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Phone: (907) 822-4466    Fax: (907) 822-4406     connect@ahtnatribal.org  

 

Tsin’aen 

 
 
 
February 27, 2025 
 
 
Alaska Board of Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
1255 W. 8th Street 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 
 

Dear Alaska Board of Game Members, 

On behalf of the Ahtna Intertribal Resource Commission (AITRC), we appreciate the opportunity to 
submit comments for your consideration in this statewide regulatory cycle. AITRC represents the eight 
federally recognized tribes of the Ahtna Region, working together to protect and strengthen the Ahtna 
people’s customary and traditional use of wildlife and natural resources. 

These comments reflect the collective input of AITRC member tribes and experienced staff, with 
guidance from our Fish and Wildlife Committee, whose deep connection to the land and resources within 
the Ahtna Territory informs our perspective. 

We hope this input supports the Board in making well-informed decisions that uphold sustainable wildlife 
management. Thank you for your dedication to this important work and for considering the views of 
AITRC and our member tribes. 

 

Tsin'aen, 

 
 
Karen Linnell 
Executive Director 
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PROPOSAL 85 

5 AAC 92.013 Migratory bird hunting guide services. 

Change the definition for migratory bird hunting guide services to include transporter services. 

AITRC Supports Proposal 85  

Adding Transporters to the registration requirement is needed, if they offer services to migratory 
bird hunters. Registration will provide the department with valuable data to enhance the 
management of migratory bird populations. 

We've observed transporters relocating to areas with abundant hunting opportunities, over-
harvesting, and then moving elsewhere. This pattern has occurred with salmon, moose, sheep, and 
caribou. AITRC does not want to see this happen with migratory birds.  

******************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 87 

5 AAC 92.100. Unlawful methods of hunting waterfowl, snipe, and cranes. 

Restrict the use of boats for hunting waterfowl 

AITRC Oppose Proposal 87. 

Many bird hunters use canoes or small boats to get to the birds, then have to quickly retrieve them. 
And stop to shoot anyway, there is no need to be anchored or on shore.  It is not practical to require 
an anchor or to expect bird hunters to go to shore before shooting a duck.  It would unnecessarily 
restrict the use of boats in waterfowl hunting, particularly for subsistence practices that rely on 
boats for the primary means of access. This proposal can end up limiting the ability for hunters to be 
successful by requiring them to anchor or to go to shore, or requiring them to stay within 100 yards 
of those discharging firearms.  It sounds like they want the boats to follow whoever is walking.   

There has not been any demonstration of a need for the change and much of their concerns are 
addressed in:   

5 AAC 92.080 (4) …prohibits the use of a motor-driven boat … unless it has been 
completely shutoff and the progress from the motor’s power has ceased… 

(5) …prohibits the use of a motorized vehicle to harass game or for the purpose of driving, 
herding, or molesting game 

************************************************************************************
PROPOSAL 88 

5 AAC 92.034. Permit to take game and use game for cultural purposes. 

Add wood bison to the list of game species allowed to be taken for cultural purposes under a permit 
issued by the Department of Fish and Game 

AITRC Supports Proposal 88 
The reintroduction of wood bison within the traditional lands of the Minto and Nenana people presents an 
opportunity to ensure that local communities benefit from this species. Alaska Native communities have 
long relied on consuming animals close to home, and allowing wood bison for cultural and educational 
purposes aligns with these traditions. While initial opposition existed, incorporating wood bison into 
cultural uses follows the traditional practice of harvesting animals that are available and within traditional 
territories. This proposal does not seek unrestricted hunting but rather a structured approach that balances 
conservation with cultural needs. Some big game organizations that supported reintroduction now oppose 
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customary and traditional use designations, yet excluding wood bison from these protections undermines 
equitable wildlife management. Approving this proposal supports both conservation and Indigenous 
traditions, ensuring wood bison remain a meaningful resource for the communities whose lands they now 
inhabit. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 89 
5 AAC 92.003. Hunter education and orientation requirements. 

Require nonresident moose hunters to attend a hunter orientation course and be accompanied by a 
registered guide or resident family member within the second degree of kindred 

AITRC Supports Proposal 89 
The requirement for all nonresidents hunting moose in Alaska to complete a hunter education course and 
be accompanied by a registered guide or family member within second-degree kindred, aims to improve 
meat care practices and reduce wanton waste by ensuring nonresident hunters understand proper salvage 
requirements and their responsibilities. Given concerns about inadequate meat handling and the lack of 
enforcement, this proposal provides a proactive approach to educating nonresident hunters and promoting 
ethical hunting practices. By adopting Proposal 89, the Board can help mitigate waste while reinforcing 
responsible moose harvesting in Alaska. 

******************************************************************************PROPO
SAL 90 

5 AAC 92.003. Hunter education and orientation requirements. 

Require all goat hunters to pass an online mountain goat quiz prior to hunting 

AITRC Supports with Modification Proposal 90 
Expanding the requirement for all goat hunters to pass an online mountain goat quiz before hunting, 
aiming to improve hunter awareness and reduce female harvest to support sustainable populations. While 
AITRC supports efforts to enhance hunter education, an online-only requirement would 
disproportionately disadvantage rural and remote hunters who lack reliable internet access. To ensure 
equitable participation, alternative options such as in-person or hard-copy tests should be available.  

Additionally, learning from an experienced goat hunter should be recognized as an acceptable form of 
hunter education and orientation, allowing traditional knowledge to be passed down through mentorship. 
A grandfather clause should also be considered for experienced hunters who have been actively hunting 
before a reasonable cutoff date, such as January 1, 1986, which is already in regulation for other 
exceptions (5AAC92.003(B)). Providing multiple avenues for compliance will help balance education 
goals with fair access to hunting opportunities for all Alaskans. 

******************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 91 

5 AAC 92.003. Hunter education and orientation requirements. 

Require all goat hunters to pass an online mountain goat quiz prior to hunting 

AITRC Supports with Modification Proposal 91 
See AITRC comments for Proposal 90 

******************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 92 

5 AAC 92.003. Hunter education and orientation requirements. 
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Require sheep hunters to complete an online education course 

AITRC Supports with Modification Proposal 92 
Expanding the requirement for all sheep hunters to pass an online Dall sheep quiz before hunting, aiming 
to improve hunter awareness and reduce sub-legal ram harvest to support sustainable populations. While 
AITRC supports efforts to enhance hunter education, an online-only requirement would 
disproportionately disadvantage rural and remote hunters who lack reliable internet access. To ensure 
equitable participation, alternative options such as in-person or hard-copy tests should be available.  

Additionally, learning from an experienced sheep hunter should be recognized as an acceptable form of 
hunter education and orientation, allowing traditional knowledge to be passed down through mentorship. 
A grandfather clause should also be considered for experienced hunters who have been actively hunting 
before a reasonable cutoff date, such as January 1, 1986, which is already in regulation for other 
exceptions (5AAC92.003(B)). Providing multiple avenues for compliance will help balance education 
goals with fair access to hunting opportunities for all Alaskans. 

PROPOSAL 95 

5 AAC 92.990(30). Definitions. 

Repeal the age criteria for the definition of full-curl horn ram 

AITRC Supports Proposal 95 
Repealing the age-based criteria for defining a full-curl Dall sheep ram, addressing concerns that hunters 
attempting to count annuli rings from a distance are unintentionally harvesting sub-legal rams. AITRC 
supports this proposal, as aging rams in the field is highly challenging, even for experienced hunters and 
biologists, leading to unnecessary citations, abandoned animals, and loss of recruitment-age rams. Some 
units have rams that reach only ¾ curl by eight years of age, making the age criteria an inconsistent and 
unreliable method for determining legal harvest. 

The age-based requirement is unnecessary and can be detrimental to sustainable sheep management. 
Removing this criterion will reduce unintentional violations, improve hunter success, and support a more 
practical approach to Dall sheep conservation. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 96 

5 AAC 92.990(30). Definitions. 

Repeal the age criteria for the definition of full-curl horn ram 

AITRC Supports Proposal 96 
See AITRC comments on Proposal 95 

************************************************************************************ 
 
PROPOSAL 101 

5 AAC 92.106. Intensive management of identified big game prey populations. 

Add sheep to the list of species identified as important for providing high levels of human consumptive 
use 

AITRC Supports Proposal 101 
Sheep populations across various regions of Alaska have experienced significant declines, raising 
concerns about their long-term sustainability and the ability of hunters to access this important resource. 
Despite ongoing discussions, sheep are not currently included as an IM species, limiting management 
tools available to support their recovery. 
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The Board of Game has the authority under AS 16.05.258(e)-(g) to establish IM programs for species 
deemed necessary to meet human consumptive use goals. Including sheep in this framework would 
provide an opportunity for more targeted management actions, including predator control and habitat 
enhancement, to support population recovery. Fish and Game advisory committees have already 
expressed interest in predator reduction efforts to aid declining sheep populations, but the current 
regulatory framework does not allow for direct action. The only precedent has been in Unit 19C, where 
predator control was implemented through a workaround under moose management regulations, 
highlighting the need for a more direct and appropriate approach. 

Adding sheep as an IM species does not automatically mandate predator control but ensures that the 
Board and the Department of Fish and Game can consider and implement management strategies where 
necessary. Given the widespread concerns about sheep population declines and the importance of 
maintaining sustainable harvest opportunities, AITRC supports this proposal as a critical step in 
improving Dall sheep management and conservation efforts. 

PROPOSAL 122 

5 AAC 92.011. Taking of game by proxy. 

Allow proxy hunting for plains bison statewide 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 122 
Expanding proxy hunting to include the Chitina and Copper River bison herds could reduce fairness in 
the draw permit system, increase harvest pressure, and create opportunities for misuse. Given the limited 
availability of bison permits and the need for careful herd management, this proposal could negatively 
impact ethical hunters and long-term population sustainability. 

Proxy hunting has been previously restricted for certain species due to documented abuse, including 
instances where individuals obtained multiple bag limits by enlisting elderly residents through retirement 
homes. This concern is particularly relevant in high-demand draw permit hunts, where allowing proxy 
hunting could undermine conservation efforts and equitable access to hunting opportunities. Similar 
restrictions have been applied in Tier II Nelchina caribou hunts, recognizing the potential for abuse and 
ensuring responsible wildlife management. 

Historically, proxy hunting was introduced to facilitate community-based sharing of harvested meat, 
particularly in rural Alaska. However, state and federal community hunts now fulfill that purpose by 
allowing a designated hunter to harvest on behalf of another participant. Given this alternative, reinstating 
proxy hunting for plains bison is unnecessary and would compromise the integrity of the draw permit 
system. 

************************************************************************************ 
PROPOSAL 123 

5 AAC 92.011 (i). Taking of game by proxy. 

Allow remuneration to be provided to proxy hunters 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 123 
Removing the prohibition on remuneration for proxy hunting. Proxy hunting was established as a 
charitable system to allow able-bodied hunters to assist those unable to hunt due to age, disability, or 
other legitimate reasons. Introducing financial incentives would fundamentally alter its purpose, shifting 
proxy hunting from a community-based support system to a commercialized service. 

Allowing payment for proxy hunting would create opportunities for abuse, including false proxy requests 
and a "pay-to-hunt" loophole that benefits wealthier individuals at the expense of ethical hunters. This 
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could lead to overharvesting, as financial incentives may drive hunters to maximize their take rather than 
focus on sustainable harvest levels. Furthermore, it undermines the principles of fair and equitable 
resource use, contradicting Alaska’s commitment to conservation and subsistence hunting. 

From a regulatory perspective, permitting remuneration would blur the line between subsistence and 
commercial hunting, creating significant enforcement challenges. Ensuring fair compensation without 
exploitation or privatization of public wildlife resources would be nearly impossible to monitor, 
increasing the risk of legal disputes and ethical concerns. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 124 

5 AAC 92.044. Permits for hunting bear with the use of bait or scent lures. 

Change the term “permanent dwelling” to “permanent domicile” for the purpose of bear baiting 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 124 
Replacing the term "permanent dwelling" with "permanent domicile" for the purpose of bear baiting 
regulations would significantly liberalize the establishment of bear bait stations by limiting restrictions to 
only those areas within a mile of a true permanent home, rather than including seasonally occupied 
cabins, fish camps, or other important subsistence-use areas. 

The current language provides necessary protections against placing bait stations too close to areas where 
people regularly camp, work, or engage in traditional activities. Changing the definition to "permanent 
domicile" could allow bait stations to be placed within or near campsites and seasonal residences, 
increasing the likelihood of human-bear encounters and safety risks. Additionally, enforcement would 
become more challenging, as determining whether a site meets the definition of a "true and permanent 
home" would require subjective interpretation and create inconsistencies. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 125 

5 AAC 92.044. Permit for hunting bear with the use of bait or scent lures. 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 125. 
Define "developed recreation facility" and "permanent dwelling" for bear baiting in Units 15 and 7 

See comments in 124 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 126 

5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game; exceptions. 

Allow the use of electronically enhanced night vision and forward-looking infrared devices for taking 
furbearers statewide 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 126 
Expanding the use of electronically enhanced night vision and forward-looking infrared (FLIR) devices for 
taking furbearers statewide, while these technologies were recently approved for Region III, broadening 
their use statewide raises significant ethical, conservation, and public safety concerns.  

The use of night vision and thermal optics fundamentally alters fair chase principles by eliminating an 
animal’s natural ability to evade, conceal, or escape. These tools drastically increase hunting efficiency, 
raising concerns about potential overharvest and unsustainable impacts on furbearer populations. 
Traditional methods of hunting and trapping rely on skill, knowledge, and experience, whereas reliance on 
advanced technology reduces the need for these essential practices, weakening the connection between 
hunters and the land. 
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Additionally, not all lands within Alaska are the same, and applying this regulation statewide fails to 
consider the differences in terrain and habitat. In areas with rugged, forested landscapes, some natural 
limitations remain, but in flatter, more open regions, these technologies could lead to excessive harvest 
levels with minimal effort. This imbalance in efficiency could have severe consequences for local furbearer 
populations, particularly in regions where they are already under harvest pressure. Being from a region that 
is highly road accessible, this is a concern. 

****************************************************************************** 

PROPOSAL 127 

5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game; exceptions. 

Allow the use of electronically enhanced night vision and forward-looking infrared devices for 
taking furbearers statewide 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 127 
See AITRC comments for proposal 126 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 128 

5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game; exceptions. 

Allow the use of night vision and thermal optics taking furbearers statewide 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 128 
See AITRC comments for proposal 126 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 129 

5 AAC 92.085. Unlawful methods of taking game; exceptions 

Establish a minimum standard of centerfire rifle cartridges for taking big game 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 129 
It is unclear and potentially confusing wording, which could create enforcement challenges and 
unnecessary restrictions for hunters. While the intent to establish a minimum caliber requirement for big 
game hunting is understandable, the language used in this proposal lacks clarity, particularly regarding 
overall cartridge length and specific exceptions for regional hunting practices. This ambiguity could lead 
to unintended consequences, including unnecessary limitations on certain effective calibers and confusion 
among hunters and enforcement officers. 

Proposal 130 offers a more clearly defined and practical approach to addressing the issue of appropriate 
calibers for big game hunting. Rather than adopting Proposal 129 in its current form, AITRC encourages 
the Board to consider Proposal 130 with modification as a more effective alternative that balances ethical 
hunting practices with the need for practical, enforceable regulations. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 130 

5 AAC 92.085. Unlawful methods of taking big game; exceptions. 

Establish a minimum standard of centerfire rifle cartridges for taking moose 

AITRC Supports with Modification Proposal 130 
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Recognizing the importance of ensuring ethical and effective harvests. Moose are one of North America’s 
largest big game species, and the use of inadequate calibers, such as .223 Remington, has resulted in 
wounded and unrecovered animals. Implementing a statewide minimum caliber of .243 would help reduce 
unnecessary game loss and promote responsible hunting practices. 

However, Alaska’s diverse hunting traditions and regional practices must be considered. Certain areas and 
specific cultural hunting methods may justify the use of smaller calibers under controlled circumstances. 
To address this, AITRC recommends incorporating language that allows for regional exceptions where 
smaller calibers may still be appropriate, ensuring that longstanding hunting traditions are not unfairly 
restricted. 

By adopting this proposal with provisions for designated exceptions based on Game Management Units 
(GMUs) or specific subsistence hunts, the Board can create a balanced approach that supports both ethical 
hunting standards and traditional practices. AITRC conditionally supports Proposal 130 with the inclusion 
of language allowing for region-specific exemptions where appropriate. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 131 

5 AAC 92.095. Unlawful methods of taking furbearers; exceptions. 

Require identification tags be attached to traps and snares 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 131 
Unnecessary on a statewide level, creates privacy concerns for trappers, imposes additional bureaucratic 
burdens, and could discourage lawful trapping. While ensuring ethical and legal trapping practices is 
important, a blanket statewide requirement for identification tags on traps and snares is not the 
appropriate solution and should be considered on a regional basis rather than as a one-size-fits-all 
regulation. 

Trappers already operate under existing laws that regulate trapping seasons, locations, and methods. 
Adding an identification requirement creates potential privacy risks by requiring personal information to 
be tied to each trap or snare, even with a PIN system in place. While the intent to assist law enforcement 
and provide accountability in specific situations is understandable, the vast majority of trappers follow 
regulations and do not require additional oversight that could lead to undue scrutiny or harassment. 

Additionally, this proposal would create unnecessary administrative burdens on both trappers and the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Implementing a tagging and registration system for all traps 
statewide would require significant resources while offering minimal benefits. Trapping conditions vary 
greatly across Alaska, and any regulatory changes should be determined regionally to address specific 
concerns rather than applying a broad statewide mandate. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 132 

5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game, exceptions. 

Prohibit nonresidents from using snowmachines to approach and pursue the take of wolves and 
wolverine 

AITRC Supports Proposal 132 
AITRC supports Proposal 132, which seeks to prohibit nonresidents from using snowmachines to 
approach and pursue wolves and wolverines. The use of snowmachines in hunting has been recognized as 
a customary and traditional practice for Alaska residents, particularly in regions such as Bristol Bay and 
Northwest Alaska, where vast open terrain makes harvesting these species challenging. However, 
extending this allowance to nonresidents undermines the original intent of these regulations, which were 
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established to support subsistence users and local communities. 

Nonresidents often lack the same cultural ties and subsistence needs as Alaska residents, and allowing 
them to use snowmachines for pursuit could increase harvest pressure on local wildlife populations. 
Additionally, there are concerns that some nonresidents may not fully understand or adhere to the ethical 
and responsible hunting practices associated with this method, leading to potential misuse and conflicts 
with resident hunters. 

This proposal does not restrict Alaska residents, including those who have temporarily left the state for 
school or work, from engaging in traditional hunting methods. Instead, it ensures that snowmachine-
assisted hunting remains a privilege tied to residency and the subsistence needs of local communities. 

****************************************************************************** 

PROPOSAL 133 

5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game, exceptions. 

Prohibit the use of snowmachines to approach and pursue wolverine 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 133 
Removing the use of snowmachines for pursuing wolverines, disregards years of work by the Bristol Bay 
Native Association, Alaska Native organizations, and local communities to gain recognition of the 
customary and traditional use of snowmachines for hunting in Alaska. 

Snowmachines are an essential tool for hunters and trappers in many regions, particularly in areas like 
Bristol Bay and Northwest Alaska, where vast, open terrain makes harvesting wolverines and other 
predators extremely difficult without mechanized assistance. Limiting their use would disproportionately 
affect rural and subsistence hunters who rely on wolverines as a valuable resource. 

The Board of Game has previously recognized the importance of snowmachine use in positioning hunters 
and facilitating successful harvests. Removing wolverines from the list of species that can be taken using 
this method would undermine established regulations that acknowledge these traditional practices and 
could set a precedent for further restrictions on subsistence hunting. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 134 

5 AAC 92.069. Special provisions for moose and caribou drawing permit hunts. 

Allocate 90% of all moose drawing permits to residents 

AITRC Conditionally Supports Proposal 134 
Seeking to allocate 90% of moose drawing permits to Alaska residents in recognition of food security and 
subsistence needs. Moose are a primary subsistence resource for many Alaskans, and ensuring that more 
permits are issued to residents aligns with the state's mandate to prioritize the common use, maximum 
use, and maximum benefit of wildlife resources for Alaskans. 

However, it is important to recognize that drawing permits do not provide a reliable or fair means of 
guaranteeing access for customary and traditional uses, as they are awarded through a random selection 
process. When harvestable surpluses are insufficient to meet all customary and traditional uses, Alaska’s 
subsistence statute (AS 16.05.258) requires a Tier II application ranking process to allocate permits to 
those most dependent on the resource. Drawing hunts, in contrast, are typically established when 
harvestable surpluses exceed subsistence needs, allowing for nonresident participation. 
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While this proposal would increase the number of moose hunting opportunities for Alaska residents, it 
may face opposition from the commercial guiding industry and entities that benefit from nonresident 
hunting, such as ADF&G, which relies on nonresident big game tag fees and licenses for funding. The 
Board must weigh these competing interests carefully while ensuring that the needs of resident hunters, 
particularly those in subsistence-dependent communities, are prioritized. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 135 

5 AAC 92.050 (a)(4). Required permit hunt conditions and procedures. 

Allocate 10% of the big game permits to nonresidents 

AITRC Oppose Proposal 135  
Due to its lack of clarity in “big game permits” allocations would be structured and implemented. While 
the intent to prioritize resident hunters is understandable, the proposal does not clearly define how the 
allocation system would function or how it would interact with existing management frameworks, such as 
Tier II and community-based permit systems. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 136 

5 AAC 92.050. Required permit hunt conditions and procedures. 

Limit bison and musk ox drawing permit hunts to once in a lifetime, and only allow applicants to 
apply once per hunt 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 136 
Limiting bison and musk ox drawing permits to a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity and change the application 
structure, while the frustration of unsuccessful applicants is understandable, this proposal does not account 
for the complexities of wildlife management and the legal constraints surrounding hunting permit fees. 

First, only the Alaska Legislature has the authority to revise permit fees, meaning the proposed increase to 
$50 per application falls outside the jurisdiction of the Board of Game. Second, implementing a once-in-a-
lifetime restriction would unfairly penalize those who have successfully drawn a permit while doing little 
to improve the odds for future applicants. Drawing hunts are inherently competitive due to the limited 
number of available permits, and restricting opportunities for those who have previously drawn does not 
guarantee others a successful outcome. 

Additionally, proposals like this are frequently submitted by individuals frustrated with the draw system 
rather than based on biological or management concerns. A more effective approach to improving access 
could involve increasing permit availability where sustainable or reviewing alternative methods for 
distributing these highly sought-after tags. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 137 

5 AAC 92.050. Required permit hunt conditions and procedures. 

Change the drawing hunt permit process 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 137 

This proposal primarily reflects frustrations from individuals who have not been successful in drawing 
permits rather than addressing a biological or management concern. While draw odds have become 
increasingly competitive, this is largely due to rising application numbers and limited availability of 
permits, not flaws in the existing system. 
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The number of applications per species was previously increased to generate additional revenue for 
ADF&G, which supports wildlife management programs. The examples cited in this proposal 
demonstrate that more applications have been submitted, leading to increased competition, but altering 
the process would not necessarily result in better odds for any one group of hunters. 

Additionally, many of the suggested changes—such as restricting the number of species an individual can 
apply for or implementing extended waiting periods—could unfairly limit opportunities for certain 
hunters while doing little to improve overall draw success rates. Proposals like this are submitted 
regularly by those who have not drawn permits, but the current system ensures a fair and equitable 
process for all applicants. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 139 

5 AAC 92.150. Evidence of sex and identity. 

Change the evidence of sex requirements for horned big game animals 

AITRC Supports Proposal 139 

Which seeks to align the evidence of sex requirements for mountain goats and musk oxen with existing 
regulations for Dall sheep. Currently, sheep hunters are allowed to use horns as evidence of sex without 
requiring external sex organs to remain attached to salvaged meat, while goat and musk ox hunters must 
keep the sex organs attached. This inconsistency creates unnecessary burdens for hunters, especially in 
remote field conditions where bacterial growth and heavier pack loads are concerns. 

Requiring sex organs to remain naturally attached to meat is not essential for species where horns provide 
a clear and sufficient indicator of sex. Eliminating this requirement for goats and musk oxen would 
simplify meat processing and transportation while maintaining effective enforcement of sex-based harvest 
regulations. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 141 

5 AAC 92.135(a). Transfer of possession. 

Allow the transfer of possession of game meat and game parts to be captured in a digital video 
format or on paper 

AITRC Supports Proposal 141 

Allow the transfer of possession of game meat and game parts to be documented electronically via video 
recording on a smartphone or tablet. This would serve as an alternative method to the existing paper form 
requirement, improving flexibility while maintaining proper record-keeping and accountability. 

Currently, transfer of possession documentation requires a signed paper form that includes critical details 
such as the names and addresses of both parties, the hunting license number of the harvester, and 
information about the game being transferred. Proposal 141 does not seek to replace this system but rather 
provides an additional option for hunters and recipients to document transfers, particularly in situations 
where paper forms may not be available. 

Video recordings offer added benefits, including automatic date and time stamps, audio verification, and 
immediate digital accessibility for both parties. This method could also help prevent loss or damage to 
paper forms in the field while ensuring that all required information is documented. Importantly, this 
proposal retains all necessary safeguards to ensure compliance with salvage responsibilities and legal 
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accountability. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 142 

5 AAC 92.031(h). Permit for selling skins, skulls, and trophies. 

Allow for the sale of legally harvested big game trophies without a permit 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 142 

Removing this requirement would further commercialize big game hunting in Alaska, increasing the risk 
of exploitation and undermining the principles of ethical and subsistence-based hunting. 

The current permit system ensures oversight and accountability in the sale of big game trophies, helping 
to prevent illegal harvest, overexploitation, and commercialization that could incentivize non-subsistence-
driven hunting. Without this regulation, there is a risk of increased pressure on wildlife populations and a 
shift toward profit-driven hunting rather than responsible wildlife management. 

Additionally, eliminating the permit requirement would reduce the ability of ADF&G to track and 
regulate trophy sales, making enforcement more difficult and increasing the potential for illegal activities 
such as poaching or improper transfer of game parts. While the proposal claims that there is no data 
suggesting issues with trophy sales, removing an existing regulatory safeguard without a clear 
justification poses unnecessary risks. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 143 

5 AAC 92.200. Purchase and sale of game. 

Allow for the sale of legally harvested big game trophies without a permit 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 143 

Similar to Proposal 142, this proposal would further commercialize big game hunting in Alaska, 
increasing the risk of exploitation and shifting hunting motivations away from ethical and subsistence-
based practices. 

The existing permit requirement ensures oversight and accountability in the sale of big game trophies, 
helping to prevent illegal harvest, market-driven overexploitation, and the commercialization of wildlife. 
Eliminating the permit process would weaken enforcement capabilities, making it more difficult to track 
and regulate the sale of trophies while increasing the potential for illegal activities such as poaching or the 
misrepresentation of game origins. 

Additionally, the proposed regulatory language is problematic and lacks clarity in how sales would be 
monitored or limited. Without proper safeguards, allowing unrestricted sale could incentivize non-
subsistence-driven hunting practices, negatively impacting both wildlife populations and resident hunters 
who rely on these species for food security. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 146 

5 AAC 92.029. Permit for possessing live game. 

Exempt sterilized cats from the list of species prohibited from being released into the wild 
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AITRC Opposes Proposal 146 

While the intent of implementing Trap-Neuter-Release (TNR) programs to manage feral cat populations 
is understandable, allowing the release of sterilized cats would still pose significant risks to Alaska’s 
native wildlife, particularly songbirds and small mammals. 

Feral cats are an invasive species with well-documented negative impacts on wildlife populations. Even if 
sterilized, released cats continue to hunt, kill, and disrupt native ecosystems. In previous regulatory 
discussions, concerns have been raised about the estimated thousands of feral cats in urban areas such as 
Anchorage, and their impact on local wildlife has been widely acknowledged. Allowing TNR would only 
sustain these populations rather than eliminate the problem. 

The Board of Game's primary responsibility is to protect Alaska’s wildlife, and maintaining the 
prohibition on releasing domestic animals into the wild aligns with that mission. The current regulations 
ensure that efforts to manage feral cats prioritize removal rather than further entrenching their presence in 
the ecosystem. 

****************************************************************************** 
PROPOSAL 147 

5 AAC 92.029. Permit for possessing live game. 

Delegate authority from the Board of Game to the Commissioner of the Department of Fish and 
Game 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 147 

 The clean list determines which species may be possessed in Alaska without a permit, and any changes to 
it have direct implications for the state’s wildlife conservation efforts. 

The Board of Game plays a critical role in ensuring that species additions to the clean list are carefully 
reviewed through a public regulatory process. Transferring this authority to the Commissioner could 
reduce transparency and public involvement in decision-making, limiting the opportunity for advisory 
committees, conservation organizations, and the public to weigh in on potential risks associated with 
introducing new species. 

Furthermore, this proposal follows the rejection of Governor Dunleavy’s Executive Order 124 by the 
Alaska Legislature, which aimed to shift broader regulatory powers related to wildlife management. 
While this proposal is more limited in scope, the rejection of the executive order indicates that decisions 
about species possession should remain under the Board’s authority rather than being transferred to the 
Commissioner’s discretion. 

****************************************************************************** 

PROPOSAL 148 

5 AAC 92.110(e). Control of predation by wolves. 

Impose certain conditions on the commissioner’s ability to implement an intensive management 
plan following its adoption by the Board of Game 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 148 

This proposal would unnecessarily constrain the Commissioner’s authority, which has already been 
delegated by the Alaska Legislature and could delay or obstruct the timely implementation of predator 
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control efforts. 

The current framework allows the Board of Game to approve IM plans and grants the Commissioner the 
flexibility to implement them as needed based on real-time population data and ecological conditions. 
Adding another layer of public process would create unnecessary bureaucratic hurdles, potentially impeding 
the effectiveness of predator control programs designed to support the recovery of key prey populations, 
such as moose and caribou. 

Furthermore, the requirement for additional public notice and comment under the Administrative 
Procedures Act is redundant, as the Board of Game already provides opportunities for public engagement 
during the approval process for IM plans. Once a plan is approved, the Commissioner must have the ability 
to act efficiently without additional delays that could hinder conservation goals. 

****************************************************************************** 

PROPOSAL 187 

5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game; exceptions.  

Allow the use of night vision, thermal scopes, and artificial light to be used only for hunting predators as 
follows: Using a laser sight, electronical-enhanced, night vision, thermal any forward-looking infrared 
device is authorized for use for the taking of predators only. 

AITRC Opposes Proposal 187 
Expanding the use of electronically enhanced night vision and forward-looking infrared (FLIR) devices for 
taking furbearers statewide, while these technologies were recently approved for Region III, broadening 
their use statewide raises significant ethical, conservation, and public safety concerns.  

The use of night vision and thermal optics fundamentally alters fair chase principles by eliminating an 
animal’s natural ability to evade, conceal, or escape. These tools drastically increase hunting efficiency, 
raising concerns about potential overharvest and unsustainable impacts on furbearer populations. 
Traditional methods of hunting and trapping rely on skill, knowledge, and experience, whereas reliance on 
advanced technology reduces the need for these essential practices, weakening the connection between 
hunters and the land. 

Additionally, not all lands within Alaska are the same, and applying this regulation statewide fails to 
consider the differences in terrain and habitat. In areas with rugged, forested landscapes, some natural 
limitations remain, but in flatter, more open regions, these technologies could lead to excessive harvest 
levels with minimal effort. This imbalance in efficiency could have severe consequences for local furbearer 
populations, particularly in regions where they are already under harvest pressure. Being from a region that 
is highly road accessible, this is a concern. 
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY 
ALASKA CHAPTER 

March 7, 2025 

Hon. Jake Fletcher 

Chair, Alaska Board of Game 

RE: Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society comments on proposal 101 

Dear Alaska Board of Game members, 

The Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society (TWS) is a professional society founded in 1971. With over 200 members, the 

Alaska Chapter is one of the largest chapters of The Wildlife Society, an international organization representing wildlife 

biologists and managers employed by state, federal, and borough resource agencies, academic institutions, non-

governmental organizations, and private industry. Our science-based mission is to enhance the ability of wildlife 

professionals to conserve biological diversity, sustain productivity, and ensure responsible use of wildlife resources in 

Alaska for the benefit of society. 

