal
for wildlife viewing. Revenue for wildlife viewing in Alaska is estimated at roughly five times the
amount received for hunting licenses.

Proposal 37: Oppose. The amount DF&G receives for non-resident licenses doesn't come
close to the value of the animal for wildlife viewing. Revenue for wildlife viewing in Alaska is
estimated at roughly five times the amount received for hunting licenses.

Proposal 38: Oppose with a caveat. | totally oppose bear baiting. It is an unsportsmanlike and
dangerous practice. But if the BoG decides to allow this practice, by all means GPS
coordinates should be required.

Proposal 39: Support. | support this proposal for the reasons given in the proposal.

Proposal 43: Strong Support. | support a limited hunting season for wolves, for the sound
reasons given in the proposal.

Proposal 45: Support. In general | support this proposal because | support sustainability for all
species of wildlife, not the sustainability of selected species and not others.

Proposal 48: Oppose. | am always surprised when | read “No one will be harmed” in a
proposal. A fortune comes into this state through tourism. Of course our mountains and terrain
draw people, but what they really want to see is wildlife. That includes wolves. The times |
have been fortunate enough to view wolves count among my most memorable Alaskan
experiences. Ditto for bears, moose, deer, beaver, otters and on and on.

| hope the BoG will take wildlife viewing, photographing wildlife, the educational value of
wildlife, and the lucrative tourism draw that brings tourists to Southeast Alaska seriously. The
vast majority of Alaskans do not engage in the activities regulated by the BoG. We are
counting on you fo balance your decisions to reflect the needs of the entire population and on
the sustainability of all wildlife. Thank you for your time in considering my comments.

=B

Paftricia J. O'Brien
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Attn: Board of Game Comments

Alaska Department of Iish and Game -

Boards Support Section RECEIVED

PO Box 115526 OCT 9«

Juneau, AKX 99811-5526 2220
BOARDS

From: Linda Shaw

9684 Moraine Way

Juneau, AK 99801

QOctober 22, 2010
To whom it may concern,

I have lived and worked in Juneau, Alaska since 1991, I am an outdoor enthusiast and
am becoming increasingly concerned with the direction of wildlife management in
Alaska. I am hopeful that wildlife in Alaska will be managed in a manner that preserves
it for the current and future enjoyment of all Alaskans.

Prosposal 1, 15, 38, Oppose: [ am opposed to these measure because [ am opposed to
bear baiting. Bear baiting is feeding bears and teaching them to associate food with
humans and so is dangerous to every Alaskan that uses the outdoors. In addition it is
unsportsmanlike behavior that is ripe for abuse. Common sense has led to regulations
for keeping our garbage away from bears and the same common sense should outlaw bear
baiting in the State of Alaska.

Proposals 2, 3, 4, 5 & 19, Support: | oppose hunting near bear viewing areas. The bears
are supporting a renewable resource that supports a sustainable economic tourism
industry that depends on healthy bear populations.

Proposal 8, Oppose: T oppose proposal 8 because it provides no information on the health
of the wolverine and wolf populations in question.

Proposal 9, Oppose: 1 oppose this proposal because it provides no information on the
status of the wolf population in question.

Proposal 10 & 11, Support: [ support these proposals as a public safety issue for the
many groups in Juneau that use trails. In addition, visitors who are unfamiliar with the
area should be able to use the trail system without being at risk of harm. [ would also like
greater wildlife viewing opportunities along trails that have not been degraded by
trapping activity.

Proposal 12, Oppose: I am opposed to snaring, which is dangerous to non-target species,
humans and is simply inhumane.
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Proposal 18, Oppose: I oppose this measure because no trapping should be allowed on
this population of depleted wolves

Proposal 25, Support: I support the added measures that attempt to reduce the illegal
unreported taking of wolves in Unit 2, however, a total ban on hunting and trapping of
wolves on both state and federal land should be implemented until the population of has
recovered.

Proposal 29, Oppose: Beaver ponds provide important rearing habitat for juvenile coho
salmon, a valuable fisheries resource of the State, as well as benefitting many other
species of wildlife. Many culverts are not designed properly for flood control or fish
passage and can become clogged from other sources such as storm debris. Inexpensive
methodologies using easily constructed fencing are available, that, when properly placed,
prevent beavers from clogging culverts. These methodologies are being currently used in
Juneau at the Dredge Lakes area to address such problems. Resources spent to remove
beaver populations that may return later to re-create a problem would be better spent on
preventative measures that allow for humans and beavers to co-exist and for beavers to
continue to provide valuable fisheries habitat.

Proposal 39, Support: 1 am opposed to bear baiting as an unsportsman like method of
taking this resource that has the potential to habituate bears to feeding, endanger others
who use the outdoors, and lead to the habituation and illegal take of other wildlife.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely, /

Linda Shaw
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FROM Glacier Cuides FEx MO, 14306288373 fet, @6 2018 18:52AM F1

Alaska Guides & Ouditters
Jimnmie C., Rosenbruch
MaryAnn Rosenbruch
Alisha Rosenbruch-Decker
Zuckarizh B. Decker

Alaska Office

Drastin C. Hammer
. P.0). Box 219 Gustans, AK 99526
www.glacierguidesine.com. Wm (907) 697-2190 Phone

Email; jroseni@redrocknet R TR gy, AW o

Booking/Correspondence Office
P.0. Box 460 Santa Clara, UT 84765
{435 628-0973 Phone/Fax

October 5, 2010

‘Board of Gams

Alaska Department of Fish & Game
Southeast Region Meeting
November 5-8, 2010

Ketchikan, Alasks

Fax # 907-465-6094

To Al Board Members:

The new regulation that allows the sale of biack bear hides and skulls in GMU 1-3, 5 & 6 is
completely inconsistent with the October 2010 Bosrd of Game Bear Conservation Harvest and
Management Policy,

The Boards Conservation Management Policy states “in Southeast Alaska and Prince William
Sound, black bears will generally be managed as trophy species, food animals or for viewing
apportonities.”

Allowing the sale of hides and skulls promotes “market hunting” of a game species already in
decline.

I support proposal number 33 and 34.

Sincerely,
RECEIVED
Jimmie C. Rosenbruch
P.O. Box 219 NCT G 208
Gustavus, Alaska 29826 ,
ROARDS
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Grateful Dogs P.O. Box 20887

Juneau, AK 99802
Of J uneau www.gratefuldogsofjuneau.org

October 4, 2010
ATTN: Board of Game Comments

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Re: SUPPORT - Proposal 10: Juneau area Unit 1C: Discretionary Trapping
SUPPORT - Proposal 11: Areas Closed to Trapping: Treadwell Ditch

Dear Sirs:

The Grateful Dogs of Juneau (Grateful Dogs) whole heartedly supports the adoption of

o 92
O e O
F o ows W
x} : e
U ﬂﬁj‘ ’i
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PROPOSALS 10 and 11. Grateful Dogs believes that the adoption of the two proposals would benefit
dog owners in Juneau and would be in the best interest of all users of the trails in Juneau. Grateful Dogs
also believes that the proposals would not unduly interfere with lawful trapping activities because the

potential adverse consequences on trapping activities are minimal.

Proposal 10 would give the Department of Fish and Game authority to set trapping permit conditions and
procedures in the Juneau area as necessary to prevent conflicts between user groups in the
densely populated Juncau area. This proposal is needed because there is limited habitable

land between the marine waters and mountains of the Juneau arca. In the limited area
available it is difficult for trapping activities to occur at a safe distance from dense

residential areas and from heavily used recreational areas. We are aware of at least one
incident in recent years in which a dog was caught and died in a lawful trap set close to a

popular trail. Grateful Dogs would like to avoid similar incidents by allowing the

Department to insure that trappers in the Juneau area are adequately informed of open and

closed areas and other regulations and take the appropriate measures to prevent such

tragedies in the future. GDOJ SUPPORTS

Proposal 11 would add Treadwell Ditch Trail area to the list of similar trails closed to trapping in Juneau.

The Treadwell Ditch Trail is being upgraded and more dog owners and other outdoor

enthusiasts are using the trail. The trail parallels the residential areas along the Douglas and
North Douglas Highways along the length of the trail. The safety of the public is at risk if
trapping is allowed in close proximity to this increasingly popular trail and the adjacent

residential areas. GDOJ SUPPORTS

Grateful Dogs of Juneau, Inc. is an Alaska nonprofit organization that promotes responsible

ownership of dogs in Juneau and advocates on behalf of responsible dog owners.

Sincerely,
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8ENT BY:

Open Submisaion fo the Alaska Board of Game

To:  Alaska Board of Game

Fax: (907) 465-6094

Re:  Legislation To Legalize Bear Trapping And Bear Bnaring

From: Boycott Alaska’s War Against Wildlife [Facebook]

Contae| Information:

bty /e facebook com/?tid= 1666619665 763 &sk=messagesii/group. phnuid=152475

524788746
[Jate: October 11th 2010

The members of this group believe that the government of Alaska’s war against wildlife
must end before it does any further dumage to the environment, Today’s pest animal is
tomorrow’s endangered specie. Clearly your brand of wildlife manageinent hay failed
misetably in country afler country around the waorld, and has caused the extermination
and endangerment of specie afler specie, particularly Jarge carmivores thought of as
competitors for human hunters. Your brand of wildlife management is entirely human
centric and not science based. The Alaskan government makes money off of selling
trapping permits, while your voters Tose jobs in the fourism indusitry as Alaska’s
reputation for buckwards thinking and cruelty towards its wildlife gains international
morgentunmg.

Agide from all of the political arguments, one indisputable fact remains, Bears are
sentient creatures who understand and experienes the hideous pain and stress that
trapping and snaring cause, Would anyone of the members of the Alaska Board of Game
or its supporters for 2 moment willing allow their family pet dog to undergo such
torment?

This Facebook group is made up of members from all over the world, and was just
ercaled on Getober 7 2010, In just a few days this site has grown to hundreds, and
bekind every member are hundreds more who feel as we do,

Thank you, ‘ RECEIVED
Boycott Alaska’s War Against Wildlife - Administrator 7
GET 1220w

Else Poulsan .

Behavioral & Environmental Sulufiong .

405 309-1370 BOARDS
RECEIVED

Semiling Bases - A Zookesper Explores the Behavior and Ematicnal Lifs of Bears o

It Fvev. i lbcohs com/ boek /276 S35 187 GCT 13 201

Smiling Besrs « Facebom

v facebook com/ il group. nhp?aid=1069863026 0408 el =g BOARDS

8050458304 ; GeT-12-10 15:02; PAGE 1/2

PC 42



BENT BY: «vv ---- ; BO5B4E8366; 06T-12-10 18:09; PAGE 2/2

SRELING
BEARS

Autinr Intamview on The Wildlife

Shape of Eariehment, Tazon Advisors Chakr

www, enrichment. org
{HANGE HABITS, NOT HARITATS
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Capital Kennel Club

Capital Kennel Club of Juneau
PO Box 32513
Juncau, AK 99803

October 3, 2010

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

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Re: Proposal 10: Juneau area Unit 1C: Discretionary Trapping Permit — SUPPORT
Proposal 11: Add Treadwell Ditch Trail to Areas Closed to Trapping — SUPPORT

Dear Board of Game:
The Capital Kennel Club of Juneau (CKCOJ) supports PROPOSALS 10 and 11.

Proposal 10 would give the Department of Fish and Game authority to set discretionary trapping
permit conditions and procedures in the Juneau area of Unit 1C. CKCOJ supports giving the Department
of Fish and Game this discretionary authority for the Juneau area in order to prevent or ameliorate future
conflicts between trapping and other user groups in the densely populated land area of Juneaun. This
proposal would give the Department the necessary tools to hopefully prevent a recurrence of the tragic
incident 2 years ago where a basset hound was killed in a trap along a popular trail. CKCOJ SUPPORTS
THIS PROPOSAL.

Proposal 11 would add the Treadwell Ditch Trail area to the list of trails closed to trapping in
Juneau. Many Juneauites of all skill levels, ages, and interests are hiking this frail with their dogs. The
Treadwell Ditch Trail is being upgraded. As more segments of the trail are rehabilitated and improved,
even more people will use the trail. The trail is close to residential areas for most of its length. The
Board of Game can prevent future conflicts between trapping and other uses of this trail by limiting the
amount of trapping permitted in the area immediately adjacent to the trail. CKCOJ SUPPORTS THIS
PROPOSAL.

CKCOJ believes these proposals are reasonable, will benefif the public, and will not adversely
interfere with trapping in the Juneau area.

CKCQJ, established in 1989, is a non-profit organization which offers dog training in Juncau and
sponsors canine performance and obedience activities in Juneau.

Sincerely, )
(;m¢x£225;2&¢ky/;/w}5
RECEIVED Camille Stephens
e President,
OCT ¢ 5 298 Capital Kennel Club of Juneau

BOARDS
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Brannon Engle
PO Boax 576
Wrangell, AK 93825

October 13, 2010

Board of Game Comments RECEIVED
Alagka Department of Fish and Game

Boards Support Section ocT i3 200

Juneau, AK 98811-5526
Chairman Judkins:

Fam writing to state my opposition to Proposal 32 ta move the waterfow! season start date
back to September 1.

During the past year my'two sons and [ participated in two waterfow| hunts during the second
half of December when it was not open in the past. We had a great time, my youngest son was
able to get his first goose and we found the auality of the birds ta be excellent. One of the trips
was a larger party wheare we ware able to take 4 adults and 4 kids that were schoal age. We
were able to easily scheduls hunts this time of year because of the school vacation so we did
not need to work around thelr schedule. Wa hunted in both Unlt 1 and Unit 3.

My main opposition to this fs that | don't want the ending date of the season moved hack ko
Becember 15 and it is my understanding that if the opening date is moved the ending date
would also need to be earlier,

Thartk you for taking my comments into consideration.

Sincerely

yy ey

x‘} "
L{“) AT Z -

Brennon Esgle
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Comments in support or opposition to regulatory proposals to be considered by the Alaska Board
of Game at its Southeast Region meeting in Ketchikan Novgmber 2010.
Thank you for considering these comments.

Nat Drumheiler 11 Qctober 2010
PO Box 186
Gustavus, Alaska 99826

Proposal 8 -OPPOSE There is no justification for taking more wolverines in Unit 1A, The
proposal justifies lengthening the wolverine season so that more wolves will be taken, which in
itself is flawed reasoning, while at the same time admitting that wolf harvest numbers are already
high, There a no legitimate reasons to support this proposal.

Proposal 9 ~-OPPOSE. The proposal states that thirty wolves are taken on average with the
target set at twenty-five. The logic of this proposal seems to be that the author would like to set
the target at thirty wolves so that thirty-five or forty wolves will be taken. Wolves deserve
greater protection. Wolves play a vital role in ecosystem health, not only in helping to keep
ungulate populations healthy, but in helping to keep the populations of their many other prey
species in balance. Wolves are increasingly important as a wildlife species for tourists to have
the chance to see. Wolves are revered and admired by Alaskans. We do not want to see wolves
treated like villains. If you ask Alaskans and tourists to Alaska "what are the animals you would
most like to see?" wolves will be high on the Hst.

Proposal 12 -OPPOSE The use of snares for trapping wolves was banned in the Gustavus area
because the community was outraged at the irresponsibility of the few trappers here. Not only
were these trappers killing, torturing, and maiming numbers of moose, but they were snaring pets
and other non-target species. Moose caught by the nose, moose with bloody stumps after losing
a foot, moose that died after wire snares had cut to the bone and that had been left to be
scavenged by wolves and birds were all part of business as usual for Gustavus trappers.

The proposal suggests reintroducing snares because moose calf recruitment "partly” suffers from
predation by wolves. That is a pretty big "partly”. Iam not aware of any solid evidence which
shows that calf recruitinent in the Gustavus area is negatively impacted by the presence of
wolves.

For years, the greatest concern in the Gustavus area has been that there were too many moose
and that they were destroying the habitat. Suddenly, according to this proposal, we have a
shortage of moose and, of course, the culprit must be the wolf. On the contrary, wolves play a
vital role in keeping moose populations healthy as well as being an integral part of a healthy
ecosystem in many other ways. The willow habitat around Gustavus supports much more than
moose, and the presence of wolves can only serve to decrease the impacts of the moose on this
habitat.

Residents of and visitors to Gustavus like seeing wolves. We like seeing wolf tracks on the
beach and hearing wolves howl at night. We do not like seeing bald eagles and moose g{aﬁ._l%tg ri\l}E o
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traps. We do not like seeing traps set with no identifying signs or tags as required by law. We
do not like seeing traps set along roads, beaches, and trails where people and pets go. We do not
like seeing the ruts, mud, and tracks left by trappers using ATVs to get around where the rest of
us walk. We do not like seeing the trash left by trappers.

The alternative proposal is to allow Craig Gardner type snares. These snares kill moose that are
trapped by the nose. A moose caught by the nose does not put up a fight because it is painful so
it does not break the snare and it dies. These snares would also continue to trap pets and other
none target species. In addition, there is a history of trappers in Gustavus going un-penalized for
not following regulations. In setting a Craig Gardner type snare, corners would likely be cut, to
the detriment of wildlife.

Proposal 25 -SUPPORT Wolves deserve greater protection. Wolves play a vital role in
ecosystem health, not only in helping to keep ungulate populations healthy, but in helping to
keep the populations of their many other prey species in balance. Wolves are increasingly
important as a wildlife species for tourists to have the chance to see. Wolves are revered and
admired by Alaskans. We do not want to see wolves treated like villains. If you ask Alaskans
and tourists to Alaska "what are the animals you would most like to see?" wolves will be high on
the list,

Proposal 27 -OPPOSE Their is no justification for lengthening the season on wolves. As the
proposal points out, depressed deer numbers are the result of winter conditions and not wolf
predation. Wolves help keep deer populations healthy. The justification of extending the wolf
hunting season so that wolf numbers won't crash, so that decr numbers can recover, is circular
and nonsensical.

Proposal 29 -OPPOSE Beavers are not "nuisances” they are wild animals. Beavers are an
important ereator of unique habitat types from which many species benefit.

Under "who is likely to suffer" you could list everyone who finds trapping to be cruel and
reprehensible in addition to all the plants and animals that benefit from the activities of beavers.

Proposal 32 -OPPOSE The justification for this proposal in flippant. There is no reason to
think the quality of the meat of birds taken will be improved if the opening of the hunting season
is moved to September 1. There is reason to think that increased hunting pressure on these birds
i the date was moved would be detrimental to the birds. Migratory birds are undergoing an ever
increasing threat from habitat loss, pollution, and obstacles in their migration corridors. We do
not need to add to this list by extending the hunting seasor. Sandhill Cranes are especially
vulnerable during Autumn migration when adults are escorting their offspring south on their first
migration.
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Proposal 33 .SUPPORT This just makes good sense given that black bear numbers in
Southeast have declined to a level of concern. Allowing the sale of black bear parts is an
incentive to kill more bears and an incentive to ignore regulations governing the killing of black
bears. Trapping of black bears is cruel and indefensible.

Proposal 35 _SUPPORT Bag limits for black bear should be reduced.

Proposal 36 -SUPPORT Jam in favor of reducing and closing seasons for hunting black bears.
Bear baiting is reprehensible and should be illegal. Bear bating leads to garbage and food
conditioned bears. The type of persons who bait bears is evident in the following statement
from proposal 38, "Nearly 75 petcent of (bear baiting) sites located by Wildlife Troopers are in
violation of some regulation.”

Proposal 39 .SUPPORT Bear baiting is reprehensible and should be illegal. Bear bating leads
to garbage and food conditioned bears. The type of persons who bait beats is evident in the
following statement from proposal 38. "Nearly 75 percent of (bear baiting) sites located by
Wwildlife Troopers are in violation of some regulation.”

Black bear numbers are at a level of concern in Southeast and ending unethical means of killing

bears is a good place to begin rectifying the situation.

Proposal 43 SUPPORT Wolves deserve greater protection. Wolves play a vital role in
ecosystem health, not only in helping to keep ungulate populations healthy, but in helping to
keep the populations of theit many other prey species in balance. Wolves are increasingly
important as a wildlife species for tourists o have the chance to see. Wolves are revered and
admired by Alaskans. We do not want to see wolves treated like villains. If you ask Alaskans
and tourists to Alaska "what are the animals you would most like to see?" wolves will be high on
the list.

Proposal 48 -OPPOSE Wolves deserve greater protection. Wolves play a vital role in
ecosystem health, not only in helping to keep ungulate populations healthy, but in helping to
keep the populations of their many other prey species in balance. Wolves are increasingly
important as a wildlife species for tourists to have the chance to see. Wolves are revered and
admired by Alaskans. We do pot wani to see wolves treated like villains. If you ask Alaskans
and tourists to Alaska "what are the animals you would most like to see?" wolves will be high on
the list.

At Nl

po Box /%6 JCZ
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October 11, 2010

Alaska Department of Fish & Game
Board Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

RE: Comment regarding proposed change in regulations to allow baiting and trapping of bear

To Whom it May Concern:

I read with dismay the article in the Juneau Empire regarding the state’s proposed change in
regulation to allow baiting and trapping of bear in Alaska. | am against this proposed change.
Not only is the baiting and trapping method cruel, the reason for potentially allowing it is also
cruel: sports hunting of caribou and other game. As stewards of Alaska’s witdlife, Fish & Game
would be irresponsible, in my opinion, to allow such a practice.

| don’t believe we Alaskans should mess with the natural ebb and flows of nature and its game
populations.

Again, | am against this proposed change, and hope that feedback from constituents, such as
this letter, has some impact on whether or not this change is enacted.

At the very least, if it is enacted, find a less-cruel manner of killing bears!
Sincerely, \

T YN ke

Debbie McRBride

QECE‘?’VEE?
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Alaska Trappers Association

PO Box 82177 {‘zr;;l:; :__
Fairbanks, AK 99708 Lt ioad
BOARD:S

ATTN: BOG COMMENTS October 7, 2010
Alaska Department of Fish & Game

Boards Support Section

‘PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Chairman & Members of thé Board:

On behalf of the nearly 900 members of the Alaska Trappers Association, we wish to share
our opinions on several proposals which you will be considering during your Noveriber
2010 Region | meeting in Ketchikan.

We SUPPORT Proposal #8.

We view this proposal as providing additional trapping opportunity for both wolves and
wolverines. We anticipate that there will be minimal impact on the wolverine population. If
the Department of Fish & Game does not support the proposed closing date of April 30,
perhaps the Board could reach a compromise date.

'We SUPPORT Proposal #9. _

We view this as a house-keeping proposal which would align objectives with historic
harvest levels, ' :

We OPPOSE Proposal #10. - ‘ : .

We don’t believe that it is necessary to create a new management system for trapping near
Juneau. Most trappers try to avoid conflict with other users, but not all trappers have
learned this lesson. Education is the key. Areas such as this are important to youth
trappers and families which are trying to get started. Don’t allow inexperienced trappers
and irresponsible pet owners to close down this opportunity.

We SUPPORT proposal #11, ‘
Restrictions on trapping near established trails have become an accepted means of

preventing conflicts in the Juneau area. Adding the Treadwell Ditch Trail to this system
will hopefully work well for everyone. '

We SUPPORT Proposal #12. _

Snhares are a good way to harvest wolves. We understand that shares were prohibited in
this area due to concerns over catching non-target species. The “break-away” snare
system developed by ADF&G is successful at preventing catch of moose and caribou. We
strongly advocate use of these snares in all of our workshops. We believe that a
workshop offered in this area would be well-received by local trappers.

We are NEUTRAL on Proposal #18.

We accept that the wolf population in the area has declined. However, we don’t believe
that trapping was responsible for the decline. If ADF&G feels that some action must be
taken, we recommend that they convince the feds to modify their regulations.

As a side note, we are skeptical that the designation of wolves in this area as a distinct
sub-species has any biological significance. Experts may be able to demonstrate minor
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differences in DNA, compared to wolves from other paris of Alaska. However, we view
this as a mere scientific technicality. These wolves behave the same as any other wolves.

We OPPOSE Proposal #25.

We object to:
+ arequirement that traps and snares be tagged with the owners name,
» implementation of a bag limit or “harvest cap,” or
s implementaticn of a minimum trap check period.

We SUPPORT Proposal #29.
Beaver are abundant throughout the State. In many areas, they have become a nuisance.
This proposal would allow additional harvest of an under-utilized resource.

Ve are NEUTRAL on Proposal #30.

We see both sides of this issue. If the fisher population is low, perhaps they should be
protected. On the other hand, if the fisher is taken in a trap set for another species and is
dead when fourid, the trapper shouid not be penalized for taking it. If ADF&G wants to
collect biological information from fisher taken by frappers, perhaps the Board could
require that all fisher be sealed. In this way, ADF&G would have an opportunity to
examine aII fisher carcasses.

We SUPPORT Proposal #31.

ATA does not believe trappers should take advantage of loopholes to harvest species
during a closed season, Thus, we don’t support trappers who take mink and marten as
described in this proposal. However, we’re not sure that the proposal addresses the
problem directly. If the problem is trappers who catch mink and marten out of season,
then address that directly rather than a restriction on what types of traps can be used for
wolf and wolverine.

We SUPPORT Proposal #47.

Based on the fact that this proposal was submitted by the local Advisory Committee, we
assume that local trappers are comfortable with the concept. We recommend a
clarification of the final phrase in the proposal. Does the “500 yards back from the mean
high-tide line” refer to ONLY that area within the park boundaries? We would not want
this proposal to be adopted if it could be interpreted to apply to “500 back from the mean
high-tide line” throughout GMU 5.

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the regulatory process.

Sincerely,

=

Randall L. Zarnke, president
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Calvin Casipit
8699 Duran St
Juneau, AK, 99801

October 8, 2010
Alaska Board of Game
Board Support Section
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK. 99811-5526

Dear Honorable RBoard Members:

I write this fetter in support of my own proposal before you; #32 to change the waterfow! season for
Southeast Alaska back to Sept. 1.

 have a small house in Gustavus, Alaska. | keep my boat there year round. | hunt and fish there. It was
S0 nice to be able to scout for moose after Sept 1 and have the opportunity to harvest a crane, goose or
teal or two before the moose season started in earnest on Sept 15.

remember over 25 years ago living on Prince of Wales Island, having great labor day weekend camping
trips out under a wolf spruce tree near a big marsh where a large stream entered salt water. | got there
in my skiff with my trusted black lab and eagerly hunted geese and ducks in the mornings and evenings
and fishing for dime bright cohos in the afternoon in the river near by.

The first couple of weeks in September still have decent light and weather to be able to spend time
hiking out and spending the time needed to get a crane or goose on the Gustavus forelands. Trading
that for a couple of weeks at the end December to chase nervous starving birds in nasty weather and
poor light doesn’t seem like a good trade.

| believe the stated reason for making this change to the waterfow| season two years ago was to allow
kids to hunt waterfowl during Christmas break. | seriously doubt that a whole bunch of kids are hunting
during this time. Trading opportunity in December for my significant lost opportunity to harvest cranes
and geese early in early September does not make sense. The Board of Game should ensure that sanity
prevails and move the waterfow! season start date back to Sept. 1., if not for all of Southeast Alaska, at
least for unit 1C.

Sincerely,

Calvin H. Casipit

RECEIVERD
COT 12 nm
BOARDS
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Qct. 10, 2010

Kristy Tibbles
Exec. Director, AK Board of Game

To the Board of Game:

As a hunter and consumer of AK wild game meat, | have difficulty understanding why the
board of game is considering legalizing trapping &/or snaring of biack bear in some areas of
Alaska. Perhaps some information provided to the public as to why this change is needed
and as to the scientific data found to confirm the fact that this would be good for Alaska’s big
game populations - would be useful for public understanding of this issue.

| aiready have some difficulty with the concept of setting out bait stations; essentially
conditioning black bears to come to human placed food sources - not required to be further
than one rrile away from human habitation? 1 think most large mammals can walk a mile
pretly leisurely in 15 minutes - and we wonder why bears are more frequently becoming
shot as a dangerous “nuisance” in urban border areas?

It seems to me that sitting at this bait station and shooting the bear that has been
conditioned to come to this food source, already stretches the concept of “fair chase”. Now
we're considering placing traps or snares so that the hunter doesn’t even have 1o invest the
time waiting for the bear to show up?

I've been out a number of times with a friend working a trap line and understand the huge
amount of work and time invested in frapping smaller fur bearing animals such as marten,
fox, lynx, etc. - the trapper deserves every penny they earn for those pelts.

However, | believe a bear should stay classified as a large mammal to be hunted because
in many cases, the meat is very edible; whereas 've never heard many folks suggest that
the mammals currently classified as fur bearers are frequently edible.

Lastly, if we are considering reclassifying a large marmal such as the black bear to be a fur
bearer to be snared or frapped - why not trap or snare other large mammais such as
moose or caribou - unless we tand to value the concept of “fair chase” in hunting?
Perhaps, it might simply be too easy to take 100 many of these mammals with all of the
extenuating circumstances of traps and snares that may sometimes get lft in places where
we recreate after hunting seasons are over?

Is it also that there is a persistent bias in this state in favor of the moose / caribou large
mammal management for the greatest number of hunters? However, I've heard on the
news recently that Alaska’s human population is one of the fastest aging (if not the fastest) in
the United States - that is, there are far fewer young people moving into this state than in
the past. When considering that, and the overall frend towards fewer practicing hunters in
this country, is it not quite possible that at some point in the not too distant futdre, we're
going to be wishing we had all the “predators” we can get in order to properly manage
populations of moose or caribou that may overgraze their habitat or become diseased?
(Witness the attempts to manage Chronic Wasting Disease in the Lower 4827)

Please discontinue this effort to institute trapping of black bear in Alaska or clearly explain to
those of us who live here why it is needed.

NI
Thank You - Tom Hansen RECEN
1067 Daisy Di_ Fairbanks, AK 99712 g anily
457-2563 \ L
- L

~o 7 3 0 F‘\P‘ U
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Fax 465-0094 RECEI\/ED
Board of Game

State of Alaska oeT + 120
October 10, 2010 | SOARDS

Attention: Kristy Tibbles

Dear Kristy,

T have never written 1o the Board of Game before, but T want 1o express my sirong opposition to
the lutest Board proposal to trap/snare black bears for the first time since Alaska became a state,

1 reatize that there are members of the Board of Game who believe that the animals that Jive in
Alagka are here at our discretion. If they become inconvenient, they can be killed, | think they
arg wrong, |

The rationale behind so many of these decisions 15 that the people who live in the busk don't
have enough of (fill in the blank) game o kil to eat. Exgo, the predators are fuir game {pun
intended). This is faulty reasoning and so cut of date. People wha choose 1o live off the road
system in areas of Alaska that can only be reached by air or boat have made 2 decision to live off

the grid. They cannot bave it both ways: Tiving off the grid in 2 cabin and expecting the statc to
make sure they have gnowgh animals Lo cat.

The same goes for trappers and trophy hunters, Their game, their chient's trophy, their thrill of the
hunt is my wildlife. It's the wildlife we say we (reasure here in this great state. It's the wildlife
that milfions of toursts some hers to see and photograph, Jt's the wildlife that television and
movie crews pay big bucks to film for the rest of the world to sse,

Killing wild animals who are doing what they have done for eons, or Just happen to bethe
spacics the Game Board has targeted this year, is unethical. If you are defending your life against
a bear attack, that's one thing. Soaring & black bear with a wire because somebody decided 1o
"live off' the land" and is having a 1ough time is unjustifiable and wrong,

I am an Alagkan. T pppose 1his proposal. T want my voice hmrd

Barbara Belknap
4481 Abby Way
Juneaun, Alaska 99801

7808607
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Commissioner Denby Lloyd
PO Box 25526
Juniean, AKX 998811-001

Oclober 11, 2010

Michelle Masden

Island Wings Air Service

PO Box 7432

Ketchikan, AKX 99901

Email: mm@islandwings com
Phone ($07) 225-2444

Dear Commissioner Lloyd,

1am writing to inform you of an attempt to changs to the ourrent bear kunting policios in some limited areas In
southeast Alaska. ] am seeking your help to back up these proposals and inform you of what’s at stake economieally.