The Alaska Chapter of TWS has reviewed proposal 101, which proposes to add Dall sheep to the list of species identified 

as important for providing high levels of human consumptive use. This would place sheep under the 1994 intensive 

management law. After due consideration of the scientific evidence, the Alaska Chapter of TWS recommends that Dall 

sheep should not receive a positive IM determination for the following reasons:  

1. Sheep do not provide “high levels of human consumptive use”.

Positive determination of intensive management (IM) and setting of IM objectives has been applied only to moose, 

caribou, and deer over the last 31 years largely because those species represent about 91% of the game meat harvested 

by hunters in Alaska (2001-2005 data). Sheep, in comparison, provide about 1 percent of wild terrestrial meat yield from 

big game. The primary management goal for sheep is the opportunity for harvesting trophy animals first, and meat 

second. This is reflected in hunting regulations tailored almost exclusively to full-curl rams. 

The Department periodically publishes management reports on individual species, by area. Each report includes an 

estimate of the number of sheep “reasonably necessary for subsistence uses”. In 9 of the recent reports the answer is 

“none”. Four reports include non-zero sheep numbers (Caikoski 2018, Hatcher 2018, Pierce 2018, Osburn 2025). Totaling 

these (using the high end of each range estimate) yields 261 animals reasonably necessary for subsistence. 

Although Dall sheep were likely never a staple food in northwestern Alaska such as caribou or salmon, they did fill an 

important niche in some seasons, years, and circumstances (Georgette and Loon 1991). That fact acknowledged, the 

number of sheep harvested primarily for human consumptive use in Alaska is very small. Such harvest occurs primarily in 

national parks and wildlife refuges under Federal subsistence guidelines. Intensive Management is unlikely to be 

authorized in these areas without significant biological concerns and other alternative management actions exhausted. 

The Alaska Chapter of the Wildlife Society strives to enhance the ability of 

wildlife professionals to conserve biological diversity, sustain productivity, and 

ensure responsible use of wildlife resources in Alaska for the benfit of society. 

PC3
1 of 8



The Department’s own characterization of sheep hunting is accurate: “Dall sheep produce excellent meat but are 

relatively small in size … and it is difficult to retrieve meat from the rugged alpine areas which they inhabit. These factors 

have limited sheep hunting to a relatively few, hardy individuals whose interest is more in the challenge and satisfaction 

of mountain hunting and the alpine experience than in getting food” (online Dall sheep species profile, ADFG). 

The full-curl regulations and management strategy used by the Board and the Department limits harvest to mature rams 

in most areas of Alaska, which is recognized as a conservative management approach. The full-curl management 

strategy does not result in harvest that is near the maximum sustained yield for Dall sheep populations as is intended for 

IM populations. At times of relatively high Dall sheep abundance, the Board and the Department do not liberalize 

harvest, such as including ewe hunts or additional less than full-curl ram opportunities. If there was a change to offering 

high levels of Dall sheep harvest for consumption, then that would likely take development of new survey and 

monitoring methods by the Department. The minimum counts currently used by the Department to track Dall sheep 

populations are not appropriate for managing populations for maximum sustained yield. 

2. Winter weather plays a particularly important regulating role in sheep; and in most cases, predation does not.

Of the 15 management area reports for sheep available online, the following are offered as reasons for stable, low or 

declining populations among Game Management Unit (GMU): “loss or winter habitat and climate change affecting snow 

conditions” (GMUs 7 and 15), “weather and carrying capacity” (GMU 12), “weather was the primary contributing factor” 

(GMUs 12, 13C, 20D), “nutrition and stochastic factors” (GMU 13D), “weather related events, old age, and poor body 

condition” (GMU 14C), weather-related lamb loss in 2013 (GMU 19B and 19C), “winter weather was a primary 

contributing factor” (GMU 20A), “longer winters persisting into the spring,  more frequent and longer icing conditions, 

and deeper snow” (GMU 20B, 20F and 25C), “near complete failure of lamb recruitment” (GMU 24, 25A, 26B, and 26C). 

Explicit mention of predation occurs twice. In GMU 11, the management biologist cites “uncontrollable factors, including 

weather, habitat quality, and predation” as the reason for low numbers. In the Brooks Range (GMUs 23 and 26A), sheep 

have experienced two major declines. A recent management report states, “Despite being non-hunted populations since 

2016, abundance and trend count surveys suggest that sheep populations within the Baird and De Long Mountains 

continue to remain at low levels. Predator abundance, disease, forage limitation, and direct and indirect competition by 

caribou (Rangifer tarandus) have frequently been suggested as factors preventing the rebound of this nonhunted 

population but have not been formally investigated” (Osburn 2025). A former Department biologist with extensive 

experience in the area suggested that the first decline occurred due to several deep snow winters starting in 1989-90, 

and the second in the late 1990s occurred when winter icing events started being more frequent (4-5 per winter) (J. Dau, 

Pers. Comm., Feb. 2025).  

Survival of males to full curl or an age status legal for harvest is the relevant question. Predation can affect lamb survival 

(Scotton 1998), particularly when snowshoe hare populations are low and their predators (coyotes, golden eagles) 

switch to lambs (Arthur and Prugh 2010). However, Nichols (1971) and Bowyer et al. (2000) concluded that under most 

circumstances, predation does not exert a controlling influence on Dall sheep abundance. Experiments in the Yukon 

(Barichell et al. 1989, Hayes et al. 2003) and in Alaska (Gasaway et al. 1983) found that intensive wolf reductions can 

significantly increase moose and caribou numbers but do not substantially increase numbers of sheep.  

The steep, mountainous habitat that sheep have evolved in provides a measure of natural protection from predators 

that moose, caribou, and deer do not enjoy. At the same time, that mountain habitat can present sheep with acute 

nutritional challenges, especially under prolonged winter conditions and midwinter icing that have become more 

common with a changing climate. A growing body of research on sheep highlights the role of nutritional limitation on 

long-term population levels (e.g., Mitchell et al. 2015) and trophy status (Monteith et al. 2018).  
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3. A positive IM determination under 5 AAC 92.106 is not required for sheep populations to receive active predator

management. 

The Commissioner of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game may apply any number of management prescriptions to 

“manage, protect, maintain, improve, and extend” a depleted Dall sheep population per AS 16.05.020(2). These can 

range from prey habitat enhancement to diversionary feeding of predators (including lamb predators such as golden 

eagles, which are protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act). In certain 

circumstances, the Board can authorize Department staff for aerial shooting of predators, as was done on the North 

Slope to help muskoxen recover from brown bear predation in Unit 26B per 5 AAC 92.126. In turn, the Board can 

increase hunting season length and bag limits for predators and waive tag fees for predators.  

A positive IM determination and subsequent setting of population and harvest objectives per 5 AAC 92.108 is not strictly 

necessary for a range of active management practices to be applied for Dall sheep. Predator reductions could be 

considered where Department data indicate that predation is likely the major factor limiting sheep recruitment. A 

research approach is warranted to better understand the causes and effects of mortality on different age and sex classes 

and how that affects male cohorts in reaching a harvestable status. 

For the above reasons, the Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society respectfully asks the Board of Game to reject 

proposal 101 as unnecessary for management of selected Dall sheep populations. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

On behalf of the Executive Board and membership of the Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society, 

Ryan Mollnow 

President, Alaska Chapter of the Wildlife Society 
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY 
ALASKA CHAPTER 

March 7, 2025 

Hon. Jake Fletcher 

Chair, Alaska Board of Game 

RE: Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society comments on proposal 147 

Dear Alaska Board of Game members, 

The Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society (TWS) is a professional society founded in 1971. With over 200 members, the 

Alaska Chapter is one of the largest chapters of The Wildlife Society, an international organization representing wildlife 

biologists and managers employed by state, federal, and borough resource agencies, academic institutions, non-

governmental organizations, and private industry. Our science-based mission is to enhance the ability of wildlife 

professionals to conserve biological diversity, sustain productivity, and ensure responsible use of wildlife resources in 

Alaska for the benefit of society.  

The Alaska Chapter of TWS has reviewed proposal 147 wherein the Department of Fish and Game (department) 

proposes to have the Board of Game (board) utilize statute AS 16.05.270 to delegate its authority to manage 5 AAC 

92.029, commonly referred to as the clean list, to the Commissioner of Fish and Game. This regulation governs the 

authority to prohibit the live capture, possession, transport, or release of native or exotic game or their eggs.  

In 2024, the Alaska Chapter of TWS opposed Executive Order 124i because a simplified process to consider importing 

species not listed in 5 AAC 92.029 carries unknown but potentially substantial risk of disease or parasite transmission to 

native game and domestic livestock in Alaska, and potentially to public safety (e.g., carnivorous or venomous species), 

and should not bypass the more deliberative and open public process of the board.  

For the same reasons, the Alaska Chapter TWS respectfully opposes proposal 147. The reasons given to expedite the 

process putatively for food security, described below from 2024, are not compelling to modify the present board and 

public oversight process for risks to wildlife and agriculture. Given Alaska’s relatively low incidence of animal diseases 

common elsewhere in the U.S, we endorse keeping the more deliberative board process to handle requests for review, 

public comment, and amendment of the clean list.  

In testimony before the Senate Resources Committee in 2024, the Commissioner was asked what species requests 

prompted Executive Order 124ii. He replied it was importation of an emu, but he also related (recording time 1:11:34), 

“there may be some species that, ostrich, kangaroo…that a person may want to bring in for food [security] reasons, that 

don’t pose a threat to wildlife of Alaska or ecosystems of Alaska that would have to go through this more onerous [3-

year board] process. So this would speed that process up by potentially a year or two.” The Commissioner did not 

mention in this instance whether his judgment of threats on species he mentioned was based on a review and 

recommendation from the department. 

The Alaska Chapter of the Wildlife Society strives to enhance the ability of 

wildlife professionals to conserve biological diversity, sustain productivity, and 

ensure responsible use of wildlife resources in Alaska for the benfit of society. 
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An example of risk with importing exotic species was discussed in the statewide board meeting in 2010, where proposal 

19 requested addition of several species to the clean list, including walleroos from Australiaiii. Department comments for 

proposal 19, specifically for walleroos, noted “the potential to carry and transmit rabies and other viruses, diseases, 

bacterial pathogens, and parasites that may affect domestic livestock and wildlife. In addition, over 60% of all human 

diseases are zoonotic diseases and over 75% of emerging infectious human diseases originated from animalsiv.” 

Furthermore, the landmark publication (Daszak et al. 2000) on emerging infectious diseases (EIDs) that was quoted 

further states, “The transmission of infectious agents from reservoir animal populations (often domestic species) to 

sympatric wildlife, termed spill-over, underpins the emergence of a range of wildlife EIDs)”. 

History is replete, on all human-occupied continents, with examples of small numbers of captive exotic species escaping 

into the wild, sometimes with widespread and long-lasting detrimental effects to agriculture and native ecosystems. The 

Commissioner had previously mentioned in his 2024 testimony that the board denied importation of Eurasian wild boars 

(Sus scrofa), a species desired by some hunters but that if escaped from confinement could damage Alaska ecosystems. 

This is a recent, relevant example from North America. Aside from disease risk transmission from feral swine to domestic 

livestockv, the cost of protecting crops from feral swine in the Lower 48 states is presently $40 billionvi. Feral swine are 

rapidly expanding northward in Canada with similar concernsvii. Even successful removal strategies are likely to be only 

temporaryviii.  

The Alaska Chapter urges continued vigilance against attempts to shorten or simplify the scientific and public process for 

review of proposed importation of exotic species not on the clean list, however well-intentioned the arguments by 

proponents. We support efforts to enhance food security in Alaska and feel the current process for altering the clean list 

provides meaningful opportunities for food security while also serving to limit risks associated with importing exotic 

species. 

If the board nonetheless approves proposal 147, the Alaska Chapter TWS respectfully asks the board to require the 

department to notify the public when the commissioner receives a request to add a species to the clean list. Given the 

serious risks inherent in exotic species, up front notification is warranted for adequate preparation by interested parties 

well in advance of the 30-day comment period on proposed regulatory changes under AS 44.62. This step is crucial for 

awareness to review scientific literature and engage in whatever process or plan the department may develop to handle 

requests for review, public comment, and amendment of the clean list. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

On behalf of the Executive Board and membership of the Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society, 

Ryan Mollnow 

President, Alaska Chapter of the Wildlife Society 

References: 

i https://wildlife.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/2024-TWS-Letter-EO-124_1.pdf 

ii Alaska Senate Resources committee video, February 5, 2024 (time period 57:30-1:18:00) 
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/Meeting/Detail?Meeting=SRES%202024-02-05%2015:30:00#tab2_4e 
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iii See “Proposals” at https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=gameboard.meetinginfo&date=01-29-
2010&meeting=anchorage 

iv See “Department Comments” at 
https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=gameboard.meetinginfo&date=01-29-2010&meeting=anchorage 
The department risk analysis in 2010 for exotic species in proposals 15 and 19, per criteria in 5 AAC 92.029(g), 
is available upon request [it might be online at the Board of Game meeting archive, but the ADF&G website is 
presently offline]. 

v https://www.bcpork.ca/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Section-9-WILD-FERAL-PIGS-IN-CANADA-v.-
2020-06-
01.pdf#:~:text=Wild%20pigs%20are%20the%20most%20prolific%2C%20highly%20invasive%2C,localized%20
populations%20in%20British%20Columbia%2C%20Ontario%2C%20and%20Quebec (accessed February 24, 
2025) 

vi https://www.aphis.usda.gov/operational-wildlife-activities/feral-swine  (accessed February 24, 2025) 

vii https://canadiangeographic.ca/articles/mapping-the-rapid-spread-of-invasive-feral-pigs-across-canada/ 

(accessed February 24, 2025) 

Daszak, P., A.A. Cunninghap, A.D. Hyatt. 2000. Emerging infectious diseases of wildlife – threats to 

biodiversity and human health. Science 287(5452):443-449. https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Andrew-

Cunningham-5/publication/12671093_Emerging_Infectious_Diseases_of_Wildlife--

_Threats_to_Biodiversity_and_Human_Health/links/0fcfd512f801dbc39d000000/Emerging-Infectious-

Diseases-of-Wildlife--Threats-to-Biodiversity-and-Human-Health.pdf  

viii Lewis A.A., B.L. Williams, M.D. Smith, S.S. Ditchkoff. 2022. Shifting to sounders: Whole sounder removal 
eliminates wild pigs. Wildlife Society Bulletin 46, 1, e1260. https://bpb-us-
e2.wpmucdn.com/wordpress.auburn.edu/dist/0/141/files/2022/08/2022-Willife-Society-Bulletin-Lewis-et-al.pdf 
(accessed March 7, 2025) 
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Name: Alaska Professional Hunters Association 

Community of Residence: Juneau 

Comment: 

March 7th, 2025 

Dear Alaska Board of Game Members, 

Please find the following comments regarding proposals you will be considering dming the March 

meeting in Anchorage. The APHA's members rely on fair and predictable allocation to non-resident 
hunters based on defensible biological parameters that are in line with the principles of sustained yield 
and result in a maximum benefit to ALL users. The APHA maintains its suppo1t of the Board's cunent 

allocative policies and believes that the well defined, species specific, resident preferences are in the best 
interests of all Alaskans. 

Guided Hunt Allocation Benefits Resident Hunters, Visiting Hunters, Guides & Non-hunters 

APHA commissioned its first socioeconomic repo1t with the McDowell Group in 2014, titled "Economic 

Impacts of Guided Hunting in Alaska." More recently (2019), APHA pa1tnered with Dallas Safa1i Club 
to add to and update McDowell's 2014 seminal work. "The Economic Impo1tance of Hunters Visiting 

Alaska; Alaska's Guided Hunting Industry 2019" provides new info1mation on funding for conservation 
that our visiting clients contribute to wildlife management. Guiding hunters is primarily an activity that 
occurs in mral areas of Alaska. 

91.8 Million total economic output (2019) 57.4 Million new dollars to Alaska 

(2019) 

59% of guide industry spending occurs in rnral areas (2019) 
employed, total employment with multipliers; 1,890 (2019) 

1,380 people directly 

85% Active Guides are AK Residents (2019) 
purchase 14% of total Alaska hunting licenses (2019) 

Visiting hunters (guided & non-guided) 

Guided nomesidents represented only 3% of cmTent licenses but 30% of License/tag revenue 
Visiting hunters (guided & non-guided) contr·ibute 76% of total revenue to the ADFG 

wildlife conservation fund (2019) 

Significance to Alaskans & Meat Sharing 

Guiding hunters in Alaska has its 01igins in Tenitorial days. Because of our 1ich histo1y, guides have deep 

roots in communities across Alaska, with many guides living in remote communities or "Bush Alaska." 
The APHA worked with McDowell to quantify what some of the benefits that Alaskans reap from Guided 
Hunting. In 2019, 31.9 million new dollars went to Alaska business that were directly attributed to 
Guided Hunting. This generated another 19 .1 million in economic activity in the suppo1t sector. Hunting 

guides do what they can to share the ha1vest; 223,500 lbs of well cared for, high quality game meat was 
shared with their fellow Alaskans in 2019. 

Individual Proposal Comments 

Below you will find our comments on individual proposals under your consideration for Statewide 
regulato1y change. Leading up to the drafting of these comments the APHA held multiple teleconferences 



and invited all members to participate in the drafting of these comments. Our teleconferences were well 
attended with over 15 individual guides representing small Alaskan businesses participating. You will 
find that there are some proposals that we don’t have comments listed for. These were proposals that we 
felt did not directly impact guides or were outside of the group’s purview. We also chose, in a couple of 
instances, to group similar proposals together and combine our recommendations. While these comments 
represent the voice of our group, you will undoubtedly get comments from APHA members who want 
their individual positions considered as well. Because the APHA takes a statewide perspective when 
approaching Board proposals, we urge you to consider regional expertise from our members even when 
their position is different from that of the APHA. Finally, we thank you for your consideration and urge 
you to reach out to our membership for clarity and details on proposals before you, either on a unit-by-
unit or regional basis. Given the opportunity, Alaska’s hunting guides will continue to bring a wealth of 
wildlife and hunting knowledge to the table.  

19C Sheep Proposals-  

Oppose Proposals: 108-118, 192 

Support Proposals: 102-107 

Amend: 190 

19C Sheep Working Group (SWG): 

The APHA supported and remains supportive of the 19C SWG as long as the goal remains to develop a 
conservation-based sheep management plan in 19C. During APHA’s work to develop comments for this 
meeting members were updated on the progress of the SWG and Proposal 190. Options were discussed 
that ran the gamut from total support for Prop. 190 as the final SWG working product to opposing Prop. 
190 and even advocating to sunset the SWG. Members on our call included guides who actively guide in 
19C as well as members who do not guide in the beleaguered unit. Consensus was reached to support the 
SWG efforts with the hope a more robust, traditional management plan will be generated as an outcome 
of the process. From the APHA members standpoint on the call, the beneficial outcomes from a 
management plan outweigh the downsides, specifically the time it takes to work through the process. The 
APHA strongly supports continuation of 19C SWG based on the hope a conservation-based management 
plan will be the eventual outcome.  

Proposal 190- OPPOSE/AMEND 

The APHA opposes Prop. 190 as written. The APHA requests Prop. 190 be amended to only designate 
19C as the initial GMU where guide concessions will go in place and delete all the portions of the 
proposal that change hunt and allocation structures.  

Conservation- 

Sheep declines in 19C and other GMUs in Alaska have been driven by weather not hunting. Closing 
sheep hunting to only nonresidents in 19C is not viewed as a factor to increase the recovery speed of 
sheep populations in the unit. Closing nonresident sheep hunting in 19C merely reallocated hunting 
opportunity wholly to residents.  

The APHA sees no conservation basis for the tiered hunt structure proposed in Prop. 190 but we are open 
to more information that may more clearly outline benefits. The APHA encourages the SWG to keep 
concepts housed withing Prop. 190 live in discussion but to work towards a proposal or suite of proposals 
that can be represented to benefit sheep in 19C.  



Full Curl Management- 

Full curl management needs to be delved into and either wholly accepted, rejected or refined. The 19C 
SWG is the perfect venue for this discussion. Absent careful consideration of this foundational 
management principle and answering the tough questions about full curl management efficacy, 
sustainability and public acceptance, future decisions adjusting hunting opportunity will only become 
MORE chaotic. Yes, predator control, habitat, weather and nutrition are all aspects important to sheep 
conservation but how we harvest sheep is also important. Data suggests sheep in areas CLOSED to 
hunting or managed under drawing hunt structures are not fairing any better than areas open to harvest 
ticket opportunity under full curl management. Data suggests there may be population levels or hunting 
efforts where full curl management might need modification to achieve hunt quality objectives. One way 
or another, the APHA wants the 19C SWG to work with wildlife managers to fully understand full curl 
management. Absent working to understand and build on this successful management strategy a valuable 
opportunity offered by the SWG will be lost. We hope the 19C SWG will present findings on full curl 
management as part of the final management plan.  

Allocation- 

Proposal 190 is concerning because the hunt structures it proposes are not defended or explained in terms 
that are important to the board’s process. Substantive metrics like “maximum benefit,” “sustained yield,” 
and “nonresident allocation findings” are not discussed as justification for the proposed new hunt 
structures. The APHA is also concerned the SWG effort looks more like an allocation subcommittee 
when it is the board’s job to work through allocating harvestable surplus. Moving forward, the APHA 
would prefer the SWG deliver an estimate of harvestable surplus and management guidelines to inform 
the board but then step aside and allow the board to divvy up the resource and develop a hunt structure to 
achieve the management plan goals. We recognize the SWG will likely make a recommendation in the 
form of a proposal to achieve management goals but we prefer this proposal stops short of allocative 
aspects and instead allows the board of game to work through its process and reference its own findings to 
decide how best to move forward.  

Hunting Guide Concessions: 

Hunting guide concessions were passed late in last year’s legislative session. Guide concessions are law 
and require the Board to designate an initial GMU or GMU subunit for the program to start. GMU 19C is 
somewhere around 90% state lands and has been recommended by the SWG to be designated as a 
concession area. It is important the Board act within its authority to designate 19C as the initial 
concession area during this statewide meeting. Delaying designation of 19C during this meeting will set 
the program back more than a year. For once the Board of game can set the tempo and timeline to move 
forward with guide concessions now that the legislature has passed legislation creating the program. You 
no longer must wait to move this program forward now that it is law.  

Private Inholdings/Concessions: 

Some percentage of GMU 19C sheep habitat is either large private inholdings (CIRI) or managed by 
federal concession (NPS). While these managed land statuses represent a small fraction of 19C, highly 
regulated and tightly controlled sheep hunting has occurred in these portions of 19C before the total 
closure of nonresident sheep hunting occurred. The board should consider whether guided hunting in 
these concession or private land tracts is appropriate and within the intent of the unit-wide closure. In 
essence, guides on federal concessions and guides with private trespass agreements went down with the 
unregulated state land ship. The APHA recognizes the board has been loath to alter hunt structures based 



on land status and we see this as generally a good precedent. We are unsure how the board can stay 
consistent and allow guiding to occur on private or federal lands withing 19C and support the holistic 
solution of implementing concessions. APHA’s position and the board’s precedent aside the plight of the 
guides on private land and with federal concessions in 19C is compelling and concerning. Please look for 
ways to answer their prayers for relief if possible. 

Proposal 92- SUPPORT 

The APHA supports Prop. 92 because it can be easily administered and will elevate the knowledge base 
of sheep hunters guided and non-guided. In GMU 4 bear hunters are required to watch a video that helps 
them identify boars and sows because the bear management plan calls for specific rates of sow harvest on 
a rolling average. This video has worked well, reducing resident sow harvest and improving guided 
hunter orientation and expectations because sows are legal to take. Educational outreach can be a great 
way to help achieve conservation objectives. Dall sheep are managed under full curl and 8 years old for 
conservation reasons. Thus it can be assumed sub-legal harvest works counter to conservation goals. The 
department claims developing this educational program and video will not cost additional money. If Prop. 
92 is revenue neutral but conservation positive it should pass.  

Proposal 95 & 96- OPPOSE 

The APHA members took quite a bit of time to discuss and work to understand Prop. 95&96. Clearly the 
proposal is offered to improve conservation outcomes and may in fact be a better way of defining a legal 
ram in most of Alaska. Some guides expressed concerns because in their hunting areas rams often achieve 
old age and are still not legal by any of the full curl tests. Because this proposal is specifically designed to 
increase the age of rams at harvest these specific examples gave us pause.  

We understand the department has recorded degree of curl during sealing for some time now. We 
encourage the use of this data to develop a unit-by-unit approach to changing the definition of a legal ram 
if the board is interested in increasing the average age of rams at harvest like the author of these proposals 
are.  

Conceptually the goal of Prop 95 & 96 was viewed as desirable but practically there are some units in the 
state where ram horn configuration would prevent even old rams from being harvested. Again, 
department data can and should inform this discussion more fully.  

Prop. 95 & 96 is an example of a concept that warrants consideration by the 19C SWG.  

Proposal 100- OPPOSE 

The APHA strongly OPPOSES Prop. 100. 

Prop. 100 seeks to allocate harvest instead of opportunity and place nonresidents on statewide draw. 
Allocating harvest is impossible and ties nonresident opportunity to factors that make no sense from a 
management perspective, especially in a remote and difficult to access part of the state. If transportation 
becomes costly or impossible to secure for residents in some remote area of the state this proposal will 
shutdown nonresident opportunity. This is an insane and likely unconstitutional way to manage a resource 
on a statewide basis.  

Proposal 100 is legally flawed, without precedent from a conservation basis and should fail. 



Proposal 101- SUPPORT 

The APHA strongly suppo1t proposal 101. Absent passage of Prop. 101 the department is lacking one of 
the most impo1tant tools it can have to assist sheep populations that are struggling. This proposal has a 

strong conse1vation basis and should be passed. 

Proposal 126 & 127- SUPPORT 

The APHA strongly suppo1ts Prop. 126 and 127. Recent allowances for the use of night vision for taking 

furbearers in the intedor has not been shown to have any impacts except increasing hunting opportunity. 
The APHA suppo1ts these proposals because any issues that adse in specific p01tions state can easily be 
addressed down the road. Passage of this proposal sets a statewide and consistence allowance for a 
method and means that has been str·ess tested in one unit and passed with flying colors. 

Name: Alaska SPCA 

Community of Residence: Anchorage 

Comment: 

March 4, 2025 

Alaska Board of Game Meeting 

March 7, 2025 

RE: Suppo1t for Proposal 146, A Proposal to Amending 5 AAC 92.029 To Allow For the Release of 
Ste1ilized Cats Into the Wild 

Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Game, 

I write on behalf of the Alaska SPCA and the broader community of Alaskans who care deeply about 
humane, effective, and science-based solutions to the challenges posed by free-roaming cat populations. I 

urge this board to amend the cunent regulation that prohibits the release of sterilized cats back into their 
environments, a restr·iction that effectively bans Trap-Neuter-Return (TNR) programs in Alaska. 

The Problem 

Feral cat populations exist in eve1y part of Alaska, and they continue to grow despite efforts to remove 
them. Without inte1vention, unste1ilized cats breed rapidly-one pair can lead to thousands of offspdng 
over time. The unfortunate reality is that removal effo1ts alone-whether by euthanasia or shelter 
placement-do not work. New cats will move into vacated areas, and the cycle of overpopulation 

continues. 

Cunent regulations prevent organizations like the Alaska SPCA from implementing TNR, a widely 
accepted, research-backed strategy for humane population control. Without this option, the only choices 
are to euthanize healthy animals or leave them to reproduce unchecked-both of which contr·adict 
responsible wildlife and community management principles. 

The Science Behind TNR 



Decades of research and real-world application show that TNR programs successfully reduce free-
roaming cat populations over time. Here’s how it works: 

1. Trap – Cats are humanely captured and assessed for health and socialization. 

2. Neuter/Spay – Cats are surgically sterilized, vaccinated, and marked for easy identification 

3. Return – The sterilized cats are returned to their territory, where they no longer reproduce and 
help prevent the influx of new, unaltered cats. 

A well-managed TNR program has three major benefits: 

• Population Control: By preventing new litters, TNR gradually reduces the overall number of feral 
cats.  

• Reduced Predation Pressure: Sterilized cats spend less time hunting and more time defending 
territory, leading to a decline in wildlife predation over generations. 

• Improved Public Health: Vaccinated, monitored colonies reduce the spread of disease and 
minimize nuisance behaviors like yowling and fighting. 

TNR and Wildlife Protection Can Coexist 

We acknowledge concerns about the impact of free-roaming cats on wildlife, particularly on birds and 
small mammals. But eliminating TNR doesn’t solve this problem—it worsens it. Instead of stabilizing cat 
numbers and reducing their hunting activity, a ban on TNR allows populations to keep growing, 
increasing the impact on native species. 

By allowing TNR, we can work in partnership with game management agencies to track colony numbers, 
prevent uncontrolled breeding, and focus sterilization efforts in areas where ecological concerns are 
highest. 

A Path Forward 

I respectfully request that the Board of Game revise the current prohibition on releasing sterilized cats and 
instead allow for regulated TNR programs under licensed animal welfare organizations. This approach 
has been successfully implemented in many other states and municipalities across the U.S., including 
areas with delicate ecosystems. 

By making this change, the Board would: 

• Empower organizations like the Alaska SPCA to take proactive, responsible action 

• Reduce feral cat populations over time, lessening their impact on wildlife 

• Improve public health and community well-being 

This is an opportunity for Alaska to lead with science, compassion, and effective policy—one that 
benefits cats, wildlife, and Alaskans alike. 

Respectfully, 
Kelly Donnelly 
Executive Director/CEO 
Alaska SPCA 
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The Alaska Waterfowl Association was formed in 1975 and is an Alaska based non-profit 
that’s mission is to enhance, conserve and promote all aspects of traditional waterfowl 
hunting throughout Alaska. The Alaska Waterfowl Association submits the following 
comments on proposals 85 through 87.   

Proposal 85 – Proposes to change the definition of migratory bird hunting guide service to 
include transporter service.   

This proposal is flawed in concept. First, requiring a transporter to register and operate as a 
guide service will have unfair eJects on all Alaskans that use transporters services. 
Alaskans, especially waterfowl hunters are a do-it-yourself kind of crowd. The use of a  

transporter service allows Alaskans to enjoy all parts of Alaska without bearing the expense 
of owning large boats or using an all-inclusive outfitter. Requiring transporters to register as 
guides will increase their costs which will in turn be passed along to the end users, which is 
Alaskans. The second part of this proposal would not only require transporters who 
transport waterfowl hunters to register as a guide service, but also fishing charters, combo 
hunting/fishing boats, and lodges who transport waterfowl hunters and their equipment to 
or from the field. This is a blatant attempt to limit waterfowl hunters’ access into the 
Alaskan environment by making it too expensive to do.   

The Alaska Waterfowl Association recommends that the Board of Game maintain the term 
Migratory bird hunting guide as defined at 5 AAC 92.013(c)(1) and migratory bird hunting 
guide service as defined in 5 AAC 92.013(c)(2).   

Proposal 86 – Harvest tickets and reports. 

This proposal suggests that waterfowl hunters be required to possess a paper or electronic 
harvest ticket for sea ducks and require the immediate recording once a sea duck is 
harvested. The proposer states this should be required because sea ducks have seen a 
30% population reduction across the United States. The proposer infers that the required 
harvest reporting will assist in providing regulatory agencies with an accurate count of sea 
ducks. While in reality it would just give a snapshot of areas that waterfowl hunters use to 
harvest se ducks.  The issue with this proposal is that it places the sole population loss over 
three decades on the shoulders of waterfowl hunters. When in fact, the reason for loss is 
much larger than just waterfowl hunting. For example, habitat loss and competition for 
nesting grounds with other migratory bird species are prime drivers in the reduction over 
time. Currently the only waterfowl species that requires a harvest ticket is the Emperor 
Goose. While hunting was allowed for that species, a tag like a big game tag was issued 
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through a registration for Alaskans and through a drawing for non-residents. The limit in that 
species was one bird per year. So, requiring a harvest ticket and reporting wasn’t onerous. 
Current bag limits for sea duck in Alaska are very generous. More so for residents versus 
non-residents. Requiring a harvest ticket or online reporting for every sea duck that is 
harvested in overly onerous and will result in unwarranted enforcement for people who are 
unaware of the requirement. The Alaska Waterfowl Association recognizes that sea ducks 
are a very important part of Alaska’s eco system. With that mind the Alaska Waterfowl 
Association recommends the following in lieu of harvest tickets for sea ducks.   