Enclosed are threo proposals on the Board of Games’ meetjng agenda for this Nevember 5%.8™ in Ketchikan and the
deadline for public corments is October 22, 2010. As a reminder of the wgency of the situation, the Board of
Game will not meet again in Ketchikan untjl 2019,

These proposals would restrict bear hunting in two of the twelve flords in the Misty Fjords National monument as
well as at two USES established bear viewing observatories, Margaret Creck in Traitors Cove and Pog Salmon
Creek in Polk Inlet. Thousands of visitors are transported by Ketchikan air taxi companies every year to see bears in
these areas representing millions of revenue dollars for Ketchikan businesses,

1 have had the good fortune to spend the past nineteen years self employed as an air tax] pilot operating out of
Ketchikan, Alaska. Currently thero are 10 air taxi business operating in Ketchikan employing approximately 213
people. Additionally thers are ancillary businesses who depend on and benefit greatly from the air taxi companies.
They include but are not limited to independent tour salesman, aviation maintenance, insurance companies and
retyil fue] companies. Air Tuxi business is one of ransportation, transportation of focals, loggers, hutiters, tourists
etc... Qver the years, as logeing has diminished on the Tongass, the air taxi industry has evolved into one largely
dependent on tourism. The Ketchilan Visitors Bureau estimates that over 930,000 visitors come through Ketchikan
yeatly. The amount of air taxi revenue dollars generatzd here during the summer months transporting touarists for
bear viewing exceeds the dollars generated over the entire year from generz] transportation of Alaskans from point
to point. The combined potential revenue dollars to Ketchikan alr taxi companies from all the bear viewing
observatories in this area including Polk Inlet/Dog Satmon Creek, Margatet Creek/Traitors Cove, Anap Bay and
Neets Bay amounts to over $5.4 miilion annually! The following numbers were obtained from the USFS data and
published bear viewing tour prices. ¢

Dog Salmon/Palk Inlet 1600 visttors ($365 por person x 1600~ $584,000)
Traitors Cove/Margaret Cresk 3436 visitors ($365 per person x 4000 = $1,254,140)
Anan Creek 384 visitors (3485 perperson X 384 = 8147,456)
Neets Bay 8000 visitors {8365 per person x 8000 = $2 920.000}
Totals for Beat Viewing 15,384 visitors $4,905,596 tortal revenue dollars

The demand for bear viewing in the wild is a growing industry and the current demand far exceeds the opportunities.
It is time Alaska became proactive i protecting a vital resource for its future, it bears!

Bear hunting is allowed on almest all lands across the state including 22 million acres in Seutheast

Alaska, Currently the only excluded areas in, southeast are the cstablished bear viewing observatories Pack Creek
near Juneau and Anan Creek near Wrangel! and within the townships of most southeast communities. The enclosed
proposais are asking to close a few small areas where thousands of people who hope to see a bear in the wild visit,
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Proposal 5-5 AAG 92,510 addresses two fjords in the Misty Fjords National Monument, Rudyerd Bay and Walker
Cove. The peopls who visit Misty Fjords do not 80 there exclusively to see bears, howovor most if not all hope to
see one. The number of peaple Visiting these areas and who wish to see bears staggeringly outweigh the numbet of
people who wish to hunt them there. | operate one of 33 airplanes operating commercially in Ketchikan and ]

issues permits to commercial operators for limited visitation to these two observatories and have also provided the
infrastructure to include: dock facilities, a maintained logging road, a trail, a viewing platform and a blind all for the
puspose of providing access to the public for bear viewing, The USFS permits 6 Ketehikan air taxi companies to
bring = total of 3436 visitors to Margaret Creck for a revepue of $1,25 million. Additjopally the USFS estimates
17% of the total visitors to Margsret are local families who niot there op & permit, bringing the visitor tota] up to
2bout 4,000. According to ADF&G records, in the past 10 years 78 bears have been killed in Margaret
Creek/Traitors Cove or about 7-§ bears annvally, When 1 first began bringing visitors to Marzaret Creek 10 years
ago the average visitor was able to continuously view $ to 7 bears from the observatory platform. This year, visitors
were [ucky to see one flesting glimpse of a bear for less than a minute. Matty visitors saw no bears at all and we had

I am not against hunting in general. I too have enjoyed huntipg in Alaska, Every yoar I transpott deer, elk, goat and
bear hunters to a variety of Jocations, For example, this September I took part in the Travel Channels® filming of
“Hunter Gatherer” a Zero Point Zero Production. They went out hnmnting both deer and bear, I am against the
mixing of bear hunting and bear viewing at the same location. Such activities are a dangerous and incongruent mix.
L am for protecting & few small areas from bear hunting to ensure the revenue of tourist doflars for our future, 1
believe the vastness Alaska has to offer can accommodate both bear hunting and bear viewing,

In addition to the economic issue there is also the obvious safety issue. How safe is it to mix hunters and potentialty
wounded bears with 3000 bear viewers? It seems only a matter of titne before someone js injured from a bear or a
steay builet,

I have sent, this same request out to thousands of my sustomers and have received many supportive comments. For
your teview [ have included two examnples of the comments 1 have received, For most people, the sighting of a bear
is the quintessential symbol of Alaska's wildermess!

Thank you fot your time and effort to enisure the future of bear viewing in Alaska!
Best regards,

Michelle Masden
Pilot / Owner

Tsland Wings Alr Service

PO Box 7432

Ketchiakan, AK 99901

Emanl: mm{@islandwings.com
Phone (907) 225-2444

PC 53



Pagedofll

BROPOSAL 4 -5 AAC 02.510

PROFPOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92.510 Areas closed to hunting: Close the Margaret Creek Dralnage
area in Unit 1 to bear hunting:

As per other known bear viewing observatories such as Anan Creek the foliowing should apply
to Margaret Creek Boar Viewing Observatory: Region 1 Southeast Mairland, Unit 1A-1B,
“Margaret Creek Drainage Area — Within | mile of Margaret Lake, the bear viewing platform,
Meargaret Cresk downstream from the lake, the saltwater drainage and within | mile ofany USFS
maintained road accessed by the boat/floatplane dock in Marguetite Bay is closed to taking any
bear_h

ISSUE: The problem is trying to mix hear viewing facilities with bear hunting areas in Margaret
Creek within Traitors Cove. At stake is the safety of visitors to the Traltor's Cove/Marguerite
Bay bear-viewing areas and sustaining the bear population for the ever-expanding economie and
recreational resource of bear-viewing. ‘

It is a conflict of interests, i.e. those who wish Lo simply view the wildlife versus those who want
to hunt bears. Viewers owtnumber hunters by a large number: 46 percent (235,000) of Alaskans
are wildlife viewers versus 14 percent (70,776 are hunters, :

(s0 urce:www.outdoorindustry,org/pdf/AlaskaRecEconomy.pdt)

The majority of visitors enjoy the oppertunity for non-consumptive use by: viewing bears sither
at the United States Forrest Service (USFS) platfot, on the roads, beaches, in the woods or
Margaret Creek; ATV and bike use; hiking; canoeing/boating on Margaret Lake; fishing in
Margaret Lake and Margaret Creek: flora and fauna photography; crabbing and shrimping in
Traitot's Cove, Marguetite Bay and the Salt Chuck; camping in tents at the former log sorting
yard; and over-nighting in boats at the dock,

Eleven years ago Margaret Creek was opened by the USFS as a bear viewing facility. The entire
facility consists of a USFS dock used by boats and Hloatplanes, a logging road, and & one-third
mile trail ending at a viewing platform from which to view bears, The USFS has avthorlzed a
total of 3436 Special Use Permits for visitors 1o participate in bear viewing tours, There are a
total of six tour operatots who bring passengers to Margaret Creek for bear viewing (Taquan Alr,
SeaWind Aviation, Island Wings, Southeast Aviation, Carlin Air and American Safari

Cruises). These permits represent approximately 1.25 million dollats of revenue for Ketchikan
Page |4

(population approximately 12,000), representing a large percentage of these Jocal companies’
antal Incotne. Based on data teceived from the USFS the total nmber of visitors to Margaret
Creek who go there for bear viewing is belwesn 2010 and 4020 persons annually. Approximately
seventeen perceit (292 to 584) of the visitors are Jocal residents who arrive by thelr own means,
Anan Creek, another bear viewing facitity in Unit 1B, sees approximately 3600 visitors
amually. Hunting has been closed in this area already. The Alaska Department of Fish and
Game (department) should acknowledge the growing naturalist user group and provide for such.
According to department records, in the past eleven years that the bear viewing facility has been
in place, 7§ bears have been taken from the Margaret Creek drainage avea. This is an average of
seven boars por yeat, Additionally, bears that see between, 2000 and 4600 people per summer
have become habituated to humans and do not have a natural aversion to their presetics,

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Incompatibility of the two user groups is
a safoty issue. It is possible that an injury could oceur. Currently viewing by locals and visitors is
being negatively impacted. Risk of serious injury or death by, as per department quote, "stray
bullets can travel over a mile and still be deadiy”

{(source; www.wildlife.alaska.gov/ index ofm?adfg=beats.problem) and/or an encounter with a
wounded bear. The department is creating apotentially dangerous situation by allowing beay
hunting to continue in this area. The bears in this area are habituated to humans, making them
sasy targets for hunters and thus contributing to the decline in the bear population in southern
Southeast Alaska as noted In the summer 2010 "Bear Trails" news from the Alaska Departiient
of Fish and Game. Another consequence is the decline in revenue of the local bear-viewing
companies and resultant negative impact on the local economy, The population of bears at this
time is 30 low (hat many visltors fail to see any beays at all. Should this continue it could mean
the end of bear viewing tours and the loss of x great deal of revenue for Ketchikan,
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WILL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR THE PRODUCTS
PRODUCED BE IMPROVED? Yes, in that bears could not be harvested within the boundarics
noted in the proposed reguiation, thus ensuring the fong-term conservation and sustainability of
the species and in tun making it possible for recreational and commercial bear viewing to
coptinue and flourish. This would be a positive ecoromic impact to the local Ketchikan
2COoNOMmY,

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Locals and visitors who enjoy viewing wildlife would
benofit, It will also insure the contipued sconvmic beneflt of 1ocal businesses Who conduct tours
of the area. It makes sense for the State of Alaska to be pro-active in managing the resources for
evetyone, to designate the acreage around an advartised and popular bear-viewing platform 1o be
exempt to bear hunting. Thus providing the overwhelming majority of the Traitor's
Cove/Marguerite visitors, who are not bear hunters, a designated place to enjoy bear viewlng in
safety and peace and the protection of this resource for the continuance of the bear-viewing
industry.

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? A few huntsrs may have o seek other locations. However,
given that thete are twenty-two million acres ip Southeast Alaska, most of which are open for
Pape |5

bear hunting with very fow closed arcas, adoption of the suguested sotution is uplikely 10 have
any long term of far resching effects,

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED: A complete ban on hunting in the entire Traitor's
Cove urea, This solution would be restrictive on hunters. A seasonal ban ot hunting in the
Traitors’s Cove area. This solution would not address the problem of the declining bear
population.

FROPOSED BY: Jack and Bev Davies

LOG NUMRBER: EG0212108
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PROPOSAL S - 5 AAC 92.510,

PROPOSAL 5 - 5 AAC 92.510, Areas closed o hunting. Close an ares within the Misty
Fjords National Monument in Unit 1 to brown bear hunting:

Region ! Southeast Mainland, Unit 1 A-1B; Misty Fjords National Monument - Rudyerd Bay and
Walker Cove. All drainages leading into Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove are closed to taking
brown bears and black bears,

ISSUE: The problem is the quality of bear sightings for visitors to Misty Fjords Natiopal
Monument, specifically Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove.

There are thousands of locals and visitors combined who go to Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove
for whom the sighting of a bear is the quintessential symbol of Alaska’s wilderness, For most,
the trip to Misty Fjords National Monument is a once in a lifetine experience. People come
from as cloge as Ketehikan and as far away as South Afica to visit this Alaskan treasurs, Seeing
a bear in its natural environment lives in the memory of these people for a lifetime, Most people
come o AJaska to see a bear, yet most leave never having seen ore, The numbers of people who
would love to see a beat in Rudyzerd Bay and/or Walker Cove is staggering compared to the
numbers of people who wish to hunt them there. If only in a few areas, Alaska should be proactive
in protecting one of its most vaJuahle apd sustainable resgurces « its bears. Rudyerd Bay

and Walker Cove have the grandeur of & National Park if not so in name, we should treat them so
in spirit, Future generations will appreciate our actjons.

According to United States Forrest Service (USFS) records there are 25 Ketchikan based
companies who are perritted as outfitter/guides who take people to Rudyerd Bay and Walker
Cove for the following activities: 7 flight seeing/fishing/hiking/shoreline use; 10 companies
authorized for camping (kayak tours), freshwater fishing, hiking, and shoreline use; 8 companies
- freshwater fishing. In addition to the USFS permitred sompanies, there are at [east 4 boat
companies who operate on saltwater in Rudyerd Ray and Walker Cove bringing people to see the
monument and its wildlife. The revenue generated from these 29 Ketchikan based companies
represents millions ot dollars for the local economy annually,

By comparison, there ate 5 authorized hunting guides whose guided use areas are divided
throughout the entire 2.2 million acres of Misty Fjotds National Motwiment, of which Rudyerd
Page |6

Bay and Walker Cove comprise of unly a small part. According to department records, in the
past ten years 23 bears have been taken in Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove, 7 from residents and
the remainder from non-residents, The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has no records of
population estimates for these areas and so capnot say how many bears are ikely to inhabit the
area. However, there are only a few drainages in Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove and they are so
short and so steep as to not offer much in the way of bear habitat. Experience has shown, the
taking of two to four bears a year results in far fewer bears that can be seen by its visitors
downstream,

Aside from Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove, there are many more fiords and Jiterally dozen more
drainages within Misty Fjouds Naticual Monument in which hunting bears would still be
allowed, arvas which are more appropriate for hunting as far fewer poople go there. Setting aside
the most highly used areas from hunting, areas where people expect to see wildlife, should not be
a problem,

V\?HAT WILL HAPPEN I¥ NOTHING IS DONE? Sport hupting in tourist areas is bad for
public relations, and discourages people from coming, People say they come to Alaska to see
bears becauss they cannot see them anywhere else. If tourists come to Rudyerd Bay hoping to
see bears and then do not see them, it could result in fewer visitors going to Rudyerd Ray and
Walker Cove it the future. This would produce 2n economic 1oss for the Ketchikan economy
already reeling from a decline in tourism.

WILL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR THE PRODUCTS
PRODUCED BE IMPROVED? Without an roourats assessment of the bear populations in
Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove it would be difficult to determine the impact of hunting.
Howaver, tourist dollars are and additiona) resource in Alaska, and should be managed for long
term sustainability. Without pressure from husting bear sightings should increase thersby
helping to insure the future of tourisrm to Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove and sustaining the
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Ketchikan economy.

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Al sightseers who arc the major user group in Rudyerd
Bay and Walker cove would benefit. As a potentia breeding ground and reserve, this ares could
help increase bear populations in adjoining areas where hunting will continue 1o be allowed.
WHO I8 LIKELY TO SUFFER? There are five authorized guides who conduct hunts in
Misty Fjords National Motinrent, a 2,2 milllon acse parcel of land, however only one of them is
permitted to operate within Rudyerd Bay and/or Waiker Cove. Given that there are 2.2 million
total aores In Misty Fjords National Monument it seetas reasonable that there is enough acreage
to acepmmadate bear hunting in all the Temaining areas.

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED: 1) Allow only resident bear hunting in Rudyerd. Any
bears taken out of Rudyerd diminishes the numbet of possible future sightings for visitors. 2)
Allow bow hunting only. Any bears taken out of Rudyerd diminish the number of possible
future sightings for visitors.

PROPOSED BY: Michelle Masden
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PROPOSAL 19 - 5 AAC 92,510

FPROPOSAL 19 - 5 AAC 92,510 Areas closed to hunting. Close the Dog Salmon Creek area

to bear hunting in Unit 2:

The Dog Salmon Creek drainage within onc mijle of Dog Salmon Creck downstream from the

wildlife viewing platform within 2 one-mile radiys from the mouth of Dog Salmon Creek at Polk

Inlet, is closed to tking any bear.

Page | 20

ISSUE: The inherent dangers of bear viewin g and hunting taking place at the same location.

This is happening at the wildlife viewing platforn on Dog Salmon Creek, near Polk Inlet on

Prince of Wales Isfand. vhis [ocation is connacted to the istand road system by a2 United States

Forrest Service (USFS) road, and s acoessible by boat or floatplane at a USFS dock one mile

away at Polk Inlet. Taquan Alr has been flying groups of visitors to this area for nine years. The

company maintains a guide with a van in the area from July through September each summer

season, and is parmitted by the USFS to bring 2,000 visitors for wildlife viewing to Polk inlet /

Dog Salmon Creek in 2010. Based on our guide's reporting, there has been increased hear

hunting activity and annual declines in bear sightings since we started bringing guests to this :
location, |
Thete is strong demand from hath Alaska residents and visitors to see Alaska wildlife,
particularly bears, and there are relatively few focations where the infrastructure is in place to
satlsty the need. Polk Tnlet is one of these special places: 25 trinutes by floatplane from
Ketchikan, or by the Prince of Wales Island rosd system. At the present rate of bear population
decrease, it won't be long before the ptatform on Dog Salmon Creek will not be a viable bear
viewing farility.

In the Surnmer 2010 issue of Alaska Department of Fish & Ganne’s publication Bear Trafls,
concer is expressed about the declining bear population on Prince of Wales Island.

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING 1S DONE? We are concemned that bear viewer lives
ate at risk when hunting is permitted at estublished bear viewing locations. Bears at these popular
viewing locations becorme somewhat habituated to humans and no Jonger represent a hunting
challenge. Continued bear hunting at these clearly identiflable locations will deplete the resource
to the point where hunters go elsewhere and it is no longer attractive to wildfife viewers, Along
with the foss of a resource goes a substantial revenue loss for ait carriers and related
employment. The board has ag Opporiunity to introduce regulations at this and other established
beax viewing locations to Solve the concerns of the two user groups, to the bepefit of all,

WILL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR THE PRODUCTS
PRODUCED BE IMPROVED? Will enable the bear population to grow, provide separation qf
the viewing and hunting user groups, and maintain existing revenue sources for tour operators,
WHOQ 1S LIKELY TO BENEFIX? Aleskans and visitors will benefit from being able to view
bears in their natural habitat, and keep them out of areas favored by hanters.

WHO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Some hunters may want 10 sael other areas. The vastnesg of
the Tongass National Forest offers unlimited hamting opporminities.

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED:

PROPOSED BY: Venture Travel LLC and Taquan Air

LOG NUMBER: EG08121011

**********************5“*********lﬂ*********5*####&*************&#****i Fhohkkkok vkl
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PLEASE READ CAREFULLY
DEAR REVIEWER: September, 2010

Public comment, it combination with Advisory Committce comments and depactment staff
presentations, provide the Board of Game with useful biological and socioeconomic data to form
decisions,

When providing written comments on the proposals in this proposal book, please consider the
following tips 1o belp ensure board members and the public more fully understand
recommendations to the board;

Timely Submission: The deadline for mailed or faxed comments to the Juneau address below is no latey than 5:00
p-m. on Ftiday, Gotober 22, 2010,

List the Propesal Number: Writter: comments should indicate the proposa] aitnber(s) to which

the comments apply. Written comments should specifically state “support” or “opposition” to

the proposal(s).

Do Not Use Separate Pagcs When Commenting on Separaie Proposals: If making

comments on more than one proposal, please do not use scparate pieces of paper. Simply begin

the next set of written comments by listing the next propesal pumber.

Provide an Explanation: Pleuse briefly explain why you are in support or opposition of the

proposal, Board actions are based on a complete review of the facts involved In each proposal,

not a mere caleulation of comtnents for or against a proposal. The board benefits greatly from understanding the pto
and cons of each issue. A brief description consisting of a couple of sentences is sufficient.

Write Clearly: Comments will be photocopied so pleasc use 8 1/2" x 11" papet and lcave

reasonable margins on all sides, allowing for hole punches. Whether typed or handwritten, use

dark ink and write legibly.

Use the Correct Address or Fax Number: Mail written comments to:

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

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 907-465-6094
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Sample Comment fram Misty Fiords Visitor

Aty Board of Game Comments
Alaska Departrient of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

F.Q. Bax 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax : 907-465-6094

Proposal 5-3 AAC 92.510

[ could only describe my experience of flying over the Misty Fjords as a spiritual jouney into the most majestic and
pistine pature 1 have ever seen. I believe bears belong in this incredible nature and 1 would have been totally elated
to have seen one on my flight. Petmitting hunting in this area, makes it less likely that tourists like myself would
s¢e a bear now and in the future. Therefore, I ask that the area mentioned in the proposal within the Misty Fjords
National Monument be closed to bear hunting.

[ thank you for your attention to this matter.

M. Robett Darche

PC 53



Page 11 of 11

Sample Comment from Margaret Creek Visitor

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

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811.5526

Faoe: 907-465-6094

L.4-5 .510
My husbanid and Thave been to Alaska twice 10 see the wonderful wildlife of Alaska tn 2003 and 2010, In 2003, my
husband and I with two friends from Texas flew to Alaska for a vacation, The highlight of our vacation was to zoto
Anan Creek. The experience at Anan Creek was what | would eall my “National Geographic” moment with black
bear, brown bear, salmon and eagles. The salimon were running and as we walked up a boardwalk we saw for our
first time a large brown bear in the creek eating salmon. To say this was exciting does not describe our feetings.
We also experienced this event with meany professional photographers that were there that day taking pictures. We
saw several black bear and baby bear as they came down to the water to feed on the salmon. With Anan Creeck
protected from bear hunting we feel confident that this experience was also protected for viewers as my husband and
L. ‘We feel this way because when wa retumed to 4lasgka in 2010 we went to Margaret Creek instead of Anan Creek
and did not see one bear! Bear hunting will ruin any possibility of expetiencing what I experienced at Anan Creek
at Margaret Creel. | was shocked in 2010 that | saw not one bear at Mergaret Creek after my wondorful exporiones
at Anan Cresk in 2003. Trealized that human intervention had caused this change and if vou allow the hunting at
Margarat Creek then I know that this will be a real loss to those of us like my husband and I who were willing to
come to Alaska from Texas more than one time because of the bears. 1 also want to say that the number of people
that experience bears fot viewing would be a greatet namber than those hunting the bear, ‘L'ourists had booked
flights continually throughout the day and in one day there would be more people who could of enjoyed a view of a
bear than hunters wanting to kill for sport. Others I met when going to Anan Creek and Margaret Creek lived all
over the United States ot from foreign countries as Japan. [ hope that my children will get to experience what |
experienced at Anan Creek but if hunting is allowed at Margaret Creek | doubt they will get to have the same
experienca. Also, if hunting is allowed at Margaret Creek future potential tourist that are willing to spend a
significant cost to come to Alaska to go view the bears would be greatly diminished. I realized that Alaska was very
special since T live in an urban atea. Texas nor any other state of the United States has the wildlife and autdoor
experietios that Alaska has to offer especially the bears.

I eeping areas as Margaret Creek like Anan Creek for bear viewing is the only way to ensure bears to be available
for public viewing, Iunderstand that Alaska has one bear for every mile and there must be other acreage in Alaska
that could still allow for game hunting. Margatet Creek and Anan Creek are within a radius of Ketchikan that
allows time to fly out to these viewing areas especially if you are on the limited timeframe allowed as a port of call
from a cruise ship.

Response submitted by: Jane and Charles Butler

2700 Cresthill Circle
Waco, Texas 76710
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ATTN; Board of Game Comments Date; Octoher 21, 2010
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Boards Support Section From: Michelle Masden

P.O. Box 115526 Cell 617-6925

Juneau, AK 99811-3526

Fax: 907-465-6094 25 year Ketchikan Alaskan resident

PROPOSAL 3-5 AAC 92.510: Close the Eagle Cresk/Whitman Lake Hatchery area to bear hunting: I am in
support of this proposal for the same reasons listed for Proposal 4- 5 AAC 92.510

FROPOSAL 19 - 5 AAC 92.510: Close the Dog Salmon Creek Wildlife Viewing area to bear hunting in Unit 2. T
am in support of this proposal for the same reasons listed for Proposal 4- 5 AAC 92510

PROPOSAL 4 - § AAC 92.510; | am in support of Proposal 4 closing Margaret Creek in Traitors Cove to bear
hunting. To simplify the area closed to hunting, it should read the same as at the Anan Creek Bear hunting closure;
Margaret Creek: to within ile of Margaret Creek downstream fro outh argaret Lake

including the area within one mile radius from the mouth of Marsaret Creek outlet is closed to ting.

For review, Anan was closed ta Black bear hunting in 1939 and to brown bear hunting in 1996. When the Anan
Creek proposal came up for review in 1996, the ADF&G's recommendation to the Board of Game voted to adopt
this closure. While the 2010 ADF&G recommendations to the Board of Game state “no recommendation™ with
respect to Proposal 4, in the Black Bear Management reports of 2001 and 2007, the ADF&G reports that “Margaret
Creek is a contentious area.” Further stating “that there have been several clashes with hunters and bear viewers
during the past several years and that this site received more complaints to the Tongass USFS Supervisor than any
other site in all of SE Alaska. Bear viewers would like to see some or all of the areas closed to hunting.” And in
conclusion they state that “as Jocal bear viewing interest continues to graw we will undoubtedly be faced with
allocation issues related to both human safety and bear preservation issues,”

The Alaska Board of Game necds to address the escalaling problems that exist at Margaret Creek between the two
user groups, bear hunters and bear viewers. The problems include but are not limited to: Dwindling Bear
Populations, Safety, Incompatibility, Habituated Bears, Easy Access to Hunting and Economics.

For the past 18 years I have owned and operated a single plane air taxi setvice out of Ketchikan, The air taxi
business is one of transportation that includes bear hunters and bear viewers. They are two valid but very different
and incompatible user groups. I have been transporting bear hunters and guiding bear viewers for all 18 years. I
began taking visitors to Anan Creek in 1993 and to Traitors Cove in 2000,

Dwindling Bear Populations: To date no population density studies have ever been conducted in Unit 1A.
Presently the best guess of population density is 1.5 bears per square mile. Black bear estimales for Unit 1A are
based on studies conducted in Washington State in the 1960°s. Using only this data, in 1990 Wood and T .arson
calculated a slightly higher density for most of southern southeast Alaska. By their own admission these are only
assumptions as no data was ever collected here in Alaska. (Black Bear Management Report 2007). We do not really
kmnow how many bears per square mile exist in Unit 1A. The only real data that ADF&G has with respect to bear
populations in Unit 1A is the harvest data. There is no way to track other sources of mortality including illegal kifls
and wounding loss. However, according to the 2001 and 2007 Black Bear Management reports the ADF&G expect
wounding 10ss to become a more serious issue if non-resident harvest continues to increase. Non-resident hatvest
has increased, from a historical 34% in the past 20 years to 52% over the past three years, 2004-2007, The ADF&G
conclude that they continue to see increasing numbers of non-resident hunters. Harvest data for Traitors Cove show
non-resident hunting to account for 49% of the harvest there from 2000 to present.(38 of 78 bears in 11 years)
Additionally the ADF&G report that transporters are increasing in Unit 1A, which is supportive of non-resident
hunters. These management reports also address the long term results of logging and the subsequent declines in bear
populations. Margaret Creck/Traitors Cove is an areu that has seen extensive logging, The report states “second
growth stands at many previously logged Revilla Island sites are now teaching the stem exclusion stage and
ADF&C expects productivity of this habitat to decline resulting in lower bear densities.” Margatet Creek is one
such an area. Supporting declines in populations, the 2010 Bear Trails reports the public (field biclogists, local
residents, hunting guides, tour operators, transporters, local hunters) are increasingly voicing concerns about chronic
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low bear numbers compared to 10-15 years ago. Fmally | have personally witnessed the consistent decline in bears
at Margaret Creek over the past ten vears of eniding bear viewers there.

2000 5-7 bears average in view at any one time from the viewing platform

2008 3-5 bears average in view at any one time from the viewing platform

2009 0-3 bears seen from platform in 2 hour period, some groups see no bears at all -

2010 0-1 bears seen, no bears were seen from the platform, 30% of visitors who went to Margaret saw
1o bears at all and 70% of the scheduled bear viewing tours we sold were cancelled due to lack of
bears. This is a loss of significant revenue dollars and is problematic for all six companies

permitted to go there. The lack of bears at Margaret could mean an annual economic loss to
Ketchikan of over $1.2 million.

By comparison the 2010 Anan bear monitoring done by the USFS states: 9 black bears and | brown bear seen on a 2
hour average scan with 3 bears in view at any one time. 79% of the time there are over 20 people on the viewing
platform. Anan sees a similar number of bear viewers annually as Margaret, with 60 permits per day and over 3000
permits per season issued by the USFS. In the 18 vears I have taken visitors to Anan, without exception, every single
group has seen bears.

Safety: Over the years that I have been guiding groups to Margaret, T have witnessed many unsafe and disturbing
practices of bear hunters using this area. Even though it is illegal to discharge a gun from the viewing platform,
nearly every year either myself or one of my bear guides have found spent ammunition shells on the viewing
platform at the observatory site. We have also found shells at both the upper and lower bridges. On more than one
occasion we have been standing on the viewing platform when gun shots have been fired vety close to the platform
near the creek. We have come upon hunters on the bridges with their rifles aimed at the creek. The bear hunters
will also congregate on the viewing platform with their rifles.

Thete are approximately 60 visitors per day (or 3436 persons per year) permitted by the USFS to visit the Margaret
Creek bear viewing observatory site. According to the USFS about 17% of the total bear viewing visitors to
Margaret are unpermitted local residents. That could bring the bear viewer count up to 70 persons on any given day,
With this number of people in the area it is only a matter of time before someone is injured either by a stray bullet or
a wounded bear. Some rescarch has shown that & wounded bear may act aggressively towards people or abandon
the area all together. (BOG’s 1996 Proposal 16/Gilbert 1903)

Incompatibility: Bear hunting and bear viewing activities are a dangerous and incongruent mix. On marny
occasions over the past 10 years I have unloaded passengers at the dock at Margaret Creek. Those passengers have
been witness to some of the following: dead bears laying on the dock, dead bears hanging from the masts of boats
tied up to the dock and eerie bear carcasses needlessly tied up to the dock underwater, - Along the road we have
encountered bear hunters with dead bears on (he back of their ATV’s. A privately owned vehicle used to transport
bear viewers was stolen by a bear hunter to transport his bear down to the dock. In all, listening to gun shots, being
in the range of live fire near the viewing platform, finding spent shells on the platform, being witness to dead bears
and watching hunters in and around the bear viewing platform are not compatible activities. It is difficult for bear
viewers to understand why the State of Alaska Board of Game still allows hunting in this area.

Habituated Bears: “Habituated bears are characterized by a lack of response to human presence or
actjvity."(Aumiller 1994) “It is unclear whether all bears that become habituated to people in viewing arcas are
more susceptible to hunting mortality elsewhere” (Titus 1993) The potential hazards of allowing hunting near a bear
viewing cbservatory warrants a closure of bear hunting within the Margaret Creek watershed. According to the
USFS, consistency of bear-human interactions is an important guideline for management for bear viewing areas.
“Humans who interact with bears should behave consistently and homogenous management encourages consistent
behavior.™ (Aumiller 1994). Viewing bears in an area where the bear population is also hunted does not appear to be
compatible under the circumstances now present at Margaret Creek. If Margaret Creek were closed to bear hunting,
hunters in the area will benefit by not having negative reactions expressed by visitors when they learn that bears,
being habituated to human presence, may also be hunted in the same area.

Easy Access to Hunters: ADF&G records indicate that bear hunters tend to target/concentrate in arcas where
access is easy and bears congregate. The ADF&G harvest records show from beginning in January 1, 2000 through
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October 22, 2010 there have been 844 black bears harvested in Unit 1A Or an average of 76 bears per year.
“Hunters harvest bears throughout Unit 1A, althongh the highest harvests continue to come from WAA s
405(Thome Arm), 406 (Carroll Inlet), 407 (George Inlet), and 510 (NW Revilla Island- which inchidss Traitors:
Cove).” (Black Bear Management Report 2007). Over the same time period, January 1, 2000 — October 22, 2010,
78 bears have been harvested in the Traitors Cove /Matgaret Creek area an average of 7 bears pet year. 7 bears per
year represents 10% of all bears harvested annually in Unit 1A are being taken from Traitors Cove (Harvest Units
04,1004 &1005). There are at least 104 minor harvest units altogether in Unit 1A, Margaret Creek offers €asy
access for bunters with a dock, a road system and vongregating bears on the salmon stream. If 10% of all bears
harvested in Unit 1A are coming from Traitors Cove, this demonstrates that they are using arcas that have casy

access. Closing only the Margaret Creek drainage to bear hunting would still leave most of Traitors Cove open to
huanting,.

Economics: The US Fish and Wildlife published a document in July 2008 enritled “Wildlife Watching in the US:
The Economic Impacts on National and State Economies in 2006.” This document states “Wildlife related-
expenditures in 2006 were $45.7 billion. Expenditures on wildlife watching are equivalent to the amount of revenue
from all spectator sports (football, baseball, and other sports) all ammsement parks, and arcades, casinos (except
casino hotels), bowling centers and skiing facilities. Nearly a third of the US population, 71 million people, enjoved
wildlife watching in 2006. This is more than 4 (imes greater than attendance of all National League Football teams
during the 2006 season. Expenditures rippled through the economy generating more than $122 billion_in total
mdustry output and 1,063,482 jobs. The more than 1 million jobs supported by wildlife watchers are almost three
times the number of people who work for the US Postal Service. The magnitude of its economic impacts prove that
wildlife watching is a major force, driving billions in spending around the country. These economic impacts can be
the life blood of a local economy. Rural areas can attract thousands of wildlife watchers each vear, generating
millions of doflars.” Wildlife watchers increased 24% from 2001 to 2006 and Trip Related Expenditures increased
38% from 2001-2006, This report includes a table listing the top ten states of cconomic output, Alaska is not on the
list. In fact 24 states make more revenue in wildlife wartching than Alaska In 2006, of the total Wildlife-Watching
Economic Expenditures Alaska saw less than 1% of the $122 billion generated in the entire US.

The demand for wildlife viewing is growing and the current demand far exceeds the opportimities, Tt is time Alaska
supported its wildlife viewing infrastructure and become proactive in protecting a vital resource for its futire, the
bears!

Over the years as logging has diminished on the Tongass, many businesses in Ketchikan have evolved to depend on
tourism. The Ketchikan Visitors Bureau reports that 1,000,232 tourists visited Ketchikan in 2009, There are
hundreds of Ketchikan businesses directly and indirectly involved in toutism, including land, sea and ajr tour
companies. Currently there are 10 air taxi businesses operating in Ketchikan employing approximately 213 people.
Additionally there are many ancillary businesses who depend on and benefit greatly from the air taxi ¢otnpanjes.
They inciude but are not limited to insurance companies, aviation maintenance, retail fuel companies, advertising &
promotional companies, office supply companies, public utilities, independent tour salesman, local property taxes,
licensing and permitting fees, the list goes on. Air taxi business is one of transportation, transportation of locals,
loggers, tourists, hunters, ew.. The amount of air taxi tevenue dollars generated during the summer months
transporting tourists for bear viewing exceeds the dollars penerated, over the entire year, from peneral transportation
of locals. The combined potential revenue dollars to Ketchikan air taxi companies from all the bear viewing
observatories it this area including Polk Inlet/Dog Salmon Creek, Margaret Creek/Traitors Cove, Anan Bay and
Neets Bay amounts to over $4.9 million annually. The following numbers were obtaincd from the USES data and
published bear viewing tour prices.

Dag Salmon/Polk Tnlet 1600 visitors ($365 per person x 1600 = $584,000)
Traitors Cove/Margaret Creek 3436 visitors {3365 per person x 4000 = $1,254,140)
Anan Creek 384 visitors (3485 per person x 384 = £147.456)
Neels Bay 8000 visitors (3363 per person x 3000 = $2.920.000)
Totals for Bear Viewing 13,410 visitors  $4,905,596 total revenue dollars

The AK Rainforest/Eagle Creek land based tour operation states they havel6,000 visitors who go to Herring Cove
for bear viewing at $100 per person x 16,000 = $1,600,000, This brings the total bear viewing visitors up 29,410
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and the revenue dollars for Ketchikun up to $6,505,596. This amount does not include other land based or boat
based operators who conduct beat/wildlife watching tours,

Ketchikan may have the targest bear viewing potential in the entire state. WildJife viewing, it particular bear
. viewing, is a vital resource that we cannot afford to lose, Supporting and promoting bear viewing facilities and their
infrastructure will help to ensure the fiture of Ketchikan's economic stability.

Conclusion; According to Alaska Statute AS 16.05.221 (B) which states that the Board of Game exists “For the
purposed of the conservation and development of the game resources of the sate” and, according to Regulations of
the Board of Game Management Requirements, Alaska Statute AS 16,05.255 ( 1], “The setting apart of game
reserves, refluges and sanctuaries in the water or on the Jand of the state aver which it has jurisdiction.” If it is true
that the Board of Game exists to conserve resources and that the first item on the Doard of Game management
requirements is to set aside refuges or sanctuaries, then it must be true that the Board of Game's responsibility is to
manage the game not only for hunters but for all the user groups in Alaska. According to the Qutdoor Industry
Foundation a census done in 2003 indicates that within the state of Alaska there are 23 5,000 residents (or 46% of the
population) who participate in wildlife viewing and 70,776 residents {or 14% of the population) who participate in
hunting. The vast majority of land in Alaska is open to bear hunting. Presently there are very few closed acTeages.
In all of the Tongass® 22 million acres only Pack Creek {(Closed in 1984) and Apan Creek (closed in 1939 & 1996)
are closed to hunting. Due to lack of bears, bear viewing has dropped significantly at Margaret Creck Obscrvatory,
Dog Salmon Observatory and Whitman Hatchery enough to threaten the future of bear viewing in these areas.
Setting aside established bear viewing observatories such as Margaret Creek from bear hunting addresses the needs
of a user group in the Ketchikan as well as ensuring a portion of Ketchikan’s economic future by providing for the
viewing of bears in safety. Allowing the status quo hunting at Margaret will no longer suffice. These problems
toust be addressed.
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RECEIVED
GCT 1 2 2540
BOARDS

Drew Mathews

Ketchikan, Alaska

proposal 1: Change the pear baiting geason dates in unit 1A.
Change from April 15~ june 15, 10 May 1—June 15.

gear baiting 5easons do not need to be changed in unit 1A.1 typically do not bear bait, as ! prefer spot
and stalk, but the two times { have hunted over pear baits were in April— early May. ! did this speciﬁcally
to target large male black bears as they are typically the first ones out in the spring and their hides and
meat are ata premium.

{am also?d rrapper and as such, ! feel that the slight over tap of seasof has little effect on trappers. | can
see that bear baits near @ wolf bait set may alter the behavior of wolves on faw 0CCASIONS, but overallt
do not see significant enough issue 0 fimit a few bear bait hunters to shorter season 10 satisfy a few
trappers wish to have the area 10 themselves for the last 15 days of the wolf season-

As a wolf trapper, | would not mind a bear pait in the ared as it may bring wolves to the area and they
may mill around and get caught in my snares. | appreciate hoth user groups and would not_wish to pit
one user group against the other for 15 days that hoth user groups are enjoying the resources of our
great state.

proposal 2: Shorten hunting seasons near certain pear viewing areas in Unit 1A,

In regards 10 areas in carrolt inlet and Neets BaY: j am an avid bear hunter and bear viewer. { spend lots
of time each year hunting and taking photographs. | speciﬁcal\y yse the carrolt Inlet ared spec'n‘i.ed in this
proposa'u for both activities. tama supporter of tourism and the use by wildlife viewers, and fam an
advocate fof pear hunters.

{ view this proposa\ to take something.away from ohe user group 1o very stightly penefit another user
group. | disagree with this as the resource pelongs to the people, not just some people. It appears that
one user group wants to ensure “money bears” or bears that are more consistently yiewable. As @ beaf
viewer, | have 10 be able 10 find the hears, ypically inthe evening hours, N order to photograph them.
in order for me to view the pears, | have to hunt for them first sjocate” then view them. The use¥ group
" that wants o change the bear seasons, yypically operates during business houts, which is not the prime
trime for beaf viewing as the pears are hot as easy 10 find during the middle of the day. Part of viewing
pears is the unknown. AM ] going 1o see one, can find one. Just pecause some users have a very timited
amount of time to find a bear should not be the reason the other user group can’t use the resource.
Reducing the season May reduce the harvest in the area, potential\v increasing the bear sightings, hut
should not be done at the expense of another user group. N the proposal it talks about Viewers and

PC 54



hunters avoiding the unpleasant experience of encountering each other and their incompatible uses. |
disagree. Seeing someone watch bears does not pother hunters. The other side of this is the fact thatto
enforce this regulation would be an enforcement nightmare and take away from the Alaska Wildlife
Troopers ability 10 enforce regulations that need enforced.

proposal 3: Close a portion of unit 1A to bear hunting.

This regulation is similar to prop. 2 and can be address similarly. There are a few exceptions. t live in the
habitat near this area and feel that the bear viewing is a great thing. l do it yearly. | know some bears are
killed in this area by hunters, but there is no OVer harvest in this area. Currently there is a regulation in
place to keep big game hunters from hunting % mile from the S. Tongass Highway. Nothing needs t0
change. From what | know, most of the hears killed near this area are taken by people that live in the
area and live with the bears year round, putting up with them around their pets, house and kids. A few
bears killed in the area may improve public safety and does not stop people from viewing the bears
when they are on the fish. Some bears may get smart and come at night, but there are still bears there
during the day, typicatly younger bears that get a chance to feed when the older smarter hears aré hold
up waiting to come out when less people are around. 1twas also mentioned that some of the area s
private property and posted. If someone hunts on your place, deal with them for trespassing as it is
posted. Don’t stop the legal hunting that goes on. There is no heed {0 close this area to hunting.

proposal 4: Close the Margaret Creek Drainage area in Unit 1 to bear hunting.

Deal with the public safety issue of discharge of firearms near the viewing area as | think has already
peen done. Again one user group wants to have “money bears.” | would rather see a small area closed
to the discharge of firearms for public safety 14 mile from the viewing area, than 10 se€ one user group
get exclusive access to the resource. This is a public resource and should be managed as such. The
tourism industry puts a monetary value on the resource. To hunters, the monetary value typically does
not exist, but is priceless.

Proposal 5: Close an area within the Misty Fjords National Monument in Unit 1 to brown bear hunting.

Again one user group wants “money bears” in that they want more bears in the area. More bears are
not always better. This proposal would close square several miles of prime hunting habitat. Thisisa
prime hunting area and a good viewing area. The tourist season and the hunting overlap slightly in this
area. During the time the tourist season is going on there are about three months of black bear hunting
opportunities and five months of tourist viewing opportunities. Brown bear season barely overiaps with
the tourist season. The number of total bears harvested from this proposed closed area is very few as
this is a great area 1o hunt but very remote and thus the number of hunters is somewhat limited. { have
peen in this area in the spring and summer and have found ample opportunities 10 view bears. |
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understand that the non-hunter user group wanfting this area closed to provide petter viewing, which
may OCcur as human interaction may not scare the bears away as fast if they did not have any hunting
pressure, but the last time | was there, a plane was pbeached near a feeding bear, very close, and the
tourist were able to get some great photos, as was |. These bears aré subjected to more activity from
tourism than in other areas, but there are many areas for bear viewing in S.E. Alaska. Asis stated in this
proposal, there are 2.2 million acres in Misty Fiords that they could be pear viewing in and they want to
make one area dedicated to one user group. Most bears use the area after the normal business hours,
thus accounting for many viewers not seeing bears. You can't expect to see a hear if you only spend 1-2
hours ot less in the outdoors.

Every year lam hunting bears, | have planes buzz me when | am bear hunting. ! am not hunting in the
area proposed to be closed, but | do not complain or wish them to give up their time of areal viewing
justto benefit me. | feel both user groups can utilize the same areas and without conflict. Again, part of
the argument in this proposal is the amouht of money generated per user group. This is not a money
issue, itisa public resource use issue and all user groups should have the right to usé this resource

responsibly.
proposal 6: shorten the deer hunting season in Unit 1A.

| know hunters want a larger deer population in 1A, butl am not sure shortening the season would do
much to improve the herd health. | feel that the good wolf and bear populations and a few poor winters
have. dampened deer numbers but the herd should still be able to rebound where despite hunting
pressure in December. 1 would argue that the illegal harvest of does year round is more detrimental
than the lega! harvest of bucks in December. DO not shorten the season, or if shortened, shorien only to
Dec. 15 when many of the Bucks have dropped their antlers.

proposal 7: Hunting season and bag limits for goat in a portion of Unit 1A,

Please address this issue as the decrease from 25 tags to 4 tags was unreasonable when the population
has been stable and/or expanding.

proposal 8: Lengthen the wolverine trapping season in Unit 1A.

| can live with the current season of with an expanded season. The presence of wolverine with or
without a season does not affect my trapping practices.or technigues. 1 do not want to see an over
harvest of Wolverine, but t am not opposed to @ longer season unless the take of increased number of
females becomes evident. ‘ ' ‘
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Prdposal 9: Raise the management objective for wolves in Unit 1A

This would be a good thing. Wolf numbers are very high in unit 1A and can withstand the pressure and
- even flourish under a 30 wolf management objective.

Proposal 10: Designate a juneau area in Unit 1C under discretional permit conditions for trapping.

As Juneau grows, more restrictions have been place upon trappers. When | lived there, there were a ton
of places that had good mink populations that were closed to trapping, thus not allowing a resource 10
be used. | agree with public safety, but | have yet to have a trap do any damage to me when | steeped
on it. | think they are meaning pet safety not public safety. Trapping season is Open for a short period of
time and the season information is available to all. As a pet owner, | understand that when | take my pet
. in the woods, | need to be careful as there may be traps in the woods. Posting signs does not work, but
encourages persons to look for your gear and tamper with it or steal the gear. It is noted that non-
trappers with pets view this as a conflict, but to a trapper, a pet getting in his gear is a conflict as the pet
was not being handled responsibly and actually interfering with the trappers gear. Most trappers iry to
keep their gear out of sight and out of mind, but some new trappers have not learned this yet.
Education is the key. If areas accessible to fathers trapping with kids or kids learning to trap are all
closed off, there will be no new trappers. Don't let inexperienced trappers and pet owners that are not
acting responsibly close an area down. These conflicts are typically few and far between and education
of pet owners and new trappers may be a better option.

proposal 11: Add the Treadwell Ditch Trail to the list of trail areas closed to trapping in Unit 1C

As Juneau grows, more restrictions have been place upon trappers. When | lived there, there were a ton
of places that had good mink populations that were closed to trapping, thus not allowing a resource 1o
be used. | agree with public safety, but | have yet1o have a trap do any damage to me when | steeped
on it. 1 think they are meaning pet safety not public safety. Trapping season is open for a short period of
time and the season information is available to all. As a pet owner, | understand that when | take my pet
in the woods, | need to be careful as there may be trapsin the woods. Posting signs does not work, but
encourages persons to look for your gear and tamper with it or steal the gear. It is noted that non-
trappers with pets view this as a conflict, but to a trapper, a pet getting in his gear is a conflict as the pet
was not being handled responsibly and actually interfering with the trappers gear. Most trappers try to
keep their gear out of sight and out of mind, but some new trappers have not learned this yet.
Education is the key. If areas accessible to fathers trapping with kids or Kids learning to trap are afl '
closed off, there will be no new trappers. Don’t let inexperienced trappers and pet owners thatare not

~ acting responsibly close an area down. These conflicts are typically few and far between and education
of pet owners and new trappers may.be a better option.
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proposal 12: Allow the use of snare for taking wolves in Unit 1C

1 am in favor of using snares for wolf trapping. Foot holds can be difficult to use in this area and snares
may be more effective. Break away snares may be 2 colution to possible moose conflicts. Reporting of
Moose kills by traps is required by law, and using a moose killed in a snare as bait is illegal.

Proposal 18: modify wolf regulations i Unit 2

{ am ok with requiring sealing within 14 days, but 1 am suspect of the limit change. The majority of
waolves harvested from Unit 2 are not taken under a trapping license or season, but are taken under the
federal subsistence regulations. Much of unit 2 has good wolf numbers, but there are places in the
central area that seem 1o be down a bit. One area | was informed by the ADF&G biologist that was
showing low scat observations (supposedly relating to low wolf num bers) had the highest number of
waolves this year that | had ever documented in that area since | started hunting that area in 1988.
Where they thought there were low wolf numbers there were two nice sized packs and some lone
wolves (Polk Inlet area). The central area seems to be down in numbers. | know the Stanney Creek area
wolf sign has been down for a few years as compared to my observations from 1988-2007.

Deal with the USFS in getting their management plan for wolves in line with the States objectives as
putting lower limits on non-subsistence trappers is not the solution. Also deal with the want and waist
and the few illegal trappers. This could be assisted by the USFS requiring all traps to be marked as is
required by non-subsistence trappers.

This proposal will have little to no immediate effect on woif populations as stated by ADF&G. The
answer is to work with the USFS and their subsistence board to come up with a joint management plan.

Proposal 19: Close the Dog Salmon Creek area to bear hunting in Unit 2.

Here we go again with “money bears” being the issue. There is an area closed shooting to deal with the

" public safety issue already in place. The sponsor of this proposal went 1o ADF&G to find another place to
view bears after they exceeded their use days, and were caught, in the Marguerite Bay. ADF&G, from
what | hear, suggested Dog Salmon as another place to go. The state can close bear hunting in the area,
but subsistence hunting for bear could still continue. Bear hunters were using that area long before
sightseeing tours were and | feel both user groups can continue to use the area with little conflict.  have
yet to hear a hunter complain about a person viewing a bear in the area as a conflict. Hunters do the
same thing, they view bears. Closing this area is not the answer. Keep the area posted with public safety
signs, but do not stop bear hunting. People also deer hunt this same area and they did not ask to close
that because they are not looking for money deer, just money bears.

They say hunters can go somewhere else, the same is true for tourist, but that is not what hunters are
asking for. Hunters want to use the area together.
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Proposal 20: Set a number of tags to be allocated for black bear hunting in Unit 2

parts of Unit 2 have good bear populations but other areas are down considerably. | know the total bear
harvest is greatly affected by the number of takes by non-residents, Suggestion: Allow residents to have
a 1-2 bear limit, Allot non-resident tags to guides based upon their permit number of bears, implement a
" non-resident drawing. Do away with the sale of black bear parts as this may cause an increased bear
harvest by some. Bears should not be hunted for money, period. Thisis coming from a hunter that has
tons of bear parts that | could legally sell, but refuse to do so because itis not right.

Proposal 21: Shorten the opening of black bear season in Unit 2.

Do not change the season. parts of Unit 2 have good bear populations but other areas are down
considerably. 1 know the total bear harvest is greatly affected by the number of takes by non-residents.
Suggestion: Allow residents to have a 1-2 bear limit, Allot non-resident tags to guides based upon their
permit number of bears, implement a non-resident drawing. Do away with the sale of black bear parts
as this may cause an increased bear harvest by some. Bears should not be hunted for money, period.
This is coming from a hunter that has tons of bear parts that | could legally self, but refuse to do so
pecause it is not right. '

proposal 22: Shorten the black bear hunting season in Unit 2:

Do not change the season. Parts of Unit 2 have good bear populations but other areas are down
considerably. 1 know the total bear harvest is greatly affected by the number of takes by non-residents.
Suggestion: Allow residents to have a 1-2 bear limit, Allot non-resident tags to guides based upon their.
permit number of hears, implement a non-resident drawing. Do away with the sale of black bear parts
as this may cause an increased bear harvest by some. Bears should not be hunted for money, period.
This.is coming from a hunter that has tons of bear parts that | could legally sell, but refuse to do so
because it is not right. ‘ ' '

Proposal 23: Change the black bear huntinUnit2toa registration hunt and shorten the season dates:
Bear tags and reports are currently requiréd.

Suggestion to deal with the issue: Allow residents to have a 1-2 bear limit, Allot non-resident tags to
guides based upon their permit number of bears, implement a non-resident drawing. Do away with the
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sale of black bear parts as this may cause an increased bear harvest by some. Bears should not be
hunted for money, period. This is coming from a hunter that has tons of bear parts that | could legally
sell, but refuse to do so because it is not right.

Proposal 24: Lower the non-resident bag limit for deer in Unit 2:

| do not feel that the total number of deer harvested by non-residents is a big issue. They pay @ bunch
for the tag, enjoy the hunt, support the community and the total nuimber of deer harvested is not that
great and only represents a very small percentage of all deer killed. There are more deer killed by people
using spotiights or other illegal takes than all non-residents kill in one year.

Proposal 25: Modify the wolf trapping and hunting regulations for unit 2

“The majority of wolves taken in Unit 2 are not taken under a trapping license or season, but are taken
under the federal subsistence regulations. Much of unit 2 has good wolf numbers, but there are places
in the central area that seem to be down a bit, One area | was informed by the ADF&G biqiogist that was
showing low scat observation {supposedly relating to low wolf numbers) had the highest number of
wolves this year that | had ever documented in that area since | started hunting that area in 1988.
Where they thought there were low wolf numbers there were two nice sized packs and some lone
wolves {Polk Inlet area}. The central area seems to be down in numbers. | know the Staney Creck area
wolf sign has been down for a few years as compared to my observations from 1988-2007. Deal with the
USFS in getting their management plan for wolves in line with the States objectives as putting limits on
non-subsistence trappers is not the solution. Also deal withr the want and waist and the few illegal
trappers. This could be assisted by the USFS requiring all traps to be marked as is required by non-
subsistence trappers. ' '

This proposal will have little to no immediate effect on wolf populations. The real problem is the issues
that need to be dealt with between the State and the USFS/subsistence board. | recommend the State
and the game board work with the USFS/subsistence board and address the issue.

Proposal 28: Modify the department policy for setting allowable harvest for brown bear in Unit 4.

1 would agree with this proposal.

Proposal 29: Change the opening date for beaver trapping from December 1 to November 1 in Units 1-5.
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| would agree with this proposal. The fur should be prime by then and the beavers are not under ice and
the access is not totally blocked off by snow in November and would allow for a little more access t0
trappers.

Proposal 30: Open trapping season for fisher in Southeast Region Units.

Most fisher would likely be bycatch to martin trapping and be dead upon checking the traps. Having a
. fisher season would eliminate the waste of this bycatch and enable a trapper to use the fur or sell it. Put
in a sealing requirement for fisher so ADF&G could capture the harvest rates.

Proposal 31: Prohibit the use of traps with an inside jaw spread of less than 5 7/8 inches when mink and
marten trapping is closed.

This proposal heading sucks vs. the regulation change wording. It will not accomplish ADF&G'’s goal of
keeping martin/rﬁink traps out of the woods pre or post season. A person trying to cheat the system
would still be able to use small traps for red squirrel and etc. and the intent of the law would not
accomplish the mission. Who cares what size trap catches a wolf or wolverine. The real issue is to help
enforcement charge persons trapping marten pre or post season and eliminating their excuses for
having traps set early. ‘

This needs some re-writing before it would work. Something like this might help: Prohibit the use of
foothold traps with an inside jaw spread of less than 5 7/8 inches and body grip traps with an inside jaw
spread of less than (whatever a 280 coni is) when mink and marten trapping season is closed. Do not
prohibit the use of Flat traps (ie. Rat traps as some people trap squirrels etc. Got to remember beaver
trappers can set traps as well and the season is longer than mink and marten. Get it right before
implementing a new regulation. | give a pat on the back to ADF&G for trying to solve a problem, but the
proposed wording would not come close to working.

Proposal 36: Black bear hunting changes.

Suggestion to deal with the issue: Allow residents to havea 1-2 hear limit, Allot non-resident tags to
guides based upon their permit numbers of bears, implement a non-resident drawing in areas where
populations are a concern.

Proposal 37: Open a nonresident permit hunt for black bear in Units 1-3 &5

Good with this as long as it is unguided nonresidents only.
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Proposal 39: Disallow the hunting of black bear over bait.

Please to not take this opportunity away from bear hunters. Not all hunters hunt this way, but | would
like to see this continue as it is a good opportunity for many hunters especially handicapped hunters,
young hunters and archery hunters. It also allows a hunter to look over a bear for size and quality and
observe them to try and ensure they do not take a sow with cubs.

Proposal 40: Modify the salvage requirement for black bear in Southeast region Units.

No problem with the salvage of spring bears. Most bears are as good to eat in June as they are in May
with a few exceptions in areas that have early fish runs. It is a salvage rule, nota consumption rule.
Some bears are just not worth eating evenin the spring, but many are very good. | even salvage the
meat in the fall season on the bears that do not smell like rotten fish. Do not impose this requirement in
the fall part of the season.

Proposal 41: Replace the deer hunter survey with deer harvest reports in Units 1-5

Please do change this. Also allow on-line reporting.
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Atin: Board of Game Comments

Gustavus, Alaska 99826
October 14, 2010 '

Alaska Dep’t of Fish & Game RECEIVED
Boards Support Section . :
Box 115526 OCT 10 263

Junean, AK 99811

BOARDS

Dear Ms. Tihbles:

Please include these comments in the on-time packet for the upcoming SE Regional
Board of Game meeting. Thank you.

Proposal 12

1 support, in principle, the proposal to te-instate wolf snaring in Unit 1C, Gustavus

Forelands, for these reasons:

1
2)

3)

The present wolf population provides an additional harvest opportunity.

Wolves are a likely factor in the recent decline in moose recruitment. The moose
herd now seems to have declined to the point of allowing forage recovery, and
further decline may unnecessarily remove a meat source for the community.
Removing some wolves in winter would temove some predation pressure during
the winter/spring season when one would expect predation on young moose to be
greatest.

The new breakaway snares seem likely to greatly reduce moose bycatch (but not
of smaller non-target species).

My support is conditioned on appropriately dealing with the following issues:

1y

2)

3)

In my view, the snaring reinstatement would be to allow barvest opportunity, and
not confused with a wolf population reduction program. Since these wolves
likely range Iargety in Glacier Bay National Park where management objectives
inclade maintaining substantially natural populations, there should be a
monitoring /reporting regime in place that holds yearly harvest to no more than
25% of the total wolf population, so as no to precipitate a multi-year population
decline. This harvest limit should include wolf mortality from all harvest
activities, hunting trapping and snaring.

This program has a high potential for local polarization unless it is confined to the
fringes of town and uses very well-marked set spots. The proponent of this
proposal is an experienced local trapper, and can help outline proper limits and
guidelines in consultation with ADFG. :

Snaring should be set for a 2-year trial that is sunsetted after the next SE Regtonal
BOG mesting unless re-instituted at that time, There should be a regime for a)
reporting snaring bycatch during the trial period to gauge the effectiveness of the
new snare design in our environment, for moose as well as smaller species; and b)
seeing if there has been public acceptance for the program.
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Black Bears, Proposals 33 - 37

Evidence is accumulating that black bear populations are in decline in places throughout
the region. In northern SE, this may be exacerbated by competition with an increasingly
evident brown bear population. In my view, further conservation measures are warranted
under these circumstances, including direct and indirect restrictions on hatvest.

Regarding proposals 33 & 34, I support prohibiting for-sale use of any parts of carcasses
of sport-harvested black bears. I agree with the proponents’ rationale that the
opportunity to sell these parts is an inducement to harvest beyond one’s personal use and
need,

Regarding proposals 35, 1 support reducing the resident bag limit to one bear per year.
This is warranted under the present circumstances; one bear a year is plenty for most
people, and should be adhered to except, perhaps, in times of particular bear abundance.

Regarding proposals 36 & 37, among the various tools mentioned, 1 support cessation of
bear baiting and implementing a drawing hunt for non-residents. These actions would -
eliminate the most ethically compromised harvest method (baiting), and further regulate
the type of hunt (non-resident non-guided) most likely to cause unnecessary mortality.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

g Stréveler
Box 94, Gustavus
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10-10-10

Mr. Cliff Judkins, Chair

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Board Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Mr. Judkins:

| read about Alaska’s black bear problem in a Saturday, October 9, 2010 article
in the Denver Post newspaper.

Even though | do not live in Alaska, | would very much appreciate it if you would
listen to my feelings about the possibility of reducing the numbers of black
bears through the use of leg traps.

Black bears are like any other living creature, like us. Hunting for other animals
in order to eat is just part of their nature.

1 understand that there are too many black bears in Alaska, but there are better
and more humane ways of bringing their numbers down.

| really hope that your department of fish and game will consider this idea: You
can trap the black bears in live traps and find a nice home for them or, if
necessary, hunt for them during a big-game hunting season. Since Alaska is a
source of oil, the money it earns from selling oil should be used to help pay for
this idea.

I think that bear cubs, especially, should not be trapped in leg traps because
they are doing no harm to the moose and caribou. | think that the mother bear
also should not he trapped in a leg trap because then it can’t feed her cubs and
her cubs will be crphaned.
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I also think that a black bear should not have to try to escape the trap by having
to chew off its paw. The reason that | think that is that it is very cruel and the
bear does not deserve to lose its ability to feed itself or its cubs.

i would hate to see another state besides Maine being allowed to use leg traps.
| am very sorry that Maine allows leg traps.

Mr. Judkins, thank you very much for taking your time to read my letter.

Yours truly,

Wb\/ M. CWL QECE{VED

Aaliyah Chavez, a 5 grader in Jefferson county school ey 9 b

7055 West 5 Ave 804rpg

Lakewood, CO 80226
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Hollie McGee
1188 Crescent Drive

San Jose CA 95125
R
2. '[:C[“‘/VFD
October 11, 2010 &y 79 o
. (¥ {:';‘.-:ﬁ
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 3@@ 5
Boards Support Section et

P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
(907) 465-4110

(907) 465-6094 FAX

To Whom It May Concern,

| am writing to express my vehement opposition to the proposed reinstitution of bear
trapping to control the overpopulation of bears in Alaska. Trapping is a cruel and
inhumane practice and should be abolished.

Not only does the animal suffer excruciating pain when its leg or paw is enshared in
the trap, it could suffer a long and painful death from dehydration or starvation if not
found immediately. Some animals will even chew off their own limb o escape.

| urge you to seek an alternative to trapping; No living creature deserves to be
tortured and killed this way.

Sincerely,

Hollie McGee
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QE'CS /)t/Eb
To: Alaska State Board of Game, ( BOG ) Members Q{}i. &
Re: Positions on regulation proposals for SE Region BOG meeting cycle 4 ] (?3_-%;

80
From: Jenny Pursell 'ARDQ‘
P.O. Box 33578
Juneau, AK 99803

October 12, 2010

Dear Chairman Judkins and Board of Game Members,

My name is Jenny Pursell and I am a 9 year resident of Juneau, Alaska. T have
participated in all SE region BOG meetings since 2002. I am a sitting member on various
wildlife management and wildlife advocacy related boards and advisory commiittees; two
of which are directly related to the ADF&G and state BOG system. I am serious about
my work concerning wildlife management, wildlife conservation, and advocacy, T
consider myself to be a ‘bridge builder’ in wanting to work with different wildlife user
groups to devise management plans in which all user groups are represented with the
paramount goal of ensuring sustainable yield and that healthy wildlife populations remain
intact. With this in mind I ask that you take consideration of my positions on the
following SE REGION regulation proposals.

Proposal #2: Support- this proposal will enhance specific bear viewing areas in GMU
1A as it will shorten the black and brown bear hunting seasons while still enabling bear
hunters to reach bag limits in adjacent areas. This proposal considers both user groups.

Proposal #3: Support- this would enhance black bear viewing for a private business
which owns a bear sanctuary in GMU 1A by closing a portion of the area to bear hunting.
Bear hunters could continue to hunt in other open areas. This proposal would lend to the
wildlife viewing tourism economy of the Ketchikan area.

Proposal #4: Support- this would close an aréa in 1A to brown bear hunting for viewer
safety at an established bear viewing area- I believe that public safety should be
paramount in wildlife management plans

Proposal #5: Support- this would close an area in Misty Fjords National Monument to
brown bear hunting for wildlife viewing which would enhance tourism related economics
in the Ketchikan area. Brown bear hunters could hunt in adjacent areas.

Proposal #6: Support- a conservation effort in managing deer in Unit 1A to help boost
deer populations over the long term

Proposal #7: Oppose- I oppose increasing permits for goat hunts in Unit 1A until
population surveys re done

Proposal #8 Oppose- the lengthening of wolverine season in U1A by 2 months as there

is no biological justification for this. The BOG shortened the season by 2 and % months
in 2008 for conservational reasons.
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Proposal #9: Oppose- there is no scientific justification to increase wolf bag limits in
UlAbySs

Proposal #11: Support- would create a ¥4 mile buffer zone prohibiting trapping along the
Treadwell Ditch Trail on Douglas Island which is a heavily used recreational trail
including use by dog walkers. This trail has had recent renovations which will likely
increase usage and the buffer zone will provide a public safety component.

Proposal #12: Oppose- would reinstate ‘breakaway’ snares for wolf trapping within the
Gustavus Forelands. These traps pose a public safety risk for dogs and incidental catch.

Proposal #13: Support- would clarify a hunting area in the Peterson Creek area.
Submitted by State Wildlife Troopers.

Proposal #14: Oppose- would extend the brown bear hunting season in Berners Bay by
3 weeks. The brown bear population in Berners Bay is unknown and thought by the
ADF&G to need a conservational approach in its brown bear management.

Proposal #15: Support- would mandate GPS coordinates for black bear bait stations in
U1D. This would save State Wildlife Troopers time in assessing bait station compliance
with regulations,

Proposal #16: Support- would allow for a few permit hunts for goat in U1C while
providing wildlife viewing opportunities and maintaining a healthy goat population

Proposal #17: Support- would lend management consistency to a goat management area.
Submitted by the ADF&G.

Proposal #18: Support- would establish conservational measures re the Alexander
Archipelago wolf on Prince of Wales Island. The ADF&G is concerned with the
significant decrease of this subspecies, which may if measures are not enacted, be listed
on the threatened or endangered species list. Should this occur then this would impact all
user groups and the state of Alaska.

Proposal #19: Support- there is great concern re the decreasing black bear population on
Prince of Wales Island, (POW ). A wildlife viewing business wants to create a no
hunting buffer zone for black bear around a viewing platform on Dog Salmon Creek, The
bears frequenting this viewing platform area are habituated to humans. It is
unsportsmanlike to hunt such bears which also decreases the number for wildlife
viewing, Wildlife viewing businesses lend to the economic benefit of POW.

Proposal #21: Support- would shorten black bear season on POW by 1 month. There is a

concern te the decreasing black bear population on POW. This proposal lends a
conservational measure re that concern.
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Proposal #22: Support- same as #21 re black bear conservation efforts on POW, Ending
the season on May 31 v/s June 30 would lower the take of sows and bears with rubbed
hides, which are not of prime value.

Proposal #23: Support- another black bear conservation effort on POW- would shorten
the season and would make it a ‘registered hunt’ in which the ADF&G would get more
information which will assist in better management

Proposal #24: Support- reduces bag limit for non-residents on POW to 2 antlered deer
annually- this is a deer conservation effort as deer on POW are heavily hunted by local
hunters.