First, the Alaska Waterfowl Association recommends that ADFG work with their federal 
partners to conduct a spring and fall sea duck assessment statewide. The proposer stated 
that they currently conduct winter counts in specific areas but that is just a snapshot in 
time and doesn’t address all factors that would indicate any population reduction over 
time. Second, as indicated by the proposer, waterfowl hunters who get a State of Alaska 
duck stamp are required to register in the HIP program. This program isn’t perfect, but 
initial registration could be expanded to include questions like “how many sea ducks did 
you harvest last year” and “how many days did you sped sea duck hunting last year”. 
Currently the HIP registration process includes questions similar to these for brant and 
sandhill cranes. This is the Alaska Waterfowl Association’s preferred way to require 
reporting. Lastly, due to Alaska’s position on the globe and as a feeder for all four of North 
America’s flyways sea ducks can be encountered in non-traditional sea duck areas. This is 
due to overlapping migration routes with other waterfowl species to the bays and oceans 
along Alaska’s coast where sea ducks winter. This means that requiring a harvest ticket 
particularly early in the season would be extremely onerous for waterfowl hunters who 
harvest sea ducks without intentionally targeting them.   

  

Proposal 87 – Unlawful methods of hunting waterfowl, snipe, and cranes.  

This proposal is only meant to keep waterfowl hunters out of the Alaskan environment.18 
AAC 5.92.100 already makes it unlawful to harvest waterfowl form a powered vessel or 
sailboat while the vessel is underway and includes language that the vessels progress must 
be completely stopped prior to engaging in waterfowl hunting. The proposal is asking the 
Board of Gem to add language to 5 AAC 92.100(a)(2) that states “all boats shall remain 
stationary throughout the duration of the hunt, beached or anchored, within 100 yards of 
those discharging firearms to eliminate driving, herding, or chasing migratory birds into 
hunters on land, or on other boats.” First oJ this infers that all waterfowl hunters are acting 
illegally and herding or molesting resting birds for the purpose of flushing them into 
hunters. The Alaska Waterfowl Association find’s that oJensive and wants to restate that 
the activity the proposer is trying to ban through more regulations is already illegal. The 
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proposed language that the proposer wants to insert into regulation isn’t reality. Not all 
waterfowl hunters hunt from shore. Many of us have boats with blinds that allow us to hunt 
from the marshes and creeks throughout the fall migration. Specifically, the language that 
states “all boats shall remain stationary throughout the duration of the hunt, beached or 
anchored, within 100 yards of those discharging firearms…” infers that is would be illegal to 
hunt from any vessel. That is simply not the reality that Alaska waterfowl hunters live in. 
Many of the Alaska Waterfowl Association’s members have several thousand dollars 
invested into boats, motors, and blinds we use for 45-60 days a year. The Alaska Waterfowl 
Association recommends the following.   

5 AAC 92.100 should remain unchanged. The regulation already makes it illegal to shoot 
from a boat under power. Driving, herding, and chasing waterfowl species for the purpose 
of shooting waterfowl hunting is already illegal under federal law. Additionally, adding the 
proposed language to 5 AAC 92.100 would really cripple Alaskans ability to get out an enjoy 
the swamps, creeks and rivers for the purpose of waterfowl hunting. By the Alaska 
Waterfowl Association’s read, the proposed language would make it unlawful to shoot from 
a boat whether it’s anchored in place or not. If this proposal were to succeed, it would ruin 
the way the Alaska Waterfowl Associations members and other waterfowl hunters enjoy 
Alaska.   

The Alaska Waterfowl Association would like to thank the Board of Game for the 
opportunity to count on these proposals. The Alaska Waterfowl Association is happy to 
further discuss these proposals and comments with the board should they have any 
questions.   

  

Sincerely,  

Graham Wood  

Boad member, Alaska Waterfowl Assc.   
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Subject:  Opposition to Proposal 190 and Support for Proposal 101 

 
Dear Alaska Board of Game Members, 
 
The Alaska Wild Sheep Foundation (AK WSF) respectfully provides the following 
comments on Proposal 190 and Proposal 101.  We oppose Proposal 190 – 5 AAC 85.055, 
Hunting seasons and bag limit modification of the resident and nonresident hunt structure 
for sheep in Unit 19C, and establishment a guide concession pilot program.   
 
We heartily support Proposal 101– 5 AAC 92.106. Intensive management of identified big 
game prey populations (adding wild sheep to the list of species covered under the 
Intensive Management Plan). 
 
The mission of the Alaska Wild Sheep Foundation: Enhance wild sheep populations, 
promote scientific wildlife management, educate the public on wild sheep, and 
protect and increase sheep hunting and viewing opportunities in Alaska.  
 
Adding Dall sheep to the Intensive Management Plan makes is justified because of the 
number of hunters, both sport and subsistence, that relish sheep meat and seek it above 
all other wild game as a natural food source.  Reduction of predators in wild sheep habitat 
will also help facilitate the recovery of the herd numbers that have been reduced by a 
series of bad winters and increased predation following the reduction in prey numbers.   
 
AK WSF appreciates and supports the formation of a sheep working group tasked with 
developing a sheep management plan for GMU 19C. Although we remain supportive of 
the effort, we see a great deal more work to be done on the conservation portion of the 
plan. We strongly support the implementation of the guide concession area in GMU 19C 
but we do not think hunting should resume until significant conservation actions have 
been undertaken or as a minimum a management plan adopted that has significant 
conservation actions built into it. 
 
The AK WSF is also grateful to the working group members for their efforts as unpaid 
volunteers who are willing to give their time to benefit wild sheep in Alaska. AK WSF looks 
forward to providing continued support as efforts are re-focused to generate 
recommendations to assist recovery and enhance wild sheep populations.  
 
As President of the Alaska Wild Sheep Foundation, I am afforded the opportunity to 
speak with a myriad of people about sheep and hunting. These people include not only 
hunters and outfitters throughout Alaska but also numerous hunters and outfitters from 
outside Alaska as well as biologists from British Columbia, Alberta, the Yukon and 
Northwest Territories. Most of these jurisdictions are facing similar problems to Alaska 
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with their Dall sheep populations, so they spend a lot of time looking for and discussing 
ways to help the populations recover.    

I do not consider myself an expert on sheep or even wildlife management. My expertise 
is in the management of organizations and long-term projects.  As such, organizing and 
leading teams in the accomplish of missions is a big part of that job.     

Here are my outside observations on the 19C Work Group and recommendations for 
the operation going forward.   

The mission of the group should be generated by the board now to refocus the efforts of 
the 19C Work Group. We don’t recall seeing an actual mission statement or even a 
concise statement of the problem. It is difficult to solve any problem until the tasked 
group agrees that there is a problem and succinctly defines that problem.     

Maybe a problem statement focused on the interface with people like: The problem is 
there is insufficient Dall sheep numbers within GMU 19C to accommodate the 
needs / demands of all user groups.  In this case “User Groups” would include those 
people who simply like to watch sheep as opposed to hunting them.  

We have heard from our biologists that the decline was almost certainly due to natural 
factors like the weather. The decline may have been acerbated buy more intense 
predation following the decrease in the food supply but there is no indication that it was 
caused by hunting. We have also been told that recovery of the population will have to 
be mostly natural and could take up to 20 years. We also know that sheep hunters and 
other interested parties are clamoring for some type of action.  

So, a potential mission statement might look like this: Develop a Management Plan 
that includes everything that can be done to facilitate and guarantee the natural 
recovery of the Dall sheep population in GMU 19C through research, innovation, 
and actions, which if successful, could be exported to other parts of Alaska.   

Basically, it says we can only do what we can do and after that it is up to mother nature. 
But that is still a call for action. We do not believe closing hunting will have any impact 
at the population level however it makes sense to use this group to fully explore the 
advantages and potential limitations of full curl management.  

As to the actions:  The working group should be charged to generate strategies to 
accomplish the mission that they have been given. Of course, this must be done 
working hand in hand with the department and their scientists, managers and 
researchers.  

Here are some thoughts and suggestions that I have picked up in my travels.  Each of 
these should be addressed by the group and if they discard them the group should 
publish their reasoning so the public can understand the reasoning.      

To date, the only actions that have seemed to come from the Working Group were 
hunting and allocation solutions.  Since the problem was not caused by hunting, we 
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need to see a predominance of conservation ideas that can be tried and verified or 
eliminated with the thought of using the ideas that prove most successful throughout the 
remainder of the state.    

Encourage the establishment of a pool of contractors who can accomplish various 
conservation tasks so we are not limited by ADF&G staffing – we need force multipliers.  
This may require ADF&G to hire contracting officers as opposed to filling other 
positions.   

The Board of Game, and by extension the 19C Working Group has the authority to 
direct the Department to develop and execute plans. 

Understand that funding is easy to find when you have specific projects that NGOs and 
other concerned individuals can fund. There are literally hundreds of thousands of 
dollars that can be made available if there are projects to fund. 

We are not alone in our efforts, both British Colombia and the Yukon are faced with 
similar challenges in sheep numbers and are experimenting with some of the same 
techniques outlined here – direct communication for sharing of information is warranted. 

Conduct detailed aerial mapping (contracted) of the entire Unit 19C area, determine 
exact boundaries of sheep range, travel corridors, key wintering areas, mineral licks and 
conduct ground verification of vegetative cover.  This will require a lot of cooperation but 
people who are helping to solve a problem are not as likely to be critical.  

Conduct a full survey of all the sheep in unit 19C each year and publish the results – 
this will be the best measures of herd recovery – emphasis on lamb recruitment 
numbers and lamb to ewe ratios can be used as a means of determining problems.  

Capture and test sheep in 19C for Movi and if present do strain typing – might be a time 
to collar sheep as well for other studies in conjunction with ewe and lamb health 
assessment and evaluation.  

Research use of controlled burns, mechanical treatments and other ways of clearing 
encroaching brush – we know that sheep habitat quality and quantity is shrinking as 
other vegetation moves up the mountain because of the warming climate – both BC and 
Yukon are working on this as well. 

Experiment with the use of fertilizers on select critical areas to enhance food availability 
– especially on critical wintering ranges.  

Consider installing satellite weather stations in key locations to allow for correlations of 
significant weather events with changes in sheep populations 

Study and review the use of supplemental minerals like selenium as a way of enhancing 
the health of ewes and lambs – observations in Canada by outfitters with expensive 
concessions indicates that this may be a definite benefit. 
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Add Dall sheep to the species covered under the Intensive Management Plan and 
conduct a full scientific predation study for 19C and use it to determine and justify a 
science-based predator control plan.  Pay particular attention to documenting eagle 
predation to confirm or dispel anecdotal reports. 

Conduct research on use of helicopters around wild sheep that parallel some of the 
studies that have already been conducted concerning Rocky Mountain Goats.  
Determine if there is a need for guidelines for helicopter use around critical habitat.  The 
goal would be to mitigate disturbance and corresponding negative impacts to sheep 
populations while allowing responsible development. 

Do away with the concept of 100% consensus within work groups where one person out 
of ten can prevent the selection of a course of action.  Realistically 90% solutions are 
way better than no solutions. 

Finally, again it’s worth emphasizing, take a deep dive into full curl management to 
validate that it is still a good tool when sheep numbers are so low.  

As always, the Alaska Wild Sheep Foundation appreciates the hard work done by 
professionals and volunteers on this issue and stands ready to assist in any way to help 
the efforts.  We need to think one team, one campfire.   

 

Keeping Wild Sheep on the Mountains of Alaska 

 

 

Kevin J Kehoe, President 
Alaska Wild Sheep Foundation 
 M:  
President@AKWildSheep.org 
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Dear members of the Board of Game, 

On behalf of the Alaska Wildlife Alliance membership, staff and Board, we respectfully submit the 
following comments on 2025 Statewide proposals. 

Proposal 86: Mandatory Harvest Reporting of Sea Ducks 
AWA Position: Support 

While we understand the Departmentʼs concern that tracking these data will not help inform 
management decisions, we support this proposal for the following reasons: 

● We support the framework of a national migratory bird survey because states differ in their
data collection. However, federal capacity to maintain this survey may be limited - particularly
as federal agencies are experiencing mass layoffs. Having a statewide dataset may not show
the full picture of sea duck population trends, but could help identify research and
management questions within the state.

● The State asserts that harvest data alone lacks the context to make management decisions.
However, the State uses harvest data exclusively to manage many species when population or
abundance estimates do not exist, including for bears, wolves, furbearers and small game. We
agree that harvest data alone is not ideal, but if itʼs a decision between no data and harvest
data, harvest data is the better choice.

● Each component of the national survey is voluntary. Having required harvest data for
migratory ducks, especially in the major flyways of Alaska, would be valuable.

Proposal 89: Nonresident Hunter Education Requirements 
AWA Position: Support 

Currently, nonresident hunters can bypass the educational standards that Alaskans under 39 years of 
age must complete. This proposal would ensure that nonresident hunters understand the Stateʼs 
standards for meat care, conservation, and hunting regulations- aligning them with the requirements 
for resident hunters. 

Proposals 90 and 91: Mountain Goat Hunting Education 
AWA Position: Support 

This is a low-cost, low barrier mechanism for reducing nanny harvest, which is essential for 
maintaining sustainable mountain goat populations. If this proposal passes, we encourage ADFG 
and/or AWT to track post-regulation nanny take compared to pre-education years  to determine if the 
quiz is achieving its goal to reduce illegal/unintended nanny harvest. 
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Proposals 92: Sheep Hunting Education 
AWA Position: Support 

We support this proposal to improve hunter education, prevent unintended illegal harvest of 
sheep, and to support the recommendations of the 19C Sheep Working Group. 

 

Proposal 101: Add Dall sheep as a prey species under the Intensive Management statute 
AWA Position: Oppose 

1. Sheep do not qualify as a species that provides “high levels of human consumptive use”, and 
should not be in the same category as moose, deer, and caribou. 

a. On average, hunters take 25,000 caribou, 10,000 deer, and 7,000 moose per year. 
Division of Subsistence surveys of harvest records show that the total sheep harvest, 
across 36 communities, is 266 per year. While sheep are important to some 
communities, the meat sheep hunting provides pales in comparison to the species 
originally identified in the statue: moose, deer, and caribou. 

b. While Dall sheep produce great meat, theyʼre small and are often in areas that are 
difficult to get to. As ADFG notes: “these factors have limited sheep hunting to a 
relatively few, hardy individuals whose interest is more in the challenge and satisfaction 
of mountain hunting and the alpine experience than in getting food.” 
 

2. Intensive Management has recently become synonymous with Predator Control, but predators 
arenʼt the cause of sheep decline. 

a. In management reports, the most frequent cause of sheep population decline is a loss 
of winter habitat and climate change, and weather. Of the 14 management reports for 
sheep available online, the following are offered as reasons for stable, low or declining 
populations: “loss or winter habitat and climate change” (GMUs 7 and 15), “weather 
and carrying capacity” (GMU 12), “possible changes in habitat” (GMUs 12, 13c, 20d), 
“nutrition and stochastic factors” (GMU 13d), “severe winters” (GMU 14c), 
weather-related lamb loss in 2013 (GMU 19b and c), “late spring breakup in 2013” (GMU 
20b 20f and 25c), “near complete failure of lamb recruitment” (GMU 24, 25a, 26b, and 
26c). The sole mention of predation is in GMU 11, where the management biologist 
notes: “uncontrollable factors including weather, habitat quality, and predation”. 

b. This is not to say predation on sheep, especially lambs, is not occurring - of course 
predation occurs. But further research is needed to determine if this predation is 
compensatory and/or  if populations are near carrying capacity (which may be 
reduced or limited by changing habitat). 

c. We understand the State usually regards the special management option in IM as 
“another tool in the toolbox”, but distributing those tools across the entire state to 
impact a variety of species does not reflect the intent of the IM law. These tools are 
highly controversial, and should thus carry a high degree of assessment before 
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applying them in the range of ungulates, especially predominantly a trophy species. 
 

3. This proposal would set a dangerous precedent that any big game species can be 
characterized as providing “high levels of human consumptive use”. If this proposal passes, 
what is keeping mountain goats, musk ox, or bison from being added? The scope of species to 
be managed for under IM was kept narrow on purpose, and species under that statute should 
be limited to those truly providing high levels of human consumption.  
 

4. We strongly encourage the Board to reject this proposal. If BOG adopts this proposal, 
population objectives must be realistic for current and future conditions. The State and BOG 
have to recognize that sheep habitat is changing with the climate, and past objectives may not 
be attainable. BOG must wrestle with the costs to Alaskans and the State of enacting IM in 
areas where non-resident hunters account for a significant percentage of the sheep harvest. 

 

Proposal 124 and 125: Defining “permanent dwellingʼ and ʻdeveloped recreational 
facilityʼ for bear baiting setbacks 
AWA Position: Support, with amendment 

We support regulatory clarity around the buildings and facilities that require bear baiting setbacks, 
both for the protection of property and recreational spaces as well as hunters trying to follow 
regulations. This is, admittedly, a tricky term to define and we offer the following suggestions: 

● Include active outhouses in the facilities requiring buffers 
● Consult the regulatory language in other states to see what definitions may apply in Alaska  
● Rely on AWT for input on what clarifications would help officers in the field 

 

Proposal 126, 127, 128: Night Vision and Thermal Optics 
AWA Position: Oppose 

1. At the 2016 Statewide meeting the Board adopted Proposal 68, submitted by the Alaska 
Wildlife Troopers, which prohibited the use of forward-looking infrared devices (FLIRs) for 
taking game. We believed that AWTʼs comments from 2016 resonate today, particularly the 
following quotes from page 8: 

a. “The use of a FLIR scope or device gives an individual an unfair advantage when 
hunting and allows an individual to locate and take an animal in the total darkness by 
the animalʼs body heat signature.” 

b. “If the board decides that a FLIR device should not be used to take game the Alaska 
Wildlife Troopers ask the board to apply this restriction to all game and furbearers to 
eliminate any enforcement difficulties.” 

c. “Under 5AAC 92.085(C) artificial light may be for the purpose of taking furbearers 
under a trapping license during an open season November 1- March 31 in Units 7 and 
9-26. These restrictions were included to eliminate an individual from using artificial 
light to locate and take deer.” 
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d. “The use of artificial light is easier to enforce as the individual is visible when using 
artificial light as opposed to an individual using a FLIR or NVG device.” 
 

2. AK Wildlife Troopers previously proposed to prohibit the use of night vision and FLIR devices 
because of concerns about increased harvest. What has changed to address those concerns? 
The Interior proposal for FLIR was only passed in 2024, so we donʼt yet have a full seasonʼs data 
to understand the impacts before it is proposed Statewide. We recommend the Board deny 
this proposal and the author resubmit at the next Statewide cycle, once data has been 
collected on the impacts of FLIRs in the Interior region.  
 

3. AWA supports fair chase hunting principles. These technologies are not commonly allowed in 
hunting states, and when they are they rarely apply to all furbearers. This would be a massive 
change for Alaska, and an unusual one for the United States on the whole. 

 
 
Proposal 131: Mandatory Trap Identification 
AWA Position: Support  
 
We support the proposalʼs intent for traps and snares to have an identification tag. There appear to be 
two main concerns in opposition to this proposal: fear over disclosing trapper personal information 
and added cost to trappers.  
 
Concern about personal information on traps: We understand trappers' concern about having their 
name attached to traps. As Wildlife Troopers have noted, public disclosure of a trapper's identity could 
impede ongoing law enforcement investigations. This proposal seems to allow a trapper ID instead of 
personal information, which could be the trapperʼs license number; this practice is already in place in 
many states and on federal land in Alaska and could be replicated by state regulation. This would allow 
anonymity in the field while providing information to law enforcement. 
 
Concern about additional costs to trappers: To understand this potential burden, we reviewed trap ID 
tag costs and found that trap ID tags range from 10 - 40 cents per tag (see Fur Harvesterʼs Trading Post 
website), depending on how many are purchased at a time. That cost includes the cost of having the 
information stamped on the tag. If a trapper buys in bulk, it would cost only $30 to tag 300 traps and 
snares. It would be important that the trapper ID number or name would stay consistent over time, 
ensuring this is not an annual expense. However, if the Board is still concerned about burdening 
trappers, they could amend to have the ID requirement apply only to non-subsistence areas.  
 
As the Board deliberates this proposal, we emphasize that trap ID requirements are not a novel 
regulation. 
 

1. The State has successfully regulated trap ID requirements in the past. 
 

a. In 2001, trap ID regs were passed on snares in 12 and 20E to, as ADFG summarized, 
“address enforcement concerns”. That original regulation has a two-year sunset clause, 
which was reinstated in 2022 due to “positive support from local trappers and law 
enforcement”. (Slide 40) 
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b. In 2006 the Board required trap ID in Units 1-5 for all traps and snares to “address 

conflicts between recreational trail users and trappers.”(Slide 41)  
 

c. In 2016, a statewide proposal (Proposal 78) requested to remove those requirements. 
ADFG was neutral on the proposal and, interestingly, AWT did not submit comments. 
However, since the removal of that regulation, AWT has often cited a lack of trap ID as a 
challenge for enforcing areas with trap setbacks (1, 15C, and Mat Su).  

 
2. Many federal and private lands in Alaska have trap ID requirements. For example: 

 
a. On Alaska Mental Health Trust land, subsistence trapping permits require “the trapline 

be posted with signage at the beginning and end of the segment located on Trust land.  
The signage must identify that a trapline is present, the first and last name of the 
trapper, and the trapperʼs license number.” 
 

b. On Kenai National Wildlife Refuge, trapping permits require “All traps and snares must 
have an attached tag identifying the permittee. Permittees can use a specific identifier 
such as a mark, symbol, or letters rather than name, to maintain field anonymity, which 
is provided to the refuge.” 
 

3. It is common in other trapping states to have ID requirements. For example: 
 

a. Idaho: “ All traps or snares, except those used for pocket gophers, ground squirrels or 
other unprotected rodents, shall have attached to the snare or the chain of every trap, a 
metal tag bearing: 1.Name and Address in legible English the name and current address 
of the trapper; or 2.Number. A six digit number, to be obtained by the trapper from any 
Department office. Any person assigned a six digit number to mark his traps or snares 
must notify the Department in writing or in person at any Department Office within thirty 
days of any change in address.” - Idaho Admin. Code r. 13.01.16.100 
 

b. Montana: “A person may not use a trap or snare for the purpose of trapping or snaring a 
fur-bearing animal, a predatory animal, or a nongame species unless the trap or snare is 
tagged with a metal tag bearing an individual identifying number issued by the 
department or the owner's name and address unless the person is trapping or snaring 
on the person's land or an irrigation ditch right-of-way contiguous to the person's land” - 
Montana code 87-6-601 
 

c. Oregon: “All traps and snares, whether set for furbearing or unprotected mammals, must 
be legibly marked or branded with the ownerʼs license number that has been assigned 
by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife; except that unmarked traps or snares 
may be set for unprotected mammals by any person or member of their immediate 
family upon land that they lawfully own. No branded trap or snare may be sold unless 
accompanied by a uniform bill of sale.” - Oregon 2024-2026 Trapping regulations 
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Proposals 132:  Prohibit nonresidents from using snowmachines to approach and pursue 
the take of wolves and wolverines 
AWA Position: Support 

The current regulation affords nonresident trappers an improper and unfair advantage in killing free 
ranging wolves and wolverines. A key reason this trapping methods and means exception was allowed 
for wolves and wolverines was for subsistence users, but the regulation also created an exception for 
nonresident hunters and trappers. Nonresidents should not be afforded this exception and should be 
held to basic fair chase principles. 
 

Proposal 133:  Prohibit trappers from using snowmachines to approach and pursue the 
take of wolverines. 
AWA Position: Support 

This exception for use of a snowmachine affords trappers an improper and unfair advantage in the 
taking of wolverines. This practice is counter to basic hunter and trapper ethics and contrary to fair 
chase.  
 

Proposal 147: Transferring the authority to manage the ʻclean listʼ from the Board of 
Game to the Commissioner 
AWA Position: Oppose 
 

1. This proposal was previously attempted last spring via a Governorʼs Executive Order 124. Due 
to broad public opposition, that Executive Order was rejected by the legislature by a vote of 
23-26. We opposed that Executive Order last year, and oppose this proposal for the same 
reasons.  
 

2. Proposal 147 would have a substantial negative effect on the public process. As you all know, 
the current process involves a Board of Game request for proposals, ADFG analyzes and gives 
recommendations, there are public comments, and then Board deliberations with input from  
all 7 members. If this process were to transition to the Commissioner, that sole individual 
could draft regulations, post them on a system with an automated notice sent out to a list of 
recipients, and allow 30 days for public comment without group deliberation.  
 

3. We understand the desire to streamline permitting for more responsive action on requests to 
import exotic species as potential food sources, particularly in rural communities, however: 

a. Importing species not listed on the clean list carries an unknown but potentially 
substantial risk of disease or parasite transmission to native wildlife and domestic 
livestock. Any decision to import a new species must be reviewed by multiple people 
and the public to pass muster.  

b. The risks are too important to bypass the more deliberative and public-facing process 
of the Board of Game. 

c. The Board may choose to delegate regulation of the live capture, possession, 
transport, or release of native or exotic game or their eggs to the commissioner to 
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streamline individual permits (on a case-by-case basis) where disease risk and 
mitigation measures are clearly understood. This could streamline some permits while 
ensuring problematic species imports are reviewed by the full Board. 

 

Proposal 190: 19C Dall sheep working group modification to resident-nonresident hunt 
structure and guide concession pilot program 
AWA position: Support 

We support the working group model for tackling challenging management problems, and appreciate 
ADF&Gʼs support to make working groups possible. Given the time and investment of working group 
members, we are generally inclined to support their proposals. We echo many of the sentiments in the 
working groupʼs October, 2024 letter to the Board, particularly: 

● Concurring that forthcoming sheep regulations must prioritize the well-being of the species 
over the distribution of hunting opportunities. “The primary goal is to balance the interests of 
conservation, local communities, and economic factors.”  We hope the Board will prioritize 
managing the resource sustainably rather than just allocating hunting rights. 

● Encouraging ADF&G to continue to learn about sheep populations, specifically adding radio 
collars to better understand mortality issues. 

● The working group did not take a position on predator control being implemented for sheep 
(Proposal 101), writing “At this time, the sheep working group wishes to see [...] research 
documenting mortality prior to any predator control for sheep.”  

● We hope the working group is correct in assuming that a guide concessionaire program will 
control commercial efforts and harvest of Dall sheep. We strongly encourage that this program 
be assessed to determine how/if it achieves those objectives. Overall, we are highly supportive 
of programs that reduce conflict between resident and nonresident hunters. 

In terms of process, we appreciate that the working group received presentations and reports from the 
Department, was open for public listening, included Board of Game members, and received public 
comments. In the future, we hope these groups can also include more formal consultation with 
affected tribes and rural communities as well.  

 

Thank you for your service to the Board and Alaskaʼs wildlife, your time in reviewing these proposals, 
and your consideration of these comments. 

 

Nicole Schmitt   
Executive Director  
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Alaska Board of Game 
1801 S Margaret Drive 
Suite 2 
Palmer, AK 99645  

   (907) 746-6300 

 

March 6th 2025.  

 

Re: Board of Game Proposals: 90, 91, and 92 

 

To the Alaska Board of Game, 
 

The Alaska Chapter of Backcountry Hunters & Anglers (AK BHA) works to conserve 
Alaska’s wild public lands, waters, fish and wildlife.  
 
Proposals 90 and 91: AK BHA SUPPORTS proposals 90 and 91 which recommend setting 
a statewide standard for hunter education in mountain goat identification. As Paul 
Forward cites in his proposal (91), it is well established and accepted that the harvest of 
nannies is detrimental to the mountain goat population in most areas. According to 
statistics from ADF&G staff, recent efforts to educate hunters by requiring that they 
complete a mountain goat identity quiz have proven successful in reducing the nanny 
harvest in those areas. Currently Units 1, 4, 5, 6C and 6D require that hunters complete 
the Mountain Goat Sex Identification quiz. Alaska BHA supports making this a statewide 
requirement, which increases hunter education.  
 
Proposal 92: AK BHA SUPPORTS proposal 92, to implement an online education quiz for 
identifying legal Dall sheep rams for harvest, prior to hunting in any unit. It has been 
shown through mountain goat ID tests required in units 1, 4, 5, 6C and 6D and moose 
tests in units with antler restrictions, that this hunter education results in decreased 
sublegal harvest. 
 
As Dall sheep populations continue to struggle in Alaska, declining in many areas, the 
implementation of a legal ram test could help reduce sublegal harvest by increasing 
hunter education prior to going into the field. 
 
As concerns rise about wildlife populations and their habitats, we as hunters should do 
everything we can to support conservation of wildlife species, where appropriate.  
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These proposals fit BHA values. We request that the Board of Game please implement a 
mountain goat ID test for all goat hunters statewide as well as develop a legal Dall sheep 
test. 

Thank you to the Board of Game for your deliberation and careful consideration of these 
proposals. 

On behalf of the Alaska Chapter of Backcountry Hunters & Anglers, 

Mary Glaves 
Alaska Chapter Coordinator 
(607) 349-1831
glaves@backcountryhunters.org
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estimated 535 birds harvested in the spring, compared to just 39 in the fall, representing only 7% of the 
total harvest in fall. 

While there haven’t been many studies focused specifically on the sea duck population and harvest levels, 
these examples from the overall population can give us insight into trends. 

If the state and biologists are truly concerned about our harvest numbers, we need to start collecting better 
data from the areas of the state that harvest the majority of the waterfowl. After 25 years of hunting and 
20 years of guiding waterfowl, I have observed the same relative number of sea ducks in Prince William 
Sound. The only benefit these report cards will provide is a high cost to the state to maintain the system 
and collect the data. 

The author used Washington as an example. That state implemented report cards to monitor the Harlequin 
Duck harvest when it began. They did this because their population dropped below 3,000 birds for the 
entire state. In contrast, Alaska has an estimated population of over 250,000 Harlequin Ducks, according 
to Fish and Game. Looking at the data from the 2019 harvest, as mentioned by Naves, the estimated 
annual harvest of Harlequins was 1,768. This is not the number reported, but an estimate based on their 
confidence in reporting and other data. That is less than 0.7% of the estimated population. We 
implemented report cards and permits for Emperor Geese for a reason: a much smaller population 
required more specific data to regulate. 

I believe a better use of these funds would be to conduct more baseline population studies so we can gain 
a better understanding. The studies done after the oil spill showed an increase in bird populations every 
season in Western Prince William Sound, which was affected by the spill, but these studies are now quite 
old. 

I hope the board considers ways to better fund our biologists to determine populations, rather than 
spending money on a small percentage of hunters in the state by requiring a report card. The HIP program 
could be more easily adapted to provide additional information through duck stamp purchases, rather than 
creating an entirely new system. 

PROPOSAL 87 

5 AAC 92.100. Unlawful Methods of Hunting Waterfowl, Snipe, and Cranes 

This regulation is designed solely to limit the amount of hunting occurring for waterfowl. It is already 
illegal to "drive, herd, or chase migratory birds," as stated in the added text by the author. State and/or 
federal officers have ticketed people for this violation. 

Requiring the anchoring of a boat during all hunting does not allow multiple groups to hunt from one 
vessel. For example, if a group of friends went out and dropped off two people with their dog and decoys, 
and then motored away half a mile to hunt on their own, would this regulation make it illegal due to not 
anchoring where they originally dropped off the hunters? I personally have dropped friends off and then 
gone to check my traps on my trapline for 3-4 hours without duck hunting. Does this make that illegal?  
Another example: if part of the group wants to duck hunt and others want to deer hunt, would it now be 
illegal to leave the group to go deer hunting while the others go duck hunting?  

Gas is expensive, and limiting activities to one pursuit with vague wording on anchoring vessels does not 
seem to address any waterfowl regulation issues that are not already covered by existing laws. 

 



Bristol Bay Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
c/o Office of Subsistence Management 

1011 East Tudor Road, MS 121 
Anchorage, Alaska  99503-6199 

Phone: (907) 787-3888, Fax: (907) 786-3898 
Toll Free: 1-800-478-1456 

 
In Reply Refer To: 
OSM.B25016 
 
 
 
Jake Fletcher, Chair  
Alaska Board of Game  
Alaska Department of Fish and Game  
Boards Support Section  
P.O. Box 115526   
Juneau, Alaska  99811-5526  
 
Dear Chair Fletcher,   
 
I write to you on behalf of the Bristol Bay Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (Council) to 
provide the Council’s comments on proposals that will be considered during the March 21-28, 
2025, Statewide Alaska Board of Game (BOG) Meeting.   
 