Proposal #25: Support- would place conservational measures for Alexander Archipelago
wolves inhabiting POW. If measures are not implemented this subspecies could be listed
on the threatened or endangered species list. This listing would impact all user groups as
well as the state of Alaska. The ADF&G is concerned re the significant decrease of these
unique wolves on POW,

Proposal #26: Oppose~ there is a concern re the decreasing black bear population in the
SE southern panhandle. This proposal would open a now closed area in Unit 3. All
conservational efforts for black bear should remain in Unit 3.

Proposal #27: Oppose- extending wolf season by 1 month in Unit 3 has no scientific
justification,

Proposal #28: Oppose- would eliminate the number of brown bear killed due to the
‘defense of life and property’ law in Unit 4 when formulating the annual harvest cap for
brown bear, This should be rejected as it is not in the best interest of maintaining a
healthy bear population.

Proposal #31: Support- this conserves mink and marten that otherwise could be trapped
during the closed season by eliminating traps for wolverine and wolf with an inside jaw
spread of less than five and seven eights inches during any closed mink and martin
season in Units 1-5

Proposal #32: Support- this would revert the current waterfowl hunting season back to
its initial season of Sept.1-Dec.16 rather than continue the current season dates of
Sept.16-Dec.31. Many folks in Juneau are concerned that the current season going to the
end of December is hard on Canada geese who use the Mendenhall Refuge to rest and
feed in the winter,

Proposal #33: Support- this would prohibit the trapping of and the selling of black bear
meat, hides, skulls, and other parts in all of SE. There is concern of a declining black bear
population in SE- to allow black bear to be trapped so that meat and hide can be sold for
monetary gain will likely decrease the bear population even more. Incidents of illegal
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hunting and poaching are likely to increase placing more burden on the already burdened
State Wildlife Troopers.

Proposal #34: Support- for the same reasons stated in #33

Proposal #35: Support- this is a black bear conservation effort as submitted by the
ADF&G

Proposal #36: Support- black bear harvest levels need to be reduced in Units 1-3 and 5. I
commend the ADF&G’s proposal efforts to conserve black bear harvest through
shortening seasons, implementing a draw hunt for non-residents, and closing bear baiting
in Units 1A, 1B, 2 and 3.

Proposal #37: Support- T commend the Alaska Professional Hunters Association, Ine.
for submitting this proposal which addresses some conservation measures for black bear.
This proposal would implement a non-resident permit hunt for black bear which would
provide educational components re the gender biology of black bear as well as the
wounding loss law for out of state hunters. It also would decrease the number of non-
resident hunters.

Proposal #38: Support- would mandate GPS coordinates for black bear baiting stations.
This proposal will save State Wildlife Troopers time in finding bait stations to assess
regulation compliance and also lend some additional safety factors for the Troopers and
other ‘need to know’ entities.

Proposal #39: Support- would disallow the baiting of black bears in Units 1,2, and 3. T
consider this to be a black bear conservation tool which is important due to the declining
black bear population in the SE region. This proposal would also address the habituation
of black bears to human food which creates problems and jeopardizes safety factors for
both bears and humans.

Proposal #40: Support- This proposal addresses “wanton waste’ in the field as well as
placing an extra condition on black bear hunters, which may result in decreasing black
bear hunting. This would be positive as there is concern due to the declining black bear
population in SE.

Proposal #41: Support- creates a better management tool to estimate deer populations
and therefore the ADF&G can better manage for sustainability.

Proposal #43; Support- Decrease wolf hunting/trapping season by 2 months, i.e. revert
back to original season of Sept.1-March 31 v/s the current season of August 1- April 30.
If the season is not shortened orphaned wolf pups will continue to starve and die
inhumanely in the summer and early fall. Pregnant full term females will continue to be
shot in April and hunters will continue to take wolves with less than prime fur. The SE
Alexander Archipelago wolf population will continue to be targeted and conservation
concerns may arise as this is a unique subspecies of the timber wolf and if
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hunting/trapping regulations remain too liberalized this subspecies may become
threatened or endangered putting it at risk for threatened or endangered species listing..

Thank you for your time and consideration regarding my positions on the SE
regulation proposals.

Sincerely,

(9
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United States Department of the Interior

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

FWS/OSM 10081/CA

ocT 7 00
RECEIVED
Mr. Cliff Tudkins, Chair CoT 4 2200
Alaska Board of Game BOARDS

P.0O. Box 115526
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

Dear Chairman Judkins:

The Alaska Board of Game is scheduled to meet November 5-9, 2010, to deliberate proposals
concerning changes to regulations governing hunting and trapping of wildlife for the Southcast
Region. We have reviewed the 48 proposals the Board will be considering at this meeting.

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

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these important regulatory matters and look forward
to working with your Board and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game on these issues. Please
contact Chuck Ardizzone, Wildlife Liaison, 907-786-3871, with any questions you may have
concerning this material.

Sincerely,

Peter I. Probasco,
Assistant Regional Director

Enclosure

ce: Denby Lloyd, ADF&G
Tim Towarak, Chair, FSB
Kristy Tibbles, Board Support Section
Tina Cunning, ADF&G
Interagency Staff Committee
Chuck Ardizzone, OSM

TAKE PRI DE”E: vl
INAM ER!CA—%;
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RECOMMENDATIONS

ALASKA BOARD OF GAME PROPOSALS
Southeast Alaska Region
November 5-9, 2010
Ketchikan, Alaska

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office of Subsistence Management (OSM)

PC 59



Proposal 11 - 5 AAC 92.510 Areas closed to hunting. Add the Treadwell Ditch Trail
to the list of trail closures to trapping in Unit 1C:

Current Federal Regulation:

Unit 1C, Juneau area, the trapping of furbearers for sub31stence uses is prohibited on the
following public lands:
s A strip within one-quarter mile of the mainland coast between the end of Thane
Road and the end of Glacier Highway at Echo Cove;
o That area of the Mendenhall Valley bounded on the south by the Glacier Highway,
on the west by the Mendenhall Loop Road and Montana Creek Road and Spur
Road to Mendenhall Lake, on the north by Mendenhall Lake, and on the east by
the Mendenhall Loop Road and Forest Service Glacier Spur Road to the Forest
Service Visitor Center,
"o That area within the U.S. Forest Service Mendenhall Glacier Recreation Area;
o A strip within one-quarter mile of the following trails as designated on U.S.
Geological Survey maps. Herbert Glacier Trail, Windfall Lake Trail, Peterson
Lake Trail, Spaulding Meadows Trail (including the loop trail), Nugget Creek
Trail, Outer Point Trail, Dan Moller Trail, Perseverance Trail, Granite Creeck

Trail, Mt. Roberts Trail, Nelson Water Supply Trail, Sheep Creek Trail, and Point
Bishop Trail.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: Restricting access may adversely affect
subsistence users trapping under State regulations by making it more difficult to run
traplines in this area. This will not affect Federally qualified subsistence users trapping
under Federal regulations.

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

Rationale: This proposal suggests the closure would be for the safety of the public,
mountain bikers, hikers, joggers and dog owners in the community and is not based on
conservation concerns for furbearers in the unit. If adopted the closures would only apply
to Federally qualified subsistence users trapping under State regulations. If the Board
adopts this change, the Federal Subsistence Board would need to take parallel action in
order for these changes to be applicable to Federally qualified subsistence users. However,
ANILCA Title VIII ANILCA Title VIII §802 (2) states —

nonwasteful subsistence uses of fish and wildlife and other renewable resources
shall be the priority consumptive uses of all such resources on the public lands of
Alaska when it is necessary to restrict taking in order to assure the continued
viability of a fish or wildlife population or the continuation of subsistence uses of
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- such population, the taking of such population for nonwasteful subsistence vses
shall be given preference on the public lands over other consumptive uses;

Consequently closing additional lands to trapping is not an action the Federal Subsistence
Board would likely support, unless there is a legitimate public safety concern.
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Proposal 15—5 ACC 92.044 Permit for hunting black bear with the use of bait of
scent lures, Require GPS coordinates for baiting black bears in Unit 1D.

Current Federal Regulation:
General Provisions

Restrictions for Baiting of Black Bear

¢ No person may establish a black bear bait station unless they first register their site
with ADF&G.

» A person using bait shall clearly mark the site with a sign reading BLACK BEAR
BAIT STATION. The sign should display the person’s hunting license number’
and their ADF&G assigned number.

¢ You may only use biodegradable materials for bait. Only the head, bones, viscera,
or skin of legally-harvested fish and wildlife may be used for bait.

e No person may use bait within one-quarter mile of a publicly maintained road or
trail.

e No person may use bait within one mile of a house (or other permanent dwelling),
campground, or developed recreational facility.

e When hunting is completed, a person using bait shall remove all litter and
equipment from the bait station site.

e No person may give or receive payment for the use of a bait station, including
barter or exchange of goods.

¢ At any one time, no person may have more than two bait stations with bait present.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: Requiring GPS coordinates for bait
stations in Unit 1D may adversely impact subsistence users who are baiting black bears in
the unit and do not have a GPS to record their bait stations exact location. However,
providing bait station coordinates would allow law enforcement to locate the sites much
easier and help ensure they comply with all the regulations, including clean-up of the sites
at the end of the season. '

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is to oppose the
proposal. - '
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Rationale: Federal subsistence users are required to register any black bear bait station
sites with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. If this proposal is adopted as written
Federal Subsistence users would be required to register their bait stations with ADF&G
then provide GPS coordinates of their bait site to the Alaska Department of Natural
Resources. If the Board adopts this proposal it would make more sense to have

individuals report the GPS coordinates of their bait stations to ADF&G while registering
their bait station.
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Proposal 16-—5 ACC 85.040. Hunting seasons and bag limits for goat. Change the
registration permit to a drawing permit for goat in Unit 1C.

Current Federal Regulation:

Goat— Unit 1C

Unit 1C—that portion draining into Lynn Canal and ~ Oct, I-Nov. 30
Stephens Passage between Antler River and Eagle

Glacier and River, and all drainages of the Chilkat

Range south of the Endicott River—1 goat by State

registration permit only, '

Unit 1C—that portion draining into Stephens Passage No Federal open
and Taku Inlet between Eagle Glacier and River and ~ season
Taku Glacier.

Unit 1C remainder—1 goat by State registration Aug. 1-Nov. 30
permit only.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: Currently Federally qualified subsistence
users are required to obtain a State registration permit to hunt goat in Unit 1C. If the
permit is converted to a drawing permit the chances of a Federal Subsistence user being
able to obtain a permit would be greatly reduced.

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

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would adversely affect Federal subsistence users
by eliminating the State registration permit in the area, which is used to report Federal
subsistence users goat harvest. If the Board changes the registration permit to a drawing
permit the Federal Subsistence Board would need to take action to address Federal goat
regulations in the area, specifically reporting requirements for Federally qualified
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subsistence users. This would likely result in the use of a Federal permit to manage
subsistence goat harvest in the area.
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Proposal 18—5 AAC 84.270. Furbearer trapping, and 5 ACC 92.170 Sealing of
marten, lynx beaver, otter, wolf and wolverine. Modify wolf regulations in Unit 2 to: 1)
Reduce annual bag limit for wolf trapping from unlimited to 10 wolves/season: and 2)
Require sealing within 14 days of harvest.

Current Federal Regulation:
Wolf trapping — Unit 2

No limit ' Nov. 15-Mar. 31
Any wolf taken in Unit 2 must be sealed within 30 days of harvest -

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: If the wolf trapping harvest limit and
sealing requirements are adopted, Federally qualified subsistence users trapping under
State regulations would have less opportunity to harvest wolves and would be required to
seal their harvest in a shorter time frame. The reduced harvest limit may cut the number
of wolves harvested in the Unit and help the population rebound. However, Federal lands
comprise approximately 85% of Unit 2 and without a similar action by the Federal
Subsistence Board overall harvests of wolves would probably not be reduced significantly
as Federally qualified subsistence users could still trap wolves, in Unit 2, under Federal
regulations.

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

Rationale: ADF&G is concerned about the long term sustainability of the Alexander
Archipelago wolf, because it is a distinct subspecies and low population numbers could
trigger listing as a threatened or endangered species. If the Board adopts this change
based on conservation concerns for the wolf population, the Federal Subsistence Board
would need to take parallel action in order for these changes in harvest limit and sealing
requirements to be applicable to Federally qualified subsistence users trapping under
Federal regulations. Federal public lands comprise approximately 85% of Unit 2 and
without changes to Federal regulations overall harvests of wolves would probably not be
reduced significantly enough to address possible conservation concerns for the wolf
population.
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Proposal 36—5 AAC 54.015. Hunting seasons and bag limits for black bear. Consider
making one or more of the following changes to the black bear seasons in Units 1-3 and 5.

Implement a draw hunt for non-residents

Close the fall (Sept 1. — Dec. 31) hunting season for non-residents
Close the June portion of the spring hunting season for non-residents
Extend the Controlled Use Area for Units 2 and 3 through October
Close bear baiting in Units 1A, 1B, 2 and 3 (there is no baiting in 1C)

Current Federal Regulation:
Black Bear - Units i-3 and 5

2 bear, no more than one may be a blue or glacier Sept. I-June 30
bear,

General Provisions

Restrictions for Baiting of Black Bear

¢ No person may establish a black bear bait station unless they first register their site
with ADF&G.

s A person using bait shall clearly mark the site with a sign reading BLACK BEAR
BAIT STATION. The sign should display the person’s hunting license number
and their ADF&G assigned number,

¢ You may only use biodegradable materials for bait. Only the head, bones, viscera,
or skin of legally-harvested fish and wildlife may be used for bait.

* No person may use bait within one-quarter mile of a publicly maintained road or
trail. :

» No person may use bait within one mile of a house (or other permanent dwelling),
campground, or developed recreational facility.

e When hunting is completed, a person using bait shall remove all litter and
equipment from the bait station site.

e No person may give or receive payment for the use of a bait station, including
barter or exchange of goods.

* At any one time, no person may have more than two bait stations with bait present.
Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: The opﬁ_ons presented in this proposal
would benefit the black bear population in the region by reducing harvest opportunities

however several of the options could have impacts on Federally qualified subsistence
users hunting under State regulations.
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Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is to support the
proposal options that have minimal impact to Federally qualified subsistence users,
specifically those addressing non-resident harvest of black bears, Non-resident harvest of
black bears is a significant portion of the harvest in most of the affected units, reducing
their harvest will help the bear population in the region and have no impact to Federally
qualified users.

Rationale:

ADF&G states that there are conservation concerns for the black bear populations in
Southeast and provides a number of options for consideration. Options are addressed
individually below:

1. Implement a draw hunt for non-residents — Non-resident harvest of black bears in a
number of the units this proposal addresses is significant, this option would
provide ADF&G a mechanism to manage the non-resident harvests of black bears
in the region.

2. Close the fall (Sept 1. — Dec. 31) hunting season for non-residents — Fall harvest of
black bears in the region is relatively low when compared to the harvest in the
spring. This option would be less effective than adjusting the spring non-resident

. season or implementing a draw hunt.

3. Close the June portion of the spring hunting season for non-residents — Closing the
June portion of the spring hunting season for non-residents would eliminate some
of the black bear harvest in the region, however to be most effective a closure in
May when the majority of bears are harvested would be the most beneficial.

4. Extend the Controlled Use Area for Units 2 and 3 through October — Extending the
controlled use areas in Units 2 and 3 where the majority of black bears are
harvested would help to control bear harvest, as the majority of hunters in these
units have reported using motorized transport to hunt. This option would not
address bear harvest in Units 1 and 5. ‘

5. Close bear baiting in Units 1A, 1B, 2 and 3 (there is no baiting in 1C) — Closing
bear baiting in these units would help address conservation concerns for the
resource. However, Federal lands comprise approximately 94% of Unit 1A, 99%
of Unit 1B, 83% of Unit 2, and 93% of Unit 3 and without a similar action by the
Federal Subsistence Board overall harvests of black bears by residents would not
be reduced significantly. Federally qualified subsistence users hunting black bear
could still bait black bears under Federal Subsistence regulations, although it
would complicate the regulations as currently Federal users are required to register
their bait stations with ADF&G.

Currently there is a non-resident season for black bear hunting in Units 1-3 and 5.
Reported non-resident harvest is a significant portion of black bear harvests in many of
these units and should be the first source of harvest to be reduced. Many resident hunters
harvest black bear for subsistence purposes and should be the last user group to be
restricted.
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Proposal 38—5 ACC 92.044 Permit for hunting black bear with the use of bait of
scent lures. Require GPS coordinates for bear baiting stations in Units 1-5.

Current Federal Regulation:
General Provisions

Restrictions for Baiting of Black Bear

¢ No person may establish a black bear bait station unless they first register their site
with ADF&G.

* A person using bait shall clearly mark the site with a sign reading BLACK BEAR
BAIT STATION. The sign should display the person’s hunting license number
and their ADF&G assigned number. '

* Youmay only use biodegradable materials for bait. Only the head, bones, viscera,
or skin of legally-harvested fish and wildlife may be used for bait.

¢ No person may use bait within one-quarter mile of a publicly maintained road or
trail,

¢ No person may use bait within one mile of a house (or other permanent dwelling),
campground, or developed recreational facility.

e When hunting is completed, a person using bait shall remove all litter and
equipment from the bait station site.

e No person may give or receive payment for the use of a bait station, including
barter or exchange of goods.

e At any one time, no person may have more than two bait stations with bait present.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: Requiring GPS coordinates for bait
stations in Units-5 may adversely impact subsistence users who are baiting black bears
and do not have a GPS to record their bait stations exact location. However, providing
bait station coordinates would allow law enforcement to locate the sites much easier and
help ensure they comply with all the regulations, including clean-up of the sites at the end
of the season. ‘

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

Rationale:

Federal subsistence users are required to register any black bear bait station sites with the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game. If this proposal is adopted Federally qualified
subsistence users would be required to provide ADF&G with the GPS coordinates of their
bait station when they register their bait site. Although some subsistence users may not
have GPS units to enable them to provide coordinate locations, this requirement would
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help ensure users comply with current regulations including cleaning up of the bait site at
the end of the season.
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Proposal 41—5 AAC 92.010. Harvest tickets and reports. Replace the deer harvest
survey with deer harvest reports in Units 1-5.

Current Federal Regulations:
50 CFR § 100.6 Licenses, permits, harvest tickets, tags, and reports.

(3) Possess and comply with the provisions of any pertinent permits, harvest tickets, or
tags required by the State unless any of these documents or individual provisions in them
are superseded by the requirements in subpart D of this part.

Unit 2 — Deer
5 deer; however, no more than one may be a female deer. July 24-Dec. 31

Female deer may be taken only during the period Oct. 15-Dec. 31. You are required to
report all harvest using a joint Federal/State harvest report. The harvest limit may be
reduced to 4 deer based on conservation concerns.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: Federally qualified subsistence users are
already required to have State harvest tickets for deer in Units 1-5. Additionally,
Federally qualified subsistence users harvesting deer in Unit 2 are required to report all
deer harvest using a joint Federal/State harvest report. If this proposal is adopted it would
require Federally qualified users to return deer harvest reports, as they do for other species
that already require harvest reports. If this proposal is adopted it would provide data to
aid in the management of deer populations and have minimal impact on Federal
subsistence users.

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is to support the
proposal,

Rationale: Federally qualified subsistence users are required to have State harvest tickets
when hunting deer and in Unit 2 are already required to report their deer harvest using a
joint Federal/State harvest report. Currently ADF&G uses deer hunter surveys to
determine the deer harvest in the majority of Southeast Alaska. If this proposal is adopted
it would allow the integration of deer harvests into the current State harvest database
allowing managers easier access to analyze deer harvest data. Additionally, returning deer
harvest reports should have minimal impacts to Federal users,
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United States - Forest Alaska Region P.O. Box 327

Department of Service Tongass National Forest Yakutat, AK 99689-0327

Agriculture Yakutat Ranger District Phone: (907) 784-3359
Fax: (907) 784-3457

File code: 2600
Date: October 15, 2010

Board of Game Comments Cer T n
ADF&G _ il
P.O. Box 115526 B0 k
Juneau, AK 99811 ARDs

Dear Alaska Board of Game members,

I am writing to express my support for proposal #47, submitted by the Yakutat Fish and Game
Advisory Council, which requests buffers in specific high-use recreational areas where lethal
trapping methods would be restricted.

My District Biologist, Susan Oehlers, worked with the AC on this issue, after continued input from
several concerned community members. As the Yakutat District Ranger, 1 am responsible for
managing the National Forest Lands for multiple uses; therefore, I support the idea of identifying
areas where families and their pets are safe to recreate without threat of injury or death to their pets
or possibly children. I feel that the areas in question are small relative to the areas that would remain
open to trapping; furthermore, these areas have a low probability rate for capturing big game. If
passed, this regulation will reduce the potential conflicts between trappers and non-trappers and
incidents of dogs being caught and sometimes killed in traps, allowing both user groups to enjoy our
public lands. :

We have addressed this issue at the community level by bringing it to the attention of the AC, the
Yakutat Assembly, and Yakutat Tlingit Tribe in addition to, soliciting additional community input.
At this time I have not received any input opposed to this proposal.

I strongly urge you to pass this proposal. Please feel free to contact me at (907) 784-3359 if you
have any questions.

Sincerely,

Fshly—

LEE A. BENSON
District Ranger

@ .
Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed an Recycied Paper W
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October 20, 2010

Board of Game Comments
ADF&G

P.O. Box 115526
 Juneau, AK 99811

To: Alaska Board of Game

This letter is in reference to proposal #47 submitted by the Yakutat Fish and Game
Advisory Council requesting trapping buifers in high-use recreational and
residential areas. I support this proposal as amended below.

As a member of the Yakutat community, I spent a great deal of time outdoors
exercising myself and my dogs. I consider myself a responsible dog owner and do
not let them run at large. T use caution regarding traps when walking with my
dogs; however, given the current regulations, there is nowhere I can safely go with
my dogs without the risk of entrapment and potentially death even close to a trail
or road. I'have personally had 2 different dogs caught in traps (a snare and a leg-
hold trap) right next to a trail and a road where [ was walking with them in the
arcas under consideration in recent years. I believe that the Yakutat forelands are
expansive enough to afford a few small areas where dog owners and families can
recreate without the threat of injury to or loss of a pet, while still allowing plenty of
opportunities for trapping. 1 applaud the AC for acknowledging this issue and
taking the proactive approach towards preventing future entrapments and possible
fatalities.

I feel that this proposal represents a compromise between the user groups, and that
these areas represent.the most likely scenarios for conflicts. I would, however,
recommend including a prohibition on larger leg-hold traps, in addition to snares
and 330 conibears, within the proposed buffer areas. These types of traps can be
very damaging and potentially life-threatening to a pet. "Again, the proposed
closure areas are small, and therefore including leg-hold traps should have minimal
impact on trappers.

I thank you for your consideration.

 gECENED
M@@/J AL

Susan Oehlers : a0 ARDE
P.O. Box 203 :
Yakutat, AK 99689
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PO Box 240325
Douglas, AK 99824
October 20, 2010

Board of Game Comments

c/o Board Support Section — ADF&G
P.O. Box 115526

Juncau, AK 99811-5526

SUPPORT: Proposal 10: 5 AAC 92.051. Discretionary trapping permit conditions and
procedures. Designate Juneau arca in Unit 1C under discretional permit conditions for trapping.

As a twenty vear resident of Juneau, 1 use the trails and public lands around town on a daily basis
for a variety of outdoor activities, all year long. The extensive Juncau area trail system is used
heavily by all types of recreationists, who are wedged between the alpine areas of the mountains
and the shoreline. To date, we have been fortunate to have had very few conflicts between trap-
pers and other users. Trapping user conflicts, however, are not just an issue of minor annoyance
over noise or air poliution; when problems do arise around trapping, they can result in serious
injury to humans or domestic animals.

As a precaution to address potential conflicts BEFORE they occur, Proposal 10 offers a common
sense approach. By allowing the Dept. of Fish and Game the discretion to place conditions and
restrictions on permits as needed and as appropriate to protect all users, we can help ensure that
any future conflicts that may arise will be handled in a timely manner. Please vote to adopt this

proposal.
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SUPPORT: Propesal11: 5 AAC 92.550(1)(F). Areas closed to trapping. Add the
Treadwell Ditch Trail to the list of trail areas closed to frapping in Unit 1C under 5 AAC
92.550(1)(F).

Within the past few weeks, a large new bridge has been installed along the Treadwell Ditch Trail.
This installation is just one of many improvements slated for this popular Juneau trail that will
undoubtedly lead to more use. Due to its proximity to many densely-populated neighborhoods on
Douglas Island, the Ditch Trail is enjoyed by growing numbers of users, including families with
children and dogs.

At our recent F&G Advisory Commitiee meeting, I heard trappers speak against this proposal,
stating that by adding another trail, we start down a “slippery slope” to banning all trapping. This
argument makes as much common sense as complaining that a new stop light at a busy intersec-
tion will soon lead to banning all vehicles from the roads.

1t is simply good public policy to insure that the users of the Treadwell Ditch are not confronted

with traps in the middle of the trail . For the safety of all recreationists, I urge the Board of Game
to adopt this proposal.

Sincerely,

A fﬁi&w = o) RECEIVE

Susan K_Schrader, D.V.M.
“CT20 20
BOARDS
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To: Alaska Board of Game

From: Stephanie Latzel

Date: October 15, 2010

Subject: Written Comment on Proposal #47

| am in support of proposal #47 submitted by the Yakutat Fish and
Game Advisory Council to establish safety areas in common use areas
to protect recreational users from harm caused by traps.

As the special education teacher at Yakutat Schools, | feel the use of
traps in common use areas, such as cannon beach and the train trail
are unsafe for children. Listed trapping areas and established safety

areas provide for safe educational and recreational use.

As a resident of Yakutat, | would like to have designated safety areas
that do not pose a risk for my pets and myself.

Stephanie Latzel
640 Haida Street
Yakutat, AK 99689
907-784-3844

steftone@gmail.com RECEIVED
GoT 2 6 203
BOARDS
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10/3/10

Dear ADF&G Board Support Section
PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5528

Fax 465-6694

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on some of the regulation proposals.

I have been a lifetime walker and wildlife appreciator. | appreciate avery effort to balance the
needs of hunters and trappers with those of us who are non-censuming appreciators of the
richness of our wildlife in Southeast. As one of the cruise ship tourists recently told Laurie
Ferguson Craig, “It was worth the whole price of the trip to see the bears at Steep Creek." Our
viewable animals are economic-drivers in our SE economy, as tourists visit from around the
woild, There is return on investment in creating wild environments where we have plenty of
heaithy animals to view and even a spiritual return in knowing that that the harvesting of wildlife is
well managed and scientifically balanced.

The Wolf:
#12: OPPOSE: | strongly urge that snares not be used for trapping in the Gustavus forelands.
They can catch non-targeted animals, pose a threat human safety and are inhumane.

#18: Support | love the animal richness and diversity of POW. It is wise to decrease the trapper
bag limit. 1t is wise to require that trappers seal the hide within 2 weeks which facilitates better
real time management by ADF&G. Improved management is required to preserve the POW
Alexander Archipelago wolf from moving onto the threatened or endangered list. This will have
big impact on all user groups. POW residents are in a world of hurt from the downturn of the
island economy. Measures that will assist all user groups certainly make economic sense and
heip support unigue POW small businesses and tourism.

#25: SUPPORT: please consider this regulation which will conserve wolves on POW. 1t urges
that all snares and traps be marked with the owner's name and contact info. This proposal has
many ideas for conserving wolves by reducing the harvest cap, reducing the time limit for
checking traps and snares. To balance the needs of all users and to conserve the POW wolves,
this regulation will offer a number of effective solutions. If the POW wolves are assigned to the
threatened/endangered list, all user groups will be impacted. Conservation benefits all user
groups.

#43 Support: this will change the wolf hunting season dates in all of SE AK except POW. The
new and proposed dates would be Sept 1-March 31. Without the change proposed by this
reguiation, orphaned wolf pups will continue to starve, and pregnant full term females will be shot
in April and result in poor quality hides since the fur is often rubbed and in less than prime
condition. All user groups are negatively impacted by the status quo. There will be a strong
return on investment for all groups by making this change.

The Bear:

#14 OPPOSE: Please do not extend Berner's Bay brown bear hunting by 3 extra weeks.

Extending the season to June 20 catches the bears while they are out on the beaches and very
vulnerable to being shot as they graze on their beloved greens. The season is long enough to

balance needs of all user groups.

#33 SUPPORT: Please prohibit black bear trapping and please prohibit selling black bear meat in

SE Alaska. Selling meat and other bear parts sets up hunting pressure and increases likelihood

of illegal hunting and poaching. The goal of this proposal is to conserve black bears and create

return on investment for tourism and small businesses through wildlife viewing. L
#34 Support: same as 33. RECEIVEL
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#35 Support: decrease black bear resident hunting bag limit from 2 to 1 per year in all of SE
except ABC Islands & POW which has special regs already. Conservation is needed for black
bears to balance needs of all user groups.

#36 SUPPORT: thank you for conserving black bears by supperting this measure which will
change the bag limits and hunting times in all of SE except the ABC Islands and POW. Some
interasting conservation measures are proposed like clesing the June part of hunting season for
non-residents; close bear baiting in Kin/Behm Canal, POW, Mitkof, Kupreanof & Wrangell areas.
Maintain prohibition against bear baiting in Unit 1C; do a draw for non-residents.

#39 SUPPORT: this will ban black bear baiting in all of SE except ABC and Yakutat. Some areas
do allow it and it is widely regarded as an unethical practice of enticing bears to food stations and
then shooting them. Itis alsc a hazard to public safety. Gives Alaska a black eye- tourists and
wildlife viewers find this barbaric.

Beaver:

#29 OPPOSE: please don't extend the beaver trapping season by 1 month in all of SE. Because
there are no bag limits for trapping beaver, this-is not necessary. This is simply a way to try and
deal with flooding presumably caused by beaver dams. Local Juneau wildlife supporters have
studied the beaver dams in the Dredge Lake area and found that improved culverts can remedy
the flooding. Killing the beavers is not the answer, Wildlife viewers deserve their needs being met
especially since other flooding remedies work,

Local Trails

#11 SUPPORT: Important to add Treadwell Ditch to the list of trails which are very popular and
have the quarter mile buffer strip preventing trapping along the whole length in that area. This
ensures public safety. Pets have been trapped, and hikers have had to sadly hear animals crying
in the traps as they slowly die,

Thank you for taking my comments into consideration.

Further comments after attending the 10/6/10 Juneau AC meeting at DIPAC: As A small child
growing up in Eastern WA in the late 40’s, a neighbor would load his car with neighborhood kids
and drive out into the high desert sunsets. He would give us a nickel for each bird or animal that
we spotted. He and his wife loved sharing their knowledge of wildlife. We were eager learners.
It remains an impaortant life memory, this learning to deeply love wild creatures,

| emailed comments to the Jnu AC prior to the meeting. After listening to all the proposal
comments, | especially supported Prop 10 and 11, and both of them failed the AC vote. Those
proposals were important to me and the non-consumptive user groups. Here are my rebuttal
comments for these 2 props and for other proposals that you will be considering in Ketchikan that
urge special care and balance on behalf of maintaining healthy wild animals for non-consumption.

In the Juneau area 2 dogs have been caught in iraps. Recently a basset died in the trap. In the
late 90’s, Salty, a Norwegian elkhound was trapped near the boy scout trail to Eagle Beach. She
lived.

It is wise to designate Juneau as a discretionary area for trapping and not wait till there are more
negative incidents. With national health promeotion, more Alaskans and their families are getting
out an the trails winter and summer. More families are looking for winter sports they can do
together, and x-country skiing and snowshoeing are growing in popularity on these pubiic trails.
Trappers are one of the user groups, but because their sport has high impact and involves lethal
equipment and various killing techniques, their sport naturally deserves higher scrutiny and higher
safety proscriptions.

In Juneau, the dog association, Grateful Dogs, is doing a good job of educating dog ownars about
leashing dogs or developing voice control that is immediate and accurate. The Oct 6 AC meeting
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resulted in a lot of language that bilamed dog owners for trapping incidents. This is not the
complete issue here. Just as there are dog owners who let their dogs run at large on public trails,
there are less experienced, less artful recreational trappers who are not part of the 10 or regular
and experienced lifetime trappers who work the Juneau area. Both user groups have their so
called “problem children.” But the trapper group utilizes lethal means, and time has shown that
they have more cards in their deck, in terms of impact. Therefore higher scrutiny and some
restrictions on their sport make sense from a safety standpoint.

If there are more trapped pets or well publicized non-target animal captures, the average citizen
and trail user may want even higher restrictions on trapping. Those members of the public will
not have participated in these public AC meetings where trappers talk about what it means to
them to do the sport and all that goes into practicing it as a craft. A large public outcry against
trapping could restrict their sport tremendously.

Ihaﬁ]k yoif your,gonsideration. Best wishes with the Ketchikan meeting.

3099 Nowell
Juneau 99801
586-4111
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M. Robert Darche
7300 boul, les Galeries d* Anjou, suite 902
Montréal {Anjou Que, IIIM 0A2
Canada,
evoxi@videotron.ca
Tet. : 514 394 1160

September 22, 2010.