The Council represents subsistence harvesters of fish and wildlife resources on Federal public 
lands and waters in the Bristol Bay Region.  It was established by the authority in Title VIII of 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and is chartered under the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act.  Section 805 of ANILCA and the Council’s charter establishes 
the Council’s authority to initiate, review and evaluate proposals for regulations, policies, 
management plans, and other matters related to subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the 
region.  The Council also reviews resource management actions occurring outside their regions 
that may impact subsistence resources critical to communities served by the Council.  The 
Council provides a forum for the expression of opinions and recommendations regarding any 
matter related to the subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the region.    
 
The Council held a public meeting on February 18, 2025, in Naknek, and took up eight BOG 
Proposals.  Please see the Council comments below.   
 
Proposal 87:  Restrict the use of boats for hunting waterfowl 
       
The Council opposes Proposal 87, which would restrict the use of boats for hunting waterfowl. 
The proposed requirement for a boat to be anchored or beached within 100 yards of anyone 
discharging a firearm would be difficult to comply with and enforce. Current regulations already 
prohibit waterfowl hunting from a motorboat unless the motor is off, and the boat’s forward 
movement has stopped.   
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The Council is also concerned about the potential safety risks this regulation could pose to 
waterfowl hunters. Hunters in the Bristol Bay region navigate tidal gullies with thick mud, steep 
banks, and up to 24-foot tides.  Requiring boats to be anchored or beached could create 
hazardous situations.  Additionally, the Council is concerned about how hunters would retrieve 
dead or injured birds if this regulation was enacted.   
 
Proposals 126, 127, and 128:  Allow the use of electronically enhanced night vision and 
forward-looking infrared device for taking furbearers statewide 
 
The Council opposes these three proposals allowing the use of electronically enhanced night 
vision and forward-looking infrared devices for taking furbearers.  The Council believes these 
technologies could be misused if the regulation was approved, creating an unfair advantage. 
Additionally, we see no legitimate need for such devices in our region, aside from potential 
misuse.   
 
Proposals 129 and 130: Establish a minimum standard of centerfire rifle cartridges for 
taking big game 
 
The Council opposes Proposals 129 and 130 because it is an unnecessary restriction on hunters. 
Effective hunting depends more on shot placement than caliber size.  A well-placed shot with a 
smaller cartridge can be more effective than a poorly placed shot with a larger one. 
 
If passed, this regulation could also impose additional costs and burdens on hunters who may be 
forced to purchase new firearms and ammunition, creating an unnecessary financial strain. In 
remote or rural areas, ammunition availability is often limited, and requiring a minimum 
cartridge size could make it even more difficult for hunters to find suitable ammunition.   
 
Proposal 131: Require identification tags be attached to traps and snares 
 
The Council opposes Proposal 131, which would require trappers to place identification tags on 
traps and snares.  The Council believes this regulation imposes an unnecessary burden on 
trappers.   
 
Additionally, the Council is concerned about potential negative consequences if an identification 
tag is lost or destroyed.  Wolverines and other animals can struggle vigorously when trapped, 
potentially breaking off the tag. Identification tags may also become buried or frozen, leading to 
unintentional violations.   
 
The Council is also worried about the risk of trapper harassment from the public and the 
disruption human presence and scents near traplines could cause, potentially reducing the 
chances of harvesting furbearers.   
 
Proposal 133:  Prohibit trappers from using snowmachines to approach and pursue the 
take of wolverine 
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The Council opposes Proposal 133, which would rescind the regulation allowing hunters and 
trappers to use snowmachines to approach and pursue wolverines.   
 
The Council and the Bristol Bay community have worked for many years to establish this 
regulation, as this method of harvesting wolves and wolverines is a long-standing subsistence 
practice in the region.  Snowmachines are a critical tool for trappers in Alaska, where vast, 
rugged, and remote terrain makes foot travel impractical. Restricting their use would negatively 
impact traditional trapping practices.   
 
Wolverines cover large territories and move quickly, making snowmachines an effective way for 
trappers to access active trapping areas.  Revoking this regulation could harm the subsistence 
economy, as many rural Alaskans rely on trapping as part of their livelihood.  Limiting 
snowmachine use would make trapping wolverines less viable, reducing income and fur 
availability.   
 
Additionally, many hunters sell wolverine hides to fund fuel purchases for hunting other species.  
If enacted, this proposal would reduce critical harvest opportunities for those in the Bristol Bay 
Region.   
 
The Council supports the existing regulations, in place, that allow hunters and trappers to use 
snowmachines to approach and pursue both wolves and wolverines.   
 
The Council thanks you for the opportunity to comment on these proposals.  If you have any 
questions or would like to follow up, please contact me through our Subsistence Council 
Coordinator Leigh Honig at (907) 891-9053 or leigh_honig@ios.doi.gov.   
 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
 
            Nanci Morris Lyon 
            Chair  
 
cc:  Federal Subsistence Board  

  Interagency Staff Committee  
       Bristol Bay Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
       Office of Subsistence Management  
       Benjamin Mulligan, Deputy Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game  
       Mark Burch, Assistant Director, Division of Wildlife Conservation, Alaska Department of   
            Fish and Game  
      Administrative Record 
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                                   March 1, 2025 
Alaska Board of Game   
P.O. BOX 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
 
The Chugach Regional Resources Commission (CRRC) comments on statewide proposals 85, 86, 87 on sea ducks, 
proposal 88 to permit wood bison in cultural practices, proposal 121 to create new GMU 15D from GMU 15C. 
 
CRRC opposes proposal 85 requesting that transporters be required to register as “migratory bird hunting guides”.  
The proposer of this regulation states that there are many different migratory bird hunting guide services not 
providing registration forms required by the department under 5 AAC 92.013 for basic information on who and 
where commercially compensated migratory bird hunting services are taking place.  They state that a business entity 
or af�iliated services such as water taxis, air taxis, �ishing charter out�itters, combo �ishing and hunting boats, or 
lodges when serving small game hunters to, from, or in the �ield, their equipment, or migratory birds that are 
harvested, needs to register as a “migratory bird hunting guide”.  Transporters who have nothing to do with small 
game hunters other than moving them from point A to point B are not and should not be classi�ied as guides.  This is 
an unnecessary request and would not bring any new data to the Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) as guides 
do not currently have logbooks like charter �ishing vessel captains.   
 
CRRC opposes proposal 86 requesting that there be mandatory harvest reporting of sea ducks in Alaska.  This 
proposal seeks to require hunters to possess a paper or electronic harvest record and after taking possession of a sea 
duck they would be required to record all the information on the harvest record card or through an app.  There would 
be consequences to not �illing this out immediately. The proposer states this new regulation could be modeled after 
the State of Washington’s management admin code 220-416-060 which reads “Hunters must physically possess a 
special 2023-2024 paper or electronic hunting authorization and harvest record card for sea ducks when hunting 
scoter, long-tailed duck, and goldeneye in Western Washington. Immediately after taking a sea duck into possession, 
hunters must record all required information on the harvest record card. Hunters required to physically possess a 
paper harvest record card must enter all required information in ink. Hunters required to physically possess an 
electronic harvest record card must enter all required information through the licensing mobile application.”   
 
The proposer believes the current Alaska migratory bird harvest reporting system, known as HIP, uses randomized 
voluntary reporting and provides only slim and spotty information. The state of Alaska does not currently have 
mandatory sea duck reporting because sea ducks are considered small game.  This proposal would create an issue 
for the ADF&G. The agency would need to hire a person to create a new data sheet and application and would need 
to collect and input the data into a usable form.  Enforcement issues would result from the passing of this proposal 
as there is currently limited enforcement of�icers now that are spread across the state.   In our current budget climate, 
there is real concern for the long-term availability of funding for this new position. This proposal places an 
unnecessary burden on the hunters, ADF&G staff, and enforcement.   
 
CRRC opposes proposal 87 requesting the restriction of boats for hunting waterfowl.  This regulation is already on 
the books but the proposer wants to include any mechanical vehicle; however, a power or sailboat may be used only 
as a direct means of retrieving a dead or injured bird; all boats shall remain stationary throughout the duration of 
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the hunt, beached or anchored, within 100 yards of those discharging �irearms to eliminate driving, herding, or 
chasing migratory birds into hunters on land, or on other boats.  The proposer believes that while use of a moving 
vessel is legal for retrieval of dead or crippled waterfowl, this exception is used to justify continual movement of 
af�iliated vessels during a hunt resulting in illegal driving, herding, or chasing migratory birds into single or multiple 
hunter parties on shore, or on other boats.   
 
This proposal would force water taxis to stop moving through an area if active hunting is occurring because they 
could be considered herding, chasing or driving the birds to the hunters.  This would add additional burden on 
enforcement in that it would make it necessary for enforcement to monitor long stretches of water in an attempt to 
ensure there were no moving boats.  An increase in birds getting shot is very likely because eagles are known to 
retrieve hunters birds faster than the hunter is able to.  
 
CRRC supports proposal 88 that is requesting to add wood bison to the list of game species allowed to be taken for 
cultural purposes under a permit issued by ADF&G. A regulatory response is needed to protect Alaskan cultural 
practices, knowledge, and values. In regions where bison's cultural signi�icance now exists predominantly in story 
form, such as Fort Yukon, testimonies shed light on ancestral knowledge that has simply not been practiced for over 
a generation now, but tradition still exists. Despite historical disruptions like boarding schools and cultural loss, the 
resurgence of wood bison offers a tangible opportunity for reconnection and revitalization. 
 
This proposal embraces the adaptive nature of Alaska Native values and recognizes the evolving landscape of 
ceremonial practices. Including regulatory language, empowers Tribes and communities to preserve traditions using 
both established and newly introduced species in ceremonies and practices. Adding “wood bison” to 5AAC 92.034 
honors Alaskan cultural practices and knowledge. It upholds honoring Alaska Native traditions, revitalizing cultural 
practices, and fostering a deeper connection to our shared heritage. The inclusion of wood bison represents the 
profound cultural and educational opportunities that Wood Bison presents for the transference of both new and 
ancestral knowledge and skills. 
 
CRRC opposes proposal 121 requesting that Game Management Unit (GMU) 15C be divided into two subunits.  The 
new Unit 15D would consist of the current portion of Unit 15C south of Kachemak Bay, Sheep Creek, and Dinglestadt 
Glacier.  This would align management boundaries with areas of stark physiographic differences of topography, 
climate, geology, vegetation, and wildlife species distributions and densities.  ADF&G utilizes the USGS Uni�ied 
Ecoregions of Alaska map to depict Alaska's 32 ecoregions.  
An ecoregion is de�ined as "an area of land and water containing vegetation communities that share species and 
ecological dynamics, environmental conditions, and interactions that are critical for their long-term persistence." 
North Unit 15C, overlays the Coast Mountain Boreal; Cook Inlet Basin ecoregion of gently sloping lowlands of lakes, 
swamps, bogs, and rivers drained from glaciers with an annual snowfall of 63 - 100 inches and total yearly 
precipitation averaging 15 - 27 inches. Unit 15D (South 15C), would overlay two rugged ecoregions within the 
distinct Hyper-maritime Forests; the Chugach (Kenai) Mountains Ecoregion, with ice �ields, narrow deep gorged 
valleys; fringed with the Gulf of Alaska Coastal Ecoregion. of deeply carved glacial �jords, archipelagos and short swift 
streams. Elevations dramatically rise from sea level to over 5,400 feet with a maritime climate. Annual snowfall 
averages 32 - 236 inches and total precipitation 30 - 160 inches. Land ownership within the proposed Unit 15D area 
consists of primarily Kenai National Wildlife Refuge land, Kachemak Bay State Park and Wilderness Park land, and 
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Alaska Native Corporation land. Kachemak Bay waters and submerged intertidal lands are legislatively designated a 
State Critical Habitat Area (CHA) for the "perpetuation of �ish and wildlife". This CHA overlays Special Purpose Site 
Park lands and waters located within the proposed Unit 15D. 
 
Proposals 85, 86, and 87 do not take into account the costs to the state and the sea duck harvesters, or additional 
enforcement needs.  The need for ADF&G to hire a new staff member and create a new application and maintain 
would call for additional spending of funds for an agency that is already greatly impacted by budget cuts.  The 
inconveniences to charter boats, water taxis, air taxis, and the average person who might be traveling through an 
area with active sea duck harvesting seem to outweigh any bene�its that this proposal is seeking.   The proposals are 
regional in nature and do not �it the state overall.  
 
Proposal 88 to permit the use of wood bison in cultural practices is a way to reconnect Alaska Natives with a food 
source they relied on years ago before the wood bison went extinct.  Many generations have grown up not having 
this resource in their lives anymore and this reintroduction by the State of Alaska will reconnect them with their 
history.   
 
Proposal 121 to divide GMU 15C into two subunits creating unit 15D is an unnecessary change.  It would create 
issues of lines and open and closed seasons.  This would put an undue burden on the hunter and also enforcement.  
 
 
We are thankful for this opportunity to comment on these proposals. 
Thank you, 
 

 
 
Willow Hetrick-Price 
Executive Director 
Chugach Regional Resources Commission 
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alpine experience than in getting food.” If Dall Sheep are added as a prey species under the IMS it will set 
a precedent enabling virtually any species to be added. Instead of vilifying and trying to eradicate 
predators, perhaps we humans should take accountability and not assign unscientific blame to already 
stressed populations of wolves, cougars, and bears, among others.  

Proposal 109: SUPPORT. Science should always control the management decisions of any game board, 
including this one. Opposing this proposal simply means the Board's decisions are political, not scientific. 
This is a common-sense proposal allowing for the study of mortality issues. Perhaps the Board is afraid to 
learn that predators are not as responsible for the decline in Alaskan sheep as they seem to believe. Either 
way, this seems like one of the more obvious proposals to support.  

Proposal 122: OPPOSE. If you want to take an animal, the baseline requirement should be for you to do it 
yourself. Hunting is a privilege. Proxy hunting is wasteful, and dishonest, and leads to the 
overconsumption of otherwise needed individuals from a population dynamic standpoint. If this proposal 
must pass, then an amendment should be added proving that the proxy-hunted animals were later 
consumed by the party unable to hunt. Otherwise, proxy hunting is an excuse for sport hunters to get a 
permitless kill "fix."  

Proposal 124 and 125: SUPPORT. Clarifications are needed and always welcome.  

Proposals 126, 127, 128: STRONGLY OPPOSE. Fair chase does not contemplate the use of night vision 
and thermal optics. If animals do not even get the advantage of nightfall or natural conditions like 
snowpacks, why not put all our game species in a penned enclosure and allow hunters and trappers a free-
for-all? There is also the issue of certain thermal optics being unable to accurately identify animals in 
challenging conditions; low-quality thermal optics may fail to distinguish between similar species, 
leading to potential misidentification and ethical concerns. However, the advancement of the technology 
is a minor point. Turning Alaska into little more than a game preserve is the issue here. Hunting and 
trapping are based on the pursuit of the game through strategic tracking, not the use of X-ray vision. This 
would be a massive, SHAMEFUL change for Alaska and an unusual one for the United States on the 
whole.  

Proposals 129 and 130: SUPPORT. To oppose this proposal is to say the Board of Game wants moose to 
suffer and die tortured deaths.  

Proposal 147: OPPOSE. Governor Dunleavy's ridiculous desire to allow a few LLamas into our state 
should not override the interest of most Alaskans in protecting our fragile ecosystems. The risks are 
simply far too important to bypass the more deliberative and open process of the BOG.  

Proposal 131: SUPPORT. This is common sense.  

Proposal 132: SUPPORT. Allowing non-residents the use of snowmachines to approach and pursue the 
take of wolves and wolverines will only lead to further senseless, unethical, and illegal killing of native 
wildlife by outsiders.  

Proposal 133: SUPPORT. Perhaps this Board will stop catering to the laziness of trappers and give their 
victims a fighting chance. Allowing trappers the use of thermal optics and snow machines to take 
wolverines gives the trapper every conceivable advantage. And to what end? This is not fair chase, it is 
not ethical, and it inevitably leads to the question of whether the wolverine can subsist in the state.  

Proposal 136: SUPPORT. Common sense or we inevitably lose the species like we did the Woods Bison.  





I oppose Proposal 94. Horns do not grow at right angles to the skull. 

I oppose Proposal 95 and 96. Selecting for age is the goal of the current management 
strategy and full curl restrictions are only the tool to achieve that goal. Removing the age 
criteria for legality is illogical since it is the management strategy. All of the criteria for 
judging full curl or age are difficult in the field. 

I support Proposal 97 and 98. There is a significant problem of hunter conflicts in the field, 
especially with guides. These proposals help to address hunter conflict issues and to 
reduce stress on sheep. 

I oppose Proposal 99. With the number of hunter conflicts caused by flying, we do not need 
more people flying. Increased flying also increases stress on animals. The rule is already 
unenforceable and this proposal adds to complexity. 

I strongly support Proposal 100 with amendments. Non-residents should be limited to 
under 25% of harvest. This proposal is one approach to addressing the problems of 
decreasing resident opportunity and increasing hunter conflict. Alaska is being exploited 
by a new non-resident hunter with more funds and more knowledge at their fingertips than 
ever before. Resident hunters and our environment are paying the price. Our regulations 
are so far behind the current nation-wide hunting situation it is frightening. 

I strongly oppose Proposals 102-117 as well as ACR 5 and support Proposal 118. This 
comment is for Proposals 102-118 and ACR 5 relating to the management of sheep in 19C. 

There is not a problem with managing for sustained yield that needs to be addressed. By 
ADFG reports and all guide/outfitter testimony there is no biological concern to reduce the 
harvest of full-curl rams.  

However, there is a problem with managing for the benefit of the people (Alaskans). There 
is a shortage of sheep in this area compared to recent historical numbers. There have also 
been too many guiding operations in this area for the number of sheep that are left there. 
This is primarily due to the numbers of sheep that used to be present, the proximity to 
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Anchorage, and the unregulated nature of guide permitting on state land. All of this is 
compounded by inexhaustible outside money and desire to hunt sheep. 

These problems were addressed by the board of game by eliminating non-resident hunting 
in the area. Residents have given up their youth hunt and subsistence hunting in response 
as well. Resident hunters have only ever taken a very small portion of the rams in this area. 

For all of these reasons there is no justification to restrict resident opportunity or provide 
opportunity to non-residents.  

These proposals as they relate to the state Constitution- 

-Restricting resident opportunity is not necessary for managing for sustained yield and 
goes against managing for the benefit of the people (Alaskans) 

-Restricting non-resident opportunity is necessary to manage for the benefit of the people 
(Alaskans). Benefit is not defined as monetary. Money brought in by non-residents should 
not be rated any higher than any other benefit for the people (Alaskans). 

 

I oppose Proposal 122. These hunts are already over-subscribed. If a person cannot 
participate in these hunts, they should not be applying. 

 

I strongly oppose Proposal 123. This proposal would effectively open a market to 
purchasing permits. 

 

I support Proposals 129 and 130 with amendments. There is a statewide problem with 
hunting with bullets that are ineffective for that purpose. There are .223 caliber bullets that 
are effective for hunting so I think a straight across caliber restriction would not be right. 
Limiting bullet design or minimum energy of the cartridge would be a better way. 

 

I support Proposal 134 and oppose 135 unless it is amended. There should be a cap on 
non-resident allocation. This would better align with our Constitution by increasing the 
benefit to the people.  

Alaska is being exploited by a new non-resident hunter with more funds and more 
knowledge at their fingertips than ever before. Resident hunters and our environment are 
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paying the price. Our regulations are so far behind the current nation-wide hunting 
situation it is frightening. 

 

I support Proposals 136 and 137 with amendments. Low draw odds and over-subscribed 
hunts are an increasing issue. Non-resident permit allocation should first be capped. The 
fact is that there are too many hunters applying for too few hunts. 

I support Proposal 139 with amendment and support Proposal 140. Leaving evidence of 
sex attached leads to meat spoilage. A hind quarter with evidence of sex attached is no 
better proof of sex of the animal than the head. The proof of sex requirement is just an 
excuse used by AWT to hassle hunters. Checking for wanton waste fulfills the same 
investigatory purpose.  
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Name: Jesse Dunshie 

Community of Residence: Fairbanks 

Comment: 

Proposal 93 : Suppo1t 

I submitted this proposal because diilling and plugging sheep horns is not necessary to accomplish the 

main objective of sealing rams. The main objective for requi1ing sealing of rams is to ensure they meet 
the legal requirements for harvesting and to collect age and length data from analyzing the horns of the 
ram. The department has sealing requirements for several species of game and furbearers, none of which 

utilize any s01t of pe1manent mar-Icing. Plugging ram horns is the only pe1manent method utilized, but for 
what reason? Some of the fur bearers sealed in Alaska are covered under the international CITES treaty, 
and they are not even pe1manently marked. Some sheep hunters hate the method, some ar·e indifferent, but 

I can guar·antee that none prefer it. 

The department states several reasons for opposing proposal 93 but none of them make any biological or 
real enforcement sense. The horn shavings can be replaced with tissue sampled from the skull plate. If
taxide1mists need visual confo1mation a ram has been sealed, a non-pe1manent mar·ker or tag of some 

kind can easily be used or even a paper ce1tificate from the department. If the plug was so cmcial for law 
enforcement, then the wildlife troopers would have opposed this proposal, which they did not. The 
department states, requiring horns to be pe1manently sealed helps prevent exploitation of the resource. 

But ram horns can legally be sold in Alaska if separ·ated from the skull, weather they ar·e ha1vested or 
found dead and deadheads are not required to be sealed. Bighorn sheep from the lower 48 and sheep in 
Canada ar·e managed much differently than Alaska's sheep, so why align practices for plugging? 
Canada's interpretation of full curl is different than Alaska's and we haven't switched to align ours. Most 

bighorn hunts are any ram, Alaska is ve1y opposed to any ram hunts, even for di·aw tags. 

Alaska is different on almost eve1y aspect of sheep management when compar·ed to other states and 
Canada, so why does Alaska need to follow suit on plugging ram horns? 

The departments comments are basically stating plugging horns stays status quo, because we say so. That 
is an unacceptable answer. 

Proposal 13 5: Suppo1t 

There needs to be a cap on non-resident di·aw permits. Good oppo1tunity for residents to hunt sought after 
species like sheep and mountain goats is dwindling rapidly. In some ar·eas of the state non-residents are 
di·awing up to 30% of goat tags some years on hunts open to both residents and non-residents. 

Typically, the fewer pe1mits available means that access is better or easier. Those ar·e exactly the type of 

hunts that should be rese1ved for residents. 

Proposal 13 5 

Suppo1t with amendments 

I suppo1t the po1tion of this proposal that is requesting to put a cap all non-resident di·awing pe1mit 
allocations. My suggested amendment to the proposal would be a 5% cap instead of the proposed I 0%. 





  
 

Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
c/o Office of Subsistence Management 

1011 East Tudor Road, MS 121 
Anchorage, Alaska  99503-6199 

Phone: (907) 786-3888, Fax: (907) 786-3898  
Toll-Free: 1-800-478-1456 

 
In Reply Refer To: 
RAC.B25015 
 
 
 
Jake Fletcher, Chair 
Alaska Board of Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526  
Juneau, Alaska  99811-5526 
 
Dear Chair Fletcher, 
 
I am writing to you on behalf of the Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council (Council) to provide the Council’s comments on proposals that will be considered 
during the March 21-28, 2025, Statewide Board of Game (BOG) Meeting.   
 
The Council represents subsistence harvesters of fish and wildlife resources on Federal public 
lands and waters in the Eastern Interior Region.  It was established by the authority in Title VIII 
of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and is chartered under the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act.  Section 805 of ANILCA and the Council’s charter establishes 
the Council’s authority to initiate, review and evaluate proposals for regulations, policies, 
management plans, and other matters related to subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the 
region.  The Council also reviews resource management actions occurring outside their regions 
that may impact subsistence resources critical to communities served by the Council.  The 
Council provides a forum for the expression of opinions and recommendations regarding any 
matter related to the subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the region.   
 
The Council held a public meeting on February 19-20, 2025, in Fairbanks, and took up 11 BOG 
Proposals.  Please see the Council comments below.   
 
Proposal 88 – Add wood bison to the list of game species allowed to be taken for cultural 
purposes under a permit issued by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

The Council supported Proposal 51 on a 9-1 vote.  Alaska Natives customarily and 
traditionally harvested and used wood bison for subsistence prior to their expiration.  This is 
documented through oral history and the archeological record.  In the future, when a harvestable 
surplus of wood bison becomes available, the ability to harvest them for cultural purposes must 
be allowed due to their historical use for subsistence.  The cultural harvest of wood bison was 
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severed only because of their extirpation.  The reintroduction of wood bison provides a chance 
for cultural practices and use of wood bison to be revitalized.  Allowing wood bison to 
occasionally be harvested for potlatches and other cultural events will enable the traditions of 
their harvest and use to be passed on.   

Proposal 89 – Require nonresident moose hunters to attend a hunter orientation course 
and be accompanied by a registered guide or resident family member within the second 
degree of kindred 

The Council supported Proposal 89 on a unanimous vote.  The Council agreed that these 
should be requirements statewide for nonresident moose hunters.  The Council’s hope is that this 
would increase nonresidents’ awareness of proper firearm selection and meat care, and reduce 
waste of meat.   

Proposal 92 – Require sheep hunters to complete an online education course 

The Council supported Proposal 92 on a unanimous vote but noted that this requirement 
should only apply to first time sheep hunters.  The Council notes that this will help increase 
awareness of how to properly identify legal sheep in the field.  Because it is online, it will not be 
a significant burden to hunters.   

Proposals 95 & 96 – Repeal the age criteria for the definition of full-curl horn ram 

The Council supported Proposals 95 and 96 on a unanimous vote.  The Council noted that it 
is very difficult to age a sheep by counting annuli, especially in the field at a distance.  This 
proposal would focus harvest on only full curl rams, which is important due to the current low 
sheep numbers.  It would also reduce the harvest of sub-legal rams.   

Proposals 97 & 98 – Lengthen the time period hunters are restricted from using aircraft 
for hunting sheep 

The Council supported Proposals 97 and 98 on a unanimous vote.  The Council noted that 
aircraft should not be used for spotting sheep at any time, including during youth hunts.  The 
Council agreed with the proponents that passing these proposals would reduce pressure on sheep 
during a time when they are experiencing conservation concerns.   

Proposal 99 – Shorten the time period hunters are restricted from using aircraft for 
hunting sheep, and modify the use of aircraft restrictions 

The Council opposed Proposal 99 on a unanimous vote.  The Council noted that sheep are 
facing a conservation concern and use of aircraft to hunt them should not be liberalized at this 
time.   

Proposal 100 – Limit nonresident sheep hunting opportunity statewide so that nonresidents 
do not harvest more than 35 percent of total sheep harvest from any game management 
subunit 

The Council opposed Proposal 100 on a unanimous vote.  The Council noted that this proposal 
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is way too complicated to be dealt with in this manner.  Every region and sheep population faces 
different issues, and the one size fits all approach of this proposal is not appropriate.  Instead, the 
Council advocates for using regional sheep working groups or coalitions to bring stakeholders 
together and discuss proposal ideas on a region-by-region basis.  The Council has sent out an 
invitation to Advisory Committees in the Eastern Interior region to form a sheep management 
coalition to discuss such topics together.   

Proposal 101 – Add sheep to the list of species identified as important for providing high 
levels of human consumptive use 

The Council supported Proposal 101 on a unanimous vote.  The Council noted that this 
proposal is very important because sheep are not currently listed as a species eligible for 
intensive management.  Sheep populations are in decline, and tools for helping them recover are 
limited without the passing of this proposal.  Intensive management is a prerequisite for any 
predator control efforts.   

Proposal 123 – Allow remuneration to be provided to proxy hunters 

The Council opposed Proposal 123 on a unanimous vote.  The Council feels strongly that 
people should not be paid to go hunting or paid to give their permit to someone else.  The proxy 
hunting system exists to help people get the food they need that they would otherwise be unable 
to obtain on their own.  This system is based on the values of helping others, and it should not be 
monetized or turned into a market hunting system.  Additionally, the Council notes that the 
proponent wrongly states that remuneration is allowed in the Federal designated hunter permit 
system. It is not.   
 
The Council thanks you for the opportunity to comment on these proposals.  If you have any 
questions or would like to follow up, please contact me through our Subsistence Council 
Coordinator Brooke McDavid at (907) 891-9181 or brooke_mcdavid@ios.doi.gov.  
 
 

Sincerely, 

 
 
                                                                              Robert “Charlie” Wright, Sr.  
                                                                              Chair  
 
cc:  Federal Subsistence Board 
  Eastern Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
  Office of Subsistence Management 
  Interagency Staff Committee 
  Benjamin Mulligan, Deputy Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
  Mark Burch, Assistant Director, Division of Wildlife Conservation, Alaska Department of  
        Fish and Game 
  Administrative Record 
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Name: Kolton Eischens 

Community of Residence: Wasilla 

Comment: 

99: Why would we make hunting sheep easier and allow planes to locate sheep? 

100: Great idea, with the help of ADFG and bios this could be great. Every other state sees 90/10 harvest 
residents to NR maybe this will also help with air charters having to take residents as well instead of 
"only taking guides" for business. 

111 and 112: I strongly agree and wish this was state wide. Promoting hunters to shoot more mature rams 
and if they do shoot less mature rams, waiting a year· or two before harvesting another ram. Sheep are 
trophy animals not animlas to be considered "subsistence". Either of these ar·e great starts. 

115: STRONGLY OPPOSE sheep ar·e not subsistence animals. Using your 180,000 dollar cub to hunt for 
"subsistence" is goofy. 

118: I spent 20-30 days the last 3 year·s in 19 and can see that the guided NR hunters have absouletly 
demolished the sheep population. Having outfitters taking 20 rams a year· is not a long term success. 

135: Stongly agree and should for sure be a capped NR number. I apply all over the L48 for 8-15% of the 
tags being avaible to NR. 

Name: Paul Forwar·d 

Community of Residence: Girdwood/Kotzebue 

Comment: 

89: SUPPORT: I have hunted moose in Alaska for well over 30 years and, in areas where non

residents frequent, have repeatedly seen poorly handled meat. I honestly think that we should 

consider moving moose to the list of species for which non-residents require a guide. In lieu of that, 

we should require additional eduvation for NR's who wish to hunt moose in AK. 

90: SUPPORT: I've written about this in my proposal as well but there are plethora reasons why this 

is a good proposal that will both improve goat conservation and increase opportunity 

91: SUPPORT: I am writing to express my strong support for Proposals 90 and 91, which 
would require all mountain goat hunters in Alaska to complete an online mountain goat 

identification quiz before hunting. This requirement will not only benefit mountain goat 
conservation but also increase hunter opportunity by reducing the unnecessary ha1vest of 
female (nanny) goats. 

As a hunter, I recognize the importance of ensuring sustainable populations so that future 
generations can also experience the opportunity to hunt mountain goats. One of the greatest 



challenges in mountain goat management is reducing the harvest of nannies, as their removal 
from the population has long-term consequences due to their slow reproductive rates. By 
requiring all hunters to complete a sex identification quiz, we can ensure that more hunters are 
educated on how to distinguish between billies and nannies, leading to a more sustainable 
harvest and greater long-term hunting opportunities. 

One major reason this proposal is beneficial to hunters is its impact on the goat point system 
used in registration hunts. In many areas, each hunt unit is assigned a set number of "goat 
points," which are deducted as hunters harvest goats: 

• Harvesting a billy results in the deduction of one goat point.
• Harvesting a nanny results in the deduction of two goat points.

Since the total number of available goat points determines how many hunters can participate in a 
given season, excessive nanny harvest reduces the number of hunters who can 
participate. By helping hunters identify and target billies, this proposal will allow more 
hunters to hunt each season, increasing overall opportunity while conserving the goat 
population. 

Additionally, this quiz requirement is a simple, low-cost measure that does not impose additional 
restrictions on hunting but rather provides education to improve hunter decision-making. A 
similar requirement has already been implemented in Units 1, 4, 5, 6C, and 6D, where it has 
successfully reduced the percentage of nannies harvested. Expanding this education effort 
statewide will benefit both hunters and wildlife management efforts. 

I urge the Board of Game to approve Proposals 90 and 91 to enhance hunter education, increase 
sustainable hunting opportunities, and ensure healthy mountain goat populations for years to 
come. 