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

P.0. Box 115526

Jupean, AK 9981]-5526

Fax : 907-465-6094

To whom it may concemn :

Druring the month of August of this vear, T spent two weeks in Alaska, doing & land tour end a
cruise. Twas looking forward 1o seeing much wildlife during my road trip, especially hears, but
was very disappointed as I only saw a few caribous, one moose, swans and bald eagles. This, in
spite of taking the train twice through mowstainous areas of Alaska, traveiling more than 300
miles in the interior by bus and (aking a hydroplane flight over the Misty Fjords National Patk,

Consequently, I am writing to you regarding the fallewing:

Proposal 4-5 AAC 92,510

Since the area of Margaret Creek iz a bear viewing area and visited by tourists, I ask that the
proposal to close the area to bear hunting be approved by the board for safety reasons and to
promote the viewing of wildlife by visiting tourists.

Proposal 3-8 AAC 92.514
I coutd only describe my experience of flying over the Misty Fjords as a spiritual joumey into
the most majestic and pristine nature ] have ever seen. | believe bears belong in this incredible
nature and [ would have been totally elated to have seen one on my flight. Permitting hunting in
this area, makes it less likely that tovrisis Hke myself would see a bear now and in the future.
Therefore, 1 ask that the area mentioned in the proposal within the Misty Fjords National
Monument be closed to bear hunting.

I thank you for your attention to this matter,

M. Robert Darche
13
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Sapport Section

P.O, Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 907-465-6094

PROFPOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92.610: Areas closed to hunting: Close the Margaret Craek Drainage -
ared in Unit 1 to brown bear hunting.

PROPOSAL 5 - 5 AAC 92,810: Areas closed to hunting. Close an area within the Misty Flords
National Monumant In Unit 1 to brown bear hunting:

I support proposal 4
| support proposat 5

PROPOSAL 4-5 AAC92.510

I have to express my opinion on this proposal and I am (and my husband) totally support to his
proposal. This year was our first visit to Alaska and we were determined to see bears in the
wild. Our frip proved to be the best memory we have ever had and have informed many people
in the UK that on visiting Alaska they must do a trip to see bears in the wild, Ttis so important
to be able to see bears in the wild, be so close and yet respect them and them us.

PROPOSAL 5.5 AAC 92,510

T and my husband are totally opposed to this proposal also. There aye very few areas in the world
were we can observe wild bears. We Jive in the UK and this vear had the fantastic, ‘one-off
experience of being able to see bears in the river, catching salmon. Tt did bring tears to our eyes,
literally and it is something that § will never forget and would wish that other people could
experience this unique experience. Please do not allow this to happen!!!

Rutl and Dave Clancy

14

PC 66






Francine Gélinas
197 Maxime Terrace
Ste Anne de Bellevie, Qc
Canada HOX 3017

September 22, 2010.

Atte : Board of Game Comtnents
Alaska Department of Fish apd Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Faneau, AK 99811-5526

Fay : 907-465-6004

To whom it may concern :

Dhing the month of August of this year, 1 spent two weeks in Alaska, doing a land tour and a
cruise, [ was Jooking forward to seeing much wildlife during my road trip, especially beats, but
was very disappointed as I only saw a few caribous, one moose, swans and bald ¢agles. This, in
spite of taking the train twice through mountainous areas of Alaska, travelling more than 300
miles in the interior by bus and taking a hydroplane flight over the Misty Fjords National Park.
Consequently, [ am writing to you regarding the following:

Proposal 4-5 AAC 92510

Bince the area of Margaret Creek is a bear viewing area and visited by tourists, T ask that the
proposal 1o close the area to bear hunting be approved by the board for safety reasons and to
prozacte the viewing of wildlife by visiting tourists,

Proposal 5-5 AAC 92.510

I could only describe my experience of flying over the Misty Fjords ay a spiritaal jouney into
the most majestic and pristine nature I have ever seen. 1 believe bears belong in this incredible
nature and T would have been totally elated 1o have seen one on my flight. Permitting hunting in
this urea, makes it less Hkely that tourists like myself would see a bear now and in (he future,
Therefore, I ask that the avea mentioned in the proposal within the Misty Fjords National
Manument be closed fo bear bunting,

I thank you for your attention to this matter,

Francine Gélipas

n
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ATIN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Suppart Section

P.(. Box 115526

Juneaw, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 807-465-6094

SUPPORT FOR PROPUSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92.510 (hunting at Traitors Cove {Margarei Creek) and
PROPOSBAL 5 - § AAC 62510 (hunting in tha Rudverd Bay and Walker Cove fiords)

! am fully supporiive of the above propesals for the fullowing reasons:-

Although hear watching is not the only regson for viziting Alaska, it @ major reason for doing 50, and g
highlight. Any move which could result in @ smaller bear population would inevitably have a detrimentat
eifect on tourjsm and therefore on Alaska itself, Such 2 move would be short sighted and rmesponsible.
On g personaf note | live in 2 very urhan area whete even the sight of & fox is cut of the ordinary. IF [ wish
to visit Alasks to see bears In their natural habitat and thus boost the Alaskan 80Ny | would axpect
Amerfcan governmental depariments to help rather than hinder,

Michasl srd Maureen Brookes
76 Park Lapne

Wadnaabury

WS10 9P

England.
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ATIN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-552¢
Fax: 907-465-6094
11 Kabbatli Court
Wallsend N.8.W, 2287
Austrajiaz
Ph: (612) 49512182

Fmail: polani ] (@hanterdink net.au

Re: PROPOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92510 Arens closed to hunting: Close the Margatet Creek Drainage area in
Unit 1 10 bear houting:

Dear Sirs/ Mesdames,
¥ would like to add my support to the above proposal,

My husband and 1 have just returned from a trip to Canada and Alaska which included an Alaskan eruise
visiting the port of Ketchikan. We had a fabulous time and ate recommending it 1o all of pur fiiends,
However there was one disappointment, and onty ong, durityg our holiday and that was that we were upable
to view bears at Traitor’s Cove while in Ketehikan, We had booked the hear viewing tour with Island
Wings months in advance of our departure from Austrabia as we wanted to see bears in their natural
environment. The tour was cancelled as there were 1o bears in the area. Ketchikan was our Jast chance to
see bears and we have come home to Australia disappointed.

Many people in Australia visit Alaska and most of them are interested in sesing wildlife i the wild. Just as
vigitors to Australia want io see kangaroos, Anstralians visiting Alaska want to see bears. Many of these
visitors are prepared to spend a lot of their tourist dollars on tours that will guarantee them such an
experience. | believe that allowing hunting in these areas could eventually ruin the Traitor’s Cove ag 4 bear
viewing destination. The bears may become accustomed to humans that come to watch them and then get
killed by hunters because they have lost their fear. The bear numbers would eventually become too low to
have any chance of a viewing,

One of the questions our fifends have asked ns about our irip is “Iid you see any bears?” I wish T could
have told them, T saw Iots of bears at Traitor's Cove when we were in Ketchikan,

Please consider the above proposal from the point of view of overseas tourists and the potential of tourist
dotlars, if nothing else.

Sincerely,

Catherine Nolan
250 September, 2010
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DATE: September 23, 2010
TO: Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game

FROM: John and Sandra Rodominick
2 Corona St
South Grafton, MA 01560

RE: SUPPORT FOR PROPOSAL 5-5 AAC 92.510
SUPPORT FOR PROPOSAL 4-5 AAC 92.510

PROPOSAL 5-5 AAC 92.510 - Close an gren within the Misty Fjords National Mownument i
Unit 1 to brown bear hunting

This past July, my husband and I visited Alaska and fell in love with your amazing state, Part of
our 2-weel vacation included 1 tour of the Misty Fjords via float plane. The SCEnEry wus
beautiful, but unfortunately, we did nos happen to see any bears, ‘We are plantiing a return trip to
Alaska, but have no inclination to re-visit Ketchikar or Misty Fiords. The area we are excited
about is Depali, whete we saw bears, among other wildlife, It was a heart-stopping expstience to
se¢ them in the wild doing the things that bears do in their natural environment, The above
proposal preserves vast acreage for banting, but additionally gives some consideration to toupists
and passive wild-life enthusiasts; increasing our chances of that once-in-a-lifetime, up-close-ands
personal bear encounter. We therefore support this proposal,

PROFPOSAL 4-5 AAC 92,510 ~ Close the Margaret Creek Drainage area in Unit I to bear
feuntivg

We strongly support this proposal and wrge you to ag well. 1t°s hard to believe that hunting is
presently allowed in a designated bear-viewing area. Astourists who plan on relurning to Alaska
specifically to seek out bear-viewing opporturities, we will intendionatly avoid this area for itg®
lack of basic safety, (not to mention its? lack of bears to view.) Adoption would eertajnly
rease the bear population over the long term and consequently increase tourism, It would,
more importantly, bring immediate relief to the current hazardous, irresponzible situation,
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ATTN: Board of Gaime Comments
Alaska Departmcnt of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

PO, Box 115526

Junean, AX. 99811-3526

Fax: H7-465-6094

PROPQSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92.510: Areas closed to hunting: Close the Margaret Creek Drainage
area in Lnit 1 to brown bear hunting, ,

PROPOSAL 5 - 5 AAC 92.510: Argas closed to hunting. Close an area within the Misty Fjords
Mational Motiument in Unit 1 to brown bear Furing:

| support proposal 4
| suppart proposal &

To those who have the power, I support the closure of the area to bear Lvnting

We idolige their strength by naming our sports teams and individuals after them, we admire their
parenting of their children, we watch in awe of their tenacity and resourcefulness to survive i
the harsh envivonment, we send our children 16 slesp with their 1ifelike representations. They do
not kil for the sake of sport or for some sort of ego gratification, they kill to survive in the only
way they can. in the short time mother nature aliows them . We go to areas that have no value to
us other than that we can, surely we owe them and ourselves the right to have areas that man can
let the natural world live and leave to our future generations the beanty and diversity of our
world.

We've destroyed so much, it’s time 1o try and right the wiong’s before there is nothing left but
our memories. A zoo i8 not what I want to be the last of the natural world.

The economic returns that can be obtained by allowing the bears to live in these sreas Jirotected
from hunting, is obvious from the amount of tourists who go to vour country for the specific
reason to see mother nature

Please do the what you can to allow them the freedom ,which we as human’s hold so dear.

Ross Smiles
20017 Wetherill St
Narrabeen

NSW

2101
AUTSTEALIA
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Alaska Office
353 West 4th Avenus, #302 | Anchorage, AK o501 | tel 907.276.9453 | fax 907.276.9454
www.defenders.org

October 22, 2010

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

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

To Whom It May Concern:

The Alaska Center for the Environment, The Alaska Wildlife Alliance, and Defenders
of Wildlife appreciate the opportunity to submit these written comments on proposals
that will be considered at the November 59, 2010 meeting in Ketchikan, Alaska.

The Alaska Center for the Environment (ACE) is a non-profit environmental
education and advocacy organization, whose mission is to enhance Alaskans’ quality of
life by protecting wild places, fostering sustainable communities and promoting
recreational opportunities. ACE advocates for sustainable policy on behalf of nearly
6,000 Alaskan members.

Founded in 1978, the Alaska Wildlife Alliance (AWA) is the only group in Alaska
 solely dedicated to the protection of Alaska's wildlife, Our mission is the protection of

Alaska's natural wildlife for its intrinsic value as well as for the benefit of present and

future generations. AWA is your voice for promoting an ecosystem approach to

wildlife management that represents the non-consumptive values of wildlife,. AWA

was founded by Alaskans and depends on the grassroots support and activism of its |

members,

Established in 1947, Defenders of Wildlife (Defenders) is a non-profit membership based
organization dedicated to the protection of all native wild animals and plants in their
natural communities. Defenders focuses on the accelerating rate of species extinction and
associated loss of biological diversity and habitat alteration and destruction. Defenders
also advocates for new approaches to wildlife conservation that will help prevent species
from becoming endangered. We have field offices around the country, including in Alaska
where we work on issues affecting wolves, black bears, brown bears, wolverines, Cook
Inlet beluga whales, sea otters, polar bears and impacts from climate change. Our Alaska .
program seeks to increase recognition of the importance of, and need for the protection
of, entire ecosystems and interconnected habitats while recognizing the role that predators
play as indicator species for ecosystem health. Defenders represents more than 3,000
members and supporters in Alaska and more than one million nationwide,

National Headquarters
1130 [7th Street, MW,
' Washiagron, .C. 20036-4604
tel 202.682.0400 | fax 202.682.1531
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COMMENTS ON THE ALASKA BOARD OF GAME PROPOSALS
Proposal 8 - 5 AAC 84.270 Furbearer trapping.

We oppose this proposal. The proposal aims to lengthen the wolverine trapping season
by 2.5 months in Game Management Unit (GMU) 1A in order to align wolverine
trapping with wolf trapping and facilitate the taking of more wolves. |

The proponent states that the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) data
fails to.justify the short season and claims that wolf trapping effort has dropped in the
later part of the wolf season because of the short wolverine season; however, the
proponent fails to provide evidence to support this claim, According to ADF&G’s
2007 furbearer management report, wolverines are not generally targets for trappers in
this region but are taken incidentally to wolf or marten trapping. Therefore, increasing
the wolverine harvest season would be expected to have little if any effect on wolf
trapping in this GMU.

The ADF&G report also states that little is known about southern southeast
wolverine populations or abundance. Adoption of regulations that could potentially
result in the increased take of a species about which so little is known is not wise
management of a valuable resource.

The proponent states that the proposal would improve deer and goat populations;
however, there is no evidence that increasing the take of wolves would be beneficial
for deer or goat numbers or increase hunter success in GMU 1A, nor is there evidence
that predation is limiting these populations. The rationale for having excessively long
seasons in order to benefit prey populations is therefore invalid. Accordingly, we find
that there is no rationale for wolf control in GMU 1A and extending the trapping
seasons in order to provide de facto wolf control is not justified.

Proposal 9 - SAAC 84.270 Furbearer trapping; and 85.056 Hunting seasons and bag
limits for wolf.

We oppose this proposal. The proposal aims to increase the management objective in
GMU 1A from 25 to 30 wolves per year stating that the harvest levels have averaged
30.5 wolves annually over the last 24 years; thus, according to the proponent,
exceeding the harvest objectives. However, the proponent fails to provide any evidence
to support the claim that “thirty wolves is a realistic number.” Despite the fact that an
average of 30.5 animals have been harvested from GMU 1A, the year to year harvest
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has varied dramatically. As population estimates do not exist for this population there
is no basis for increasing the management objective.

Proposal 15/ Proposal 38 - SAAC 92.044. Permit for hunting black bear with the use -
of bait or scent lures.

We support the adoption of either of these proposals as the resulting regulation would
be the same. The proposals call for requiring GPS coordinates for baiting black bears
in GMU 1D. Baiting stations should be marked in the interest of public safety and to
assist with enforcement of frequently violated bear baiting regulations.

Proposal 18 - Furbearer trapping; and 5 AAC 92.170. Sealing of marten, lynx, beaver,
otter, wolf, and wolverine. - ‘

We support this proposal. This proposal would modify wolf trapping regulations by
implementing an annual bag limit of 10 wolves and require sealing of wolf pelts within
14 days of harvest.

The Alexander Archipelago wolf (Canis lupus ligoni) is a subspecies of gray wolf that is
genetically distinct from interior Alaskan wolf populations and lives in geographically
and genetically isolated island populations in Southeast Alaska. Due to changing forest
habitats in Southeast, concern over the continued long-term viability of this genetically
distinct wolf population continues to grow. ADF&G as well as numerous
conservation organizations have expressed their concern over the long-term viability
of this subspecies. ' '

ADF&G states that the reported harvest of this population has decreased dramatically
in recent years and biologists working in the field in GMU 2 have seen little wolf sign
this year. Both factors indicate a possible population decline.

As ADF&G states in the proposal, reducing the bag limit to10 wolves/ year will spread
opportunity between trappers, while requiring sealing within 14 days will allow
managers to more quickly determine when the harvest cap has been reached. Adoption
of this proposal combined with a lower harvest cap will assist in stabilizing the wolf
population in this GMU and reduce the potential for listing under the Endangered
Species Act,

PC 72



Oct 22 2010 8:139AH Defenders of Wildlife 907-27656-9454 page 5

Proposal 25 - 5 AAC 84.270. Trapping seasons and bag limits for wolves; 85.056.
Hunting seasons and bag limits for wolves; and 92.051. Discretionary trapping permit
conditions and procedures.

We support the intent behind this proposal, however the objectives would be met by
the passage of Proposal 18, which we support. This proposal urged, the Board of
Game (BOG) to utilize the best available biological and social information to
determine the best course of action and to consider implementing multiple regulatory
changes. ADF&G has analyzed the issue and has determined that the best course of
action would be what is proposed in Proposal 18.

In addition to passing Proposal 18, we appreciate that ADF&G will work closely with
the US Forest Service to pass stricter federal regulations for marking traps and we
encourage the BOG to work with the Department of Public Safety to ensure current
regulations are enforced. '

Proposal 27 - SAAC 85.056. Hunting seasons and bag limits for wolf

We oppose this proposal. The proposal secks to extend the season to May 31 from its
current closure of April 30,

The proponent of this proposal states that deer populations are suppressed in this area
due to three winters of record snowfall and a record high population of wolves.
However, as the proponent states “three consecutive winters of record snowfall” are
largely responsible for the “depressed” deer populations in GMU 3. The proponent
provides no evidence to support the claim that populations of wolves are at a record
high,

Forest habitats in Southeast have been dramatically altered by timber production in
the Tongass National Forest and changing forest conditions will likely continue to
impact wildlife species. Biologists expect to see a decline in deer populations
throughout the region due to changes in forest habitat quantity and quality, Wolf
huating seasons in GMU 3 already extend late into the spring (April 30) when females
are pregnant and dens are being established; shooting them during this time is |
inhumane and not sound management for a subspecies of conservation concern or one
with big game and furbearer values. Hides in late April are already often badly rubbed
and have much reduced value on the fur market. They make poor quality trophies for
recreational hunters. Fur quality further deteriorates by the end of May greatly
decreasing its value.

There is no evidence that closing wolf hunting seasons later would be beneficial for
deer numbers or hunter success in GMU 3, nor is there evidence that predation is
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limiting these populations. The rationale for having excesstvely long seasons in order
 to benefit prey populations is therefore invalid. Accordingly, we find that there is no
rationale for wolf control in GMU 3 and extending the hunting seasons in order to
provide de facto wolf control is not justified.

Proposal 28 - 5 AAC 92.410. Taking game in defense of life or property (DLP)

We oppose this proposal. The proponent of this proposal argues that the ADF&G
should eliminate consideration of animals taken in DLP in GMU 4 when setting
harvest caps for brown bears - stating that “DLP brown bear kills...as a result of poor
garbage management has little or nothing to do with wildlife management related to
sport hunting.” Unfortunately, this proposal fails to consider the impact that DLP
kills have on the regional brown bear population.

When setting harvest objectives or caps the ADF&G must consider all sources of
mortality in order to prevent over-exploitation. If - as the proponent states - DLP

- kills are increasing, the ADF&G must pay more, not less, attention to the potential for
over-harvest. Lack of consideration of DLP kills would represent a failure by ADF&G
to sustainably manage brown bear populations.

If the proponent is concerned that brown bear hunting opportunities are decreasing as
a result of poor waste management, we urge them to be more proactive in improving
management of waste in order to prevent DLP kills rather than advocate for
regulations which could lead to over-exploitation of the brown bear population.

Proposal 35 - 5 AAC 85.015. Hunting seasons and bag limits for black bear.

We support this proposal. This proposal secks to reduce resident black bear bag limit
from 2 bears to 1 bear in GMUs 1-3 and 5; the proposal would work in conjunction
with Proposal 36 to ameliorate concern over potentially declining bear populations in
these GMUs.

Black bears in Southeast Alaska live in isolated island populations and their continued
viability is necessary to promote ecological health of the forest system. Further, black
bear hunting is an economic driver in the region and thus any population decline is of
great consequence to the local economy. In order to insure the continued viability of
the population, it is clear that black bear harvests must continue to be tightly regulated
in order to prevent over-exploitation.

ADF&G has expressed concern over the potential over-harvest of black bears in these
GMUs. While we would have liked to have seen a harvest cap implemented -
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especially for GMU 2 where considerable concern exists over the over-harvest of
females and declining skull size of harvested animals ~ such a proposal was not
introduced as 4 management option and we trust that ADF8&G’s solution will be
sufficient. However, we urge the ADF&G to closely monitor the results of this
regulatory change and consider further steps, such as implementing harvest caps,
should these populations continue to show signs of decline.

Prdposal 36 - SAAC 85.015. Hunting seasons and bag limits for black bear.

We support the adoption of one of the proposed changes in order to regulate the
harvest of black bears and prevent over-exploitation in GMUs 1-3, and 5. The
implementation of one of these harvest regulations would work in concert with
regulations proposed in Proposal 35 to prevent over-harvest of black bears,

While ADF&G states that the implementation of a draw hunt for non-residents is
their preferred alternative, we would also like to see bear baitin g closed in these
GMUs. Baiting bears is a highly contentious issue and often considered 2 method of
ensuring adequate harvest of bears in areas where they are deemed significant predators
of ungulates. However, ensuring adequate harvest of a population of black bears in a
region where conservation concern exists is neither necessary nor responsible. Further,
shooting of bears over bait is not considered fair chase.

Propoﬁél 37 - 5 AAC 85.015. Hunting seasons and bag limits for black bear.

We oppose this proposal. The proposal seeks to decrease the harvest of black bears by
implementing a drawing permit program for unguided, nonresident hunters
(emphasis added), The proposal does not go far enough to limit the harvest of black
bears in these GMUs. Proposals 35 and 36 more adequately meet this objective.

Proposal 39 - 5 AAC 92.044 (12). Permit for hunting black bear with the use of bait
or scent lures. :

- We support this proposal. The proposal seeks to eliminate bear baiting in GMUs 1, 2,
and 3. Baiting bears is a highly contentious issue and often considered a method of
ensuring adequate harvest of bears in areas where they are deemed significant predators
of ungulates. However, ensuring adequate harvest of a population of black bears in a
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region where conservation concern exists is neither necessary nor responsible. Further,
shooting of bears over bait is not considered fair chase.

Proliosal 43 - 5AAC 85.056. Hunting seasons and bag limits for wolf.

We support this proposal. This proposal aims to modify the wolf hunting season in
GMUs 1, 3, 4 and 5 to open on September 1% and close on March 31*, Wolf hunting
seasons in GMUs 1, 3, 4, and 5 now open on August 1% and close on April 30

The Alexander Archipelago wolf (Canis lupus ligoni) is a subspecies of gray wolf that is
genetically distinct from interior Alaskan wolves. These populations are endeiic to
Southeast, isolated from the mainland, and isolated from each other by large bodies of
water. Forest habitats in Southeast have been dramatically altered by timber
production in the Tongass National Forest and changing forest conditions will
continue to impact all wildlife species in this region. The issue of forest management
and long term carrying capacity of forest habitat need to be considered when making
wildlife management decisions and regulations for Southeast Alaska

In late April, female wolves are pregnant and nearly at full term. On August 1* wolf
pups ate only about half grown and are totally dependent on adults for food and
protection from predators including bears. Shooting them during these time periods is
inhumane and not sound management for a subspecies of conservation concern, or one
with big game and furbearer values. Hides in late April are often badly rubbed and
have much reduced value on the fur market. In August, wolf hides are neatly worthless
and make very poor trophies for recreational hunters,

In their 2005 Wolf Management Report, the ADF&G stated that most wolf hunting
and trapping that occurs in Southeast is recreational and viewed by many as simply a
means of controlling wolf populations to improve deer and moose populations. While
wolf hunting seasons such as those currently in effect might be justified if de facto wolf
control was necessary and the regulations accomplished the goal of reducing wolf
numbers and increasing prey, there is no evidence that any of these conditions apply.
The BOG has issued no written findings indicating deer populations in southeast
Alaska currently require predator control to increase deer numbers ~ in fact the bag
limit for deer in GMUs 1, 3, and 4 is at least 2 and up to 4 animals in GMUs 1, 3, and 4
and all GMUs remain open to non-resident hunters. Accordingly, we find that there is
no rationale for de facto wolf control in Southeast Alaska and the excessively long
hunting seasons designed to provide de facto wolf control are not justified.

In the fall of 2002 the BOG voted to close hunting in the months of August and April

due to concerns over early and late season pelt quality and harvesting during denning.
However, this decision was rescinded in the fall of 2004, We believe this decision was
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an oversight as the concerns that led the BOG to shorten the hunting season in 2002
still apply.

Thank you for considering our comments,

Sincerely,

Valerie Connor . | . .
Conservation Director

Alaska Center for the Environment
John Toppenberg

Director ‘

Alaska Wildlife Alliance

Theresa Fiorino

Alaska Representative
Defenders of Wildlife
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Steve & Patty Forsyth
PO Box 154
Yalauktat, AK 99689
907-784-3212

Board of Game Comments

ADF&G

PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811

Fax # 907-465-6094

To Whom It May Concemn:

We support Proposal #47 concerning the trapping law changes in Yakutat.

We use these areas for recreation with our dog and know that many other
dog owners do 50 as well. In years past, several residents of Yakutat have
lost their beloved pets to trapping too near to the proposed areas listed.
Other pets, luckily, have either escaped the traps or were found alive still in
the trap or snare. We hope the safety areas proposed would help to avoid

the accidenta] trapping or snaring of companion animals or humans.

We appreciate your consideration on this issue and look forward to positive

changes for all concerned parties,

Sincerely,
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SOUTHEAST AVIATION
P. 0. BOX 5797
KETCHIKAN, AK 99901
(907) 225-2900

www.southeastaviation.com

10/20/2010

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

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Board Membaers:
| am writing to express my support for the following proposals: #2, 3, 4, 5, 19, 33 & 34.

As co-owner of a small flightseeing business in Ketchikan, we rely on seasonal summer
business to support us year-round. Bear viewing in and around the Ketchikan area is
very popular with locals and visitors alike and is an important part of our revenue. The
continued use of Traitor's Cove and Rudyard Bay as bear hunting sites is problematic.
We have continued to see bear numbers (sightings) dwindle in these popular sites.

Bears are one of Alaska’s most precious resources and they must be protected. Bear
hunting and bear viewing cannot mix. This practice leads to a negative reaction by the
locals and visitors alike. When tourists and locals visit Traitors and walk up the beach
and see a dead bear they get mad, it's not a pretty picture. This is not the picture we
want to paint for the public. There are other more remote argas for harvesting bears. It
is hard to explain to visitors why this practice is allowed in these areas,

The revenue from bear viewing filters thru local tour companies and local guides, but
the money goes deep into educating the public about our wonderful resource, thru the
Forest Service to build new trails and cabins and into the schools and tax base.

Please take the appropriate action to pass these proposals and protect and preserve
our bears.

~-Thank you, =
N N

g
* Jim Kosmos

4 "Co-Owner, Southeast Aviation
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PROPOSAL 15 and 38 - 5§ AAC 92.044 (12)
(Very similar proposals)

OPPOSE
These proposals offer no biological support to justify there restrictive nature.

Requiring GPS Coordinates prior to being issued a Bear Baiting Permit creates an
extreme hardship to the hunter, and in fact, will create more problems then solve.

Requiring GPS Coordinates will in effect require the hunter to make multiple trips to
and from the hunting area. A hunter would have to first travel to the hunting area,
(which may be very remote), scout and locate bait sites, then travel to a F&G issuing
office with coordinates, get their bait permit, and then return to the hunt area to place
their bait. Many bait sights can only be accessed by boat, airplane, ferry system, or
hiking. The additional cost in time and money would make most bear baiting in South
East cost prohibitive.

The Proposals state that the GPS requirement is currently being required by the
Department inconsistently. Proposal #38 says, “Some area biologists have included
the GPS requirement as a permit condition. Others do not require GPS locations on
the permits.” 5 AAC 92.044 provides the conditions for bear baiting and it does not
have GPS coordinates as a condition for issuing a baiting permit. If there are places in
South East were area biologists are requiring GPS coordinates then they are doing so
outside the governing regulation. This hardly seems like reasonable justification for
imposing such costly baiting conditions.

The Department may argue that they are requiring GPS coordinates under 5 AAC
92.052 (Discretionary permit hunt conditions and procedures.) Under 5 AAC 92.052
there are some 21 different discretionary conditions that may be placed on Permit
Hunts by the Department. None of those conditions provide for the mandatory use of
GPS Coordinates. In fact, at least twice in recent years the Department has asked the
BOG to allow GPS Coordinates in specific proposals, and for good reasons the BOG
has denied those requests.

Proposal #38 states, “Some years, nearly 75 percent of the sites located by Wildlife
Troopers are in violation of some regulation.” We dispute the accuracy of the 75%
claim, we believe it is considerably less. Two years ago the Department made the
same 75% claim of problems associated with bear baiting. At the time, Under the
Public Information Act, I requested the Department to supply the data used to support
such a claim. The written response I got from the Department was “There is no state

1
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data base that references the information you have requested.” So in short, the claim
is totally subjective and without support, there is simply no way to accurately quantify
the number of problem sites. Again, hardly justification for imposing such restrictive
and costly regulations.

The Proposal states that “Enforcement of black bear bait sites is difficult”. We fail to
see how they are any more difficult to enforce then the majority of other hunting
regulations. When a hunter shoots a Moose, Caribou, Sheep or any other animal
there is a potential for a game violation. Wanton waste, shooting from a road,
violating bag limits and the list goes on, are we to establish regulations that require a
hunter or trapper to give GPS coordinates for every animal shot and every trap set?
Much less require the location before the animal is shot or trapped? Policing bait sites
is no more difficult, and in many cases easier, then policing most other hunting
activity within the state.

Under the Proposal #38 in WHO 1S LIKELY TO SUFFER? there is only mention of
the hunters who might break the law and get caught. It would be most appropriate to
add all hunters wishing to use bait to hunt black bear. The cost of baiting in SE will
go up by hundreds, if not thousands, of dollars and require several additional days of
travel. It will be cost prohibitive for many people wishing to bear bait.

These proposals will create more problems then they will solve.

Because of the high costs and transportation difficulties, the effect of these proposals
will make bear baiting impractical in large areas of SE Alaska. They will force bear
baiters to concentrate their efforts in the most accessible areas. This will increase
conflicts closer to civilization while leaving the more remote areas un-baited.

I am sure that the pin-point accuracy of bait stations the Department and/or Troopers
are looking for will not be achieved. Instead, because of the cost and travel burden, it
will encourage hunters to simply pick GPS coordinates from Topo Maps, get their
permits, and once in the field adjust their bait site location to productive arcas. Once
again leaving bait sights hard to find and creating new violations from otherwise law
abiding hunters.

[ am not sure how adding additional, costly regulations to bear baiting promotes fewer
baiting violations. If some hunters (either willfully or accidently) violate the
multitude of current baiting conditions, how does adding a hard to comply with
condition encourage fewer violations? In an effort to reduce violations it is easy to
place unreasonable burdens on the hunter or to regulate an activity into non-existence.
Please don’t let that happen to bear baiting or our hunting heritage.

2
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PROPOSAL 45 - SAAC 92.052
REPEAL 5 AAC 92,052 AS CONDITIONS FOR BEAR BAITING.

I applaud the BOG for it’s Proposal 45 and its apparent attempt to review the
Departments use of Discretionary Permit Hunt Conditions and Procedures. The
Department has been using Discretionary Permit Hunt Conditions in South East as a
means to attach conditions to General Hunts. (Please note that the Department is
using the discretionary conditions in 5 AAC 92.052 to govern bear baiting permits,
however, they have not disclosed that use in their list of Permit Hunts for region 1.)

It is important to understand that 5 AAC 92.052 provides discretionary conditions that
apply to “a permit hunt, when necessary for the management of the species
hunted” (Not general hunts or means of take). Currently the Department is using
these discretionary conditions on bear baiting permits, which is not a “permit hunt”
but rather a means of take. Permit Hunt is defined under 5 AAC 92.990 (Definitions)
as: ““permit hunt” means a hunt for which a permit is issued on a drawing or
registration hunt bases”, Black bears are hunted under the general season without
the need for a drawing or registration. Baiting Permits are simply a permit that allows
the hunter to use bait as a means of take, by regulatory definition they are not Permit
Hunts. The regulation for governing bear baiting permits is 5 AAC 92.044, it provides
the specific set of conditions that strictly govem bear baiting.

Over the past several years, through Department Proposals and under the pretext of
housekeeping that would simplify, clarify and unify regulations, the BOG granted the
Department the ability to add the discretionary conditions in 5 AAC 92.052 to bear
baiting permits. We now have both 5 AAC 92.044 and S AAC 92.052 (Discretionary
Condition’s) governing bear bait permits.

Contrary to Department predictions, adding the Discretionary Conditions to baiting
permits has only created additional problems and conflicts within the regulations. It
has also promoted area wide inconsistent and arbitrary application of the regulations.
As testified in Proposal #38 by the Alaska Wildlife Troopers this inconsistency has
become an enforcement problem and a point of public confusion. Instead of solving
problems and simplifying regulations it is creating the need for even more regulations
which is evident by the Troopers proposal.