92: SUPPORT: with statewide sheep declines and a concerning trend toward the harvest of young 
rams,  improving education for sheep hunters can only be a positive  

97:SUPPORT: I fully support this proposal to extend the restriction on the use of aircraft for 
locating sheep during the open sheep hunting season. The Board of Game’s existing regulation 
has already made a positive impact by promoting a fair chase hunting experience, and this 
proposal builds upon that success by addressing a significant loophole—allowing aerial scouting 
during the youth hunt beginning on August 1. Teaching young hunters the value of fair chase 
from the outset is critical, and continuing to allow aerial scouting during this period sends the 
wrong message about ethical hunting practices. 

Additionally, the proposal aligns with the principles of fair chase, as recognized by the Boone and 
Crockett Club, which has long condemned the use of aircraft to locate and pursue game. Extending the 
restriction to August 1 would prevent hunters from gaining an unfair advantage by locating sheep before 
the general season, ensuring that all hunters have a more equitable experience. 



Furthermore, this change could enhance safety for pilots and hunters alike. Currently, the days leading up 
to August 10 see a flurry of low-altitude scouting flights, increasing aviation hazards. Extending the 
restriction to August 1 would likely reduce the number of pilots engaging in last-minute aerial scouting, 
creating a safer environment in high-traffic hunting areas. 

This proposal represents a logical step forward in maintaining ethical hunting standards, fostering fair 
chase principles, and potentially improving safety conditions. I strongly encourage the Board of Game to 
adopt this measure to preserve the integrity of Alaska’s sheep hunting tradition. 

98: SUPPORT: for the same reasons listed above in support of proposal 97 

99: OPPOSE:  I strongly oppose this proposal to shorten the time period restricting aircraft use for 
locating Dall sheep and to modify the existing regulations. The logic behind this proposal is 
fundamentally flawed and ignores the clear benefits the current regulation provides to both fair chase 
ethics and aviation safety. 

The current restriction, which has been in place since 2015, was implemented to prevent unethical 
hunting practices such as spotting and pursuing sheep from the air. The proposal’s suggestion that these 
restrictions are "too long and overly restrictive" fails to acknowledge the well-documented benefits of 
limiting aerial scouting. The Boone and Crockett Club has long condemned the use of aircraft to locate 
and pursue game, recognizing that it undermines the principles of fair chase hunting. Shortening the 
restriction period would only serve to reintroduce unfair advantages for those who have access to aircraft, 
at the expense of other hunters who rely on traditional hunting methods. 

Additionally, the proposal does not adequately address the potential increase in aviation hazards that 
could result from relaxing the current rules. The existing regulation helps mitigate the risks associated 
with concentrated low-altitude scouting flights before the season begins. By allowing aerial scouting after 
just 11 days, this proposal would encourage a rush of aircraft activity in prime sheep habitat, leading to 
increased air traffic, reduced situational awareness, and a higher likelihood of mid-air conflicts. 

The claim that the current regulation has driven resident hunters away is misleading. The regulation 
applies equally to all hunters and was implemented to promote a fair and ethical hunt for everyone. If 
anything, rolling back these restrictions would further favor those with access to private aircraft while 
diminishing the experience for those who hunt on foot, ultimately decreasing the overall fairness of the 
hunt. 

This proposal disregards the clear ethical and safety justifications behind the current aircraft restrictions. 
The Board of Game should reject this attempt to weaken fair chase principles and maintain the existing 
prohibition through September 20th to ensure a level playing field for all hunters and a safer hunting 
environment. 

100: SUPPORT: In times of resource scarcity the state is obligated to favor opportunities for 
resident hunters. This proposal suggests a fair and equitable way forward.  



102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107: OPPOSE:  

All of these proposals essentially request that the NR sheep hunt be reinstated.  

While the historical cyclic patterns of Dall sheep populations are well-documented, current 
declines in Unit 19C and across Alaska are not solely part of a natural cycle. Climate change is 
playing a significant role, with rising temperatures, altered snowfall patterns, and more frequent 
extreme weather events leading to habitat degradation, increased mortality, and reduced lamb 
survival. Unlike past fluctuations, these environmental stressors are unprecedented and make 
recovery far less certain. 

Although full curl management has been in place since 1992, ongoing research suggests that this strategy 
alone may not be adequate for maintaining stable populations under current conditions. The claim that 
predator impacts and weather are the primary issues ignores the reality that climate-driven changes in 
habitat quality are making sheep more vulnerable overall. 

The argument that hunting numbers have declined by 62% in recent years and are thus "self-regulating" 
does not necessarily indicate sustainability. It could also reflect a population decline so severe that fewer 
hunters are willing or able to pursue sheep. Furthermore, the assertion that these sheep will "die of natural 
causes and go unused" oversimplifies the issue. Allowing unrestricted nonresident harvest at a time of 
ecological instability risks further depletion of a population that is already struggling to recover. 

Given that nonresident hunters account for the majority of sheep harvested in this area, limiting their take 
is a logical and targeted approach to ensure sustainable management. Instead of maintaining the status 
quo, a precautionary approach that prioritizes resident hunting opportunities while closely monitoring 
population trends is the most responsible path forward. The one exception being the idea to transition the 
entire unit to archery only which would likely allow for maintenance of full hunter opportunity.  

108: SUPPORT 

109: SUPPORT 

1. There is precedent for this! Those who argue that this restricts freedom or creates a
slippery slope are not acknowledging that we already impose many restrictions to
maintain fairchase and maintain sustainable harvest. We have many restrictions on
weapons, use of airplanes and drones and even the very idea of having only certain
times of year and areas open for hunting and closing other times and areas are all
ways that we restrict or restrain harvest. Even the very concept of having bag limits
is essentially is a restriction put in place to limit the harvest but maintain
opportunity for hunting. An archery only area is no different.

2. Maintains Nonresident Hunting Opportunity – This proposal provides a balanced
approach by allowing nonresidents to continue pursuing sheep in Unit 19 while
significantly reducing harvest rates. Keeping the season open ensures that nonresidents
can still participate in Alaska's hunting heritage and contribute to conservation funding
through licenses and fees.



3. Supports Local Outfitters and Guides – Closing nonresident sheep hunting entirely has
economic consequences for local outfitters and guides who depend on this activity for
their livelihoods. Allowing archery-only hunts provides a compromise that keeps these
businesses viable while addressing conservation concerns.

4. Minimal Impact on Sheep Populations – Due to the added challenge of hunting sheep
with a bow, the harvest success rate would be significantly lower than with firearms. This
means that very few rams would be taken, aligning with the goal of limiting the take
while still allowing hunting.

5. Scientific Data Supports Weather as the Primary Cause of Sheep Decline – We know
well that this is a not a temporary problem but rather part of a long term and worsening
change of weather trends and habitat. We must design strategies that are forward thinking
and provide long term solutions. We cannot wait until things “go back to normal”.

6. Bowhunting as a Conservation Tool – This proposal allows for the collection of
valuable data on how archery-only regulations can be used to manage game populations
effectively. The findings could be used in future Board of Game discussions to develop
regulations that balance conservation with hunter opportunity.

7. Ensures Ethical and Fair Chase Hunting – Bowhunting is widely recognized as one of
the most challenging and fair-chase methods of hunting. By requiring archery-only
hunting for nonresidents, this proposal promotes an ethical, low-impact approach to
sheep hunting in Unit 19.

8. Future Policy Adjustments Based on Real Data – Rather than making blanket closures
based on perceptions, this proposal allows the Board of Game to gather actual harvest
and impact data. Future decisions can then be based on real evidence rather than
assumptions.

9. Promotes a Balanced and Sustainable Hunting Model – The proposed archery-only
regulation ensures that hunting remains a sustainable practice while mitigating concerns
about overharvest. This solution strikes a balance between conservation, hunter
opportunity, and economic sustainability.

110: OPPOSE: The Resident harvest has been consistently a small fraction of the total in this area 
and limiting Resident harvest will do very little to address the issue while simultaneously 
decreasing hunter opportunity for Alaskans.  

111: SUPPORT: 

I strongly support the proposed regulation to adjust the sheep bag limit in Unit 19C for resident 
hunters based on the age of the ram harvested. This strategy represents a necessary and 
responsible step toward ensuring the long-term sustainability of Alaska’s sheep populations while 
maintaining opportunities for future generations of hunters.   

Alaska’s Dall sheep populations have been in decline for years, with ongoing research based on 
concerns that Full Curl Management  may not be adequate as a management strategy. The age 
structure of harvested rams in Unit 19C has been trending younger, raising concerns about 
maintaining a stable breeding population and the overall health of the herd. While the adoption of 
Proposal 204 and the five-year moratorium on nonresident sheep hunting was a significant step 
toward conservation, additional measures are needed to encourage more selective harvesting 
practices among resident hunters.   



This proposal offers a balanced and science-backed solution by incentivizing the harvest of older 
rams while discouraging the harvest of younger rams. By allowing hunters who harvest an 8-year-
old or older ram to continue hunting in the following season, while instituting temporary ineligibility 
periods for those who take younger rams, this regulation encourages patience and selectivity in the 
field.  

Importantly, this regulation does not alter Full-Curl Management standards but instead provides an 
additional conservation tool. It helps to ensure that younger rams have more opportunity to 
contribute to the breeding population before being subject to harvest, which is critical given the 
environmental pressures and habitat changes affecting sheep populations.   

If nonresident hunting resumes after the current moratorium, adopting a similar stratification 
system for nonresident hunters and guides will further reinforce responsible hunting practices and 
long-term conservation goals.   

Alaska’s hunting community has a duty to uphold ethical, science-based wildlife management 
practices that support both conservation and hunting opportunities. This proposal provides an 
innovative and reasonable solution to address the decline in sheep populations while maintaining 
a fair and functional hunting system. I urge the Board of Game to adopt this proposal to ensure the 
continued health and sustainability of Dall sheep populations in Unit 19C and beyond.   

112: SUPPORT for the same reasons as stated above 

114: SUPPORT: Here's a statement of support for the proposal: 

I fully support the proposed transition of all sheep hunting in Unit 19C to archery only, for both 
resident and nonresident hunters. This proposal presents a balanced approach that maintains 
hunting opportunities while addressing the critical need for conservation of the sheep population in 
this area.   

Over the past several years, the sheep population in Unit 19C has faced significant declines 
despite the existing Full Curl Management strategy. The recent implementation of a five-year 
moratorium on nonresident sheep hunting reflects the urgency of the situation. While this 
moratorium will help limit harvest, it also restricts opportunities for nonresident hunters. A long-
term, sustainable alternative is needed—one that allows for continued hunting access while 
reducing the impact on the population. Transitioning to an archery-only framework provides exactly 
that.   

Key Justifications for Support:  

1. Reduced Harvest While Maintaining Opportunity

Archery hunting has a naturally lower success rate compared to rifle hunting, which will
significantly reduce overall harvest pressure on the declining sheep population. However, this shift 
does not eliminate opportunity; it simply introduces a greater challenge that aligns with fair-chase 
hunting principles. Any hunter—resident or nonresident—who is willing to adapt to archery 
methods will still have access to the resource.   

2. Proven Success of Archery-Only Sheep Hunts



   Other archery-only sheep hunts, such as Alaska’s DS140/141 and DS240/241 draw hunts, have 
demonstrated that archery hunting allows for extensive opportunity while keeping harvest numbers 
sustainable. These hunts have been in place for years without negatively impacting population 
levels, proving that an archery-only approach is an effective conservation tool. Additionally, 
examples from Canada, such as the Canmore "Bow Zone" and the Todagin Mountain area, show 
that archery hunts can be highly popular while maintaining stable populations of mature rams.   

3. Addressing High Success Rates and Sustainability

In recent years, rifle hunting success rates in Unit 19C have been exceptionally high—over 40%
for resident hunters and up to 80% for nonresidents. These figures suggest that current harvest 
levels could be unsustainable in the face of a declining population. By shifting to archery-only, we 
introduce a natural limitation on success rates while still allowing skilled and/or lucky hunters the 
chance to be out enjoying the mountains and potentially to harvest a ram. 

4. Archery as an Accessible and Ethical Alternative

The idea that transitioning to archery-only reduces hunting opportunity is a misconception.
Modern archery equipment is widely available, affordable, and accessible to anyone willing to 
invest the time to learn. With bows costing less than many rifles and proficiency achievable in a 
matter of weeks, this shift does not exclude hunters—it simply challenges them to refine their skills 
in a different way.  

5. There is precedent for this! Those who argue that this restricts freedom or creates a slippery
slope are not acknowledging that we already impose many restrictions to maintain fairchase and
maintain sustainable harvest. We have many restrictions on weapons, use of airplanes and drones
and even the very idea of having only certain times of year and areas open for hunting and
closing other times and areas are all ways that we restrict or restrain harvest. Even the very
concept of having bag limits is essentially is a restriction put in place to limit the harvest but
maintain opportunity for hunting. An archery only area is no different.

By implementing this change, we can ensure that Unit 19C remains open for hunting while 
promoting long-term conservation. This proposal is a proactive step toward protecting the Dall 
sheep population while preserving hunting heritage for future generations. I urge the Board to 
approve this proposal as a responsible and effective wildlife management solution.   

115: OPPOSE-there is too much concern for sheep population to continue with extended and/or 
subsistence harvest 

116: OPPOSE -there is too much concern for sheep population to continue with extended and/or 
subsistence harvest 

117: OPPOSE 

122: SUPPORT 

126: OPPOSE 



130: SUPPORT 

131: SUPPORT 

132: SUPPORT 

133: SUPPORT 

134: SUPPORT 

138: SUPPORT 

Name: Colt Foster 

Community of Residence: Eagle River 

Comment: 

My name is Colt Foster and I'm a lifelong Alaskan that has hunted sheep in various mountain ranges of 
AK almost eve1y year since 1989. Obviously, I've seen highs and lows of sheep hunting in this state and 

I'm ve1y concerned about the future of sheep hunting especially for the younger generations. My children 
are 11 and 13 now and have enjoyed being in the mountains hunting sheep (unsuccessfully) along with 
other animals. I think as a state we need to prese1ve hunting opportunities for sheep, while having a clear 

preference for residents of this state. By limiting nonresident sheep hunters we can reduce harvest 
numbers which helps cunent low population densities and we can reduce conflicts between hunting 
parties in the field. This will improve the overall hunting experiences for eve1yone involved, especially 
younger hunters. So I will focus my comments on sheep hunting related proposals today. 

#92- Suppo1t - More education is always a good thing and I feel this could help reduce the number of 
sublegal rams taken. All hunters (resident, nonresident and guides) should be required to complete this. 

#95,96- Oppose - Harvesting older rams is the goal so we should continue to allow the 8 year· old legality. 

I understand this gets used to bail out hunters that make a mistake but I have handled many 8-11 year old 
rams over the years that were not full curl. 

#100 - Suppo1t - I agree that unlimited nonresident sheep hunting in much of the state has led to 

overharvest and negative conflicts in the field. Residents should have the p1iority just like they do in 
eve1y other western state which consistently limit nonresident tags for sheep, moose, goats and premiere 
elk/deer hunts to 10% of total tag numbers. 

#101 - Suppo1t - This change in status should make it easier for ADFG to implement predator control 
programs to benefit sheep overall. 

#102,103,104,105,106,107,113,117- Oppose - Sheep populations need to continue to rebound in 19C and 

appear to have started to without the pressure from nonresident hunters. This is shown by slight increase 
in resident hunter harvest in 2024 compru·ed to 2023. This minimal resident pressure has resulted in 
quality hunting experiences while not stressing the herds. This should continue to improve population 
dynamics and overall numbers. 



#108 - Support - Although I would prefer continued closure of nonresident sheep hunting in 19C for the 5 
years as approved previously by the board of game, this proposal could be a good compromise for future 
management of the unit.  Unlimited nonresident sheep hunting is not sustainable and alternative options 
must be found.  When the sheep population rebounds enough then nonresident tags should be issued 
through a drawing permit system of some sort. 

#109,114- Oppose - I don't believe weapon restrictions are the solution in 19C as this would not do 
anything to reduce stress on the sheep population or reduce overcrowding and hunter conflicts. 

#110- Oppose - I could eventually support a proposal like this if nonresident sheep hunter numbers were 
drastically limited by a drawing permit system.  Unfortunately, a rule for one ram every two years for 
residents is not comparable to one ram every four years for nonresidents as very few individual 
nonresidents book multiple hunts in that short of a time period.  So this would only limit resident hunters 
while guide operations would continue to book multiple nonresident hunters every single year. 

#111,112 - Oppose - I like the goal of these proposals to encourage harvest of older animals as this is 
always the most sustainable long term for an animal population.  However there's too much inconsistency 
in the sheep aging process and I foresee problems with disagreements, enforceability, lawsuits and even 
possible corruption. 

#115,116- Oppose - While the sheep population is rebounding I think it is counterproductive to kill rams 
in their prime (3/4 curl or smaller) as they have the highest chance of survival. 

#118- Oppose - With Unit 19C already closed to nonresident sheep hunting this proposal seems 
unnecessary but harvest statistics were not included. 

#190 - Oppose - There are many things of concern with this proposal which should make it basically 
unusable.  First, the guide concession program is a whole separate issue and should be treated as such.  To 
have it vaguely put in this proposal as a contingency makes this unrealistic.  It will be difficult to have a 
true guide concession program up and running by 2028 and I strongly oppose the idea of opening 19C 
back up to unlimited nonresident hunting at that point if it is not.  I also oppose closing resident sheep 
hunting in 2025.  Right now the limited resident pressure in the unit is sustainable and the sheep 
population appears to be increasing.  If we displace these resident hunters to other units it will cause 
increased pressure/harvest and more in the field conflicts for the remainder of open sheep units.  The last 
thing we need is more areas having similar issues as 19C. 

#192 - Support - There is a lot of info to digest with this proposal but I agree with the ideas behind it.  I 
urge the board to look to the long term goal of having quality sheep hunting for future generations while 
having a priority for resident hunting opportunities. 

Thanks to the board for their efforts on these complicated issues and thanks for taking the time to read my 
comments. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 











Friday, March 7, 2025 

Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Game: 

We the undersigned support Proposal 86. Alaskans want evidence-
based sea duck management that promotes the long-term viability of 
populations. 

Proposal 86 would provide essential and cheap data to monitor changes in harvest. We 
are asking that: 

• Hunters possess a paper or electronic harvest record card for sea ducks.
• After taking a sea duck into possession, hunters must record all required

information on the harvest record card or through a mobile application. 
•

Why Do We Need to Change Sea Duck Management in Alaska? 

Accurate sea duck harvest numbers are needed to assure hunt opportunities now and 
in the future. Alaska’s migratory bird harvest reporting system, known as the Harvest 
Information Program, or HIP, invites a small number of randomized voluntary harvest 
reporting. This approach provides slim and spotty statewide information, with no ability 
to monitor regional variations. As a result, the state has never adjusted bag limits on the 
basis of HIP reporting, according to ADF&G managers. 

Alaska does not currently require sea duck harvest reporting, since these birds are 
classified as small game. Harvest reporting isn’t typically required for small game, 
because, in general, these species are evolved to recover quickly from big drops in 
population. But sea ducks do not recover quickly, which means there are long-term 
negative effects of over-harvest. According to the Sea Duck Joint Venture — a project in 
partnership with US Fish and Wildlife, the Pacific Flyway Council, USGS, and Ducks 
Unlimited Canada, and others – sea duck populations are slow to recover for the 
following reasons: 

1. Sea ducks are known to have a remarkable degree of site fidelity–around 5 miles
or so, according to studies–which means that if an area’s population is 
depressed, birds from other areas will not boost recovery. 

2. In general, sea ducks do not breed until they are 2 or 3 or so years old.
3. They lay only one clutch of eggs per year, in contrast with the 2 or 3 for many

dabbling ducks. 
4. They have significantly lower chick survival rates than other ducks.

Submitted by: Penelope Haas
Community of Residence: Homer PC52
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Sea duck populations across the United States have fallen 30% since 1970, and they 
remain in decline, according to the U.S. Committee of the North American Bird 
Conservation Initiative’s “2022 State of Birds Report”. On the bright side, the report 
notes that efforts at conservation have been shown to be effective. 

This proposal is supported by three consecutive years of Kachemak Bay Community 
Science Sea Duck Surveys—a local annual effort of 10 boats and over 30 people. In 
2020/21, residents and hunters in Kachemak Bay noticed a significant increase to sea 
duck hunting pressure, as a result of the arrival of a few more guides. So, local birders 
began monitoring populations to create a population index. Our population index does 
not show total number of birds in Kachemak Bay, but by focusing on a few areas with 
dense sea duck populations, we are able to see population trends. Our data shows that 
populations have not bounced back after a significant harvest. Fish and Game has 
historically monitored sea duck populations in Kachemak Bay, but they have not 
surveyed in Kachemak Bay since several years before community science surveys 
began, so our data is the only record of this trend. 

What are sea ducks? 

There are 15 species of sea ducks in several groups including the eiders, scoters, 
goldeneyes, mergansers, the harlequin and long-tailed ducks, and bufflehead. 

In general, sea ducks are diving ducks, who have a high degree of site fidelity--returning 
every year to the same place, sometimes within 5 miles of their wintering grounds. 
Many Alaska sea ducks spend their entire lives in the state, wintering in the protected, 
ice free waters of places like Kachemak Bay and Prince William Sound. Many summer 
in the boreal forests of the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta, where they lay eggs and rear their 
chicks. 

From a management perspective, there are important differences between sea ducks 
(diving ducks) and dabbling ducks, like teal or mallards. Dabbling ducks, in general, do 
not have a high degree of site fidelity and have have a high rate of reproduction. 
Importantly, according to the USFWS, Pacific Flyway population estimate of total 
ducks--the basis for bag limits in Alaska and the Lower 48--"excludes scoters, eiders, 
long-tailed ducks, mergansers, and wood ducks because the survey area does not 
include a large portion of their breeding ranges.” 

Please pass Proposal 86 to ensure the long-term viability of sea duck populations.  

Sincerely, 

Dave Eckert 
     

Homer, AK  99603 

Brenda Dolma 
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Homer, Alaska 99603 

Jannette Keiser 
 

Homer, Alaska 99603 

Dale Banks 
  

Homer, AK 99603 

Linda Gorman 
 

Homer, AK 99603 

Roberta Highland and Robert Archibald 
 

Homer, Alaska 

Nina Faust 
  

Homer AK 99603 

Carol Harding 
  

Homer, AK 99603 

Penelope Haas 
  

Homer, Alaska 99603 

Bjorn Olson 
 

Homer, Alaska 

Michelle Michaud 
 

Homer, AK 99603 

Gary Lyon 
 

Homer, AK 99603 

Sharon Nelson 
 

Homer, AK 99603 
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Steve Hughes 
   

Homer, Ak 99603 

Ella Post 
 

Palm Springs, CA 92264 

Diego Norena 
  

Rocky River, OH, 44116 

Nancy Lord 
  

Homer, AK 99603 

Deborah Tobin 
University of Alaska Anchorage - KPC - Kachemak Bay Campus 

Nigel Raithby 
  

Valdez, AK 99686 

Leslie Slater 
 

Homer, AK 99603 

Ella Parks 
 

Homer, AK 9603 

Rika Mouw 
 

Homer, AK 99603 

Dolly Peach 
  

SLC, UT 84103 

Bob Shavelson 
 

Homer, AK 99603 

Bruce Friend 
  

Homer, Alaska 99603 
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Jim Sterns 
 

Homer, Alaska 99603 

Sue Christiensen 
 

Homer, Alaska, 99603 

Toby Wheeler 
  

Homer AK 99603 

Carol Harding 
 

Homer, AK 99603 

Martie Krohn 
 

Homer, Alaska  

Gary Lyon  
  

Homer, Ak 99603 

Cooper Freeman 
 

Homer, Alaska 

Katie Aspen Gavenus  
 

Homer, Alaska 

Mark Conrad 
.  

Homer, AK 99603 

Georganna Baker 
 

Homer, AK 99603 

James Dolma 
  

Homer, Alaska 99603 

George Matz 
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Homer, AK 99603 

Dale Chorman 
 

Homer, AK 99603 

Kim Smith 
  

Homer, Alaska 99603 

Eric Knudtson 
 

Homer, Alaska 99603 

Eleanor Sarren 
 

Anchor Point, AK 99556 

Jinky Handy 
 

Homer, Alaska 

Laurie Daneil 
  

Homer, AK 99603
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92. Support with amendment that nonresidents accompanied by guide would be exempt from the online 
education course. At a time when every ram on the mountain matters anything we can do to prevent 
immature and illegal rams from being taken is beneficial. 

97,98. Both of these proposals are far too restrictive and 98 is ridiculously so. There is already regulation 
that prevents aircraft use during sheep season. Many sheep hunting areas are also areas used by caribou 
and grizzly hunters. Expanding these regulations does nothing to benefit sheep conservation and 
discourages legal use of many areas when pilots are afraid to utilize valleys and ridge tops while hunting 
other species for fear of false accusations from ignorant or uneducated people who "feel" the pilot has 
made too many passes checking out his proposed landing zone. 

99. Support for many of the same reasons mentioned above. 

101. Support. Any steps we can take to give our sheep a better chance of survival and recovery are 
important. Rather than user groups fighting over allocation of declining populations we should be 
focusing the best avenues to promote population abundance of those species. 

121. Oppose. There is no biological or conservation reason for dividing 15C into 2 subunits. There is 
already regulatory language in place that gives the department discretion to implement special regulations 
in the lower portions of 15C when or if there is a concern in some high usage areas. My greatest concern 
is that if there was a separate subunit (15D) comprised of state park, refuge, and private native lands we 
will see a push for unnecessarily restrictive rules and regulations influenced by certain special interest 
groups who have already tried to push their agenda in our state park and critical habitat areas. 

124,125. Support. I support these proposals in their intent though not necessarily specific language. I do 
believe that it should be clearly defined what constitutes a permanent dwelling and developed recreational 
facility. It has become obvious that leaving these definitions to the interpretation of enforcement is 
inconsistent. 

126-128. Support. Will provide additional opportunities for trappers to take fur animals many of which 
are predators that can have a significant impact on prey species. 

129. Oppose. Could create hardship for individuals who live remote and have limited access to 
ammunition and often times have only one rifle they use for everything. This would also make it illegal to 
take wolves or wolverine under a hunting license with commonly used "varmint" calibers. It would also 
make it illegal to take sitka blacktail with commonly used deer calibers. If the board feels that caliber 
restrictions are prudent I would suggest that they be species specific and not just a blanket requirement for 
all species. 

131. Oppose. I believe this is simply an unnecessary burden on lawful trappers. There would be some 
additional expense to purchase and attach tags. I could also invite increased scrutiny and harassment from 
antis. It could also result in someone stealing a tagged legally set trap and placing it in another area 
illegally in an effort to put trappers in a bad light. I seriously doubt it will do anything to deter those 
already intent on breaking the law. 

134. Oppose. There is ample opportunity for any resident or nonresident to hunt moose under general 
seasons. Any allocation of draw moose permits should be considered on a per hunt basis. In my opinion 
cow or any bull draw permits should be resident only. "Trophy" moose draw permits should have ample 
allocation for nonresidents and I believe should simply be a general draw with no specific allocation 
between resident and nonresident. 





than 19C   I’d say no..  and is a concession better then a draw system that’s already in place for sheep 
permits 14 13 12 etc. it cost money to run and manage.  Draw seems way less expensive and it spreads the 
client pool to all guides… young and old.   

Proposal 190 (19C working group proposal) DO NOT SUPPORT 

First, I'd like to say thanks to the board for your service and your time away from family to serve the 
public.  

I somewhat participate in the 19C working group with a testimony and sheep harvest data for 34 yrs both 
state wide and 19C, and have a real good understanding of sheep and all dynamics around them, saying 
that we all know weather events have put our sheep in a bad spot, not only 19C but state wide, Closing 
sheep in 2025 and bringing in a small permit in 26 and 27 for residents and nonresidents will not bring 
our sheep back any faster, we need (EWEs) are we trying to override the departments stance on full curl 
management doesn't work.. I'll say this again and again full curl management works, think of it as a fruit 
tree and picking that fruit just before it falls, that's full curl management in a nut shell, closing 19C is not 
the answer, 2024 there were 10 rams harvested by residents in 19C, the unit I hunt had 4  Rams harvested 
with many residents and nonresidents participating, please don't get me wrong, I and most sheep hunters 
want what's best for the resource first and foremost. I ask the board to please look at statewide harvest 
reports and ask yourself why 19C is getting the attention?? why not unit16 right next to 19 that's in just as 
bad of shape if not worse, or unit 7 and 15 that has a way high participation of hunters for very few sheep.  

Some things the working group didn't consider, Weather events in 25,26 etc. based on survey data could 
delay it out to who knows when, I also ask myself why a concession divided into 3 areas, why spend 500 
thousand getting it through legislation?? and then spending endless money supporting it with 
management. As far as most of us can see 14A,14B,14C13D, TMA and delta all on draw for nonresidents 
works fine, not a whole lot of cost associated with that system and it works, it also allows young guides a 
chance at hunting and making a living, I'll also add that if a sheep hunter can't participate in 19C then he 
moves over to another area, so the question to you board members is a harvested ram in 16 a better 
option, what I'm getting at is the pressure moves from 19 to elsewhere that's in just as bad of shape or 
worse than 19C.  

My thoughts, permits for non-residents for the foreseeable future based on survey data and input from 
local department on number of tags for nonresidents, residents continue to participate with OTC tags, 
sounds selfish, I'm not that guy promise, residents tend to back off when resources are hurting, no matter 
if its king salmon or sheep, and you can see that in the harvest reports within the dept website. Were down 
from a all-time high of 3,641 in 1991 to 1,552 in 2023.  

 My last comment was something that came from a 19C working group member,   his statement was we 
all need to share the burden of conservation by closing it, I beg the board to look at the last 3 yrs. 19C was 
open too nonresidents, 2020 non res took 80% of harvest followed by 21 at 85% and lastly in 22 was 90% 
of the harvest. The 34 yrs of harvest average for non res was 68 percent. In my opinion that's total abuse 
of a resource that should be shared equally across all user groups, when there's that kind of pressure 
residents back out. I have so much more, LOL   thanks for reading and please feel free to reach out if you 
have questions.  

I’ve already commented on proposal 190 just noticed I forgot to say.  OPPOSE.  Once again I’d like to 
thank the board members and all the staff.   

 







 
 
 

 
 
Alaska Board of Game 
PO Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
https://www.boardofgame.adfg.alaska.gov 
 
March 3, 2025 
 
To: Board of Game: 
 
Re: Proposal 86 
 
Kachemak Bay Birders (KBB), established in 2008 in Homer, Alaska, is an informal, all-
volunteer organization of approximately 320 members who are interested in birds, birding, and 
the conservation of birds. Our mission is “To promote the enjoyment and protection of 
Kachemak Bay native birds and their habitat through citizen science, field trips, education and 
stewardship.” 
 
KBB would like to take this opportunity to support Proposal 86 5 AAC 92.010. Harvest tickets 
and reports.  
 
We support the sustainable management of Alaska’s sea ducks, particularly those that occur in 
the Kachemak Bay area where they are a valuable resource. ADF&G’s publication Surveys of 
Waterfowl in Kachemak Bay, Alaska During Winter 1999–2019 says “Waterfowl comprise a 
substantial portion of the total marine bird community inhabiting Kachemak Bay, Alaska in 
winter (Agler et al. 1995). Among the waterfowl inhabiting Kachemak Bay, sea ducks are the 
most abundant species group (Erikson 1977, Agler et al. 1995).”  
 
Sustainable management of game species requires good harvest information. The State of Alaska 
requires hunters to have harvest tickets for some game species. “Hunt reports are important to 
Alaska wildlife managers” (www.adfg.alaska.gov). But sea ducks are not included. The reference 
cited above says, “Inadequate and/or imprecise quantitative information on abundance, breeding 
ecology, migration routes, and harvest rates for many species of sea ducks have limited the 
ability of waterfowl managers to accurately assess current trends for these populations.” This 
oversight needs to be corrected to avoid inadvertent overharvest. Without this vital information, 
bag and possession limits become nothing more than a guessing game. The Board of Game 
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approval of Proposal 86 will correct part of the vital information needed for sustainable sea duck 
management. 
 
In addition to harvest records, sustainable management of sea ducks requires some population 
estimate or index, the latter needing several years of data. The report cited above also says, “In 
response to the accessibility of Kachemak Bay to sport hunters and public interest in sea ducks, 
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game Waterfowl Program conducted periodic winter surveys 
in Kachemak Bay during 10 years between 1999 and 2019. The surveys were conducted during 
early to mid-March because 1) waterfowl numbers are relatively stable in winter compared to 
periods of migration (spring and fall), 2) a greater number and diversity of waterfowl are present 
during the winter, 3) numbers and composition reflect waterfowl occurrence during and after the 
hunting season, and 4) it is impractical to conduct surveys from November through February due 
to limited daylight and winter storms that occur during this time.” 
 
“With 10 years of survey data, we are beginning to understand trends in the waterfowl 
aggregations utilizing Kachemak Bay in late winter. With continued monitoring and refinement 
of survey methodology, it is possible to improve the accuracy of trend estimates for duck 
populations at the local level. However, such efforts would be costly in terms of time and money 
and are of questionable utility given that waterfowl are not typically managed at local levels such 
as Kachemak Bay.” 
 
The conclusion of the report said, “results from our analyses suggest that overall abundance of 
sea ducks (species combined) increased between 1999 and 2019.”  
 
Unfortunately, the Waterfowl Program hasn’t done any surveys in Kachemak Bay since 2019, 
which would be after the impact of the “blob”. So, in response to ADF&G not continuing the 
Waterfowl Program surveys and what appeared to local residents as a significant increase in sea 
duck hunting in 2020, due mostly to new guides using the area (they haven’t returned), the 
Kachemak Bay Birders and Kachemak Bay Conservation Society, started its own survey, using 
some of the ADF&G protocol as guidance, but not including transect surveys over open water. A 
summary of the surveys is given below.  
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What we found after our surveys in March 2021-2024 is that there may have been a change since 
the last Waterfowl Program survey. Although our four years of data is preliminary, based on 
current data, it doesn’t appear that the increase in the overall abundance of sea ducks, as 
previously reported by ADF&G has continued. This is a case where having harvest tickets would 
now be extremely valuable. 
 
KBB is committed to conducting these annual surveys long-term and sharing the data with 
ADF&G as we have in the past. If requested, we would be pleased to provide the Board of Game 
with our survey protocol and data. 
 
Sincerely, 
George Matz 
Sea Duck Survey organizer 
Kachemak Bay Birders 
 

Kachemak Bay Sea Duck Survey

Average totals by species for Sadie Cove, Tutka Bay, Little Tutka Bay, Jakalof/Kasitsna, and Islands

Duck Species 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average
American Wigeon 3.0               0.8            
Mallard 282.5          144.0          104.0          131.0          165.4       
Greater Scaup 16.0            -              53.0            6.0               18.8          
Greater/Lesser Scaup 152.0          25.0            44.3          
Steller's Eider 3.0               -              -              -              0.8            
Common Eider 2.0               -              -              -              0.5            
Harlequin Duck 424.5          470.0          559.0          715.0          542.1       
Surf Scoter 268.5          146.5          279.0          267.5          240.4       
White-winged Scoter 336.0          108.0          81.0            65.0            147.5       
Black Scoter 83.5            160.5          91.0            176.5          127.9       
scoter sp. 33.0            -              8.0               63.0            26.0          
Long-tailed Duck 3.0               0.5               3.0               -              1.6            
Bufflehead 38.0            73.0            18.0            21.5            37.6          
Common Goldeneye 58.5            43.0            141.0          53.5            74.0          
Barrow's Goldeneye 1,419.0      1,978.5      1,114.0      1,432.5      1,486.0    
Common/Barrow's Goldeneye 251.5          6.5               20.0            31.5            77.4          
Common Merganser 281.5          117.0          163.0          164.5          181.5       
Red-breasted Merganser 123.0          89.5            55.0            45.5            78.3          
Common/Red-breasted Merganser 4.0               3.0               17.0            6.0            
Total 3,623.5      3,496.0      2,681.0      3,493.5      3,323.5    

PC62
3 of 3



 

 
 
 
 

Kawerak, Inc. 
P.O. Box 948 
Nome, AK 99762 
 
TO: 
Alaska Board of Game 
ADF&G Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
Fax (907) 465-6094 

 
Kawerak is the Alaska Native non-profit Tribal Consortium for the 20 federally recognized 
Tribes of the Bering Strait/Norton Sound region. Kawerak offers many services to our 
tribes and tribal members, including advocating for subsistence users and resources.  

 
Kawerak supports: 
Proposal 151 - Reauthorization of the current resident tag fee exemption for Brown Bears 
in GMU 18, 22, 23 & 26A. GMU 22 has a long-standing history for a brown bear tag fee 
exemption. Local concerns relayed to ADF&G staff from residents across the region is that 
there are too many brown bears, so much so that cabins are being broken into and meat 
drying racks are continually being raided. The recent bear population data conducted on 
the Seward Peninsula also indicates and aligns with local observations that the brown 
bear population is indeed on the rise. On the Seward Peninsula, brown bears do not 
appear to be a major big game animal of interest or first choice for hunters. Hunters are 
more interested in harvesting moose and/or caribou when the fall hunting season begins. 
When the brown bear tag fee exemption first came into effect it provided more incentives 
to local hunters and opportunities for a harvestable resource.  

 
Kawerak opposes: 
Proposal 86  Mandatory reporting for sea duck harvest. Up front, this proposal makes it 
appear that there is no reporting requirement for sea ducks, or that the only reporting 
option is the Harvest Information Program or HIP for the whole state of Alaska. This is 
incorrect, the ADF&G Office of Subsistence Management collects bird harvest reports for 
spring, summer, fall & winter that is all inclusive for harvestable migratory birds, including 
sea ducks. The proposal only indicates what may be happening in their area, a small area 
of the state, and is not all inclusive to what may be happening statewide. Perhaps the sea 
ducks in their area, maybe moved onto another area, an area where there is far less 
hunting pressure. The latest population data collected by the US FWS indicates that the 
sea duck populations are stable. Having another requirement for harvest reporting will 
cause harvest reporting burn-out amongst harvesters who already fill out harvest reports 
for other areas of Alaska.  
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Proposal 126  Unlawful methods and means of taking game; the exceptions allow the use of 
night vision and forward looking infrared devices for taking furbearers. The use of night vision to 
harvest furbearers is not fair. It goes against the rules of fair chase, not only to animals that are 
nocturnal but to other trappers who are also in the area. Being that most furbearers are nocturnal 
there is a high probability that allowing the use of infrared devices will cause an overharvest of 
furbearers across the board. Already the use of artificial light is illegal to hunt any game. Night 
vision or infrared devices are no different than artificial light in that they give a distinct advantage 
to the hunter.  

Proposal 129 & 130  Establish a minimum standard caliber restriction for the taking of big game 
animals. Proposals like this have come before the Board of Game numerous times and have 
failed. There is sufficient data collected on the effectiveness of high velocity, small caliber center 
fire ammunition on big game animals.  

High velocity, small caliber ammunition such as the .223 Remington is perfectly capable of hitting 
the vitals on even the biggest of big game animals and at distance with the right bullet. The key 
to any successful hunt is proper shot placement. Hitting the vitals, heart or double lung shot on 
any big game animal is well within the capabilities of a .223 Remington or similar high velocity, 
small caliber cartridge. Younger hunters who are just getting started in hunting are more likely 
to not want to use a bigger rifle cartridge for many reasons including recoil and muzzle blast being 
significantly higher. These factors may not be evident to an adult, but these factors certainly can 
and do impact younger hunters, so much so that they may not want to use a bigger caliber ever 
again.  

In both Proposal 129 & 130 the proposer  are making a lot of suggestions based off  
speculation or information that is incorrect, or hear say, or is implying that certain calibers are 
only available in certain types of bullet design, this is also incorrect. In proposal 129 the 
proposer states that a big game animal was lost because the hunter they talked to, missed the 
animal completely. The proposer states that they were aware of a moose that were shot 
several times with .223 rifles, and shot an entire AR-15 magazine of ammo but must have 
missed.  

In Proposal 129 it stated: I had people tell me about shooting a brown bear over eighteen times 
with a .223 and then it died slow. Nowhere does  the proposal  address taking the time 
to aim and proper shot placement. Improper shot placement is not the fault of the caliber, 
but the sole responsibility of the hunter who missed continually. The proposer even goes so far 
as to state:  The waste of game, due to the use of insufficient cartridge size is a significant 
contributor to the dwindling game populations. This is pure speculation that is not backed 
by facts. It is false information stating high velocity, small caliber is the cause of game 
population decline. It is our opinion that it is the sole responsibility of the hunter behind the 
trigger and shot placement, and not the cartridge size dwindling the game population.  

However, bigger calibers can cause even the most seasoned hunter to flinch, which in turn will 
make a hunter miss his target. This can contribute to big game loss; not hitting the vitals. 

PC63
2 of 3



If this regulation were to pass, it would cause undue hardship on many rural Alaskan hunters, 
who often times inherit a rifle from grandfather to grandson, father to son. Many individuals in 
rural Alaska simply cannot afford to buy a brand-new rifle or the bigger caliber ammunition that 
goes along with it which is also more expensive.  

Many hunters throughout Alaska are meat hunters, and do not want to use a bigger caliber. 
Bigger calibers have been proven to cause more meat damage, hence more waste.  

Proposal 135  Allocate 10% of big game permits to non-residents. The proposal assumes that 
most big animal populations are doing well or that there is an overabundance in the majority of 
Alaska. This is false. Big game populations can and do vary from extremely low in one game 
management unit, to fair in another game management unit, to high in another game 
management unit. Extensive population surveys for moose and caribou conducted by ADF&G 
attest to this.  

Proposal 139 & 140  Remove Evidence of sex on hunts limited to one sex. Antlers or horns do 
not prove evidence of sex. For instance, a hunter can shoot a big bull moose and cut the head 
off, then immediately after shoot a cow moose. Having evidence of sex naturally attached to 
any big game is the easiest and simplest means of verifying male or female and does not cost 
anything. The proposal recommends DNA testing, and a cost associated with this. However, the 
proposer does not clarify who will pay for the testing to be performed. If the testing passed 
onto the hunter, it will be an added cost on top of paying for gas, time off from work, supplies, 
ammo etc. etc., which in turn causes an undue hardship for many hunters if the additional cost 
of testing is expensive (cost of test, processing, and mail from rural community to testing site).  

For further information or inquiries please contact Kawerak, VP of Natural Resources, Brandon 
Ahmasuk at 907-443-4377 or bahmasuk@kawerak.org.  

Sincerely, 

Kawerak, President, Melanie Bahnke 
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Kodiak / Aleutians Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
c/o Office of Subsistence Management 

1011 East Tudor Road MS 121 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-6199 

Phone: (907) 787-3888, Fax: (907) 786-3898 
Toll Free: 1-800-478-1456 

 
In Reply Refer To: 
OSM. B25021 

 
 
 
Jake Fletcher, Chair 
Alaska Board of Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 

Dear Chair Fletcher, 

 

I am submitting comments on behalf of the Kodiak/Aleutians Subsistence Regional Advisory 
Council (Council) on proposals 87, 123, 126, 127 and 128 that will be considered during the 
March 21-28, 2025, Statewide Board of Game (BOG) Meeting. 

The Council represents subsistence harvesters of fish and wildlife resources on Federal public 
lands and waters in the Kodiak Aleutians Region.  It was established by the authority in Title 
VIII of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and is chartered under 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  Section 805 of ANILCA and the Council’s charter 
establishes the Council’s authority to initiate, review and evaluate proposals for regulations, 
policies, management plans, and other matters related to subsistence uses of fish and wildlife 
within the region. The Council also reviews resource management actions occurring outside 
their regions that may impact subsistence resources critical to communities served by the 
Council. The Council provides a forum for the expression of opinions and recommendations 
regarding any matter related to the subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the region. 

The Council held a public meeting on March 6-7, 2025, in Kodiak, and took up five BOG 
Proposals to provide comments. Please see the Council comments below. 

Proposal 87: Migratory Bird Hunting – Restrict the use of boat for hunting waterfowl 

The Council opposes Proposal 87, which would restrict the use of boats for hunting waterfowl.  
The proposal as written is confusing and it is not clear exactly what use of boats would be 
allowed.  The Council believes the restriction in paragraph (3) would make it tremendously 
difficult and potentially dangerous for people to hunt sea ducks (where a boat is required) and 
would impose a burden on subsistence users in the Kodiak Aleutians region. 

MAR 07 2025 
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Jake Fletcher, Chair 2 

 
Proposal 123:  Removes restriction on remuneration for proxy hunting 

The Council opposes Proposal 123.  The Council noted that a federal designated hunter is not 
allowed to charge for their services under Federal regulations and believes this should not be 
allowed for a proxy hunter either.  Proxy hunting and hunting by designated hunters is currently 
conducted in our communities without remuneration, and the Council felt strongly that should 
continue.  Allowing remuneration could result in dire unanticipated consequences where people 
are purchasing, or selling, the right to act as a proxy hunter.  
 
Proposal 126, 127 and 128:  Allow the use of electronically enhanced night vision and forward-
looking infrared devices for taking furbearers statewide 

The Council opposes Proposals 126, 127, and 128.  This statewide proposal was generated from 
an interior region and is likely intended to target wolves and coyotes.  The Council observed that 
the Kodiak Aleutian region is a coastal environment and is very different from the Interior of 
Alaska.  Night vision and forward-looking infrared devices are extremely effective for spotting 
game/furbearers and will confer a significant advantage to hunters/trappers.  The Council noted 
the use of these devices boats while hunting along the shorelines could decimate the local 
populations of foxes and other furbearers here.  

The Council thanks you for the opportunity to comment on these proposals. If you have any 
questions or would like to follow up, please contact me through our Subsistence Council 
Coordinator, Lisa Hutchinson at (907) 310-4097 or lisa_hutchinson@ios.doi.gov. 

 
Sincerely, 

 

 

Rebecca Skinner 
Rebecca Skinner 

Chair 

 
cc: Federal Subsistence Board 

Interagency Staff Committee 
Kodiak/ Aleutians Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
Office of Subsistence Management 
Benjamin Mulligan, Deputy Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Mark Burch, Assistant Director, Division of Wildlife Conservation, Alaska Department of 

Fish and Game 
Administrative Record 
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Name: Stacy Luddy  

Community of Residence: Wasilla 

Comment: 

RE: Support for Proposal 146, A Proposal to Amending 5 AAC 92.029 To Allow For the Release 

of Sterilized Cats Into the Wild  

I can not understand why it is illegal in Alaska to provide TNR services for feral cat populations. Most of 
these cats were originally discarded by irresponsible owners and had to fend for themselves. Without 
being sterilized these cats continue to breed. Many of these colony cats are feral and can not be placed 
into homes. That doesn't mean that they don't deserve to live. They deserve to be given a chance. 
Trapping these cats and sterilizing them and then releasing them to the only home they know is humane 
population control.  

I bought my home here in Alaska 2 years ago and moved from CT. I am on the Board of Directors for 
Kitty Kat Rescue located in CT and have been since 2018. I was a member of the FFA in high school 
with my main study being Veterinary Sciences. I graduated from the University of Connecticut with a 
bachelor of science degree in Animal Science. I have worked as a veterinary technician in private 
veterinary hospitals for 26 years. In CT I did TNR with Kitty Kat Rescue. We would speak with the 
colony feeder and work out a feeding schedule that would allow us trapping time. We would wait until we 
had a vet appt and then set traps and catch the quota for our appt. We would usually hold onto the cats 
until the day after the procedure to make sure they were awake enough to be released. All TNR cats had 
to be ear tipped so other rescues or feeders would be able to identify the already sterilized cats, which was 
especially useful when we had to continue trapping in the same colony to complete the group. The law 
was that these cats had to be released back to their colony unless it was deemed unsafe to do so. We could 
not trap a cat in one area and release in another. Some colonies we trapped were being poisoned by 
neighbors so once trapped we could not return them. We had other colonies or farms where we were able 
to release them in staged release areas so they could acclimate to their new environment. This helped with 
community relations as well. Most people don't mind a cat or two hanging around their neighborhood. 
People do mind 50 cats or male non sterilized urine spraying or seeing dead kittens hit on the road. TNR 
does away with these issues.  

I respectfully request that the Board of Game revise the current prohibition on releasing 

sterilized cats and instead allow for regulated TNR programs under licensed animal welfare organizations 
like I was able to do in CT. 

 

 PC76 
Name: Garrett Martin  

Community of Residence: Homer, AK 

Comment: 
PROPOSAL 127 5 AAC 92.080. 
Think of it like this: trapping is like casting a wide net, while using a basic rifle is more like spear fishing. 
Traps work tirelessly 24/7, giving you a huge edge by passively increasing your harvest. A basic rifle, on 



 

 

the other hand, demands your full attention, patience, and skill—success depends on being in the right 
place at the right time. 

Now, enter thermal optics, and everything changes. Thermal imaging flips the script, turning night into 
day and giving rifle hunters a massive advantage. Suddenly, the playing field starts to level. With the 
ability to detect animals in complete darkness, a hunter equipped with thermal gear can match—or even 
surpass—the effectiveness of trapping. It’s like upgrading from a candle to a spotlight. 

But here’s where fairness comes into play: if you’re investing in cutting-edge tech like night optics, 
adding a trapper license to your toolkit is an incredibly cheap and reasonable requirement. For the price, it 
opens up a whole new realm of efficiency and opportunity. Trapping combined with night optics is a 
game-changer, giving you a nearly unbeatable edge while helping to ensure sustainable and ethical 
harvests. 

In my opinion, it’s completely fair for regulations to require a trapper license for those using thermal gear. 
It balances the advantages of high-tech equipment while encouraging responsible use of resources. At the 
end of the day, it’s all about striking the right balance between maximizing efficiency, respecting the 
wildlife, and following the rules to keep hunting sustainable for everyone. 
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Name: Gary McCarthy  

Community of Residence: Chugiak 

Comment: 

Support of proposal 100 which would limit non-resident sheep hunters to draw throughout the state as 
unlimited permits have taken away from resident opportunity.  

Strongly oppose 102-107 .. 

Support 108 which opens up 19C to very limited non- resident opportunity and retain open resident 
hunting. 
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Name: John McCombs  

Community of Residence: Ninilchik 

Comment: 

In the past there were many moose along the Homer bench. We voted no on 156 because of the new 
expanded area north to Deep Creek. This was excessive and does not solve the problem in the more urban 
Homer area. Further I am opposed to the proposed October season in 15c. The rut is important and the 
meat is questionable! Thanks. John McCombs. 

 

 



Dear Alaska Board of Game Members, 
 
I am writing in support of Proposal 189 up for consideration during the statewide regulations 
meeting scheduled for March 2025.  Specifically. I support the proposed change to 5 AAC 
92.050 (a)(6) to read:  
“(E) a permittee who had their Unit 20(D) bison permit revoked for regulatory year 2024 may, 
upon request, have the permit transferred to regulatory year 2026.” 
 
I successfully drew a DI404 hunt permit for the regulatory year 2024 hunting season.  When I 
found out I had won this extremely low chance tag, I was so excited!  Since I knew this was a 
once in a lifetime hunt for me, I invested substantial time and money in planning, preparation 
and implementation.  I planned and researched this particular hunt for about 5 months; pouring 
over maps and reading everything I could find about it and Bison in general.  Preparation and 
expenses included purchasing multiple plane tickets to Fairbanks, driving to and storing a 
truck/w camper in Fairbanks for transportation during the hunt, a larger caliber rifle than the one 
I usually hunt with, and wintertime transportation and hunting gear.   
 
Then my permit was subsequently cancelled on July 24, 2024.  While I understood and fully 
supported the reasoning for cancelling almost half of these hunt permits for the hunting season, 
my disappointment was great.  This is why I support Proposal 189’s language of allowing 
permittees who had their 2024 permit revoked to request that permit be transferred to 2026.  In 
consideration of the time and effort I have already invested, I would still very much like the 
opportunity to hunt for a Bison in 2026. 
 
Thank you, 
Rachel Miller 
Sitka, AK 
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Name: Trevor Miller  

Community of Residence: Wrangell 

Comment: 

I am commenting on Proposal 131, and I am NOT in favor of this proposal. In this proposal it says “The 
need for identification of illegally set traps and snares to assist law enforcement”. First I will say if 
anyone is illegally setting traps or snares the person wouldn’t put any form of identification on the 
trap/snare. Also, for trappers who are following the law, this would allow for harassment if their name is 
on the tag. Adding trap tags will just be a foot in the door for more restrictions that are not needed for law 
abiding trappers and another way for people to harass trappers.  

Thanks you for reading my comment 

 

 
 PC81 

Name: Dan Montgomery  

Community of Residence: Wasilla 

Comment: 

Thank you, Chairman Fletcher and board members for this opportunity to comment on these statewide 
proposals and 19C sheep proposals. 

I'm a 43 year resident of Alaska and have served on the Mat Valley A/C for over 15 years. 

I am a Master guide and make my living guiding sheep, goats and Brown bear in Alaska. 

I SUPPORT the following proposals. 

I support Proposal 94- This proposal would clarify how to determine full curl rams by viewing them from 
the side, level with the base of the horns, 90 degrees to a line from the middle of the horns to the end of 
the nose. This would eliminate the Tube Test which I have always viewed as a farse. There would be no 
turning of the horns, up, down or sideways to give them the optical illusion of completing a 360 degree 
circle. 

I support Proposal 99 - I authored this proposal. It would leave in place the aircraft restrictions known as 
proposal 207 from August 10th to August 20th. This is when 70% of all the rams are harvested and 90% 
of the sheep hunters hunt. From August 21st to Sept. 20th you still could not approach closer than 1500 
feet from any sheep but you could fly through the mountains and look for a place to hunt without 
worrying about being turned in for spotting sheep. This aircraft restriction has almost eliminated resident 
aircraft owners from hunting sheep after opening day for fear of getting turned in for spotting sheep and 
possibly losing their aircraft. They shouldn't have to worry about that. The public perception is that it is 
illegal to fly in the mountains if you aren't going straight to or from a camp and this would eliminate that. 
It would still be illegal to buzz sheep. That has always been harassment and has always been illegal. 

I support Proposal 190 with a small amendment. I would amend this to keep the resident season open for 
2025 from August 10 to August 31st, 2025. The last 2 years the residents have only taken 15 rams for a 
20% harvest success rate and will have little impact on the ram populations and should retain their 
opportunity to hunt 



 

I support 188 and 189. The either sex permit holders from 2024 should be allocated permits in 2026,2027 
and 2028. 9 each year for the 27 total. this would still leave 21 permits for the public to draw each year. 
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Name: Bernadette Namasivayam  

Community of Residence: Dutch harbor 

Comment: 

Proposal 146 I support the proposal . 

 

 
 
 



INTERIOR REGION 11  ALASKA 

  

                 United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Interior Region 11  Alaska 
 240 West 5th Avenue, Room 114 
                                                                                         Anchorage, Alaska 99501
 

AKRO (A1) 

Date: 03/04/2025 

Mr. Jake Fletcher, Chair 
ATTN: Alaska Board of Game Comments 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Board Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 
 
 
 
 
Dear Chairman Fletcher, 
 
The National Park Service (NPS) appreciates the opportunity to comment on proposals for 
Statewide Regulations being considered by the Alaska Board of Game. We value our role in this 
important process. Below are recommendations on proposals that affect or have the potential to 
affect NPS areas. 
 
Proposals 89, 90, 91, and 92. NPS Recommendation: Support. 
Proposal 89 would require nonresident moose hunters to attend a hunter orientation course and 
be accompanied by a registered guide or resident family member within the second degree of 
kindred; proposal 90 and 91 would require all goat hunters to pass an online mountain goat quiz 
prior to hunting; proposal 92 would require sheep hunters to complete an online education 
course. The NPS supports the proposed education and orientation requirements for hunters to 
increase hunter awareness and to reduce sublegal and female harvest. Additional training 
requirements will reduce chances for population declines and local extirpation. 
 
Proposals 126, 127, 128. NPS Recommendation: Exclude NPS-managed lands. 
These proposals would allow the use of night vision goggles and forward-looking infrared 
(thermal) devices for taking furbearers with a trapping license statewide. The NPS opposes these 
proposals as the use of night vision goggles, forward-looking infrared (thermal) devices, and 
artificial light has the potential to negatively impact the natural abundance, behavior, 
distribution, and ecological integrity of all native wildlife, including small game. The use of 
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artificial light and other means and methods is prohibited under Federal hunting regulations 50 
CFR 100.26(b)(8), with few exceptions. If the Board adopts these proposals, NPS lands should 
be excluded.

Proposals 139 and 140. NPS Recommendation: Exclude NPS-managed lands.  
Proposal 139 would change the evidence of sex requirements for horned big game animals; 
proposal 140 would eliminate the evidence of sex requirement for big game having a bag limit 
restricted to one sex. Providing evidence of sex requirement is a critical management tool. 
Removing evidence of sex requirement for big game hunts with bag limits restricted to one sex 
would complicate management, law enforcement, and could even promote illegal harvests. 
Adoption of this proposal would further complicate law enforcement’s ability to determine 
adherence to regulations. Evidence of sex and identity is regulated under Federal hunting 
regulations 50 CFR 100.26(g). If the Board adopts these proposals, NPS lands should be 
excluded. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these wildlife regulatory matters. Should you or 
your staff have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Bella 
Acting Associate Regional Director - Resources
National Park Service - Alaska Region 

cc: 
Kristy Tibbles, Executive Director, Alaska Board of Game, ADF&G 
David Alberg, Acting Regional Director, National Park Service, Alaska Region 
Sara Boario, Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Superintendents, National Park Service, Alaska Region 
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These comments on 2025 Statewide proposals are submitted on behalf of Native Movement, an 
Alaska-based non-profit organization dedicated to building people power, rooted in an 
Indigenized worldview, toward healthy, sustainable, and just communities for all.  

Native Movement’s Comments Supporting Board of Game Proposals....................................3 
Proposal 86: Mandatory Harvest Reporting of Sea Ducks........................................................ 3 
Proposal 88: Permit to Take and Use Game for Cultural Purposes........................................... 3 
Proposal 89: Nonresident Hunter Education Requirements...................................................... 3 
Proposals 90 and 91: Mountain Goat Hunting Education......................................................... 3 
Proposal 92: Sheep Hunting Education Requirement................................................................4 
Proposal 95: Repealing Age-Based Criteria for Legal Full-Curl Rams.................................... 4 
Proposal 96: Removing Age Criteria for Full-Curl Sheep.........................................................4 
Proposal 97 and 98: Extending Aircraft Restrictions for Sheep Hunting..................................4 
Proposal 100: Nonresident Sheep Harvest Cap......................................................................... 4 
Proposal 108: Instituting a Limited Draw System for Nonresident Sheep Hunters.................. 5 
Proposal 116: Reinstating Late-Season Resident-Only Sheep Hunt (RS380)...........................5 
Proposal 120: Adjusting GMU 25C and 25D Boundary........................................................... 5 
Proposal 131: Trap ID................................................................................................................6 
Proposal 132: Prohibit nonresidents from using snowmachines to approach and pursue the 
take of wolves and wolverines...................................................................................................6 
Proposal 133: Prohibit trappers from using snowmachines to approach and pursue the take of 
wolverines..................................................................................................................................6 
Proposal 148: Increasing Public Oversight for Predator Control Measures.............................. 7 

Native Movement's Opposition to Board of Game Proposals................................................... 7 
Proposal 87: Restricting Boat Use in Waterfowl Hunting......................................................... 7 
Proposal 93: Changing Sealing Requirements for Dall Sheep Horns........................................7 
Proposal 94: Redefining "Full-Curl" Dall Sheep.......................................................................8 
Proposal 99: Reducing Aircraft Restrictions in Sheep Hunting................................................ 8 
Proposal 101: Add Dall Sheep As A Prey Species Under The Intensive Management Statute 8 
Proposal 102: Reopening Dall Sheep Hunts in Unit 19C..........................................................9 
Proposal 103: Rescinding the Five-Year Closure of Sheep Hunting in Unit 19C................... 10 
Proposal 104: Reopening Nonresident Dall Sheep Hunting in Unit 19C................................10 
Proposal 105: Reopening Nonresident Dall Sheep Hunting in 2024.......................................10 
Proposal 106: Reopening Nonresident Dall Sheep Hunting Based on Natural Cycles........... 10 
Proposal 107: Rescinding the Nonresident Sheep Hunting Closure in 19C............................10 
Proposal 109: Reopening Nonresident Sheep Hunting with Archery Restrictions................. 11 
Proposal 110: Changing Resident Bag Limits for Sheep.........................................................11 
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 Native Movement’s Comments Supporting Board of Game Proposals 

Native Movement respectfully requests that the Board of Game approve the following proposals. 
These proposals aim to advance sustainable wildlife management, wildlife conservation, 
subsistence rights, equitable distribution of hunting opportunities, improved hunter education, 
and regulatory clarity. The rationale for supporting each proposal is outlined in the respective 
proposal section. 

Proposal 86: Mandatory Harvest Reporting of Sea Ducks 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

We endorse the national migratory bird survey framework due to inconsistencies in data 
collection among states. However, federal capacity to maintain this survey may be limited, 
particularly with ongoing federal agency layoffs. While a statewide dataset may not fully capture 
sea duck populations, it could help identify research and management questions within the state. 

The State argues that harvest data alone lacks the necessary context for management decisions. 
However, the state relies exclusively on harvest data for managing many species without 
population estimates, including bears, wolves, and small game. Although harvest data alone is 
not ideal, it is valuable in the absence of other data. Each component of the national survey is 
voluntary. Mandating harvest data for migratory ducks, especially in Alaska's major flyways, 
would be beneficial. 

Proposal 88: Permit to Take and Use Game for Cultural Purposes 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

Proposal 88 seeks to amend 5 AAC 92.034 to include wood bison as a species eligible for 
cultural use permits. This amendment is crucial for cultural revitalization, education, and the 
preservation of Alaskan Native traditions, particularly in communities near the Minto Flats State 
Game Refuge where wood bison have been reintroduced. Allowing the cultural use of wood 
bison ensures Indigenous communities maintain agency over conservation efforts and can 
integrate these animals into traditional practices. 

Proposal 89: Nonresident Hunter Education Requirements 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

Currently, nonresident hunters can bypass the educational standards required for Alaskans under 
39. This proposal ensures nonresident hunters understand the State’s standards for meat care, 
conservation, and hunting regulations, aligning them with resident requirements. Requiring 
education will help preserve subsistence resources and reinforce ethical hunting standards. 

Proposals 90 and 91: Mountain Goat Hunting Education 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

These proposals offer a low-cost, low-barrier method to reduce nanny harvest, crucial for 
sustaining mountain goat populations. If passed, we encourage ADFG and/or AWT to track 

Page 3: Native Movement Statewide Comments, March 2025 

PC84
3 of 13



 

post-regulation nanny take compared to pre-education years to assess the quiz's effectiveness in 
reducing illegal or unintended nanny harvest. 

Proposal 92: Sheep Hunting Education Requirement 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

Proposal 92 advocates for mandatory online training for all sheep hunters in Alaska, emphasizing 
the identification of legal rams. With Dall sheep populations declining, illegal harvests 
exacerbate sustainability issues. Implementing educational requirements could reduce 
misidentification and improve compliance with legal harvest criteria. We support this proposal to 
improve hunter education, prevent unintended illegal harvest of sheep, and to support the 
recommendations of the 19C Sheep Working Group. 

Proposal 95: Repealing Age-Based Criteria for Legal Full-Curl Rams 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

Proposal 95 advocates for removing the age-based criterion (eight years old) for determining 
legal full-curl ram harvests. The difficulty of field judging the age of rams has led to 
unintentional illegal harvests. Eliminating this criterion would simplify regulations, focusing 
instead on full-curl or broomed horns as primary indicators of a mature ram. With Dall sheep 
numbers at historic lows, ensuring rams reach full maturity before harvest will support long-term 
population recovery. 

Proposal 96: Removing Age Criteria for Full-Curl Sheep 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

Similar to Proposal 95, Proposal 96 seeks to eliminate the age-based standard for determining 
legal rams. The current requirement for hunters to judge age from a distance often results in 
errors, complicating compliance and enforcement. By shifting the focus to full-curl or broomed 
horn criteria, this proposal aims to simplify regulations and support conservation efforts, 
ensuring younger rams have the opportunity to mature and breed before harvest. 

Proposal 97 and 98: Extending Aircraft Restrictions for Sheep Hunting 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

Proposal 97 and 98 seeks to extend the current restriction on using aircraft for scouting sheep. 
This extension ensures that all hunters, including youth and archery hunters, adhere to the same 
fair chase principles. Reducing aerial scouting would prevent excessive hunting pressure on 
sheep populations and promote ethical hunting practices. 