5 AAC 92.052 Discretionary Conditions was established to give the Department broad
authority to managed Permit Hunts, allowing for the harvest of specific limited game

populations that require a drawing or registration. And, it is a good tool for this
purpose. However, these discretionary conditions were not designed or established to

3
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govern bear baiting, general hunts, means of take, or a host of other game issues.
And, it is a poor tool for that purpose. 5

5 AAC 92.044., was designed and established to govern bear baiting. And, is a good
tool for that purpose. If there is a need for additional baiting conditions they should
be promulgated under 5 AAC 92.044 and through the BOG process. If the
Department is allowed the continued use of 5 AAC 92.052 to manage bear baiting,
subjective and inconsistent application of regulations will continue. Further,
regulations will be implemented at the discretion of area biologists that may be
arbitrary in nature, over restrictive, ineffective or unfair.

It is easy to understand why the Department wants to have broad discretionary power,
however, giving the Department this authority circumvents due public process and
takes the BOG out of the regulatory process. The Department will argue that giving
them this authority will make it less cumbersome for them to do their job. However,
such broad discretionary authority as 5 AAC 92.052 should not be granted simply for
their convenience.

It is my understanding that the purpose of the BOG Proposal #45 is to evaluate if 5
AAC 92.052 is being appropriately used in South East. In this case it is not.
Throughout the state, as well as in SE, the Department has increasingly used
discretionary conditions in a manner that is far removed from the original intent of 5
AAC 92.052. It has become increasingly popular for area biologist to very broadly
interpret the conditions in 5§ AAC 92.052 and use them as a catch-all to justify
implementing any condition they want to any hunt.

We ask that the BOG repeal 5 AAC 92.052 as a method to govern bear baiting permits
or general hunts and use it as was intended, to govern “Permit Hunts’. By doing so,
we will once again have integrity in the regulatory process and one clear regulation
governing bear baiting which will benefit the Department, the public and resource.
Thank you for your consideration.

Ken Vorisek

Heritage 32/C
Wrangell, Alaska 99929
timberwf@gci.net
907-479-3075
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* Carlin Air

P.O. Box 5542 + 1249 Tongass Avenue + Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

10/18/2010

ATTN: Board of Game Comments

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Board Members:

| am writing to express my support for the following proposals: #2,3,4,5,19,33 & 34,

Bear Viewing in and around the Ketchikan area is popular with locals and visitors alike. Our visitor's
number one request is to “see bears”.

make sense to allow hunting of these creatures in areas that are maintained as “viewing” areas.
Please take the appropriate action to pass these proposals and protect and preserve our bears.
Thank you,

Jeff Carlin
Carlin Air

www.carlinair.com
reservations@carlinair.com

807.225.3036 Telephone % 907.247.1249 Facsimile < 888/594.3036 Toll Free
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October 22, 2010

Board of Game Comments
ADF&G

P.0O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Fax: 807-465-6094

Dear Board Members,

Established in 1977, Taquan Air is a leading Ketchikan based air carrier and
operator of floatplane excursions. | am the President and CEO of Taquan Air as
well as Alaska Rainforest Sanctuary, a private 40 acre wildlife preserve, located
8 miles by road from Ketchikan at Herring Cove.

The largest demand for wildlife viewing in Southeast Alaska is to see bears. In
this regard Ketchikan excels . . . that is until now. The resource is quickly
diminishing as a growing number of hunters utilize the easy access afforded at
established wildlife viewing sites, to harvest black bears. These animals become
habituated to humans and are easy targets. Viewing bear carcasses does not
generate the kind of memories people seek on a wildlife viewing excursion.

Taquan Air operates bear viewing tours to two remote Tongass National Forest
locations, Traitors Cove/Margaret Creek and Polk inlet/Dog Salmon Creek, under
the auspices of USFS Outfitter/Guide Permits. The Forest Service maintains
access trails and wildlife viewing platforms at both locations. This year we hosted
over 4.000 visitors to these sites, who each paid an average of $365 in
anticipation of seeing bear activity in the wildermess. Our on-site guide wildlife
reports record a growing reduction of bear sightings each year from 2007. That
year groups usually would see 5-8 bears; in 2010 there were limited sightings.

Alaska Rainforest Sanctuary borders the Tongass National Forest boundary.
Eagle Creek flows through our property and alongside the Whitman Lake
Hatchery (operated by the Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture
Association). Large numbers of hatchery raised salmon return to spawn here,
normally attracting a sizeable bear population. We believe that hunting activity in
the Herring Cove /Eagle Creek area is the prime reason that bear sightings have
declined each year at the sanctuary since it opened in 2004. We hosted 16,000
guests on guided wildlife trail hikes in 2010, many of whom did not see a bear.

Venture Travel, LLC » dba Taguan Air + 4085 Tongass Avenue + Ketchikan, AK 89901 » 907.225.8600 ph » 0GB ATUS fx
www.tagquanair.caem
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Comments on propesals relevant to the bear viewing activities in which we are
involved are attached.

Sincerely,

Brien Salazar
President and CEO

Attachment: Comments to the Board of Game — 3 sheets

Venture Travel, LLG + dba Taquan Air » 4085 Tangass Avenue - Ketchikan, AK 99901 » 807.225.8800 ph » Q0P8 AT05 fx
www.tagquanair.cem
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FAX TO: 907-465-6094

Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

DATE: October 22, 2010

FROM: Brien Salazar, President and CEOQ
Taguan Air and Alaska Rainforest Sanctuary
Life-long resident of Ketchikan (cell: 907-617-2923)

PROPOSAL 3 -5 AAC 92510 SUPPORT

Alaska Rainforest Sanctuary makes highly accessible bear viewing available to large
numbers of Alaskans and visitors - over 16,000 in 2010. It generates employment — 30
to 45, depending on the level of bear activity (many of the guides live in the local area),
and $1.5 million in economic activity in 2010. It is a resource enjoyed by many Ketchikan
residents.

Based on our guide bear tracking reports we know that harvesting is a major reason that
the bear population in Herring Cove has declined. Qur trained naturalists identify a
number of bears by markings and habits. Some of these animals do not reappear from
season to season, and we know that hunting is taking place in the immediate area. We
have "No Hunting” and "Private Property” signs posted at strategic locations in the
sanctuary, but they are ignored by some hunters. There are also safety concemns; bear
hunting and bear watching do not mix, particularly with so many people transiting a
relatively small residential area.

Research indicates that the home range of black bears is between 1-15 square miles,
Based on individual identifications, we know that at least some of the bears retumn to
Herring Cove in subsequent years. It is therefore believed that harvesting bears in this
location is a key reason for the declining population.

Continued declines in bear populations will result in fewer jobs, and negative economic
impacts in the community.

Closing the Eagle Creek drainage to bear hunting within a one mile radius of the
Whitman Lake Hatchery, will encourage bear conservation in an area dedicated to
providing nature and wildlife experiences to Alaskans and visitors. This will greatly
improve the wildlife viewing for school groups, educators, thousands of visitors, and the
economy, each year. Hunters have many other locations on the Ketchikan road system
from which to choose.

PROPOSAL 4 — 5 AAC 92.510: SUPPORT

Taquan Air has been operating bear viewing tours to the Forest Service maintained trail
and wildlife viewing platform on Margaret Creek for over 10 years. These tours are
sanctioned under a USFS Ouffitter/Guide Permit, which allows us to take 1,632 persons
annually to this location. Other operators are permitted to take an additional 1,804
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persons to Margaret Creek. Access to this area is by floatplane or boat. Participants in
bear viewing tours to Margarat Creek pay an average of $365 for the experience.

The improved access trail and wildlife viewing facility at Margaret Creek is one of three
similar improvements operated and maintained by the USFS in southern Southeast
Alaska. The othars are at Polk Inlet on Dog Salmaon Craek in Unit 2 and Anan Creek on
Bradfield Canal in Unit 1B,

During the last 15 years the economy in southern Southeast Alaska has changed, with
tourism making major inroads, as the forest products industry has declined. Bear viewing
now plays a major role in this growth, with an estimated 37 million of revenues
generated in the Ketchikan area. The largest segment of visitors to the region are cruise
ship passengers. Following a soft season in 2010, it is forecast that the number of cruise
passengers will grow by 2.5% to 955,000 in 2011. The demand for bear viewing will also
Increasc.

With 17 million acres in the Tongass National Forest there is ample room o

accommodate the needs of locals and visitors. Needed at this point are management
policies that recognize the recreational and economic changes taking place.

PROPOSAL 19 — 5 AAC 92.510: SUPPORT

Taquan Air has been taking visitors to Dog Salmon Creek at Polk Inlet on Prince of
Wales Island since 2001, A USFS managed access trail and wildlife viewing platform is
located here. These tours are sanctionad under a USFS Qutfitter/Guide Permit, which
allows us to take 1,827 persons annually to this location. A USFS road connects Polk
Inlet/Dog Salmon Creek with the island road system. Access to this area is by floatplane,
boat, or road. Participants in bear viewing tours to Dog Salmon Creek pay an average of
$365 for the experience.

Guide wildlife observation reports show that bear sightings at Dog Salmen Creek have
declined to the point where many participants do not see a bear, resulting in
disappointed guests. We are aware of increased hunting activity at this location,
particularly in the 1ast three years. It appears that this is a contributing factor to the major
reduction in bear sightings at the wildlife viewing platform.

The Summer 2010 issue of the ADFG publication Bear Trails reports that “managers of
black bears on Prince of Wales Island and elsewhere in Southeast Alaska are
concerned about apparent declines in the bear population.” The same issue states
“Historically, hunters consistently harvested an average of 225 black bears annually from
POW and the surrounding archipelago in southern Southeast Alaska. However,
beginning in the late 1990s harvest began to steadily increase until it peaked at nearly
500 bears during the 2005 regulatory year (July 1-June 30). Since then the annual
harvest has declined each year.”

Although the number of bears harvested on POW from 2006 has decreased, this report
does not identify the impact on POW by area. We believe that more detailed harvest
information would identify increased bear hunting in the Dog Salmon Creek drainage
during the same period.
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PROPOSAL 35 — 5 AAC 85.015: SUPPORT

Taquan Air supports limiting the number of bears permitted for harvest in units 1 and 2.
Over the last several years Taquan Air has closely monitored the viewing rates at sites
common for black bear viewing. The continued monitoring of wildlife sightings in these
areas pose great concern as a user of the established viewing sites in unit 1A and 2.
Sightings have substantially decreased and it can be assumed that there is an
occurrence of over-harvest. This proposal will contribute to the sustainability of the black
bear population and keep it available for all user groups.

PROPOSAL 36 — 5§ AAC 85.015: SUPPORT

Taquan Air supports limits to hunting black bears in units 1 and 2. Over the last several
years Taquan Air has closely monitored the viewing rates at sites common for black bear
viewing. The continued monitoring of wildlife sightings in these areas pose great
concern as a user of established viewing sites in unit 1A and 2. Sightings have
substantially decreased and it can be assumed that there is an occurrence of over-
harvest. This proposal will contribute to the sustainability of the black bear population
and keep it available for all user groups. '
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SHALASKA CENTER for the EN VIRONM ENT

807 G Street, Suite 100 Anchorage, Alaska 99501
907-274-3632 valerie(@akcenter.org www.akeenter.org

Board of Game Comments

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

PO Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

FAX: 907-465-6094

October 21, 2010
Re: 2010 Southeast Ragion
{Proposals #2, 3, 4, 5)

Dear Chair Judkins aﬁd the members of the Board of Game,

I am submitting these comments on behalf of the Alaska Center for the Environmaznt and our
6,000 Alaskan members who value and appreciate wildlife. Many of our members are wildlife
viewers, hunters, small business owners, and recreationalists who rely on a vibrant and diverse
environment and economy for their security and well-being.

First, we would like to thank you for postponing the bear snaring proposals to the 2312 Interior
meeting, The process for making these kinds of ground-breaking and controversial decisions
needs to be fully transparent and allow for a meaningful discourse with the public. We
appreciate the fact that the Board recognized the impropriety of eliminating the public from
participating in this decision, and we look forward te being part of this discussion.

Alaska Center for the Environment supports Proposals 2, 3, 4, and 5.
Wildlife viewing is becoming an increasingly popular activity, with nearly one-third of the US
population qualifying as “active” wildlife viewers. Here in Alaska, over 50% of visitors polled
stated that viewing wildlife was one of the principle reasons they chose to visit our state.
Several studies confirm that wildlife viewing is trending upwards. One of them, the
National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation Strvey has been
conducted since 1955 and is one of the oldest and most comprehensive recre ation surveys.
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This sector of Alaska’s economy is growing rapidly and yet the Departmant of Fish and
Game has not yet fully acknowledged or promoted wildlife viewing. Indeed, in the recent
praposal to amend the Board of Game Bear Conservation, Harvest, and Management Policy
(#2006-164-BOG), it is clear that the changes intend to undermine the importance of
wildlife viewing to our state’s economy by changing language to reflect the bias of the
Department towards hunting. In our comments we stated that while language regarding
the rapidly growing industry of bear viewing in Alaska is included in the revised bear policy,
the tone of the section has been altered from the 2006 version. The revised bear policy
implies that wildlife viewing is a causa of conflict over competing uses (i.e. hunting) rather
than an opportunity to be promoted. It also states that the two activities are compatible.
The revised bear policy eliminates language regarding maximization of public benefits and
the need to pursue management programs designed to provide wildlife viewing
opportunities. In addition, fanguage regarding the exclusion or integration »f other uses in
areas important for viewing is eliminated in the revised plan, Rather than broadening the
purposes of bear management for a variety of uses or improve the conservation of bear
species as it should, the intent of the revised bear policy is to instead focus on the
importance of bear hunting and the need to reduce bear numbers because ¢f the predatory
role they play in the ecosystem. ‘

Proposals 2, 3, 4, and 5 are submitted by residents and business owners who rely ¢/irectly on a
robust and healthy population of bears. They have all noticed a marked decline in 1he past few
years, and are asking the Board to help protect their livelihoods. Each of these Jroposals is
reasonable and deserves your consideration.

The Board of Game is charged with providing wildlife opportunities for different user groups of
Alaska’s wildlife. This is a perfect opportunity for you to support tourism and wildlife viewing
intarasts.

Sincerely, :

Valerie Connor

Conservation Director

Alaska Center for the Environment
207 G Street, Suite 100
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
(907)274-3632

valerie@akcenter.org
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Proposal 20 — 1ottery issuing of black bear tags.

Comment: My greatest concern would be the number of tags and how many
were allocated for just the outfitters. I have heard rumor of different ideas to
allocate tags for outfitters. If that information is in this book then 1 apologize for
not having enough time to read it and respond to the proposals in time. Leaving
many tags for only a few people gives them a virtual monopoly. The outfitters on
POW already have a monopoly for guiding. Allocating more than an equal share
of tags gives them a monopoly on the marketable black bear hunting as well. Tf
the outfitters are given half the tags then people can put in for tags or just pay the
guide for a guaranteed tag, and that gives the outfitter and unfair marketing
advantage. There are many do-it-yourself hunting lodges on the island that will be
effected just as greatly if the tags are limited and I doubt they will be allocated any
of the tags to offer directly to their clients. It would be more reasonable to have a
lottery and for those that do receive tags they can decide to go with a guide or a
do-it-yourself'lodge.

Proposal 21 — Shorten the black bear hunting season by removing September
from the months that are open for hunting.

Comment: With the current regulation not allowing the use of a motorized
vehicle as transportation to hunt for black bear during the month of September is
essentially closed already. If the percentage of sows taken during the fall is too
great then a full closure of the fall hunt seems more sensible. During the fall
people visiting can fish or hunt for deer so the financial impact to the small towns
would be much less.

Proposal 22 — Shorten the black bear hunting season by removing June from
the months that are open for hunting.

Comment: The small towns on POW have very little happening, as far as
tourism, in the spring so the economic impact will be much greater felt if you
implement this proposal. There are better options to help preserve bear
populations.

Proposal 23 — Shorten the black bear hunting season by removing June and
September, and go to a lottery issuing of black bear tags.
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Comment: As stated in previous proposal responses I believe the closing of
the fall black bear hunt is the best option for reducing the amount of {ime available
to hunt and thus reducing the amount of bears killed. Again as stated above the
lotter drawing for black bear tags is an option if the number of tags does not make
it impossible for local do-it-yourself businesses to book their clients. 1f the
outfitters on POW arc allowed to have a large amount of guaranteed tags then their
clients don't even have to consider the lotter drawing. They can simply pay their
way past the regulations. For the “average joe”, who can't afford a guide, they will
be left with fewer options and fewer opportunities to hunt. Tt the lottery tags were
left open those that do draw a tag can decide who they want to do business with.

About me;

[ am an Oregon resident but I have spent over a lot of time on the island over the
last 12 years. T have worked over the summers there as a fishing guide on the
rivers. I have spent a lot of time fishing and hunting the 1sland for my own
recreation. [ have family that live on the 1sland and consider it my second home,
What I can say 1s that in the time I have spent hunting POW for black bear I have
noticed a definite change in behavior but not a change in population. The bears
have gotten smarter and more aware of humans as a threat. Despite that [ continue
to have good success hunting black bear on POW with my bow. T do not bait
bears so I consider my hunting fair chase. With that being said T still don't have
trouble finding bears they just don't make themselves as easy to find as they once
did. There are still many large bears on POW I just think they don't hang out in
the wide open as often as they used to. Be careful not to implement regulations
that will make an already tough economy, even tougher on the lTocal business,
because a few people are having trouble finding the bears. Bears learn to adapt to
changes i hunting pressure as well.

Thanks for taking the time to listen to my comments.

Kenji King
503-504-6760
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October 20, 2010

Board of Game Comments
ADF&G
P.O.Box 115526

- Juneau, AK 99811

To: Alaska Board of Game

This letter is in reference to proposal #47 submitted by the Yakutat Fish and Game
Advisory Council requesting trapping buffers in high-use recreational and
residential areas. I support this proposal as amended below.

As a member of the Yakutat community, I spent a great deal of time outdoors
exercising myself and my dogs. I consider myself a responsible dog owner and do
not let them run at large. I use caution regarding traps when walking with my
dogs; however, given the current regulations, there is nowhere I can safely go with
my dogs without the risk of entrapment and potentially death even close to a trail
or road. Ihave personally had 2 different dogs caught in traps (a snare and a leg-
hold trap) right next to a trail and a road where I was walking with them in the
areas under consideration in recent years. I believe that the Yakutat forelands are
expansive enough to afford a few small areas where dog owners and families can
recreate without the threat of injury to or loss of a pet, while still allowing plenty of
opportunities for trapping. I applaud the AC for acknowledging this issue and
taking the proactive approach towards preventing future entrapments and possible
fatalities.

1 feel that this proposal represents a compromise between the user groups, and that
these areas represent the most likely scenarios for conflicts. I would, however,
recommend including a prohibition on larger leg-hold traps, in addition to snares
and 330 conibears, within the proposed buffer areas. These types of traps can be
very damaging and potentially life-threatening to a pet. ‘Again, the proposed
closure areas are small, and therefore including leg-hold traps should have minimal
impact on trappers.

I thank you for your consideration,

Susan Oehlers
P.O. Box 203
Yakutat, AK 99689
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Sapport Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneaun, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 907-465-6094

Dear Board of Game:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposals to be considered in the upcoming
Southeast Region Meeting.

Proposal 12

I oppose proposal 12 to reinstate the use of wolf snares in Gustavus based on the by-catch and
poor snare trapping practices I have observed in Gustavus in the past, and because of concern for
the wolf population in the area if snares are legalized.

T have lived in Gustavus over 15 years and for much of that time wolf snares were legal and used
frequently around town. Gustavus is z large flat area with a long wide beach meadow that many
of us walk regularly with our friends, children, and dogs. When wolf snares were legal, a
common place for trappers to set them was in the first groups of trees above the beach meadow,
My first encounter with these snares was when my dog disappeared from my side while walking
a commonly used section of beach. Imay not have found him except my other dog followed his
scent 1o a large pile of carcasses and compost where the first dog was caught in a neck snare. 1
released him and luckily he was fine. A vear or two later I found another sct of snares
surrounding rotting carcasses with a dead bald eagle next to it. The eagle had apparently been
caught in a snare and then discarded as more bait. Later in the winter T found a dead moose calf,
caught by the nose in a wolf snare. The moose remained for almost a week, indicating that the
trapper did not check his/her traps frequently. After ADF&G was notified and the trapper was
told to remave the snares, T went to the site and found one remaining snare near the carcass, still
set to trap, that had been overlooked.

The break-away snarcs that are being proposed are designed to minimize by-catch of moose
caught by the leg or large animals such as bears. Break-away snares will not prevent by-catch of
eagles, moose caught by the nose, dogs, or small bears, Break-away snares will not prevent poor
trapping practices such as infrequent trap checking or accidentally leaving traps set. [ know of
no trapping licenses in Gustavus that have been revoked, so if snares are legalized again I expect
we will see the same type of trapping practices and a similar amount of by-catch. We do not
have a State Wildlife Troopers in Gustavus so violators will likely not be canght. If trappers are
allowed to set snares along the beach meadow and other popular hiking areas, I expect that more
dogs will be caught and potentially killed.

Legalizing snares would likely increase wolf mortality on the Gustavus forelands because snares
are cheaper and easier to transport and set than currently legal leg hold traps. There scems to be
a growing belief that increasing wolf numbers is resulting in a decrease in moose recruitment.
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This belief is not backed up with seientific data. We not have a population estimate of wolves
using the Gustavus area, we do not know how far these wolves range, or how much time they
spend in the forelands. We do not know the extent that wolves kill moose in Gustavus as it has
been observed very infrequently. We do know that wolves are frequent scavengers of carcasses
and I personally have found at least 5 rooose that died naturally and were later scavenged by
wolves. Moose appear to be on the downward trend following a population irruption in the early
2000’s, and several variables likely influence the decrease in recruitment including forage
quality, hunting pressure, and predation. To further complicate predation, there are also black
and brown bears present, Without a good examination of predator-prey dynamics in an area that
is NOT designated for intensive management, there is ro justification in managing towards
decreasing wolf populations. [ understand that 3 wolves have been shot in Gustavus so far this
fall. If there are 12-20 wolves in the area, this represents al5-25% mortality before trapping
season begins. I fear that cheap efficient trapping means could mean the elimination of the entire
Gustavus pack.

Even a temporary loss of wolves on the forelands will have negative effects on the ecosystem
and community. Wolves have been shown to play a critical role in maintaining the fitness of
prey species and increasing habitat for birds, reptiles, fish, and insects by controlling herbivory.
My family and I love to bear wolves howl and see their tracks in the sand, as do most people in
Gustavus that T talk to. Locals get very excited if they get a rare glimpse of a wolf, and many
tourists inquire as to where they might be able to sec these wild elusive animals. Most of us also
hunt moose and while we may wish there were more to harvest every year, NOT at the cost of
the integrity of the ecosystem. A healthy ecosystem and natural predator-prey dynamics are a
large part of why many of us live in and love Gustavus. If proposal 12 passes, I fear the
opportunities for non-consumptive uses of wolves such as wildlife viewing and photography will
be lost.

Proposals 33-40

I support proposals 33-40 to limit and decrease incentives for black bear harvest in Southeast
Alaska. ADF&G states in proposals 35 and 36 that they have “concerns about black bear
populations it some parts of region” and that “black bear harvest levels need to be reduced in the
region”. I share the departments concern and would like to see the BOG take actions to decrease
harvest by passing the following:

Proposals 33 and 34 - prohibit black bear trapping and the sale of black bear parts. My
understanding is that the BOG reclassified black bears as furbearers to make hunting easier and
provide incentives to hunters in Intensive Management GMUs in the Interior. Southeast AK has
no intensive management GMUs so these incentives are not warranted and should not be
allowed. In addition, SE AK has a small number of rare glacier bears that may be specifically
targeted if hunters are allowed to sell their hides.

Proposal 35 - reduce annual resident harvest from 2 bears to 1. This is a straightforward way to
reduce mortalities in areas of populaticn concem, and still allows each resident to harvest 1 black
bear per year.

Proposals 36, 37, and 39 - limit resident and non-resident hunts through various means. T think

PC 81

lDa,ﬂ\ﬂ Za{-ﬁ Tl 2,315 COaments



18/21/2018 16:14 1987E972654 GLACIER BaY MPS PacE @3

the BOG and ADF&G should use all methods listed in props 36, 37 and 39 to reduce black bear
take, especially the prohibition of bear baiting. Bear baiting is ethically questionable and
according to the Wildlife Troopers (in prop 38), almost 75% of baiting stations are illegal in
SOTRE manner,

Proposal 38 — require a GPS location of bear baiting stations. If bear baiting continues to be
allowed, precise locations of these stations is necessary for adequate enforcement.

Proposal 40 — require black bear meat to be salvaged during June. Hunters in June should be
required to salvage the edible meat because there is no reason to allow it to be wasted. If hunters
do not want the meat themselves, they should give it to one of the many families that need it.

Proposal 43

I support proposal 43 to limit the wolf hunting season. Wolf harvest levels are too liberal in
Southeast AK where there is concern for subspecies population levels in some places and
insufficient data in most others. As I have mentioned before, Southeast AK has no intensive
management GMUs, so liberalized and potentially unsustainable harvest of predators is not
warranted.

Thank you for reading and considering my comments,

ey

T d N P )
Kﬂwmﬁ Z/W
Tania Lewis

P.O. Box 251
Gustavus Ak 99826
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Written Comments to Alaska Board of Game
Southeast Region Meeting Fall 2010

Proposal 2: I am in OPPOSITION of this proposa). Although I do not guide hunters in
this specific area, I believe this area holds opportunity for recreation huniers who are not
able to travel far from town. Many hunters are limited in their ability to travel, due to
boat size or speed and limited time on weekends or after work. I believe there is a healthy
bear population in this area and plenty of bears to satisfy the needs of hunters as well as
wildlife viewers.

Proposal 4: 1 am in OPPOSITION of this proposal. Recreational sportsman have been
using the Marguerite Bay road system for hunting fishing since its creation decades ago. 1
personally started hunting bears in off of this road system in 1982. This road system
pravides a unique opportunity to travel by boat and then ORV to access clear cuts,
standing timber and muskep for the purpose of hunting deer, bear and wolf within a -
reasonable proximity to Keichikan. The Forest Service already has a rule of “No
Shooting™ within 150 yards of the Bear Viewing Platform and trail. There is no risk to
bear viewers from hunters. [ believe a deer hunter should be able to shoot a black bear
that has come to a deer call or is trying to “stcal his deer” if that hunter has not alrcady
filled his annual bag limit for black bear. There are lots of bears in this drainage. I believe
the decrease in sightings by summertime bear viewers may be a function of plentiful food
in other areas as well as change in bear behavior due to the large numbers of bear viewers
visiting the area.

Proposal 5: 1 am in OPPOSITION of this proposal. Of all the proposals, I am most
concerned about Proposal 5 which describes closing al! of Rudyerd Bay and Walker
Cove drainages to both brown and black bear hunting. These drainages both fall into
GUA 01-10 in GMU 1A,

As a registered guide permitted by the Forest Service to operate in Misty Fiords, GUA
01-10 is one of my primary areas for black and brown bear hunting. I have avoided
hunting in Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove drainages during the tourist season to reduce
hurnan interaction of any kind as well as conflict with user groups. As a guide, 1 strive to
provide a true wilderness experience for my clients who are often interested wildlife
viewing, fishing, camping as much as the actual stalking and harvest of the bear. These
hunters pay a high price for the experience and are often satisfied even though they may
not harvest a bear, Some of these hunters return year after year, just for the wilderness
experience.

I do hunt in these areas, when I feel that there is little chance of encountering tourists or
any other people. 1 realize that Rudyerd and Walker are popular with other hunters due to
it's proximity to Ketchikan, protected anchorage, and high brown bear density. Closing
Walker Cove and Rudyerd Bay would probably result in a shift in hunting pressure to
more secluded drainages that [ hunt and increase the amount of human interaction,
hunting conflicts and all the things we strive to avoid when guiding a hunter ina
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wilderness setting, A closure as suggested by Proposal 5 would effectively shrink our
wilderness opportunities.

Although the writer of this proposal (5) can fly her airplane over all 2.2 million acres in
Misty Fiords, the bear hunting opportunities for myself, my clients and most bear hunters
are limited to just the shoreline of the bays, tideflats and those portions of the rivers that
are "navigable" by jet boat, skilT or foot travel. There is a already a moratorium on
“gnided brown bear hunts” in Misty Fiords and “Forest Wide™ (TNF) freeze on guided
black bear hunts. Taking away (closing bear hunting in) entire drainages is just another
way to reduce our ever shrinking opportunities to make a living as guide.

Proposal 33: T SUPPORT this proposal.
Proposal 36: T am in OPPOSITION of this proposal. If the department feels that there
is a need to reduce black bear harvest numbers, 1 suggest that the Board consider

Proposal 37.

Proposal 37: T SUPPORT proposal 37. This proposal offers the Department an avenue
to control the black bear harvest when deemed necessary.

Thank you for your consideration to my comments.
Sincerely,

Edward Totibio

Ketchikan, Alaska
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FAXTO : 907-465-6094  (by 5:00pm October 22, 2010) Southeast Nov. 5-9 Board of Game meeting

Qr Mail: ATIN; Board of Game Comments . Pagelof8
Alaska Department of Fish and Game '
Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

FROM: Bev Davies 37-yéar resident of Ketchikan, Alaska (cell 907-617-7207)

Proposal 1 SUPPORT
Reducing the season dates by 2 weeks will help solve the problem of the declining bear population as
reparted in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter.

Proposal 2 SUPPORT
Reducing the season for hinting in those 2 areas will help solve the problem of the dechmng bear
population as reported in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter,

Protect the livelihood of those who work for, and the c‘)peraturs of, the bear viewing businesses in those
locations and resultant positive effect on the economy in Ketchikan. '

-In the case of the Neets Bay salmon hatchery, where app. 8000 tourists per summer are guided there for
the purpose of bear viewing, reducing the hunting season will solve the problems of conflict between
the 2 user groups and improve the hunters, and Alaska’s, reputation with these visitors who don’t
consider hunting at a salmon hatchery, where bears are also habituated to humans due to the tours,
ethical or “fair chase”. '

Proposal 3 SUPPORT -
Closing the bear hunting within a one-mile radius of the Whitman Lake Hatchery will help solve the
problem of the declining bear population as reported in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter,

This salmon hatchery is located 8 miles by paved highway from downtown Ketchikan. 16,000 people
were guided at the adjacent private acreage, named the Alaska Rainforest Sanctuary, in the summer of
2010. Residences are in close proximity to the hatchery and this business. In addition to the reasons -
cited in Proposal 3 above for the Neets Bay salmon hatchery there is the added problem of safety.
Closing just one mile to bear hunting around this hatchery will create a safety zane for the 16,000
clients, plus employees and residents in this human-populated area.

" The number of people to this site should continue to increase, dependent upon the bear population, as
there is an anticipated increase to 955,000 cruise ship visitors next year, Tourism has replaced timber
as the anchor industry in Ketchikan so the economy of Ketchikan Is dependent upon tourism with bear
viewing being a favorite tour, contributing millions of dollars to the economy and employmg hundreds
of Ketchikan resideits.

Proposal 4 SUPPORT .
Closing the Margaret Creek USFS bear viewing platform in the Traftor’s Cove area to bear hunting will:
help solve the problem of the declining bear population as reported In the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails
newsletter., This declining bear population is a serious concern to ADF&G. Please read the email
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Proposal 4 cont’'d SUPPORT Page 2 of 8

guoted below dated October 21, 2010 from Boyd Porter, wildlife Management Biologist with ADF&G in
Ketchikan (907)225-2475:
“Bev, We don’t have specific home range information for black bears in southeast Alaska. | am currently
working on a project to get that exact information on black bear in Unit 2 (Prince Of Wales Istand), but
realize these studies are labor and cost intensive . { spent 6 years pulling funding together for the two
hear projects | currently have going on POW. | also only have myself and one assistant on POW to do all
the work. Remember we have all other species to manage and although very important, bears are just
one component.

We use bear densnv estimates from Washington State where they have done extensive bear studies.
We look at our habitat capability in specific areas here and extrapolate from that Washington work, At
the end of our 3-year research project on POW we will also have better estimates from southeast bear
populations. However, using that work to estimate bears in this area {Margaret Creek in the Traitor's

~ Cove area) will still take some extrapolation because this habitat is not nearly as productive as most of
Unit 2. Regardless of what we do with hunting seasons and bag limits, we expect drastic changes in
bear numbers in the next 10 years in many parts of southeast because of vast tracks of second growth
timher reaching stem exclusion and reducing carrying capacity (fess food) for bears. If you apply 1.5
bears to this area you will be pretty close to a density estimate for Revilla. You can look at my
management reports on the state website and get literature citations for the Washington work and
other studies we have gleaned jnformation from to manage bears. Revilla Island has about 1064 sq miles
of habitat. o
| hope this answers your questions. Boyd”

An average of 8 bears per year or 80 over the last 10 years have been legally (we suspect many are
taken illegally) harvested from the Margaret Creek/Traitor’s Cove area. This area was heavily logged in
the 1950’s and 60’s with the most recent logging activity in some parts in the 1990’s and no logging
activity upcoming. The ADF&G’s concern for a drastic decline in the bear numbers definitely applies to
this.area. My husband and | have spent almost every weekend from mid May in 2003 to early October
in 2010 at the dock at Marguerite Bay in Traitor’s Cove and we hike the 1.5 miles to the USFS bear
viewing platform each day that we are there. The problem is we used to see a lot but now we see
fewer and fewer bears with this summer being noticeably scarce on bears and those we did have the
good fortune to see were quite small.