Proposal 100: Nonresident Sheep Harvest Cap 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

Implementing a 35% cap on nonresident harvests aims to increase the availability of legal rams 
for residents, thereby improving resident success rates. This proposal prioritizes resident hunting 
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opportunities while still offering reasonable access for nonresidents. Additionally, a drawing 
permit system would enable the Board to manage nonresident hunter numbers and mitigate the 
negative impacts of excessive harvests on Dall sheep populations statewide. Although the Board 
prefers a Guide Concession Program (GCP) to achieve these goals, Proposal 100 provides an 
immediate alternative that does not require legislative approval. 

Proposal 108: Instituting a Limited Draw System for Nonresident Sheep Hunters 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support  

Proposal 108 seeks to allow nonresident hunting through a controlled permit system. For over a 
decade, nonresident hunters have taken nearly 80% of the annual ram harvest in Unit 19C. In 
2022 alone, nonresidents accounted for 90% of the sheep harvest, despite a significantly reduced 
sheep population. This disproportionate share of the harvest by nonresidents raises serious 
concerns about overharvesting and its impact on the local sheep populations. Instituting a limited 
draw system will help rectify this imbalance by controlling the number of nonresident hunters 
while also ensuring a more equitable distribution of hunting opportunities. 

Proposal 116: Reinstating Late-Season Resident-Only Sheep Hunt (RS380) 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

Proposal 116 seeks to reinstate the RS380 late-season resident-only sheep hunt in Unit 19C, 
which was previously closed. This proposal prioritizes local hunters by permitting the harvest of 
one ram with ¾ curl horns or smaller, using ground-based methods without aircraft. Reinstating 
RS380 aligns with subsistence priorities, ensuring rural Alaskans retain equitable access to 
traditional hunting opportunities. 

Subsistence hunting is a fundamental right for Indigenous and rural Alaskans. The RS380 hunt 
provided an essential food source for local communities, and its closure unjustly restricted 
traditional harvest opportunities. While nonresident sheep hunting was closed due to overharvest 
concerns, subsistence hunters should not have been penalized in the same way. Reopening 
RS380 restores fairness to local access. 

Proposal 120: Adjusting GMU 25C and 25D Boundary 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

Proposal 120 suggests altering the boundary between GMUs 25C and 25D, using the Steese 
Highway between Birch Creek and Circle as the new demarcation. This change aims to simplify 
boundary recognition for hunters. The existing boundary, reliant on less conspicuous geographic 
markers, has caused confusion. Establishing a clear boundary along the highway would likely 
improve compliance and facilitate navigation for hunters in the area. 
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Proposal 131: Trap ID 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support with Amendment 

We support the proposal’s intent for traps and snares to have an identification tag but have 
concerns around personal information and burdening trappers. This regulation is applicable to 
urban areas like Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau where recreational users and novice trappers 
have conflicts. Therefore, regulations should mandate that all traps and snares in non-subsistence 
areas, under State definition, have an identification tag.  

We oppose disclosing trappers' identities to the general public, as Wildlife Troopers have noted 
that public disclosure could impede ongoing law enforcement investigations. In the event of a 
violation, records become public and can be obtained. We propose that ADF&G issue trappers an 
identification number instead. Tags should be physically placed on the trap and posted 
conspicuously at the entrance to the trap set. This would help law enforcement in determining 
ownership without having to approach carefully constructed sets. 

Trap ID requirements have existed in Alaska for decades. For example, in 2001, Units 12 and 
20E passed trap ID regulations on snares to address enforcement issues. Though this regulation 
had a two-year sunset clause, it was reinstated in 2022 due to support from local trappers and law 
enforcement. In 2006, the Board required trap ID in Units 1-5 for all traps and snares to address 
conflicts between recreational trail users and trappers. In 2016, Proposal 78 requested to remove 
those requirements, and while ADFG was neutral and AWT did not submit comments, AWT has 
frequently cited a lack of trap ID as a challenge for enforcing areas with trap setbacks (Units 1, 
15C, and Mat-Su). Additionally, subsistence trapping permits on Alaska Mental Health Trust 
land require signage with the trapline, trapper's name, and license number, and Kenai National 
Wildlife Refuge trapping permits require tags on all traps and snares with a specific identifier. 

Proposal 132: Prohibit nonresidents from using snowmachines to approach and pursue the 
take of wolves and wolverines 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

The current regulation affords nonresident trappers an improper and unfair advantage in killing 
free-ranging wolves and wolverines. This trapping method and means exception was originally 
allowed for subsistence users, but it also created an exception for nonresident hunters and 
trappers. Nonresidents should not be afforded this exception and should be held to basic fair 
chase principles. 

Proposal 133: Prohibit trappers from using snowmachines to approach and pursue the take 
of wolverines 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

This exception for the use of snowmachines affords nonresident trappers an improper and unfair 
advantage in the taking of wolves and wolverines. This practice is counter to basic hunter and 
trapper ethics and contrary to fair chase principles. Nonresidents should not be afforded this 
exception and should adhere to fair chase standards. 
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Proposal 148: Increasing Public Oversight for Predator Control Measures 

Native Movement’s Stance: Support 

Proposal 148 mandates additional public notification and input before the ADF&G 
Commissioner can initiate an Intensive Management (IM) predator control plan. This ensures 
transparency and accountability in wildlife management decisions, and prevents unilateral 
administrative actions without Board or public input. By giving the public a voice in these 
critical decisions, Proposal 148 strengthens trust and credibility in the management of Alaska's 
wildlife. 

Native Movement's Opposition to Board of Game Proposals 

Native Movement respectfully urges the Board of Game to oppose proposals that unduly restrict 
traditional hunting practices, expand nonresident trophy hunting at the expense of subsistence 
users, and prioritize economic interests over conservation. 

Our wildlife specialist has identified several proposals that threaten traditional hunting, favor 
nonresident trophy hunters over Indigenous and resident users, and fail to prioritize conservation. 
We aim to highlight these key concerns and advocate for the protection of traditional hunting 
rights, sustainable wildlife management, and equitable distribution of hunting opportunities. 
Further changes to existing regulations, which already address many of these concerns, would 
disproportionately impact rural and subsistence hunters. 

Native Movement strongly opposes these proposals and urges the Board of Game to uphold 
policies that support sustainable, ethical, and equitable wildlife management. 

Proposal 87: Restricting Boat Use in Waterfowl Hunting 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposal 87 proposes limitations on boat movement during waterfowl hunting by mandating that 
boats be anchored or grounded within 100 yards of individuals discharging firearms. A 
substantial number of Indigenous hunters depend on boats for customary waterfowl harvests, 
especially in remote regions characterized by expansive wetlands. Imposing restrictions on their 
movement could impede their ability to access birds. The current regulation (5 AAC 92.100) 
already prohibits hunting from a moving boat unless the motor is off and the boat has ceased 
motion. This regulation adequately addresses concerns regarding the herding and pursuit of 
birds, rendering additional restrictions unnecessary and onerous for hunters operating within 
legal boundaries, particularly those engaged in subsistence practices. We also refer to Trooper 
comments of concerns about the enforceability. 

Proposal 93: Changing Sealing Requirements for Dall Sheep Horns 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposal 93, which seeks to replace the permanent plugging of Dall sheep horns with a 
nonpermanent plastic seal, prioritizes trophy aesthetics over wildlife conservation. The current 
system effectively prevents illegal harvest and trafficking. There is no clear justification for 
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weakening these enforcement mechanisms. Current regulations ensure the integrity of sheep 
management, and this proposal does not provide scientific evidence or a viable alternative that 
maintains the same level of accountability. 

Proposal 94: Redefining "Full-Curl" Dall Sheep 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Changing the definition could impact sheep population management if it leads to a higher or 
lower harvest of rams, depending on how the revised method affects field judgments. Without 
clear data on whether this change would lead to more or fewer sheep being taken, it is difficult to 
determine whether the impact is positive or negative. 

Proposal 99: Reducing Aircraft Restrictions in Sheep Hunting 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposal 99, which would relax current restrictions on aircraft use for sheep hunting by allowing 
aerial scouting earlier in the season, primarily benefits wealthier outfitters and nonresident 
hunters while increasing pressure on struggling sheep populations. Dall sheep habitat 
encompasses high elevations and valleys, where sounds from airplane motors are amplified and 
transmitted across vast distances. The current prohibition on early-season aerial scouting ensures 
fair chase principles and prevents unnecessary stress on wildlife. Dall sheep populations are 
already under strain, and reducing aerial scouting restrictions could exacerbate these issues, 
potentially resulting in fewer mature rams in the population.  

Sheep do not qualify as a species that provides "high levels of human consumptive use" and 
should not be categorized with moose, deer, and caribou. 

Proposal 101: Add Dall Sheep As A Prey Species Under The Intensive Management Statute 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Dall sheep do not qualify as a species providing “high levels of human consumptive use” and 
should not be categorized with moose, deer, and caribou. On average, hunters take 25,000 
caribou, 10,000 deer, and 7,000 moose annually, while Division of Subsistence surveys show a 
total sheep harvest of 266 per year across 36 communities. While sheep are important to some 
communities, the meat sheep hunting provides pales in comparison to the species originally 
identified in the statue: moose, deer, and caribou.  

The proposal to include them lacks scientific evidence and could set a dangerous precedent for 
other big game species. This proposal would set a dangerous precedent if any big game species 
can be characterized as providing “high levels of human consumptive use”. Mountain goats, 
musk ox, and bison could also be added. The scope of species to be managed for under Intensive 
Management (IM) was kept narrow on purpose, and species under that statute should be limited 
to those truly providing high levels of human consumption. 

IM has recently become synonymous with Predator Control, but predators are not the cause of 
sheep decline. In management reports, the most frequent causes of sheep population decline are 
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loss of winter habitat, climate change, and weather. No research has indicated that Alaska's sheep 
are declining due to predation. Therefore, IM will not address the root causes and could be 
ineffective. Of the 14 management reports available, reasons for stable, low, or declining 
populations include: 

● Loss of winter habitat and climate change (GMUs 7 and 15) 
● Weather and carrying capacity (GMU 12) 
● Possible changes in habitat (GMUs 12, 13c, 20d) 
● Nutrition and stochastic factors (GMU 13d) 
● Severe winters (GMU 14c) 
● Weather-related lamb loss in 2013 (GMU 19b and c) 
● Late spring breakup in 2013 (GMUs 20b, 20f, and 25c) 
● Near complete failure of lamb recruitment (GMUs 24, 25a, 26b, and 26c) 

The sole mention of predation is in GMU 11, where the management biologist notes 
uncontrollable factors including weather, habitat quality, and predation. Further research is 
needed to determine if predation is compensatory and if populations are near carrying capacity, 
which may be reduced by changing habitat. 

If the BOG adopts this proposal, population objectives must be realistic given current and future 
conditions. The State and BOG must recognize that sheep habitat is changing due to the climate, 
and past objectives may no longer be attainable. The BOG must also consider the costs to 
Alaskans and the State of enacting IM in areas where non-resident hunters account for a 
significant percentage of the sheep harvest. The BOG should consider whether it is ethical or 
represents sustainable management to enact IM so non-residents can have access to trophy sheep 
hunts. 

Wildlife management decisions should be science-based. The current proposal lacks scientific 
justification for including sheep in the IM program. Focusing on increasing sheep for human 
consumption could neglect the broader ecosystem and other species. Conservation should 
maintain natural population dynamics, which IM may undermine by prioritizing human use over 
long-term ecological health. 

Proposal 102: Reopening Dall Sheep Hunts in Unit 19C 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposal 102 proposes the reinstatement of subsistence and nonresident sheep hunts in Unit 19C. 
These hunts were previously closed by ADF&G due to severe and prolonged population 
declines; therefore, reinstating the hunts at this time would be premature. While the proposal 
argues that sheep populations follow natural cycles, recent data indicates that the declines have 
been significant and ongoing. Until the population recovers, reinstating hunting—especially for 
nonresident hunters—poses a serious risk to conservation efforts. 
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Proposal 103: Rescinding the Five-Year Closure of Sheep Hunting in Unit 19C 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposal 103 proposes to overturn the five-year closure of sheep hunting in Unit 19C. While 
proponents of this proposal contend that the population decline is weather-driven, reopening the 
hunt without clear evidence of recovery is irresponsible. The closure was enacted to allow for 
population rebound and should remain in effect. 

Proposal 104: Reopening Nonresident Dall Sheep Hunting in Unit 19C 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposal 104, which would permit nonresident hunters to harvest one full-curl ram every four 
regulatory years, should not be adopted. The previous closures were implemented to safeguard 
the population, and prioritizing nonresident trophy hunting over the subsistence needs of 
residents is unacceptable. Wildlife management should be grounded in conservation, not 
financial considerations. 

Proposal 105: Reopening Nonresident Dall Sheep Hunting in 2024 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposal 105 proposes reopening nonresident sheep hunting in Unit 19C before the full recovery 
of the population. The assertion that nonresident hunting does not impact populations fails to 
consider the cumulative stress on a struggling species. Conservation efforts and Indigenous 
hunters must be prioritized over nonresident and economic interests. 

Proposal 106: Reopening Nonresident Dall Sheep Hunting Based on Natural Cycles 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposal 106 asserts that Dall sheep populations follow natural cycles, and that hunting should 
consequently resume. However, without confirmation and evidence of population recovery, 
reinstating hunting could risk further population declines. Economic losses for nonresident 
guides should not be prioritized over conservation efforts. 

Proposal 107: Rescinding the Nonresident Sheep Hunting Closure in 19C 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposal 107 proposes a delay or rescission of the closure. While the economic losses for guides 
and outfitters are a valid concern, maintaining a focus on conservation is paramount. The closure 
to nonresident hunting is an important measure for ensuring sustainability. Delaying the closure 
to nonresident hunting for one year to gather additional data, as suggested in Proposal 107, is not 
advisable. This precautionary closure is essential for allowing sheep populations to recover 
before hunting can be reopened. A reinstatement of nonresident hunting before adequate 
recovery has occurred would undermine current conservation efforts. 
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Proposal 109: Reopening Nonresident Sheep Hunting with Archery Restrictions 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposal 109 proposes that nonresident sheep hunting be restricted to bowhunting. While this 
may reduce harvest rates, it still poses risks to an already struggling population. Wildlife 
conservation should not be utilized as a testing ground for alternative hunting 
methods.participation.Moreover, establishing an archery-only hunt can have detrimental effects 
through wound loss; bow hunters statistically have the highest rate of wound loss. This poses a 
risk to an animal that is already challenging to pursue, as it could potentially fall or jump off a 
cliff edge. 

Proposal 110: Changing Resident Bag Limits for Sheep 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposal 110 intends to impose a two-year restriction on resident sheep hunters, which would 
disproportionately affect subsistence users who depend on these resources, and impose undue 
hardship. Additional conservation measures should target nonresident hunting instead of limiting 
resident access. 

Proposals 111-115, and 117: Various Amendments to Sheep Hunting Regulations 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

The proposed tiered eligibility systems based on ram age, archery-only requirements, shortened 
resident seasons, and modifications to nonresident allocations favor economic gains over 
conservation (this shift in focus undermines the long-term health of sheep populations, which 
should be the primary concern of any regulatory framework) and disproportionately affect 
Indigenous and resident hunters. The introduction of new eligibility requirements and penalties 
will complicate regulations and make compliance more difficult for hunters. This could lead to 
more violations, increased enforcement challenges, and further strain limited resources. It is 
crucial to prioritize conservation and equitable access over economic interests to ensure the 
sustainability of sheep populations and the preservation of cultural practices. 

Proposal 119: Changing the GMU 21E and 21D Boundary 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposal 119 proposes modifying the boundary between Game Management Units (GMUs) 21E 
and 21D to allow residents of Grayling greater access to hunting grounds. This change would 
address significant accessibility issues for Grayling residents, who currently must travel long 
distances—up to 120 miles by boat—to hunt traditional grounds. When water levels in the 
Yukon and Shageluk Slough are low, these travel distances increase further, placing undue 
hardship on local hunters. 

However, the proposed boundary change would allow more hunters access to Unit 21D, 
potentially leading to overharvest without additional conservation measures such as antler 
destruction or stricter permit requirements. Unit 21D currently has an antler destruction 
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requirement, which helps prevent high levels of nonresident or outside hunter pressure. 
Expanding Unit 21E into this area could undermine those protections and potentially increase 
illegal harvest and hunting competition. 

The current unit boundaries are based on historical wildlife management data. Changing the 
boundary without strong biological evidence that benefits game populations could disrupt moose 
conservation efforts. While expanding access for local hunters is important, any boundary 
changes should be implemented alongside conservation safeguards to ensure the long-term 
sustainability of game populations. 

Proposals 126, 127, And 128: Night Vision And Thermal Optics 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

The Board of Game previously proposed to prohibit the use of night vision and FLIR devices due 
to concerns regarding increased harvest. Therefore, we inquire as to the reasoning for this 
change. The Interior proposal for FLIR was only passed in 2024, so we lack sufficient data to 
understand its impacts before proposing it statewide. At the 2016 Statewide meeting, the Board 
adopted Proposal 68, submitted by the Alaska Wildlife Troopers (AWT), which prohibited the 
use of forward-looking infrared devices (FLIRs) for taking game. AWT's comments from 2016 
remain relevant today: 

● "The use of a FLIR scope or device gives an individual an unfair advantage when hunting 
and allows an individual to locate and take an animal in total darkness by the animal’s 
body heat signature." 

● "If the board decides that a FLIR device should not be used to take game, the Alaska 
Wildlife Troopers ask the board to apply this restriction to all game and furbearers to 
eliminate any enforcement difficulties." 

● "Under 5AAC 92.085(C), artificial light may be used for taking furbearers under a 
trapping license during an open season from November 1 to March 31 in Units 7 and 
9-26. These restrictions were included to prevent individuals from using artificial light to 
locate and take deer." 

● "The use of artificial light is easier to enforce as the individual is visible when using 
artificial light, as opposed to an individual using a FLIR or NVG device." 

Proposals 142-143: Allow for the sale of big game trophies without a permit 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

Proposals 142-143 seek to eliminate the permit requirement for the sale of big game trophies, 
promoting the commodification of big game animals and risking exploitation by the commercial 
industry and wildlife crime. These animals are vital food sources, and eliminating the permit 
requirement could lead to negative impacts. 

Requiring a person to obtain a free permit to sell an Alaskan big game trophy is the only means 
the state has to curtail potential illicit trade in Alaskan trophies. The illegal and illicit trade in 
wildlife worldwide is estimated at between $7 billion and $23 billion annually, aligning with 
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concerns from the Alaska State Wildlife Troopers. Wildlife crime is considered one of the 
world’s most lucrative illegal businesses. 

We strongly oppose these proposals to prevent the exploitation and illegal trade of Alaskan big 
game trophies. 

Proposal 147: Delegate Authority to Manage 5 AAC 92.029 (Clean List) to the 
Commissioner 

Native Movement’s Stance: Oppose  

This proposal is the second attempt at Governor Dunleavy’s 2024 Executive Order 124. The 
Executive Order faced broad opposition and was opposed by the legislature.  

This proposal would allow the Commissioner of ADFG to manage the “clean list”, which 
contains all the mammal, bird, and reptile species that have been specifically approved for entry 
or possession in Alaska. 

Proposal 147 would have a substantial effect on the public process, and not a positive one. 

Currently, the Board of Game issues a call for proposals, ADFG analyzes and gives 
recommendations, public comments are collected, and the Board deliberates with input from all 
seven members. Transitioning this process to the Commissioner would allow a single individual 
to draft regulations, post them for public comment, and finalize them without group deliberation. 

While we understand the desire to streamline permitting for importing exotic species as potential 
food sources, importing species not listed on the clean list carries substantial risks of disease or 
parasite transmission to native wildlife and domestic livestock. These decisions must be 
reviewed by multiple people and the public to ensure thorough evaluation. 

The risks are too significant to bypass the more deliberative and public-facing process of the 
Board of Game. The Board may choose to delegate regulation of the live capture, possession, 
transport, or release of native or exotic game or their eggs to the Commissioner to streamline 
individual permits on a case-by-case basis where disease risk and mitigation measures are clearly 
understood. 

We strongly encourage the Board to reject this proposal to maintain a transparent and 
comprehensive review process. 
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I oppose proposal 87 as the passage of this proposal creates a situation where hunters and other 
non-affiliated boat operators unintentionally violate regulations, or hunters are prevented from 
retrieving downed birds, which is counterintuitive to hunter ethics and potentially wasteful. I 
believe the current federal and state regulations are suitable.  

I support proposal 88 as including wood bison in 5 AAC 92.034 provides the Board and ADFG with a 
tool to provide harvest that is true to the intention for reintroducing wood bison to Alaska, as 
spelled out in ADFG’s Spring news release, ““This restoration isn't just about ecological 
conservation; it's about enhancing the cultural, economic, and social fabric of our state, enriching 
the lives of its people and communities.” 

I support proposal 89 with either of the following amendments: 

(c) A nonresident hunter [in Unit 17(B)] must have attended a department-approved hunter
orientation course (to include trophy recognition and meat care) before hunting for moose and
caribou [or] and must be accompanied by a registered guide or resident family member within the
second degree of kindred.

 [(d) A nonresident hunter in Unit 19(B) must have attended a department-approved hunter 
orientation course (to include trophy recognition and meat care) before hunting for moose or 
caribou or must be accompanied by a registered guide or resident family member within the 
second degree of kindred.] 

OR by excluding section (d) from the proposed change, as the proposal as written would remove 
hunter education requirements in Unit 19(B) from 5 AAC 92.003.  

If residents are required to take a hunter education course in order to hunt in Units 7, 13, 14, 15, 
and 20, non-residents hunters should be required as well. As written, hunter education 
requirements for non-residents would not adversely affect guiding opportunities. Additionally, 
there is strong evidence to suggest that hunter education reduces accidents, creates safer hunting 
environments, promotes ethical and sustainable hunting, and adherence to hunting regulations. 
Finally, as stated in staff comments, many states have hunter education requirements, all states 
offer hunter education courses according to IHEA-USA standards, and ADFG accepts these 
courses from other states and countries.  

I oppose proposal 119 to change the boundary between Unit 21 D and E because the current 
boundary accurately reflects the separate moose populations and hunter-use patterns.  

I support the intent of both proposals 129 and 130, as such I specifically support proposal 129 as 
establishing standards for weapons in moose and big game hunting is unfortunately necessary. As 
noted in staff comments, when small calibers are used correctly, they can be effective in taking 
moose and other big game, but unfortunately the people with such skill appear to be far 
outnumbered by those who are not effective in taking moose and big game with the smaller caliber 
rifles. Naturally I would support the Board’s original position leaving individual hunters to gauge 
their own capabilities in deciding which caliber rifle to harvest big game, but each year moose and 
other big game are left to suffer and die because smaller caliber cartridges leave little room for 
error.  

Submitted by: Janessa Newman
Community of Residence: Rampart PC86
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I oppose proposal 131 on a statewide level. I very clearly see the need for trappers to include ID 
tags with their traps and snares in more urban/urban accessible areas, but I do not see it as 
necessary for more rural and less accessible areas of the state. In rural areas of the state, such as 
where much of my family is from, traplines are inherited from family members, so more often than 
not people in the community know who the traps or snares belong to. Additionally, people in rural 
areas generally have more area to set their traps and snares away from where children or pets may 
encounter them.  
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North Slope Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
c/o Office of Subsistence Management 

1011 East Tudor Road MS 121 
Anchorage, Alaska  99503-6199 

Phone: (907) 787-3888, Fax: (907) 786-3898 
Toll Free: 1-800-478-1456 

 
In Reply Refer To:  
OSM.B25019  
 
 
 
Jake Fletcher, Chair 
Alaska Board of Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska  99811-5526 
 
Dear Chair Fletcher,   
 
I write to you on behalf of the North Slope Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (Council) to 
provide the Council’s comments on proposals that will be considered during the March 21-28, 
2025, Statewide Board of Game (BOG) Meeting.   

The Council represents subsistence harvesters of fish and wildlife resources on Federal public 
lands and waters in the North Slope Region.  It was established by the authority in Title VIII of 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and is chartered under the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act.  Section 805 of ANILCA and the Council’s charter establishes 
the Council’s authority to initiate, review and evaluate proposals for regulations, policies, 
management plans, and other matters related to subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the 
region.  The Council also reviews resource management actions occurring outside their regions 
that may impact subsistence resources critical to communities served by the Council.  The 
Council provides a forum for the expression of opinions and recommendations regarding any 
matter related to the subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the region.   

The Council held a public meeting on February 28, 2025, in Utqiagvik, and took up three BOG 
Proposals.  Please see the Council comments below.   

Proposal 86:  Harvest Tickets and Reports  

The Council opposes Proposal 86, which would require mandatory harvest reporting of sea 
ducks throughout the State.  Sea ducks are an important part of the diets of the people of the 
North Slope Region, and the Council believes this reporting requirement would impose a burden 
on subsistence users in the region.   
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Proposal 151: Brown Bear Tag Fee Exemption 

The Council supports Proposal 151, which would reauthorize the resident tag fee exemptions for 
brown bears in Game Management Units (Units) 18, 22, 23, and 26A.  The Council concurs with 
the justifications provided by the North Slope Advisory Committee, as discussed in their 
February 20, 2025 meeting and believes the reauthorization of this proposal would alleviate the 
burden associated with purchasing a $25 tag and minimize confusion on brown bear harvest 
regulations among users.   

Proposal 165:  Hunting Seasons and Bag Limits for Moose 

The Council supports Proposal 165, which would reauthorize the resident antlerless moose 
season in Unit 26A with an amendment to extend the antlerless moose season through 
September 30.  The Council’s support for the amendment aligns with the recommendation of the 
North Slope Advisory Committee provided in their February 20, 2025 meeting.  Furthermore, the 
Council concurs that extending the season through September 30 can increase harvest 
opportunities for users and is unlikely to negatively impact the moose population within the 
specified portion of unit 26A.   

The Council thanks you for the opportunity to comment on these proposals.  If you have any 
questions or would like to follow up, please contact me through our Subsistence Council 
Coordinator Gisela Chapa at (907) 310-6129 or gisela_chapa@ios.doi.gov.  
 
 

Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Brower Frantz 
Chair 

 
 
cc:  Federal Subsistence Board   

 Interagency Staff Committee   
 North Slope Subsistence Regional Advisory Council  
 Office of Subsistence Management   
 Benjamin Mulligan, Deputy Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game   
 Mark Burch, Assistant Director, Division of Wildlife Conservation, Alaska Department of    
     Fish and Game   
 Administrative Record  
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In Reply Refer To: 
OSM.C25007 
 
 

 
United States Department of the Interior 

 
 
 
 
 

Office of Subsistence Management  
1011 East Tudor Road MS 121 

Anchorage, Alaska  99503-6199 

 
Mr. Jake Fletcher, Chair 
Attention: Board of Game Comments 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Boards Support Section 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska  99811-5526 
 
Dear Chair Fletcher: 
 
The Office of Subsistence Management (OSM) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
Alaska Board of Game proposals during the March 21 - 28, 2025 Statewide Regulations 
Meeting.   
 
The Office of Subsistence Management, working with other Federal agencies, reviewed each of 
these proposals.  The attached document includes comments from OSM regarding proposals that 
have the potential to impact federally qualified subsistence users or associated wildlife resources 
on or adjacent to Federal public lands in Alaska.  During the meeting, we may wish to comment 
on other agenda items that might impact federally qualified subsistence users or wildlife 
resources.   
 
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on these important regulatory matters and look 
forward to working with the Board of Game and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game on 
these issues.  Please contact Lisa Grediagin, Wildlife Division Supervisor, 907-786-3357 or 
lisa_grediagin@ios.doi.gov, with any questions you may have concerning this material. 
 
 
                                                                              Sincerely,  
 
 
 
   Crystal Leonetti 
             Director 
        
Enclosure: Office of Subsistence Comments 
 

FEBRUARY 28 2025 
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Chairman Hoffman  2 

 
 

cc:  Federal Subsistence Board  
       Office of Subsistence Management 
       Interagency Staff Committee 
       Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
       Southcentral Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
  Kodiak/Aleutians Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
  Bristol Bay Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
       Yukon/Kuskokwim Delta Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
       Western Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
       Seward Peninsula Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
       Northwest Arctic Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
       Eastern Interior Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
       North Slope Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
       Benjamin Mulligan, Deputy Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
       Mark Burch, Assistant Director Wildlife Division, Alaska Department of Fish and   

Game              
       Administrative Record 
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OFFICE OF SUBSISTENCE MANAGEMENT  

RECOMMENDATIONS 
on 

ALASKA BOARD OF GAME PROPOSALS 
 
 
 

Statewide Regulations Meeting 
March 21 – 28, 2025 
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Office of Subsistence Management (OSM) 
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PROPOSAL 94 – 5 AAC 92.990(30). Definitions.   
Change the definition for “full-curl” ram.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

§100.25(a) Definitions:   

Full curl horn means the horn of a Dall sheep ram; the tip of which has grown through 360 
degrees of a circle described by the outer surface of the horn, as viewed from the side, or that 
both horns are broken, or that the sheep is at least 8 years of age as determined by horn growth 
annuli.   

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Federally qualified subsistence users may harvest a full 
curl ram judged by any of three different methods under Federal regulations: measuring the curl, if both 
horn tips are broken, and counting annuli.  If this proposal is adopted, the definition of measuring the curl 
would change.  The addition of language regarding the viewing perspective would be more restrictive 
than Federal regulations but would add clarity to users in the field and may prevent some sublegal 
harvest.   

Adopting this proposal would misalign State and Federal regulations, increasing regulatory complexity.  
A similar proposal could be submitted to the Federal Subsistence Board during the open Federal wildlife 
proposal window, which closes April 4, 2025.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is neutral on this proposal.   

Rationale: Adopting this proposal would clarify State regulations but would misalign Federal and State 
definitions of full-curl rams, increasing regulatory complexity and the potential for user confusion.   

 

PROPOSAL 95 – 5 AAC 92.990(30). Definitions.   
Repeal the age criteria for the definition of full-curl horn ram.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

§100.25(a) Definitions:   

Full curl horn means the horn of a Dall sheep ram; the tip of which has grown through 360 
degrees of a circle described by the outer surface of the horn, as viewed from the side, or that 
both horns are broken, or that the sheep is at least 8 years of age as determined by horn growth 
annuli. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Federally qualified subsistence users may harvest a full 
curl ram judged by any of three different methods under Federal regulations: measuring the curl, if both 
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horn tips are broken, and counting annuli.  If this proposal is adopted, counting of horn annuli would be 
eliminated as a method for determining full-curl rams under State regulations.  Removing one method of 
determining a legal ram under a full-curl harvest limit might require additional time observing rams 
before harvesting, but it should not substantially impact federally qualified subsistence users’ opportunity 
to harvest sheep under State regulations.   

Sublegal harvest of sheep has been noted during the sealing process and reported by three ADF&G 
offices during the 2022 season.  A total of 26 out of 315 harvested sheep reported, or 8.2%, were declared 
sublegal during the 2022 season.  This is up from the 3-4% estimated annual sublegal harvest from the 
2015-2019 sheep seasons.  Anecdotally reported at the time of sealing, the most common mistake leading 
to sublegal harvest was attributed to hunters aging sheep by annuli, of which 42% were hunters using the 
services of a guide (ADF&G 2022).  In Unit 19C specifically, 2013–2022 nonresident harvest (which 
requires the use of a guide or 2nd degree of kinship) reported an average 2.8% sublegal harvest (ADF&G 
2024).  Aging of sheep in the field, at a distance is extremely difficult and ADF&G recommends to 
hunters not to use this method for determining legality of a ram in their publication, Dall Sheep Hunting: 
Full-curl identification guide (Taras 2016).   

Adopting this proposal would misalign State and Federal regulations, increasing regulatory complexity.  
A similar proposal could be submitted to the Federal Subsistence Board during the open Federal wildlife 
proposal window, which closes April 4, 2025.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this proposal.   

Rationale:  Adopting this proposal would remove a difficult method of aging sheep in the field.  All users 
would still be able to identify full-curl rams for harvest by either of the two remaining methods.  Given 
the current declines in sheep populations and relatively high rate of sublegal rams harvested in 2022, 
removing this method may benefit sheep by keeping sublegal rams in the population to bolster 
productivity and aid in recovery of sheep populations.   

Literature Cited 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game. 2022. Board of Game Sheep Informational Meeting Presentation. Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Division of Wildlife Conservation. 