We meet many people each weekend at the dock. The vast majority (over 95%) are there for bear
viewing and not bear hunting. These are mainly local Ketchikan residents out boating like us, some are
boaters from other places. We also talk to many of the people who arrive by fioatplane who, like us, are
thrilled at the anticipation of seeing a bear in the Alaskan wilderness. None of us want to see a dead
bear. Unfortunately this has happened many times with one hunter even asking a couple at the dock
how to skin the dead mother bear and cub he had on the dock. This is distressing to the non-
consumptive use segment of our population. We witnessed a bear being harvested from the beach
across from the dock and were thankful our young nieces (ages 4,6,&8) were not with us that day.
Forcing hunters and bear viewers to share the same space is like expecting whale watching and whale
hunting to co-exist. We are asking for the BOG’s help in allocating space for the Ketchikan residents to
access for bear viewing. This proposal only asks for 1 mile from the USFS bear viewing platform, etc. .In
the Black Bear Management Report by ADF&G 1 July 1998 to 30 June 2001 it was noted then, over 10
years ago, that Margaret Creek was “a contentious area” with “several clashes with hunters and bear
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viewers during the past several years; this site received more complaints to the Tongass Forest
Supervisor than any other site in Southeast Alaska. Bear viewers would like to see same or all of the
area closed to hunting, but the hunters do not want any more hunting area taken away from them.*
ADF&G has safety concerns with an increasing number of bear viewers at the site and bhear hunters

- using the same area for sport hunting.” It also cites “our crude population estimate” and concludes
with “As local bear viewing interest continues to grow we will undoubtedly be faced with allocation
issues related to both human safety and bear preservation issues, requiring compromise by hunters
and wildlife watchers.” Again, this was over 10 years ago. *The only area currently clased to hunting
is the Ketchikan road system: a strip %4 mile wide on each side of the Tongass Highway system including
the Ward, Connel, and Harriet Hunt Lake roads. Anan Creek (near Wrangell) for 1 mile of the Anan -
Creek drainage and mouth of the creek and the Hyder Salmon River drainage, both of which are not
easily accessible from Ketchikan, are the closest bear viewing areas that are closed to hunting. There
are app. 3 million acres in the Ketchikan-Misty Fjords Ranger District {Tongass National Forest
surrounding Ketchikan) that js available to hunters plus all of Prince of Wales Island.

Now there are 6 tour operators with a total of 3436 USFS Special Use Permits for visitors to participaté
in bear viewing tours {revenue to the economy of Kétchikan of $1,250,000.00)and an ever-increasing
number of local Ketchikan families using this facility for bear viewing and various other utilizations of the
logging roads, etc . mentioned in our proposal, The dock is owned and maintained by the USFS and
Taquan Air added a section of dock for the boaters to use eliminating congestion with boats and -
floatplanes. The dock is full {up to 8 or 9 boats) most weekends now. This is the only USFS bear viewing
+ facility in unit 1A {Ketchikan area). Most experienced hunters do not frequent this area due to the high
volume of peaple there, however there is conflict with those that do and a very real safety concern. For
example, hunters harvested a bear (we saw it draped over the handle bars of their 4-wheeler) on
‘September 11, 2010. The next day we saw a wounded bear (couldn’t use one leg). Fortunately for us
this bear limped away. Bears are intelligent, shy animals that can also be dangerous if surprised or
wounded. L '

Consistency of bear-human interactions is an important guideline for management of bear viewing
areas. Humans wha interact with habituated bears should behave consistently, and homogeneous
management encourages consistent human behavior (Aumiller, 1994).

In the Board of Game Bear Conservation and Management Policy May 14, 2006 it is stated that "public
interest in bears has increased dramaticaliy in Alaska during the past decade. Some of this interestis |
specifically targeted at bear viewing. Bear viewing is a rapidly growing industry in selected areas of the
state. The interest exceeds the opportunities provided now by such established and controlled sites
as McNeil River, Pack Creek, Anan Creek, Wolverine Creek and Brooks Camp.” This'BOG has the
unique opportunity to acknowledge sites such as the USFS Margaret Creek bear observatory 1o add to
this list of established and controlled bear viewing sites and thus be pro-active in cantributing to the
neads of the public and the economy of Ketchikan, Alaska. With over a million visitors a summer
{955,000 cruise ship visitors plus independent travelers) Ketchikan is the bear viewing capital of Alaska
with perhaps a higher volume and revenue than all the other sites [isted above, combined. For example:

The following numbers were obtained from the USFS data (except Eagle Creek) and published bear
viewing tour prices. -
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Proposal 4 cont’'d SUPPORT \ Page 4 of 8
Dog Salmon/Polk Inlet 1600 visitors - ($365 per person X 1600 = 5524,000)

Traitors Cove/Margaret Creek 3436 visitors (5365 per person x 4000 = $1,254,140)

Anan Creek 384 visitors ($485 per person x 384 = $147,456) .

Neets Bay 8000 visitors - (5365 per person x 8000 = $2,920,000}

AK Rainforest/Eagle Creek 16000 visitors __($100 jer person x 16000 = $1.600,000

Totals for Bear Viewing 31,384 visitors 56,505,596 total revenue dollars

There were léss tours to Anan Creek (closer to Wrangell) bacause of the greater distance from
Ketchikan, resultant higher cost, and closer accessibility of the USFS platform at Margaret Creek,
Promech Air has an exclusive contract to take bear viewing tours to the Neets Bay salmon hatchery
Dwned‘ and operated by Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Assoclation (SSRAA).

These numbers do not include several companies that conduct bear viewing tours by boat nor the huge
number of Misty Fjords flightseeing tours where all the clients inevitably ask the pilot “are we going to
see a hear?”

This proposal only effects a small portion of the Traitor's Cove/Marguerite Bay area to bear huniing.

A 1.5 mile portion from the dock to the Margaret Lake and the 2 USFS maintained roads. One road is a
4-mile road from the dock to just beyond the lake and the other is an 8-mile road from the dock over the
lower bridge {over Margaret, Creek downstream from the USFS platform) and around Marguerite Bay to
Point Francis. It does not effect the many roads that lead off these 2 nor the Traitor's Cove salt chuck,
and most of Traitor’s Cove itself. The roads in Marguerite Bay are not connected to the Ketchikan road
system nor to any of the other road systems on Revilla Island that are USFS roads such as at SW Neets,
Fire Cove, Bluff, Shrimp Bay, Hassler, Klu, Upper Carroll Inlet, EIf Point, and the vast road systermns at
Shelter Cove and Shoal Cave.

If a compromise is needed then Margaret Creek: to within 1 mjle of Margaret Creek downstream from the

mouth of Margaret Lake incuding the area within one mile radius from the mouth of Margaret Creak outlet 1s
~ closed to hupting, is reasonable and would provide a much needed safety zone. :

However, this arﬁended proposal would not solve the problem of the declining bear population and
manage the resource for the bear viewing industry. Unfortunately, there are no studies done to
determine the population of bears in this area or their home range. A female bear lives in one area.
One estimate is the average female black bear's home range is 1 — 15 sq. miles depending upon the
availability of food in her habitat. Males roam further. My husband and | and others hike and utilize all
of the roads In the Marguerite Bay area so the orginal proposal as written would safeguard us more
from stray bullets and wounded bears and conserve more of the bears that live in the area than the
amended version.

Again, there are serious problems in this area that need to be solved, as stated earlier, and we request
the BOG help in solving these problems for the benefit of all Alaskans. This area has been a problem for
10 years and we can’t continue to ignore these safety and conservation issues. We will work with you to
come to a solution that is in the best interests of all. Thank you. '
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Praposal 5 SUPPORT ‘ Page 5 0f 8
Closing the drainages leading into Walker Cove and Rudyerd Bay to bear hunting will help solve the
problem of the declining bear population as reported in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter.

My husbhand and | have been to Rudyerd Bay in the Misty Flords National Monument three times, by
boat. We saw bears there anly the first time, ahout 10 years ago. We were at the mooring buoy and a
magnificent mother brown bear ang her 3 cubs were playing on the beach, a true National Geographic
moment. However, before this brown bear family appeared there was a scrawny orphaned brown bear
cub on the beach. We learned that the mother was dead an the beach around the corner and had been
shot from a boat and only the gall bladder was taken. ‘

If a compromise needs to be reached with this proposal | favor closing the drainages leading into
Rudyerd Bay. The economic impact of tourism to Ketchikan cannot be overstated.

Proposal 6 SUPPORT :
If hunters are proposing to limit the season for “bucks only” deer hunting out of concern for rebuilding
deer herds then that makes sense to me.

Proposal 18  SUPPORT
Proposal recommended by the ADF&G hased on what seems like an alarmingly low number of wolves in
Unit 2 (POW Isand). '

Proposal 19 SUPPORT
Closing the Dog Salmon Creek area at Polk Inlet on Prince of Wales Island will help solve the problem of
the declining bear population as reported in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter.

For reasons of safety, sustainable bear population, public need for bear viewing opportunities, and the
- significant economic impact of guided tours.

Proposal 20 SUPPORT
Setting a number of tags to be allocated for black bear hunting in Unit 2 will help solve the prDbIem of
the declining bear population as reported In the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter.

Proposal 21 SUPPORT _
Reducing the opening of black bear season in Unit 2 will help solve the problem of the declining bear
population as reported in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter. ‘

Proposal 22 SUPPORT | |
Reducing the opening of black bear season in Unit 2 will help solve the problem of the declining bear
population as reported in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter.

Proposal 23  SUPPORT :

‘Changing the black bear hunt In Unit 2 to a registration hunt and shortening the season dates will help
solve the problem of the declining bear population as reported in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails
newsletter.
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Proposal 24  SUPPORT Page 6 of 8
Lowering the nonresident bag limit for deer in Unit 2 to conserve the deer population. This will benefit
the Alaskan resident hunters.

Proposa[ 25  SUPPORT
Modifying the wolf trapping and hunting regulations for Unit 2 to conserve the wolf populatlon a similar
objective to the ADF&G’s proposal 18.

Proposal 31 SUPPORT -
Proposed by the ADFRG to close a loophole in the regs enahling some trappers to take marten and mink
hefore the legal season.

Proposal 33  SUPPORT

Prohibiting the sale of black bear meat, hides, skulls and other parts in the Southeast Region will help
solve the problem of the declining bear population as reported in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails
newsletter.

Why encourage the harvesting of bears for profit when we already have a declining bear population?
Again, the economic impact of bear viewing in Southeast cannot be overstated.

Proposal 34 SUPPORT
Frohibiting black bear trapping and the sale of black bear meat in the Southeast Regipn will help solve
the problem of the declining bear population as reported in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter.

It will also prevent the huge numbers of visitors to our State from having a very negative impression of
Alaska for allowing such a practice on such large, intelligent and shy animals. Bear traps are
indiscriminate in taking sows, cubs, brown bears, dogs or even people. Would a child know to stay away
from a bear trap?

_Again, the economic impact of bear viewing in Southeast, and protecting this resource for such, cannot
be overstated.

Pmposal 35 SUPPORT
Proposed by the ADF&(G to reduce the black bear bag limit and thus it will help solve the problem of the
declining bear population as reported in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter.

Proposal 36 SUPPORT
Proposed by the ADF&G to reduce the black bear harvest limits in the reglon to help solve the problem
of the declining bear population as reported in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter,

Proposal 37 SUPPORT

Proposed by the Alaska Professional Hunters Association recognizing their “continued serious concern
for black bear conservation in Southeast Alaska” with a proposal to open a nonresident drawing permit
hunt for blackbear. This will help solve the problem of the declining bear population as reported In the
ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter. '
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Proposal 38 SUPPORT ' Page 7 of 8
Proposed by the Alaska Wildlife Troopers to require GPS coordinates for bear baiting stations to assist

-with law enforcement of bait stations.

Proposal 39 SUPPORT

No bear baiting in Units 1, 2, and 3. This will hel‘p solve the problem of the declining bear population as
reported in the ADF&G 2010 Bear Trails newsletter. : '

Proposal 40 SUPPORT
Salvaging the black bear meat from the field is good utilization of the resource.

Proposal 41  SUPPORT :
Allows for better management of the deer population by ADF&G.

Proposal 43  SUPPORT
Allows for conservation of the wolf population.
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 907-465-6094

PROPOSAIL 4 - 5§ AAC 92.510 Areas closed to hunting: Close the Margaret Creek Drainage
area in Unit ] to bear hunting:

As a 3 time visitor to Alaska, [ am in favor of restricting bear hunting in viewing areas to allow
others to experience the visions of wildlife in Alaska in person. Alaska uses their wildlife as a
marketing tool in brochures, websites, travel magazines and guides. Knowing that one is able to
view bears safely without fear of being shot with a stray bullet, or hunted by a trigger happy
person would allow visitors to photograph and watch bears in their native habitat without
harming them or destroying natural resources. Visitors travel great distances, spend millions of
dollars each year that they gladly and willfully spend, in the hopes of secing live animals. For
many, this is a lifetime goal and dream. They return to their homes with photographs and
memories to share with family and friends, in the hope that they too will make this trip and be a
fortunate as they were 1o see these magnificent creatures. This cycle perpetuates the visitor and
doliar stream to the state of Alaska, and supports many local small businesses.

Hunters have so many more opportunities to hunt bears elsewhere in the state. Pleasc keep this
area closed to hunting.

FPROPOSAL 3 -5 AAC 92.510. Areas closed to hunting. Close an area within the Misty
Fjords National Monument in Unit 1 to brown bear huntin g

Region 1 Southeast Mainland, Unit 1A-1B; Misty Fjords National Monument - Rudycrd Bay and
Walker Cove. All drainages leading into Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove are closed to taking
brown bears and black bears,

As a 3 time visitor to Alaska, I am in favor of restricting bear hunting in viewing areas to allow
others to cxperience the visions of wildlife in Alaska in person. Alaska uses their wildlife as a
marketing tool in brochures, websites, travel magazines and guides. Knowing that one is able to
view bears safely without fear of being shot with a stray bullet, or hunted by a trigger happy
person would allow visitors to photograph and watch bears in their native habitat without
harming them or destroying natural resources. Visitors travel great distances, spend millions of
dollars each year that they gladly and willfully spend, in the hopes of seeing live animals. For
many, this is a lifetime goal and dream. They return to their homes with photographs and
memories to share with family and friends, in the hope that they too will make this trip and be a
fortunate as they were to sce these magnificent creatures. This cycle perpetuates the visitor and
dollar stream to the state of Alaska, and supports many local small businesses.

Hunters have so many more opportunities to hunt bears elsewhere in the state, Please keep this
area closed to hunting.
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Comments of George Utermohle
Proposals 10 and 11

October 22, 2010

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

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Re: SUPPORT - Proposal 10: Juneau-Douglas Unit 1C: Juneau area Discretionary Trapping Permit
SUPPORT - Proposal 11: Areas Closed to Trapping: Treadwell Ditch Trail

Dear Members of the Board of Game:

I have proposed PROPOSALS 10 and 11 and respectfully request your consideration and
adoption of the proposals. These proposals are intended to promote the public safety and welfare
for trail users in the Juneau area. These proposals are NOT intended to significantly interfere
with lawful trapping activities in the Juneau area.

Proposal 10 would give the Departiment of Fish and Game authority to set discretionary
trapping permit conditions and procedures in the Juneau area under 5 AAC 92.051. The
Department would determine if and when any of the authorized conditions or procedures are
appropriate.

Most of the Juneau area is marine waters, mountains, and glaciers. The limited habitable area of
Juneau is compressed between the mountains and the sea. Similarly, the trappable area of
Juneau is restricted into this same limited area. It is only a matter of time before another conflict
between trapping and other outdoor users arises again. The death of a Bassett hound in a legally
set wolf trap adjacent to a popular trail two years ago 1s an example what Proposal 10 secks to
avoid. The Anchorage area has experienced a number of tragic incidents involving trapping
adjacent to populated areas in recent years. We have been fortunate in avoiding similar incidents
in Juneau during that time. We would like to ensure that Juneau does not have the same
unfortunate experiences as the Anchorage area.

Proposal 10 is pro-active. The Proposal gives the Department the necessary authority to
implement measures that can minimize or prevent adverse interactions between trapping
activities and other ouldoor users in a timely manner BEFORE an adverse event occurs. Until
the Department determines the need to act under the authority of Proposal 10, there would be no
need to adopt any of the permit conditions authorized by 5 AAC 92.051. If Proposal 10 is not
adopted then there could be a delay of more than 2 years before the Board of Game could
respond to and address a conflict between trapping and other users of Juneau’s outdoor space.

There are many popular trails in the Juneau area that are enjoyed by residents and visitors to

Juneau. Proposal 10 could make those trails safer for hikers, skiers. and other users of Juneau
trails, as well as the dogs and children that accompany them into the outdoors.

PC 85




Oct221001:45a George Utermohle (907)566-3849 p.2

Comments of George Utermohle
Proposals 10 and 11

Proposal 10 would be applicable to the “Juneau Area” which is the densely populated area along
the Juneau road system. The suggested area to be included in the “Juneau Area™ is shown in the
following map:

MAP Proposal 10: Juneau-Douglas Unit 1C: Juneau area
Discretionary Trapping Permit

Proposed “Juneau Area” = cross-hatched area

CEQCRAPHI,

Proposal 11 would add the Treadwell Ditch Trail to the list of stmilarly situated trails
closed to trapping in Juneau under 5 AAC 92.5 S0 YE).

The Treadwell Ditch Trail parallels the Douglas and North Douglas Highways and the Fish
Creek (Eaglecrest) Road throughout its length. The Trail is adjacent to the densely populated
residential areas along the Douglas and North Douglas Highways. The Trail receives daily use
by residents of Douglas, North Douglas, and Juneau, The Trial i undergoing extensive upgrades
with new bridges and improvements being installed. The Trail will become even more popular
and will experience even greater use by hikers, skiers. bikers as the result of the upgrades.

At the October, 2010 meeting of the Juneau Fish and Game Advisory Committee, it was
mentioned that the Treadwell Ditch Trail receives little trapping effort due to its proximity to
residential areas. Thus the closure of the Trail to trapping will not significantly affect trapping in
the Juneau area; however, it will prevent casual or mexperienced, “weekend warrior” trappers
from selting traps near or on the trail. 5 AAC 92.550(1)(F) provides reassurance to trail users as
to where they will not encounter traps nears local trails and a degree of protection to trappers
from adverse encounters with other outdoor users because those other users are aware that
trapping is potentially occurring in areas not listed in the regulation.

The Treadwell Ditch Trail has the same use and accessibility characteristics as the other major
recreational trails currently restricted to trapping under 5 AAC 92.550(1)(F). The Trail should
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Comments of George Utermohle
Proposals 10 and 11

be included among the trails listed under 5 AAC 92.550(1)(F) in order to protect the public
safety and welfare and the public’s ability to access Juneau trails safely.

The location of the Treadwell Ditch Trail and the % mile closed area for ground traps is shown in
the following map (the 50 yard closure area for all traps is not shown):

PROPOSAL 1t TREAWWELL BiTow TRAI TRAPRING CLESUHAE

e o DSRS0 i

MAP Proposal 11:
Areas Closed to Trapping:
Treadwell Ditch Trail

MNATIONAL

' TRERBWELL BITUH DAL
GEDGRAPHIC, 7 ‘

H.Eaﬁr:&{:?}" CLOSED FEOEE R I s af o oam W T M mind B THRANL st
Arek
Thank you.
Sincerely,
/s/
George Utermohle
Juneau, AK
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Alaska Professional Hunters Association Tnc.
HC 60 Box 299C Copper Center, Alaska 99573
(907) 822-3755

October 22, 2010

Alaska Department of Fish and Game -
Boards Support Section

PO Box 115526

Juneau, Alagka 99811-5526

Fall 2010 Board of Game Written Comments

Dear Alaska Board of Game Members, ,

Please find the following comments for your consideration regarding proposals you will be
addressing at your Fall 2010 Southeast Alaska Region meeting in Ketchikan, The professional
guide industry represents a significant and important rural economy in Alagka which is
dependent upon the prudent stewardship and conservation of Alaska’s wildlife resources, Many
of the proposals you will be considering directly affect individualy operated entrepreneurships
that provide long term sustainable, conservation based economics, food and social benefits to
rural Alaska communities. Our membership base in SE Alaska represents great group of hunter
conservationists who spend a very significant amount of their lives in the field observin g
wildlife, wildlands and wildwaters. Most of what they provide as professional guides is wildlife
watching and quality wilderness experiences. They represent a great knowledge of the natural
resources of this great and unique region. APHA encourages you to consider their individual
written and oral comments as such as well as our combined comments listed within this
comment letter,

PROFPOSALS THAT APHA OPPOSES: 2, 3, 4, 5, 19, 21, 22, 23, 36, 43,

PROFOSALS THAT APHA SUPPORTS: 7, 9, 15, 18, 24, 27, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 41, 44,

PROPOSALS THAT APHA WOULD SUPPORT WITH AN AMMENDMENT: 14, 16, 20,
32, 40,

PROFPOSALS THAT APHA DEFERS TO THE DISCRETION OF THE BOARD: 39.

APHA Fall 2010 BOG Comments Page 1
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Comments per Proposal:
Proposals 2, 3, 4, 5, and 19: Oppose.
Regarding limiting hunting opportunities to provide for more viewing opportunities.

We strongly oppose these proposals for a number of reasons as follows:
1. We harbor a respect for other wildlife viewing enthusiasts who respect their impact upon
the lands, waters, wildlife and quality of wilderness experience factors for themselves,

their clients and other user groups. We do not feel however, that our way of life should

be re o allow for burgeoning commercial en ise which does not provide
for these same respects.

2, Hunting represents a valid, traditional, conservation based and long term sustainable uyse
of a preat resource.

3. Hunting has and will continue to provide a significant conservation basis for why there
are viewing opportunities.

4. Hunting seasons are restricted to conservation based seasons which allow ample
opportunity for viewing during non-hunting season periods of time: June, July and
August.

3. As professional guides, the vast majority of the time we are in the field sharing the
country with our clients, we are watching wildlife.

6. As professional guides hosting clients who hunt and watch wildlife, the economy
generated from our services provides the highest value return to the State for our services
and harvest as per our constitutional mandates.

7. Qur sharing of the wildthings in the wildplaces for days and weeks of time with our
clients carrying, rifle, field-glasses and camera helps build a better foundation of respect
for personal physical health, mental aptitude and deeper conservation based roots within
us, our clients and our staff. As such, our contributions to present and future conservation
based respect, knowledge and management of our wildplaces and wildlife are very great.

8. We feel that hunting and viewing of wildlife are compatible uses and each of these uses
requires respect and education for the other,

Proposal 7: Support based on it’s given merits.
Proposal 9: Support based on its given merits.

Proposal 14: Support with Amendment, We support the season extension but not the one
every four year harvest.

Proposal 15 and 38: Support based on their given merits,

L i .
APHA Fall 2010 BOG Comments Page 2
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Proppsal 16: Support with Amendment. We support re-defining the hunt are but not the
drawing permit and recommend staying with the registration hunt.

Proposal 18: Support based on its given merit,
Proposal 19: Oppose, please see comment for proposal number 2 above.

Proposal 20; Support with amendment: We prefer the additional recommendations found
within proposal # 37,

Proposals 21, 22, 23 Oppose. We recommend proposal #37.
Proposal 24: Support: Based on its given merit.

Proposal 27: Support: Based on its given merit and we urge the Board to consider the
comments from our members that have a long history of operating within this region.

Proposal 32: Support with amendment: We sugpest opening the mainland on Sept. 1% and the
island groups on Sept. 15,

Proposal 33, 34: Support: Based on their given merits. . We do not like the ¢xisting regulation
that allows for sale of black bear hides and skulls from GMU’s 1-6 in which some of this region
currently has a real conservation based concern for these bears,

Proposal 35: Oppose: This proposal would have minimum impact on the ongoing conservation
problem and we feel that if local residents want to hunt more than one bear for food that they
should be allowed to do so.

Proposal 36; Oppose: The drawing permit concept for guided non-resident hunters represents
the kiss of death for long term established professional guide entrepreneurships that operate
within a conservation basis and have not contributed to the significant increase in harvest,

The fall season by guided non-resident hunters is very definitely sustainable in many areas. By
having a guide, harvest of sows and wounding loss is significantly reduced. Elimination of the
fall season dates represents an unbearable burden for many of our members,

The guided non-resident hunter who harvests black bears in June once again is not the segment
of non-resident hunters whose harvest has significantly increased in recent years.

Proposal 37: Support: Based on its given merits. Additionally, this proposal will provide the
long sought after ability to more effectively allow for Department of Commerce and Department
of Public Safety to address illegal transporting concerns.

Proposal 38: Support: (See # 15 above)

D EEEEEEEA T —_—
APHA Fall 2010 BOG Comments Page 3
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Proposal 39: Defers to the discretion of the Board. In general, none of our member guides
participate in this manner of hunting, However, we recognize it as a usefuil tool for some hynters.

Proposal 40: Support with amendment: Our amendment would be to eliminate the salvage
requirement for spring black bears in GMU 1-5. This regulation was adopted without the ability
for residents and/or guides from this region to properly address the issue. Salvage of inedible
bears often results in disposal of meat in public iandfills, The harvested bear carcass that is left in
the field provides for natural biodiversity consumption. Those hunters who harvest a bear for
meat may do so.

Proposal 41: Support: Based on its given merits.

Proposal 43: Oppese: This proposal is too broad.
Proposal 44: Support: Based on its given merits. This is a significant issue statewide and we
appreciate the Board’s due consideration.

Proposal 46: Support with possible amendments: We encourage you to consider incorporating
a policy like is proposed within proposal number 44 into this proposal to help reduce illegal use

of the second degree on kindred allowance. We will bring forward our concerns in public
comment at the Board of Game meeting,

Proposal 48: Support: Based on its given merits.
Proposed Bear Conservation, Harvest and Management Policy:

We encourage the Board to continue to seek public comment on this proposal and we will
continue to gather and bring our comments forward to you at firture meetings,

Respectfully Submitted,
oy

Robert Fithian
Executive Director

Page 4
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Brad Dennison

Master Guide

505 1st Street
Sitka, Alaska 99835

| Alaska Coastal Qutfitters

October 22, 2010

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

Re: Comments 2010 Southeast Regional Meeting

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written comments relating to the proposals for
the Ketchikan BOG meeting.

My wife and I have lived in Sitka for the past 36 years. Our 3 children were born and
raised in Sitka and all 3 continue to reside in Alaska. 1have worked as a hunting guide in
SE Alaska since 1985 and currently hold a Master Guide license.

For ease of reference I will conmiment on the proposals in order of their proposal number
instead of the order of importance to me.

Proposals 2. 3. 4.5, and 19

These proposals are similar in that they all ask to close areas to bear hunting in which
bear viewing and hunting currently coexist. [ am opposed to all of these proposals and
opposed to the establishment of “bear preserves™ every time someone complains of
hunters in their favorite viewing spot.

Guided hunting in Southeast Alaska has a long history of positive contribution to the
regions economy and guides have played an active role in promoting the responsible use
of the wildlife resources of the area. Commercial bear viewing in SE for the most part is
a relatively new business. Also, up until the past couple of years of poor economic
conditions, SE tourism has been on the increase. This means more out-of-state bear
viewers, more businesses that have added bear viewing to their trip agendas, and more
concern about conflicts with hunters.

The solution to this concern is not to remove hunters from every area where some
business takes people to view bears. To take a resource that has historically been
responsibly used by ane group and arbitrarily give it to a new group of businesses is
neither fair nor logical.
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The so-called concem about safety for their clients when hunting is allowed is unrealistic.
Although we all know that firearms are potentially dangerous, based on my 25 years of
bear guiding 1t is hard for me to think of a situation where a sightseeing group would be
in the line of fire or otherwise put at risk when a hunter had an opportunity to take a
trophy bear. Similarly the so-called concern about people from the lower-48 not coming
to Alaska on vacation unless there’s some kind of guarantee of seeing a black bear is
equally hard to swallow. While it would be a nice bonus to show a client a black bear, it
is unrealistic that clients will use this as the deciding factor in whether to vacation in
Alaska or somewhere else.

I agree that neither sightseers nor hunters would find a direct encounter with each other
very enjoyable. The obvious solution is to quit expanding sightseeing activities into the
hunting seasons. As commercial sightseeing creeps into the shoulder seasons there is
more chance of direct encounters between hunters and bear viewers. The hunting seasons
are short enough that this does not need to happen. Most bear viewing takes place while
the bears are fishing in the crecks for salmon. The salmon runs peak in late July or
August when hunting seasons are closed. Hunting takes place in September after the
salmon runs have started to decline. With proper marketing and scheduling, commercial
bear viewing businesses should be able to satisfy the bulk of the demand for their
services in July and August.

Several of those individuals that submitted these proposals commented on the declining
numbers of black bears. I also have this concern. However, they then go on to talk about
how few bears are actually killed by hunters in their areas and therefore how minimal the
impact will be on overall hunting if their areas were made off-limits to hunting. It ought
to be clear from this observation that the declining black bear resource has little or
nothing to do with what is happening in their favorite bear viewing area. It is a bigger,
region-wide problem caused simply by too many non-resident hunters. Setting aside a
small bear viewing area as someone’s personal preserve is not going ta impact the
number of non-resident bear hunters at all. They will simply go somewhere else and the
problem with too few bears will continue.

Proposals 21, 22_and 23

These 3 proposals, as well as part of ADF&G’s proposal 36, seek a reduction is hunting
season for black bears. The changes to seasons will have tremendous impact on guiding
operations such as mine and have a much reduced impact on other bear hunting. I am
opposed to all 3 proposals.

In the spring season, because of the brown bear season in May, most guided black bear
hunts take place in late April or the month of June. Some of these proposals seek the
elimination of black bear hunting in June. In my spring schedule, three-quarters of my
guided black bear hunts occur in June. It is impossible for me to shift these hunters into
May because of conflicts with my brown bear season. Neither my I shift these hunters
into April because of the limited availability of the resource in April. Transported
hunters, do-it-yourself hunters, and the various other groups of non-resident hunters on
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the other hand will simply shift their hunts into May. More hunters in the field in May
will no doubt result in more conflict but more importantty the overall hunting impact will
not drop significantly.

Similarly, eliminating September from the fall black bear season will have a great impact
on my operation. My black bear hunts are conducted the first two weeks of September
while there are still fair numbers of fish in the rivers. If'the black bear season opened on
October 1 we would be unable to offer fall hunts at all due to the low numbers of bears
fishing at that time of year. Ifthere is a need to shorten the fall black bear season then
CLOSE it on October 1 but continue to open it on September 1.

Proposal 26

I am opposed to this proposal.

I believe we currently have fewer black bears in SE than at any time in the past. In my
opinion the reasons for this are many but at the top if that list is too much non-resident
hunting pressure. [ also believe that this problem has a solution and that with wise
management we can again have the world-class black bear hunting that SE Alaska used
to be known for. Until that oceurs, however, I am not in favor of liberalizing any aspect
of the current regulations for black bears in SE, including this proposal to ease the
restriction on use of motor vehicles on the roads to hunt black bears.

In general, 1 am opposed to the use of the remote road systems in SE to hunt bears. This
includes both the spring and fall seasons. Historically in Southeast Alaska bears were
hunted along the beaches in the spring. In the fall, boats were again used to access the
creek mouths for bear hunting and the bears were then hunted along the lower stretches
of the streams. This left the entire interior of the islands as a huge refuge for the bears.
Now, n areas with roads this refuge no longer exists. Bears are now susceptible to
hunting pressure throughout their range, rather than just in the fringe areas, because of the
use of 4-wheelers and pickups on the road systems.

Use of the road systems also encourages illegal harvest of bears. Regulations forbid
shooting game on, from. or across roadways. One would have to be very naive to believe
that this doesn’t happen on a fairly regular basis with hunters traveling the back logging
roads on 4-wheelers and pickup trucks. ! personally have seen evidence of this
happening on Kuiu Island.

Another reason 1 am opposed to using 4-wheelers and pickups on these road systems is
that the use of these vehicles on the logging roads by one party has a great impact on the
“wilderness” aspect of another party’s hunting experience. On several occasions | have
been sitting quietly with a client watching a serene tidal grass flat only to hear the
unwelcome sound of 4-wheelers approaching on a logging road. A big part of what we
offer to hunters from the lower-48 is a wilderness hunt. Alaska is thought of as the last
Great Frontier. 4-wheelers roaring by when you are watching a meadow for bears
destroy this “Great Frontier” expectation.
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4-wheelers have a place in hunting in Alaska. Some areas can be practically accessed
only by off-rcad vehicle. However, Southeast Alaska is not one of these areas. Use of
the remote road systems in SE is both unnecessary and detrimental. | am opposed to the
use of motor vehicles on the road systems in general for hunting SE bears and am
opposed specifically to Proposal 26 which would liberalize one of the few restrictions we
currently have on this practice.

Proposal 27

I am in favor of Proposal 27 which would extend the spring wolf season in GMU3.

Over the years we have seen a significant increase in the numbers of wolves on Kuiu and
Kuprenof'islands. This has corresponded with a major decline in our deer sightings. 1
believe that the wolves are now impacting the black bear population. In the fall, the
lower stretches of several salmon streams in our guide use area which used to be prime
black bear fishing habitat are now the fishing domain of wolf packs.

Sport hunters don’t generally go to GMU3 to solely hunt for wolves. These hunters
typically are there to hunt for black bears and any harvest of wolves is incidental to the
black bear hunt. The majority of spring black bear hunters in GMU3 are in the field in
May and by extending the wolf season through the end of May there would be an
opportunity for these huniers to harvest a wolf.

Proposal 28

I am in favor of Proposal 28.

DLP harvest of brown bears in GMU4 is a growing problem. Brown bears are becoming
more and more of a problem in Sitka, the villages, at hatcheries and elsewhere in GMU4.
The bears being taken in defense of life and property are generally sows, cubs, and
juvenile bears that live in close proximity to the communities in GMU4. These bears are
not what I would consider part of the huntable population of brown bears in GMU4 and
vet when these bears are killed they count against the harvest cap established for brown
bear harvest on the major island groups. Because of this the number of bears that may be
taken by bear hunters is reduced in spite of the fact that we have healthy numbers of
brown bears throughout GMU4.

The brown bear harvest caps in GMU4 are very conservative, in fact some of the most
conservative in the entire state. To further restrict the harvest of brown bears by sport
hunters because of the garbage problem that exists in the communities is not warranted.
By removing the DLP kill numbers from the harvest cap calculations, these harvest caps
would more accurately reflect game management efforts (seasons, bag limits, etc)
without the interference of community “people” problems (garbage practices).
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Proposals 33 and 34

I am in favor of these proposals. The black bear population in Southeast Alaska is
declining. The trapping and sale of black bear parts will put additional pressure on this
resource. The Southeast Alaska black bear should be managed as a true trophy big game
species, and not as a fur bearer.

Proposal 36

I am in favor of the option of having a drawing for unguided non-resident black bear
hunters and will comment further in discussing Proposal 37.

I am opposed to the option of shortening either the spring or fall seasons. Either of these
would greatly impact my guiding operation. Guided non-resident hunting has been
effectively controlled through the USFS special use permitting system for many years
and has allowed a conservative harvest of black bears and a stable basis of operation for
guides in SE. The season changes mentioned in this proposal wouid do much to destroy
that stability.

I am in favor of extending the GMU 2 and 3 controlled use area (road hunting restriction)
through October.

I am in favor of closing bear baiting in GMU 1A, 1B, 2, and 3.

Proposal 37

I am in favor of Proposal 37. This proposal will effectively cap the non-resident black
bear hunting pressure in Southeast Alaska. I firmly believe that the non-resident hunting
pressure is the single greatest reason for the declining numbers of black bears in SE.

Proposal 37 also effectively controls the problem of illegal guiding for black bears by
boat-based transporters and other illegal commercial use of the black bear resource in SE.
We have tried unsuccessfully for years to curtail the illegal guiding that takes place on
so-called “transporting” trips. The provision that exists that allows commercial lodging
of clients on boats by transporters has set up such a grey area that enforcement of the
guide/outfitting regulations relating to guiding of non-resident black bear hunters is
extremely difficult.

In spite a number of enforcement busts over the past several years, this problem
continues. Even some of those operations that were successfully prosecuted for illegal
guiding are now back in business “under new ownership”. Proposal 37 will effectively
limit the client base for such operations to a point that this type of hunting operation is no
longer viable. Although this practice will probably not be eliminated 100%, it is very
unlikely for such an operation 1o have a significant impact on any one area.
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Proposal 37 would set up a draw for non-resident black bear hunters that are unguided.
There will be a concern over the issue that guided non-resident hunters do not need to
draw. The answer to this concern is that puided non-resident hunting pressure is already
effectively, and conservatively limited through the USFS permitting process. Guided
non-resident hunts are stable and have been fixed for several years in all areas within SE
Alaska. Guided hunts have been “fixed™ since 2000 in the area that I guide in on Kuiu
Island. The recent increase in black bear hunting pressure is a result of unguided non-
resident hunting which currently has no conservation-based limitation placed upon it.
Proposal 37 would finally provide such a limitation.

Such a system would be a benefit in many ways even to the unguided hunting public. A
drawing such as this would probably change the overall quality of hunter that came to SE
to hunt black bears. An immediate benefit would be fewer conflicts in the field between
hunting groups which would result in a better hunting experience. In a few years these
permits would be in high enough demand that each permit would be highly prized by the
non-resident hunting community. We would no longer hear the stories about non-
resident settling for small (i.e. female and juvenile) bears because “I can always go back
next year for a big one™. Under a permit system hunters would be more careful to harvest
a trophy male and would be more careful of their shots and less likely to wound a bear.
The quality and numbers of bears available to hunters would improve over time. The
reputation of SE for its black bears would eventually revert back to what we enjoved in
past years.

Proposal 37 does more to effectively address the black bear issues that have plagued us
here in SE than any other proposal that I"ve ever read, including proposals to the BGCSB
and ideas presented to the USFS. It not only places a limit on non-resident hunting of
black bears, thus allowing the resource to recover, but at the same time it goes along way
toward fixing the problems we’ve had with abuses of the guide/outfitting regulations. I
would strongly urge the Board to adopt Proposal 37.

Proposal 44

This is the proposal that I submitted. There have been apparent abuses of the 2™ degree
of kindred regulation that I believe could be taken care of by tightening up on the
requirements of this provision. There have been cases on the 2™ degree relative being “in
the field” but not actually physically with the hunting non-residents while they were
hunting. In Southeast Alaska where much of the brown bear hunting is bv boat or skiff
the 2" degree relative should be required to physically be with the non-resident hunter,
not in a cabin several miles away. I believe that wording something to the effect that the
2" degree relative would accompany and be physically present “at all times” would fix
this problem.

There are also cases where the 2™ degree resident relative accompanying the non-resident
hunter has not even had a hunting license, sometimes for several years prior to the hunt. [
am not trying to set strict qualifications for the 2™ degree resident such as what we have
for hunting guides but I believe there needs to be more of a standard applied to the 2™
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degree of kindred relative in order to avoid abuses of the regulation. As the regulation is
currently written a non-resident brown bear hunter could take his elderly grandmother out
of a nursing home in Juneau, put her on a comfortable yacht. And go brown bear hunting
even though his grandmother had never set foot outside of town her entire life. There
needs to be a higher standard than this than what we currently have and the five-year
hunting license requirement is an attempt to do this. The Board may be able to develop a
more appropriate standard and I would be satisfied with what you come up with.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these proposals. 1 am looking forward to
also providing verbal comments at the meeting in Ketchikan. Thank yvou for your time
and the efforts that each one of you makes as a member of the Board of Game.

Sincerely,
ALASKA COASTAL ?UTFITITERS

Brad Dennison
Master Guide, Sitka
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TO: Alaska Board of Game
EROM: Mike Warner, owner Coffman Cove Adventures
DATE: October 22, 2010

RE: Prince of Wales Bear Proposals in general

My name is Mike Warner and | am writing on behalf of my business Coffrman Cove Adventures, along
with the other like businesses on Prince of Wales Island. 1 cater to DIY hunters on the island where | LIVE
as well as fisher folks. There are many upcoming proposals for SE biack bear hunting for the next
regulatory year and it is my hope that good solid decisions are made for the benefit of the animals as
well as the LOCAL economy. The LOCAL economy relies on bear hunter’s revenue in the form of bed and
sales taxes, store purchases, lodging, rentals, etc. They bring much needed dollars to a depressed area.

\ssua — increased bear harvest on POW. We all know the information relating to the upswing in bear
harvest on POW. It is true that the increased prassure on the systern needs to be reigned in; itis our
hope that NO ONE group gets preferential treatment. When the Controlied Use road less ban went into
effect last year it was apparent that it hindered LOCAL business while guides went about business as
usual since most used boats for theair hunting. That's fine, it hurt many local businesses but if it helps
the resource we are more than willing to give up revenue. The resource is our top priority.

Upcoming proposals ~ There was one proposal that | need to address and the reason | am flying to the
meeting in Ketchikan - The APHA has included a proposal to limit all UNGUIDED non-resident hunters on
POW while letting guides go about business as usual. This proposal if enacted will once again cater to
the guides and create more contention here on POW. This self-serving proposal would not limit guide
kills and only HURT local businesses that rely on our unguided hunters. Their information about
wounding loss is anecdotal at best and at worst an outright lie - | was embarrassed for them as | read it
in their proposal {1 would love to see the data). Also claiming that guide harvest has ramained flat is also
NOT TRUE. NO ONE | have talked to is against a draw as long as It is FAIR and Equitable. HOW MUCH
REVENUE DQES THE GLIDE INDUSTRY CONTRIBUTE TO THE ISLAND? HOW MANY OF THE GUIDES THAT
ARE LOOKING TO LIMIT QUR HUNTERS LIVE WHERE HERE ON THE ISLAND WHERE THEY HELP KILL THE
RESOURCE?

The only non guided non-resident hunters this would benefit are the hunt ciubs here on the island that
brings folks yearly. They would know the system and when/how to put in for tags. They do NOT help
the local economy as much as the visiting hunters who come. Regular average loe types wiil be stacked

up against a short timeline for getting their trip planned.

t would like to make a comment that § hope resonates with the BOG:
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THERE 15 ONLY 1 GUIDE CURRENTLY GUIDING THAT ACTUALLY LIVES ON POW!!! (He has a Sitka address
and a PO Box in Klawock so 1 have him the benefit of the doubt). (Information obtained through the
forest service and State Licensing).

From the rest of the proposals here is what we believed would help the resource and the LOCAL
economy in regards to bear hunting on POW even though it will cut revenue further for us:

1. Institute a drawing hunt for ALL non-resident bear hunters on POW Island
2. Eliminate fall seasons for ALL non-residents
3. Cut resident harvest to 1 bear per regulatory year

These three steps would ensure a reduction in bear harvest, a reduction in saw harvest, and give an
equal opportunity for non-resident hunters to choose which route they would like to hunt our beautiful
istand.

| appreciate you taking the time to read my comments and it is my hope you consider the locals who
depend on the resource.

Sincerely,
Mike Warner
Coffman Cove Adventures, Owner

Coffman Cove, Prince of Wales Island
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Harley E. Lewis,
Farrel Lloyd Lewis
Post Office Box 7575
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
Phone and Fax: 907/225-3389
Cell Phone: 907/209-8383

m

October 22, 2010
VIA FAX NO: (907-465-6094):

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

. P.O.Box 115526
Junean, AK 99811-5526

Re:  November Board of Game Meeting
Black Bear Harvest Regulations
In Support of Proposal No. 4 - 5 AAC 92,510 Areas closed to
Hunting: Close the Margaret Creek Drainage Area
In Unit 1 to Bear Hunting

To Whom it May Concern:

We wigh to state our support of Proposal No. 4,which will be addressed at the
November 5-9 Board of Game meeting which is going to be held in Ketchikan,

Explanation:. One of our favorite places to visit by boat is Traitor's Cove where
the bear observatory is located about two miles up the existing logging road. Simply
stated, it makes no sense to allow bear hunting in the same area. The bears are used to
peopie so it is far less of a challenge for the hunters to shoot them. Because we spend a
great deal of time at the dock we are aware that this is a very popular area for bear
hunting. We have also noticed that we see less bear in the area, both on the beaches and
at the observatory. We have talked to people arriving on the float planes to see if they
are seeing bears after they visit the bear observatory and the answer seems to be that no,
they are pot seeing bears. Studies indicate that the population of bears in this area is in a
decline. Alaska is a huge state and there are plenty of more remote areas that hunters can
use.

Sincerely,
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Comments for the Board of Game meeting in Ketchikan, November 2010

ATTN: Board of Game Comments

> Alaska Department of Fish and Game
> Boards Support Section

>P.O. Box 115526

> Juneau, AK 99811-3326

> Fax: 907-465-6094

From: Jack Davies, 3831 Fairview Avenue, Ketchikan, Alaska
63 year (life-long) resident of Ketchikan
Very frequent visitor to Traitor’s Cove

Proposal # 2 Support

Separating bear hunting from bear viewing should be accomplished where
possible. Limiting the bear hunting season will also help reverse the decline* in
the bear population in the Ketchikan area.

Proposal #3 Support

Bear viewing has become an important part of the engine, i.e. Tourism, which 1s
currently supporting a major part of Ketchikan’s economy. Local residents derive
a great benefit from tourist dollars and a large portion of those dollars flows from
bear viewing tours. A decline™ in the bear population in the Ketchikan area will
adversely affect our economy.

Proposal #4 Support

Contlict between user groups (i.e. hunters and bear viewers) was noted in an
ADF&G memo 1n 2001, Separating these groups would benefit both. In addition,
a decline* 1n the bear population threatens to reduce the flow of tourism dollars to
the local economy.
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*(This decline 1s evident not only anecdotally, but also by the observations of the
ADF&G — see Proposals 35 & 36, and the Alaska Professional Hunters
Association — see Proposal 37).

Proposal #5 Support
See earlier comments regarding the economic impact to the Ketchikan economy.

Proposal #19 Support

See earlier comments regarding Proposals #4 and #5.

Proposal #33 Support

Turning the bear population into a cash crop does not make any economic sense.
In addition, 1t makes the State of Alaska look bad.

Proposal #34 Support

Ibid. See above re Proposal 33

Proposal #35 Support

Per ADF&G concerns, the population of black bears needs to be protected.

Proposal #36 Support

Ibid. See above re Proposal 35

Proposal #39 Support

Bear baiting should be banned. It has no place in Alaska. It 1s not “hunting” in any
sense of the word and reflects badly on the state.
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ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES AND ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
REGULATION FROPOSAL
Place a five (5) Year Moratorium on non resident moose hunting in upper GMU 17 B

BOARD OF GAME REGULATION
GMU 17
**ther

1. Alaska Administrative Code Namber 5 AAC Regulation Eook Fage No,

2. What is the problem yoo would like to address? The moose population in the upper GMU 17B is ina
serious decline. This fall, in 2010, during the late hunting season and into the late rut both on the upper
Nuyukuk River and upper Nushagak River above Harris Creek the gravel bars and sloughs wers nearly
void of any moose sign. These are areas that just 10 years ago were abundant with moose and moose sign.
The local residents are just not seeing the moose or their sign anyinore and are extremely concerned that
this important wraditional food resource, they depend upon, in upper 178 will soon be gone if nothing is
done.

Predation by brown bear, wolves and man are decimating the moose population in upper GMU 17B. Both
the brown bear and wolf populations are higher than locals have ever seen. Some measures have been
taken by the state to decrease the predation of moose by the bears and wolves but the moose population
continues to decline. Compounding the problem is the continued nonresident harvesting of moose and all
the boat traffic associated with it in upper 17B.

It may already be too late, but something needs 1o be done, or this prectous resource that residents
who live on the Nushagak River depend upon 1o feed their families, will soon be gone,

3. What will happen if this problem is not selved? The moose population in upper GMU 17 B will
continne to decline until they cannet make a come-back.

4. What solution do you prefer? In other words, if the Board adopted your solution, what would the
new regulation say? A five year moratorium will be placed on all non resident hunting of moose on the
entire Nushagak River drainage up stream from its confluence with the Nuyykul River.

A five year moratorfum will be placed on all non resident hunting of moose on the entire Nuyulkyk River
drainage beginning at it's confluence with the Nushagak River up to the Nuyukuk falls,

Permit Conditions.

5. Does your propaosal address improving the quality of the resource harvested or products
prodoced? If so, haw? This proposal will temporarily end the non resident hunting pressure on the moose
and all the traffic associated with it, in upper 17E, allowing the moose population to make a comea-back,

6. Solutions to difficult problems benefit some people and hurt others:

A. Who is likely to benefit if your solution is adopted? The moose population will have a much
better chance of increasing so that both resident and nonresident himters will benefit in the long term.

B. Who is likely io suffer if vour solution is adopted? Nonresident hunters and about 6 puide/
putfitters who can jein local hunters in'their efforts to reduce the high bear and wolf populations in upper
17B.

7. List any other solutions vou considered and why you rejected them? Continue the present
course we are on, until there are nc more moose left in upper 17B. This idea was rejected, because
the moose population in upper 17B is already in serious trouble and something needs to be done or
everyone will lose.

Submitted By: Name
Roger Skogen

PO Box 3014

Koliganek, Alaska 99576
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ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES AND ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
REGULATION PROPOSAL
” BROWN BEAR CONTROL PERMIT”

BOARD OF GAME REGULATION
GMU 17
w4 Other

1. Alaska Adminisirative Code Number 5 AAC Regulation Book Page No.

2. What is the problem you would like to address?

The brown bear population in GMU 17 has skyrocketed in the past few years. Sows with cubs, lots of
adelescences, and large males, are seen everywhere. The increased numbers of bears are becoming a
serious problem to the moose population which local residents rely upon for subsistence food.

3. 'What will happen if this problem js not solved?

An increase in the number of brown bears is seen by loeals in GMU 17B. This increased numbers of bears
prey on moose and especially the moose calves. Tn GMU 17B the local residents are seeing very few
moose calves or even moose calf tracks, but pravel bars, sloughs, and creeks are covered with bear tracks.
If the brown bear population continues to increase and the problem is not solved very soon, the moose
population could reach a critical point of no return.

4. What solution do you prefer? In other words, if the Board adopted your solution, what wonld the
new regulation say?
Fermits will be issued to take brown bears for the purposes of predation control in GMU 17B.

Adopt a similar BROWN BEAR CONTROL PERMIT PROGRAM for GMU 17B  that is now
implemented for Black Bear, as of July 1, 2008 in GMU 16 (Control Permit ML202 and ML 212) and
Brown Bear in GMU 19D (MB301} and GMLT 20E (MB303)

Permit Conditigns.

s  Permits will be issued to take brown bears for the purposes of predation control in GMU 17B.

s Local licensed residents may obtain a Bear Control Permit.

»  The permit and valid resident Alaska hunting license must be carried while participating in this
control program.

s The petmit in not transferable and appliss only to brown bears.

*  Cubs and females accompanied by cubs may not be taken; however there is no closed season and
no limit to the number of brown bears taken by an individual permittee.

All Hides and skulls must be salvaged and sealed by ADF&G within 30 days of take.

After scaling, ADFS&G will issue permits allowing permittees to_sell untanned hides (with elaws
attached) and skulls, or tanned hides (with claws attached) and skulls, as long as sale fag remains
aftached. ‘ .

*  Permittees are required to complete the mail—in report section of the permit. Mail-in reports must
be received at the Dillingham ADF&G office after completion of control activities, Failure to
report on the permit is cause for denial of future control permits.

»  Permits will be cancelled if necessary to prevent excesding the desired predation control quota.

5. Does your proposal address improving the quality of the resource harvested or products
produced? If zo, how?

This proposal will increase the numbers of brown bears harvesied in a controlled manper, to insure a

quality subsistence moose harvest for iocal residents in the futyre,

6. Solutions te difficult problems benefit some people and hurt others:
A, 'Who is likely to benefil if your solution is adopted?
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All moose hunters would benefit from an increased number of moose that would stherwise be eaten by
brown bears. Ifnothing is done soon, the moose population will decline due to the number of calves
taken by brown bears. : '
B. Who is likely to suffer if your solution is adopted?
No one will suffer. The proposal has a safeguard that will cancel the “brown bear control permits” to
prevent exceeding the desired predation control quota,

7. List any other solutions you congidered and why vou rejected them?

No closed season on brown bear and no limit in GMU 17B. However, this would not have the safeguards
to prevent exceeding the desired predation control quota that a control permit would have,

Submitted By: Name
Roger Skogen

PO box 5014

Koliganek, Alaska 90376
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ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES AND ALASKEA BOARD OF GAME
REGULATION PROPOSAL
Reduce hindering restrictions for the taking of brown bear by local residents.

BOARD OF GAME REGULATION
GMLJ 17
#HOther

1. Alaska Administrative Code Number 5 AAC Regulation Book Page No.

2. What is the problem you would like to address? The moose population in the upper GMU 17Bisina
setious decline. This fall, in 2010, during the late hunting season and into the late rut both on the upper
Nuyukuk River and upper Nushagak River above Harris Creek the eravel bars and sloughs were nearly
void of any moose sign. These are areas that just 10 vears ago was abundant with moose and moose sign,
The locals are just not seeing the moose or their sign there anymore and are extremely concerned that this
important traditional food resource, they depend upon, in npper 17B will soon be gone if nothing is done.

Predation by brown bear, wolves and man are decimating the moose population in upper GMU
17B. Both the brown bear and wolf populations are higher than locals have ever seen. Some measures
have been taken by the state to decrease the predation of moose and moose calves by the bears and wolves
in upper GMU 17B but the moose population continues to decline. Loeal residents want to help decrease
the bear populiation but are hindered because of the bear tag expense, the bag limit of 1 bear, and the cost of
traveling to Dillingham ($200) to get the hide sealed.

It may alreacly be too late, but something needs to be done, or this precious moose resource that
residents who live on the Nushagak River depend upon to feed their families, will soon be gone.

3. What will happen if this problem is not solved? The moose population in upper GMU 17 B will
continue to decline until they cannot make a come-back.

4. What solution do you prefer? In other words, if the Board adopted your solution, what
would the new regulation say
1. Twa (2) brown bear per year may be harvested by residents.
2. No lock tag required for residents,
2. No closed season for residents
4. Allow brown bears that pull up and destroy subsistence salmon fishing nets to be
clagsified as DLP bears.
3. Eliminate the burden of expense local residents must endure to have the hides sealed.
6. The above regulations can be cancelled by emergency order, so the brown bear control
quota will not be exceeded.
Permit Conditions.

3. Does your propesal address improving the quality of the resource harvested or products
produced? If so, how? This proposal will empower local residents to help reduce the brown bear
predation on the moose in upper 17B and allow the moose population 1o make a come-back.

6. Solutions to difficult problems benefit some people and hurt others:

A. Who is likely to benefit if your solution is adopted? Everyone! The Nonresident brown bear
hunt will not change. More moose calves will survive and the moose population will have a chance to
repound.  The traditional subsistence supply of moose will make a come-back again.

B. Who is likely to suffer if your solution is adopted? No one.

7. List any other solutions you considered and why you rejected them? Allow local residents of
the Nushagak River drainage to shoot, trap or snare brown bear with no limit and no closed
season. This idea was rejected because it was too extreme.

Submitted By: Name
Roger Skogen

PO box 5014

Koliganek, Alaska 99576
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October 21, 2010

To the members of tha Board of Gama,

This letter Is being sent In opposhtion to Propasal 32, which calis for changlng the Southeast Alaska
waterfowl season opening date from September 16 to September 1, The September 16 opaner was
approved by the Board during the 2008 BOG mesting, after considaring the rasults of an ADF&G survey-
polling SE watarfowl hunters on thelr preferance of season start dates. A majority of the hunters
surveyed favored a delay to the traditional September 1 start date.

A number of praposals have been submitted over the past several BOS meetings, requesting a delay to
the waterfowl season. The primary raason behind these proposals is the overall lack of watarfow!
present in much’of Southeast In aarly Septamber and the resuitent loss of hunting opportunities (days)
tue to the absence of birds . Delaylng the season by two weeks ellows early season migrants (teal,
witigeon, and pintall) 16 move Into SE Alaska and bulld to levels sufficlent ta support more successful
hunting opportunities. Delaying the start of the season also extands the hunting season until the end of
Recamber, allowing hunmting opportunitles for family and friende durlng the holiday season, a tme when
late migrating mallards are abundant,

The Individual submitting Proposal 32 referred to a loss of oppertunity to hunt sandhill cranes due to the

Septarnber 16 start date, While we oppoge changing the start date of tha waterfowl (ducks and geese)

season, wa would fully suppart a September 1 start date for the sandhill erane seasan, A September 1
opener may hetp maxlm_iza hunting oppartunities for this spacles,

Thank you for your consideration

Mike Vaughn- Sitka
Dave Gordon- Sitk ‘
Yo |

Adam } ssmew.e
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Written Comments to Alaska Board of Game
Southeast Region Meeting Fall 2010

Proposal 2: I am in OPPOSITION of this proposa). Although I do not guide hunters in
this specific area, I believe this area holds opportunity for recreation huniers who are not
able to travel far from town. Many hunters are limited in their ability to travel, due to
boat size or speed and limited time on weekends or after work. I believe there is a healthy
bear population in this area and plenty of bears to satisfy the needs of hunters as well as
wildlife viewers.

Proposal 4: 1 am in OPPOSITION of this proposal. Recreational sportsman have been
using the Marguerite Bay road system for hunting fishing since its creation decades ago. 1
personally started hunting bears in off of this road system in 1982. This road system
pravides a unique opportunity to travel by boat and then ORV to access clear cuts,
standing timber and muskep for the purpose of hunting deer, bear and wolf within a -
reasonable proximity to Keichikan. The Forest Service already has a rule of “No
Shooting™ within 150 yards of the Bear Viewing Platform and trail. There is no risk to
bear viewers from hunters. [ believe a deer hunter should be able to shoot a black bear
that has come to a deer call or is trying to “stcal his deer” if that hunter has not alrcady
filled his annual bag limit for black bear. There are lots of bears in this drainage. I believe
the decrease in sightings by summertime bear viewers may be a function of plentiful food
in other areas as well as change in bear behavior due to the large numbers of bear viewers
visiting the area.

Proposal 5: 1 am in OPPOSITION of this proposal. Of all the proposals, I am most
concerned about Proposal 5 which describes closing al! of Rudyerd Bay and Walker
Cove drainages to both brown and black bear hunting. These drainages both fall into
GUA 01-10 in GMU 1A,

As a registered guide permitted by the Forest Service to operate in Misty Fiords, GUA
01-10 is one of my primary areas for black and brown bear hunting. I have avoided
hunting in Rudyerd Bay and Walker Cove drainages during the tourist season to reduce
hurnan interaction of any kind as well as conflict with user groups. As a guide, 1 strive to
provide a true wilderness experience for my clients who are often interested wildlife
viewing, fishing, camping as much as the actual stalking and harvest of the bear. These
hunters pay a high price for the experience and are often satisfied even though they may
not harvest a bear, Some of these hunters return year after year, just for the wilderness
experience.

I do hunt in these areas, when I feel that there is little chance of encountering tourists or
any other people. 1 realize that Rudyerd and Walker are popular with other hunters due to
it's proximity to Ketchikan, protected anchorage, and high brown bear density. Closing
Walker Cove and Rudyerd Bay would probably result in a shift in hunting pressure to
more secluded drainages that [ hunt and increase the amount of human interaction,
hunting conflicts and all the things we strive to avoid when guiding a hunter ina
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wilderness setting, A closure as suggested by Proposal 5 would effectively shrink our
wilderness opportunities.

Although the writer of this proposal (5) can fly her airplane over all 2.2 million acres in
Misty Fiords, the bear hunting opportunities for myself, my clients and most bear hunters
are limited to just the shoreline of the bays, tideflats and those portions of the rivers that
are "navigable" by jet boat, skilT or foot travel. There is a already a moratorium on
“gnided brown bear hunts” in Misty Fiords and “Forest Wide™ (TNF) freeze on guided
black bear hunts. Taking away (closing bear hunting in) entire drainages is just another
way to reduce our ever shrinking opportunities to make a living as guide.

Proposal 33: T SUPPORT this proposal.
Proposal 36: T am in OPPOSITION of this proposal. If the department feels that there
is a need to reduce black bear harvest numbers, 1 suggest that the Board consider

Proposal 37.

Proposal 37: T SUPPORT proposal 37. This proposal offers the Department an avenue
to control the black bear harvest when deemed necessary.

Thank you for your consideration to my comments.
Sincerely,

Edward Totibio

Ketchikan, Alaska
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Trail Mix, Inc.,
P.O. Box 35693
Juneau, AK. 99803

October 22, 2010
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Re: Proposal 11: Areas Closed to Trapping: Treadwell Ditch Trail

Dear Board of Game;

Trail Mix, Inc. (Trail Mix) supports PROPOSAL 11.

Proposal 11 would add Treadwell Ditch Trail area to the list of similar trails closed to
trapping in Juneau. Trail Mix’s on-going efforts are improving the Treadwell Ditch Trail and
made the trail much easier for families to enjoy. Trail Mix supports furthering the protection of
the public using the trail by closing the trail area to trapping,

Trail Mix is a Juneau nonprofit organization established to improve and expand Juneau's
world-class trail system.

Sincerely,

SN

Mike McKrill, Board President
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Sean Nielson
Gustavus, Alaska 99826
October 22, 2010
Attn: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Dep’t of Fish & Game
Boards Support Section

Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Ms. Tibbles:

Please include these comments in the on-time packet for the upcoming SE Regional Board of Game
meeting. Thank you.

Proposal 12

| oppose the proposal to re-instate wolf snaring in Unit 1C, Gustavus Forelands, for the following
reasons:

I am a professional photographer, videographer and eco-tourism guide. In these positions, | make a living
by shooting wildlife with a camera, as well as pointing out animals and animal sign to tourists. So for me
and other photographers in Gustavus, more wolves mean more opportunities for viewing wolves which
leads to more and better photos, more opportunities for showing others the animals and their sign to
visitors which leads to more photo sales to my markets and higher gratuities from my clients. With this in
mind, | oppose hunting and trapping of wolves in general. | understand that much, if not all of your
decision in these matters revolve on sound biological science, and that my reason for opposition to not fall
under this category. However, | believe that under “Who is likely to suffer” the Board should add,
“People who make a living photographing and viewing wolves and guiding others to do the same. (non-
consumptive users)”

Additionally, when snaring was permitted in Gustavus in the past, unethical and illegal methods were
used by some trappers. Since there is no law enforcement present in Gustavus, there is little chance that
anyone breaking the law would be caught. I believe that if snaring is permitted, domestic dogs, eagles and
moose calves or moose caught by the nose, will be victims of by-catch.

The proposal states: “Calf recruitment in Unit 1C suffers partly from predation from wolves”. | am
not aware of any science behind this statement. One could argue that just as many moose calves
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could be by-caught by snares as are taken by wolves. With this in mind, I do not believe that
hunters will benefit from this proposal.

Finally, while only one hunter may directly benefit from the trapping of one wolf, many residents may
directly benefit from being able to photograph the same wolf, on multiple occasions.

Proposals 33-37 & 40 Black Bears
I support all of these proposals for all of the reasons stated as well as the following:

In northern SE AK, the “Glacier Bear” or ““Blue Bear”’ color phase of the black bear persists. As a
professional photographer and eco-tourism guide, | am constantly seeking photos and viewing
opportunities of this elusive animal. By implementing these proposals, | feel that fewer Glacier Bears will
be targeted and harvested. As a non-consumptive user, these proposals would benefit me.

Proposal 43

I support this proposal for the same reasons | opposed Proposal 12. (see above)
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Grateful Dogs P.O. Box 20887

Juneau, AK 99802
of Juneau www.gratefuldogsofjuneau.org

October 4, 2010
ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Re: SUPPORT - Proposal 10: Juneau area Unit 1C: Discretionary Trapping
SUPPORT - Proposal 11: Areas Closed to Trapping: Treadwell Ditch

Dear Sirs:

The Grateful Dogs of Juneau (Grateful Dogs) whole heartedly supports the adoption of
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PROPOSALS 10 and 11. Grateful Dogs believes that the adoption of the two proposals would benefit
dog owners in Juneau and would be in the best interest of all users of the trails in Juneau. Grateful Dogs
also believes that the proposals would not unduly interfere with lawful trapping activities because the

potential adverse consequences on trapping activities are minimal.

Proposal 10 would give the Department of Fish and Game authority to set trapping permit conditions and
procedures in the Juneau area as necessary to prevent conflicts between user groups in the
densely populated Juneau area. This proposal is needed because there is limited habitable

land between the marine waters and mountains of the Juneau area. In the limited area
available it is difficult for trapping activities to occur at a safe distance from dense

residential areas and from heavily used recreational areas. We are aware of at least one
incident in recent years in which a dog was caught and died in a lawful trap set close to a

popular trail. Grateful Dogs would like to avoid similar incidents by allowing the

Department to insure that trappers in the Juneau area are adequately informed of open and

closed areas and other regulations and take the appropriate measures to prevent such

tragedies in the future. GDOJ SUPPORTS

Proposal 11 would add Treadwell Ditch Trail area to the list of similar trails closed to trapping in Juneau.

The Treadwell Ditch Trail is being upgraded and more dog owners and other outdoor

enthusiasts are using the trail. The trail parallels the residential areas along the Douglas and
North Douglas Highways along the length of the trail. The safety of the public is at risk if
trapping is allowed in close proximity to this increasingly popular trail and the adjacent

residential areas. GDOJ SUPPORTS

Grateful Dogs of Juneau, Inc. is an Alaska nonprofit organization that promotes responsible

ownership of dogs in Juneau and advocates on behalf of responsible dog owners.

Sincerely,

Grateful Dogs of Juneau, Inc.
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