ADF&G. 2024. Alaska Department of Fish and Game Science Support Presentation to the 19C Sheep Working 
Group. October 17, 2024. Division of Wildlife Conservation. 

Taras, M. 2016. Dall sheep hunting: Full-curl identification guide. 2017. Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
Division of Wildlife Conservation, Fairbanks. 

 

PROPOSAL 96 – 5 AAC 92.990(30). Definitions. 
Repeal the age criteria for the definition of full-curl horn ram. 

Please see comments on Proposal 95.   
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PROPOSAL 110 – 5 AAC 85.055. Hunting seasons and bag limits for Dall sheep. 
Change the sheep bag limit in Unit 19C for resident hunters to one ram with full-curl horn or larger every 
two regulatory years.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

Unit 19–Sheep  

Sheep: 1 ram with 7/8 curl horn or larger Aug. 10-Sep. 20. 

Unit 19C, that portion within the Denali National Park and Preserve-
residents of Nikolai only—no individual harvest limit, but a community 
harvest quota will be set annually by the Denali National Park and 
Preserve Superintendent; rams or ewes without lambs only. Reporting 
will be by a community reporting system 

Oct. 1-Mar. 30. 

 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Federally qualified subsistence users may currently 
harvest a 7/8 curl ram in Unit 19 under Federal regulations.  Adopting this proposal would not affect that 
opportunity.  However, federally qualified subsistence users that hunt under State regulations would be 
limited to one ram every two years, decreasing their opportunity to harvest sheep.  This proposal would 
also modify the State subsistence hunt, which would take away the opportunity of federally qualified 
subsistence users to harvest a ¾ curl or smaller ram under State regulations.  While not stated in the 
proposal, implementation of a registration permit during the early fall hunt would likely be needed to 
track hunter participation, limiting them to one permit every two years.   

Both hunted and nonhunted sheep populations in and around Unit 19C have decreased in concert with 
each other, by approximately 50% since 2017.  Sheep population estimates within Denali National Park 
and Preserve have decreased since 2019 (Borg 2023, pers. comm.), paralleling the declining sheep 
populations in the adjacent Unit 19C.  ADF&G survey data indicates about a 64% decrease in Unit 19C 
sheep abundance since 2017.  Reported harvest of sheep in Unit 19C has also followed this declining 
trend, decreasing by about 80% from 2018 to 2022.  The total number of sheep hunters has also declined 
by about 75% for the same timeframe (ADF&G 2024).   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this proposal.   

Rationale: Although opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users hunting sheep under State 
regulations in Unit 19C would be restricted, substantial conservation concerns exist for Unit 19C sheep 
populations and potential increases in sheep abundance may provide more opportunity in the future.  
Since total sheep, legal ram, and harvest numbers have all severely decreased in the last five years, 
continuing to allow harvest from the Unit 19C sheep population may exacerbate conservation concerns.   
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OSM also supports implementing registration permits for the Unit 19C sheep hunts, which is likely 
necessary to effectively implement this proposal and would also improve harvest monitoring and sheep 
management).   

Literature Cited   

ADF&G. 2024. 19C Sheep Working Group, Alaska Department of Fish and Game Science Support Presentation. 
October 17–18, 2024. Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Division of Wildlife Conservation.   

Borg, B. 2023. Wildlife Biologist. Denali National Park and Preserve. Personal communication: e-mail. National 
Park Service, Healy, AK.   

 

PROPOSAL 113 – 5 AAC 85.055. Hunting seasons and bag limits for Dall sheep.   
Shorten the sheep hunting season in Unit 19C for residents and open a season for nonresidents in Unit 
19C.   

NOTE: These comments only apply to the resident hunt portion of this proposal and do not apply to the 
nonresident hunt portion of this proposal.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

Unit 19–Sheep  

Sheep: 1 ram with 7/8 curl horn or larger Aug. 10-Sep. 20. 

Unit 19C, that portion within the Denali National Park and Preserve-
residents of Nikolai only—no individual harvest limit, but a community 
harvest quota will be set annually by the Denali National Park and 
Preserve Superintendent; rams or ewes without lambs only. Reporting 
will be by a community reporting system 
 

Oct. 1-Mar. 30. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Federally qualified subsistence users may currently 
harvest a 7/8 curl ram in Unit 19 from Aug. 10-Sep. 20 under Federal regulations.  Adopting this proposal 
would not affect that opportunity.  However, federally qualified subsistence users hunting under State 
regulations would be limited to a season of Aug. 15-Sep. 10, reducing their opportunity.   

Both hunted and nonhunted sheep populations in and around Unit 19C have decreased in concert with 
each other, by approximately 50% since 2017.  Sheep population estimates within Denali National Park 
and Preserve have decreased since 2019 (Borg 2023, pers. comm.), paralleling the declining sheep 
populations in the adjacent Unit 19C.  ADF&G survey data indicates about a 64% decrease in Unit 19C 
sheep abundance since 2017.  Reported harvest of sheep in Unit 19C has also followed this declining 
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trend, decreasing by about 80% from 2018 to 2022.  The total number of sheep hunters has also declined 
by about 75% for the same timeframe (ADF&G 2024).   

Adopting this proposal would misalign State and Federal sheep seasons in Unit 19C, increasing 
regulatory complexity.  A similar proposal could be submitted to the Federal Subsistence Board during 
open Federal wildlife proposal window, which closes April 4, 2025.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this proposal.   

Rationale:  Although opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users hunting sheep under State 
regulations in Unit 19C would be restricted by a shortened season, substantial conservation concerns exist 
for Unit 19C sheep populations and potential increases in sheep abundance may provide more opportunity 
in the future.  Since total sheep, legal ram, and harvest numbers have all severely decreased in the last five 
years, continuing to allow harvest from the Unit 19C sheep population may exacerbate conservation 
concerns.   

Literature Cited 

ADF&G. 2024. 19C Sheep Working Group, Alaska Department of Fish and Game Science Support Presentation. 
October 17–18, 2024. Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Division of Wildlife Conservation.   

Borg, B. 2023. Wildlife Biologist. Denali National Park and Preserve. Personal communication: e-mail. National 
Park Service, Healy, AK.   

 

PROPOSAL 114 – 5 AAC 85.055. Hunting seasons and bag limits for Dall sheep.   
Change all sheep hunting in Unit 19C to archery only and require future nonresident sheep hunting in 
Unit 19C to be by bow and arrow only.   

NOTE:  These comments only apply to the resident hunt portion of this proposal and do not apply to the 
nonresident hunt portion of this proposal.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

Unit 19–Sheep  

Sheep: 1 ram with 7/8 curl horn or larger Aug. 10-Sep. 20. 

Unit 19C, that portion within the Denali National Park and Preserve-
residents of Nikolai only—no individual harvest limit, but a community 
harvest quota will be set annually by the Denali National Park and 
Preserve Superintendent; rams or ewes without lambs only. Reporting 
will be by a community reporting system 

Oct. 1-Mar. 30. 

 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.   
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Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Federally qualified subsistence users may currently hunt 
sheep with a rifle in Unit 19C under Federal regulations.  Adopting this proposal would not affect that 
opportunity.  However, federally qualified subsistence users that hunt sheep in Unit 19C under State 
regulations would be restricted to harvesting with only archery equipment.  This would decrease 
opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users under State regulations by requiring a less efficient 
means of harvest.   

Adopting this proposal would misalign State and Federal regulations, increasing regulatory complexity.  
A similar proposal could be submitted to the Federal Subsistence Board during the next open Federal 
wildlife proposal window, which closes April 4, 2025.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to oppose this proposal.   

Rationale:  This proposal would decrease opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users to harvest 
sheep under State regulations in Unit 19C.  While OSM supports conservation measures for the declining 
Unit 19C sheep population, OSM supports measures other than weapon restricted hunts.  Weapon 
restricted hunts could disenfranchise federally qualified subsistence users who do not own a bow or have 
experience using one.   

 

PROPOSAL 119 – 5 AAC 92.450. Description of game management units.   
Change the boundary between Units 21E and 21D.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

§100.26(n) Unit regulations   

(21)(i) Unit 21: 

(D) Unit 21D consists of the Yukon River drainage from and including the Blackburn Creek 
drainage upstream to Ruby, including the area west of the Ruby-Poorman Road, excluding the 
Koyukuk River drainage upstream from the Dulbi River drainage, and excluding the Dulbi River 
drainage upstream from Cottonwood Creek. 

(E) Unit 21E consists of that portion of Unit 21 in the Yukon River and Arhymot Lake drainages 
upstream from a line starting at the downriver boundary of Paimiut on the north bank of the 
Yukon River, then south across the Yukon River to the northern terminus of the Paimiut Portage, 
then south along the Portage to its intersection with Arhymot Lake, then along the northern and 
western bank of Arhymot Lake to the outlet at Crooked Creek (locally known as Johnson River) 
drainage, then to, but not including, the Blackburn Creek drainage, and the Innoko River 
drainage downstream from the Iditarod River drainage. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.   
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Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  According to the proponent, this boundary change may 
improve access to traditional hunting areas of Grayling residents.  No impact to wildlife is expected from 
adopting this proposal.   

Adoption of this proposal would result in misalignment between Federal and State regulations, increasing 
regulatory complexity and confusion.  A similar proposal could be submitted to the Federal Subsistence 
Board during the open Federal wildlife proposal window, which closes April 4, 2025.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is neutral on this proposal.   

Rationale:  This proposal would misalign State and Federal boundaries for Unit 21 subunits, increasing 
regulatory complexity and confusion.   

 

PROPOSAL 120 - 5 AAC 92.450. Description of game management units.   

Change the boundary between Units 25C and 25D.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

§ 100.26(n) Unit regulations   

(25)(i) Unit 25 

(C) Unit 25C consists of drainages into the south bank of the Yukon River upstream from Circle 
to the Subunit 20E boundary, the Birch Creek drainage upstream from the Steese Highway bridge 
(milepost 147), the Preacher Creek drainage upstream from and including the Rock Creek 
drainage, and the Beaver Creek drainage upstream from and including the Moose Creek 
drainage. 

(D) Unit 25D consists of the remainder of Unit 25. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  If this proposal is adopted, the boundary separating Units 
25C and 25D along the Steese Highway between MP147 and Circle would be clearly defined.  Current 
State and Federal unit maps depict this subunit boundary close to/along the Steese Highway between 
MP147 and Circle, making it difficult to determine subunit boundaries when in the field.  No impacts on 
wildlife populations are expected if this proposal is adopted.   

Adoption of this proposal would increase regulatory complexity and law enforcement concerns by 
misaligning State and Federal subunit descriptions.  A similar proposal could be submitted to the Federal 
Subsistence Board during the open Federal wildlife proposal window, which closes April 4, 2025.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support Proposal 120.   

Rationale:  Utilizing the north side of the Steese Highway as the Unit 25C/25D subunit boundary 
provides clarity and simplicity for users and law enforcement.   
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PROPOSAL 121 – 5 AAC 92.0450. Description of game management units.   
Divide Unit 15C into two subunits.   
 
Current Federal Regulations:   
 

§ 100.26(n) Unit regulations   

(15)(i) Unit 15 
 
(C) Unit 15C consists of the remainder of Unit 15. 

 
Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No   
 
Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  No impact to federally qualified subsistence users or 
wildlife is expected from adopting this proposal.   

Adoption of this proposal would result in misalignment between Federal and State regulations, increasing 
regulatory complexity and confusion.  A similar proposal could be submitted to the Federal Subsistence 
Board during the open Federal wildlife proposal window, which closes April 4, 2025.   
 
Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is neutral on this proposal.   
 
Rationale:  This proposal would misalign State and Federal boundaries for Unit 15 subunits, increasing 
regulatory complexity and confusion.   
 
 
PROPOSAL 124 – 5 AAC 92.044. Permits for hunting bear with the use of bait or scent lures.   
Change the term “permanent dwelling” to “permanent domicile” for the purpose of bear baiting.   
 
Current Federal Regulations:   
 

§ 100.26 Subsistence taking of wildlife   
  
(b)(14)(v) You may not use bait within 1 mile of a house of other permanent dwelling, or  
within 1 mile of a developed campground or developed recreational facility.   

 
Federal subsistence regulations do not include definitions for permanent dwelling or domicile.   

 
Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No   
 
Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  No substantial impacts to federally qualified subsistence 
users or wildlife are expected from adopting this proposal.  However, this proposal could provide clarity 
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to law enforcement officers and bear hunters on the legal placement of bait stations.  This could reduce 
citations and inconsistency in enforcement.   

Adoption of this proposal would misalign verbiage used in Federal and State regulations, increasing 
regulatory complexity and user confusion.  A similar proposal could be submitted to the Federal 
Subsistence Board during the open Federal wildlife proposal window, which closes April 4, 2025.  A 
proposal to add the definition of “domicile” in Federal regulations could also be submitted.   
 
Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM position is to support this proposal.   
 
Rationale:  This proposal clarifies State regulations by replacing an ill-defined term (dwelling) with one 
that has a legal definition (domicile), which reduces law enforcement concerns.  OSM supports clarifying 
State regulations for federally qualified subsistence users when bear baiting but notes similar definitions 
do not currently exist under Federal regulations.   
 

PROPOSAL 125 – 5 AAC 92.044. Permit for hunting bear with the use of bait or scent lures.   
Define “developed recreation facility” and “permanent dwelling” for bear baiting in Units 15 and 7.   
 
Current Federal Regulations:   
 

§ 100.26 Subsistence taking of wildlife   
 

(b)(14)(v) You may not use bait within 1 mile of a house of other permanent dwelling, or  
within 1 mile of a developed campground or developed recreational facility.  

  
Federal subsistence regulations do not include definitions for developed recreation facility or  
permanent dwelling.   

 
Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No  
 
Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  This proposal would provide clarity for federally 
qualified subsistence users baiting bears under State regulations, alleviating some law enforcement 
concerns.  However, this proposal would misalign State and Federal regulations and ambiguity could still 
occur for law enforcement officers and users baiting bears under Federal regulations as these terms are 
not defined in Federal regulation.  A similar proposal could be submitted to the Federal Subsistence 
Board during the open proposal window, which closes April 4, 2025. This proposal would not have any 
effect on bear populations.   
 
Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support Proposal 125 with 
modification to adopt a definition for “developed recreation facility” only.   
 

PC89
12 of 25



Rationale:  OSM supports clarifying State regulations for federally qualified subsistence users when bear 
baiting but notes similar definitions do not currently exist under Federal regulations.  OSM supports 
Proposal 124 to replace “dwelling” with “domicile”, rendering defining “permanent dwelling” in this 
proposal moot.   

 

PROPOSAL 131 - 5 AAC 92.095. Unlawful methods of taking furbearers; exceptions.  

Require identification tags be attached to traps and snares.   

Current Federal Regulations: None.   

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  If this proposal is adopted, it would require federally 
qualified subsistence users to mark traps with permanently affixed tags identifying the individual when 
trapping under State regulations.  This would put a significant burden on users to mark all their traps, 
while unethical trappers may still set illegal traps without identification tags.  No impacts on the furbearer 
population are expected if this proposal is adopted.  Adoption of this proposal also misaligns State and 
Federal regulations.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is to oppose Proposal 131.   

Rationale:  Requiring users to mark traps is an unnecessary burden on subsistence users.  Additionally, 
mandatory marking does not prevent illegal trapping activity.   

 

PROPOSAL 133 – 5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game, exceptions.   
Prohibit the use of snowmachines to approach and pursue wolverine.   
 
Note: OSM’s comments only apply to Units 9B, 9C and 17.   
 
Current Federal Regulations:   
 

§ 100.26(n) Unit regulations   
  

(9)(iii)(I) In Units 9B and 9C, a snowmachine may be used to approach and pursue a wolf or 
wolverine provided the snowmachine does not contact a live animal. 
 
(17)(iii)(E) In Unit 17, a snowmachine may be used to approach and pursue a wolf or wolverine 
provided the snowmachine does not contact a live animal. 

 
Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No   
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Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Adopting this regulation would reduce opportunity for 
federally qualified subsistence users taking wolverine under State regulations.  It would also misalign 
State and Federal regulations in these units, increasing regulatory complexity and burdening users with 
differentiating land status.   
 
Harvest limits under State trapping regulations are ‘no limit’ for wolverine, indicating no conservation 
concerns.  However, whether or not this provision is legal is unlikely to affect overall wolverine harvest 
as this is a traditional and common local practice that will continue (OSM 2023).   
 
Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to oppose this proposal for 
Units 9B, 9C, and 17.  
 
Rationale:  Using snowmachines to position wolverines for harvest is a traditional practice in the Bristol 
Bay area (OSM 2023) and provides opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users.  Wolverine 
harvest is not likely to be affected by this regulation change.  Rejecting this proposal also reduces 
regulatory complexity by maintaining alignment between State and Federal regulations.   
 
Literature Cited   

OSM. 2023. Staff analysis WP22-40. Federal Subsistence Board Meeting Materials. January 2023. Office of 
Subsistence Management, DOI. Anchorage, AK.   
 
 
PROPOSAL 140 - 5 AAC 92.150. Evidence of sex and identity.   

Eliminate the evidence of sex requirement for big game having bag limits restricted to one sex.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

§ 100.26(g). Evidence of sex and identity.   

(1) If subsistence take of Dall sheep is restricted to a ram, you may not possess or transport a 
harvested sheep unless both horns accompany the animal. 

(2) If the subsistence taking of an ungulate, except sheep, is restricted to one sex in the local area, 
you may not possess or transport the carcass of an animal taken in that area unless sufficient 
portions of the external sex organs remain attached to indicate conclusively the sex of the animal, 
except that in Units 1-5 antlers are also considered proof of sex for deer if the antlers are 
naturally attached to an entire carcass, with or without the viscera; and except in Units 11, 13, 
19, 21, and 24, where you may possess either sufficient portions of the external sex organs (still 
attached to a portion of the carcass) or the head (with or without antlers attached; however, the 
antler stumps must remain attached) to indicate the sex of the harvested moose. However, this 
paragraph (g)(2) does not apply to the carcass of an ungulate that has been butchered and placed 
in storage or otherwise prepared for consumption upon arrival at the location where it is to be 
consumed. 
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(3) If a moose harvest limit requires an antlered bull, an antler size, or configuration restriction, 
you may not possess or transport the moose carcass or its parts unless both antlers accompany 
the carcass or its parts. If you possess a set of antlers with less than the required number of brow 
tines on one antler, you must leave the antlers naturally attached to the unbroken, uncut skull 
plate; however, this paragraph (g)(3) does not apply to a moose carcass or its parts that have 
been butchered and placed in storage or otherwise prepared for consumption after arrival at the 
place where it is to be stored or consumed.   

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  If this proposal is adopted, it would decrease the burden 
for federally qualified subsistence users by removing the evidence of sex requirement for big game 
animals under State regulations.  This could improve meat care but would put a significant burden on 
users and law enforcement to indicate the sex of harvested animals while in the field.  The proponent’s 
solution of DNA testing would delay and increase costs of enforcement.  Adoption of this proposal also 
misaligns State and Federal regulations, increasing regulatory complexity and law enforcement concerns.   

The proponent also mentions changing the definition of evidence of sex to include horns or antlers.  
Similar to OSM’s suggested modification in Proposal 139, OSM would support modifying the evidence 
of sex requirements for moose hunts limited to a single sex to include either the antlers or the sex organs 
naturally attached to the meat.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to oppose Proposal 140.   

Rationale:  Removing evidence of sex requirement for big game hunts with bag limits restricted to one 
sex complicates management, law enforcement, and could even promote illegal harvests.  Adoption of 
this proposal would also complicate law enforcement’s ability to determine adherence to regulations 
during field checks.  DNA testing is much more expensive and time intensive than checking if sex organs 
are naturally attached to the meat.  The high expense of DNA testing would also be compounded by the 
cost of the time to collect and send samples for testing and the follow up when the results become 
available.   

 

PROPOSAL 150 – 5 AAC 92.015(a)(4). Brown bear tag fee exemptions.  
Reauthorize resident grizzly/brown bear tag fee exemptions throughout Interior and Northeast Alaska.   
 
Current Federal Regulations:   
 

§ 100.6 Licenses, permits, harvest tickets, tags, and reports   
  

(a)(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.  

 
Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No   
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Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  It is unlikely there would be any impact on the brown 
bear population if this proposal was adopted; however, there would be an increased cost for subsistence 
users harvesting a brown bear if the tag fee exemptions are not reauthorized.   
 
Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this proposal.   
 
Rationale:  There are no known conservation concerns for brown bears in the affected units.  If this 
proposal is adopted, it would continue the tag fee exemption, which eliminates the requirement that 
federally qualified subsistence users purchase a $25 tag before hunting brown bears in these units.  This 
decreases costs and maintains opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users. Retaining the tag fee 
exemption is particularly important in areas where there are few vendors.   
 

PROPOSAL 151 – 5 AAC 92.015. Brown bear tag fee exemptions.   
Reauthorize resident grizzly/brown bear tag fee exemptions for brown bear in Units 18, 22, 23 and 26A. 
 
Please see comments on Proposal 150.   
 
 
PROPOSAL 152 – 5 AAC 085.045(4). Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.   
Reauthorize the antlerless moose season in Unit 6C.   
 
Current Federal Regulations:   
 

Unit 6C−Moose  This is blank  
Unit 6C—1 antlerless moose by Federal drawing permit only. 
Permits for the portion of the antlerless moose quota not harvested in the Sep. 
1-Oct. 31 hunt may be available for redistribution for a Nov. 1-Dec. 31 hunt. 
   

Sep. 1-Oct. 31.  

Unit 6C—1 bull by Federal drawing permit only  
  
In Unit 6C, only one moose permit may be issued per household. A household 
receiving a State permit for Unit 6C moose may not receive a Federal permit. 
The annual harvest quota will be announced by the U.S. Forest Service, 
Cordova Office, in consultation with ADF&G. The Federal harvest allocation 
will be 100% of the antlerless moose permits and 75% of the bull permits.   
   

Sep. 1-Dec. 31.  

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No   
 
Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  This proposal would have a minimal effect on federally 
qualified subsistence users as they are allocated 100% of the antlerless moose permits under Federal 
regulations.  As ADF&G notes in their proposal, an antlerless moose hunt has not occurred in Unit 6C 
under State regulations since 1999.  Close coordination between the Federal in-season manager and 
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ADF&G is important if this hunt ever occurs.  As this hunt is closely managed by a joint State/Federal 
harvest quota, no impact to the moose population is expected if this proposal is adopted.   
 
Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this proposal.   
 
Rationale:  Reauthorizing the antlerless moose season maintains harvest opportunity for federally 
qualified subsistence users.  While the Unit 6C moose population does not currently support additional 
antlerless moose harvest under State regulations, reauthorizing this season maintains management 
flexibility for ADF&G to provide more harvest opportunity in the event that the available antlerless 
harvest quota is not met under Federal regulations or if warranted by population or habitat conditions.   

 

PROPOSAL 153 – 5 AAC 85.045(5). Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.   
Reauthorize the antlerless moose season in the Twentymile/Portage/Placer hunt area in Units 7 and 14(C).   

NOTE: These comments only apply to Unit 7.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

Unit 7—Moose  

Unit 7, that portion draining into Kings Bay - Federal public 
lands are closed to the taking of moose except by residents of 
Chenega Bay and Tatitlek 

No open season 

Unit 7, remainder—1 antlered bull with spike-fork or 50-inch 
antlers or with 3 or more brow tines on either antler, by Federal 
registration permit only 

Aug. 20 - Sep. 25 

Unit 14–Moose  

No Federal regulations. 
 

No Federal open season. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  This proposal will provide federally qualified subsistence 
users continued opportunities to harvest antlerless moose under State regulations and has long-term 
benefits for the moose population.  In the Twentymile/Portage/Placer drainages, where the moose 
population greatly fluctuates in tandem with the weather and winter severity, antlerless hunts provide a 
management tool to maintain the population within desired levels.  The 2023 composition survey showed 
a slight decrease in overall numbers, but an increased calf:cow ratio over the previous 2021 survey results 
(ADF&G 2024).  Because the number of antlerless permits issued for the Twentymile/Portage/Placer hunt 
is adjusted annually, accounting for current population metrics, there are no conservation concerns.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this proposal.   
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Rationale:  Federally qualified subsistence users benefit from the additional opportunity of State 
managed antlerless moose hunts.  Additionally, these hunts are an important management tool to keep the 
moose population within management objectives.   

Literature Cited   

ADF&G. 2024. Staff comments on Proposal 197. Interior and Eastern Arctic Region Meeting March 15-22, 2024. 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Division of Wildlife Conservation.   

 

PROPOSAL 156 – 5 AAC 85.045(13). Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.   
Reauthorize the antlerless moose season in Unit 15C.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

Unit 15 – Moose  

Units 15A remainder, 15B, and 15C - 1 antlered bull with spike-fork or 
50-inch antlers or with 3 or more brow tines on either antler, by Federal 
registration permit only 

Aug. 20-Sept. 25. 

Units 15B and 15C - 1 antlered bull with spike-fork or 50-inch antlers or 
with 3 or more brow tines on either antler, by Federal registration 
permit only. The Kenai NWR Refuge Manager is authorized to close the 
October-November season based on conservation concerns, in 
consultation with ADF&G and the Chair of the Southcentral Alaska 
Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 

Oct. 20-Nov. 10. 

Unit 15C - 1 cow by Federal registration permit only Aug. 20-Sept. 25. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Federally qualified subsistence users can already harvest 
cow moose with a Federal subsistence registration permit on Federal public lands during the fall in Unit 
15C, although Federal public lands only comprise 28% of Unit 15C and habitat can be a limiting factor 
during winters with deep snow accumulations.  Reauthorizing the antlerless moose season in this subunit 
would provide additional opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users who can receive a State 
AM550 or DM549 permit to harvest an antlerless moose on State managed lands.   

Antlerless moose harvest is limited by annual quotas and the number of permits available.  According to 
ADF&G in their proposal, the moose population in Unit 15C has increased and is at or above the 
Intensive Management population objective, and the moose population can withstand restricted cow 
harvest.  Because there are such high densities of moose in the area, large snow events may concentrate 
moose on or near human habitats and roadways, creating negative interactions with humans.  Having the 
flexibility to manage this moose population via drawing permit and targeted hunts allows ADF&G to 
maintain the moose population at sustainable levels.   
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Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this proposal.   

Rationale:  Federally qualified subsistence users benefit from the additional opportunity of State 
managed antlerless moose hunts.  These hunts allow take of a limited number of cows in specific areas to 
keep the population within management objectives.  Reauthorizing the State antlerless season will also 
maintain management flexibility within the unit, mitigating moose-vehicle collisions and other negative 
moose-human interactions.   

 

PROPOSAL 157 - 5 AAC 85.045(a)(16).  Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.   

Reauthorize the resident antlerless moose season in Unit 18.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

Unit 18−Moose This is blank 

Unit 18—south of the Eek River drainage and north of and including the 
Carter Bay drainage—1 antlered bull by State registration permit. 

Sept. 1-Oct. 15. 

Unit 18—that portion that drains into Kuskokwim Bay south of Carter Bay 
drainage—1 antlered bull by State registration permit. 
OR 
1 moose by State registration permit 

Sep. 1-30. 
 
 
A season may be 
announced 
between Dec. 1 
and the last day 
of Feb. 

Unit 18, remainder—3 moose, only one of which may be antlered. Antlered 
bulls may not be harvested from Oct. 1 through Nov. 30 
 

Aug. 1-Apr. 30. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Adopting this proposal would maintain harvest 
opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users.  According to ADF&G in their proposal, the Unit 
18, remainder moose population is very high, continues to grow and can support additional harvest.  
While the Goodnews River moose population can support some additional harvest, the antlerless moose 
season can be closed by Emergency Order if needed, and the quota has not been met in recent years.  The 
Kuskokwim moose population is demonstrating resource limitation, indicating antlerless moose hunts are 
needed to curb growth.  Additionally, the Kuskokwim antlerless hunt is managed through limited draw 
permits, preventing overharvest.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support Proposal 157.   
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Rationale:  Reauthorizing the antlerless moose season maintains harvest opportunity for federally 
qualified subsistence users, and these moose populations can withstand additional harvest.  Antlerless 
moose hunts are an important aspect of moose management in Unit 18.   

 

PROPOSAL 158 – 5 AAC 85.045(a)(17). Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.   
Reauthorize a fall antlerless hunt during September and a winter any-moose season during February in a 
portion of Unit 19D.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

Unit 19D—Moose  

Unit 19D, that portion of the Upper Kuskokwim Controlled Use Area 
within the North Fork drainage upstream from the confluence of the 
South Fork to the mouth of the Swift Fork—1 antlered bull 

Sep. 1-30. 

Unit 19D, remainder of the Upper Kuskokwim Controlled Use Area—1 
bull 

Sep. 1-30. 
Dec. 1-Feb. 28. 

Unit 19D, remainder—1 antlered bull Sep. 1-30. 
Dec. 1-15. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Antlerless moose seasons must be reauthorized annually.  
Adopting this proposal would maintain harvest opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users 
harvesting under State regulations.  A new fall antlerless draw permit was added in 2024, increasing 
harvest opportunity.  But, as ADF&G states in their proposal, moose numbers in the unit substantially 
declined in 2023.  Due to this decline, ADF&G does not intend to offer antlerless hunts in Unit 19D this 
year.  However, re-authorizing the hunt allows for management flexibility, if opportunity becomes 
available in the future.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this proposal.   

Rationale:  Reauthorizing the antlerless moose season maintains management flexibility and harvest 
opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users when a harvestable surplus is available.   

 

PROPOSAL 162 - 5 AAC 85.045(a)(18). Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.   

Reauthorize the antlerless moose seasons in Unit 20E. 

Current Federal Regulations: 

Unit 20E—Moose   
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Unit 20E, that portion within Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve - 
1 bull 
 

Aug. 20-Sep. 30 

Unit 20E, that portion drained by the Middle Fork of the Fortymile 
River upstream from and including the Joseph Creek drainage - 1 bull 
 

Aug. 20-Sep. 30 

Unit 20E, remainder - 1 bull by joint Federal/State registration permit 
 

Aug. 20-Sep. 30 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Adopting this proposal would maintain harvest 
opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users.  No impact to the moose population is expected 
since ADF&G states in their proposal that they do not plan on announcing an antlerless season in Unit 
20E next year because the moose population has stabilized.  However, maintaining the antlerless season 
provides flexibility in managing this population and maximizing harvest opportunity in the future when 
warranted.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support Proposal 162.   

Rationale:  Reauthorizing the antlerless moose season maintains harvest opportunity for federally 
qualified subsistence users and retains a management tool that ADF&G can enact if needed.  
Conservation concerns are mitigated as this is a drawing permit hunt with a limited number of permits 
that can be adjusted or not announced annually based on population status.   

 

PROPOSAL 163 – 5 AAC 85.045(a)(19)(B). Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.   
Reauthorize a winter any-moose season during March in a portion of Unit 21D.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

Unit 21D–Moose  

Unit 21D, that portion south of the south bank of the Yukon River, 
downstream of the up-river entrance of Kala Slough and west of Kala 
Creek—1 moose by State registration permit 

Aug. 22–31.  
Sept. 5–25. 

Antlerless moose may be taken only during Sep. 21–25 season if 
authorized jointly by the Koyukuk/Nowitna/Innoko NWR Manager and 
the BLM Central Yukon Field Office Manager. Antlerless moose may be 
harvested during any of the winter seasons. Harvest of cow moose 
accompanied by calves is prohibited 
 

Mar. 1–31 
season may be 
announced. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.  
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Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Reauthorizing this antlerless season would maintain 
opportunity for Federally qualified subsistence users and allow easier access to moose habitat closer to 
rural communities.  Additionally, reauthorization would maintain alignment between State and Federal 
regulations, reducing regulatory complexity and law enforcement concerns, which is especially important 
in this hunt area given the checkerboard pattern of land ownership in this area.   

The Unit 21D moose population has been stable, within State management objectives and remains healthy 
overall (Havener 2024).  The USFWS conducted surveys in 2023, indicating stable adult moose 
populations that are above the long-term average (Havener 2024).  Additionally, ADF&G states in their 
proposal there a harvestable surplus of cow moose in this area.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this proposal.   

Rationale:  No conservation concerns exist as the moose population in Unit 21D is healthy enough to 
sustain antlerless moose harvest.  Also, the additional opportunity to harvest moose closer to rural 
communities under State regulations benefits federally qualified subsistence users.   

Literature Cited   

Havener, J. 2024. Moose Trend Survey Summary 2023. USFWS. Galena, AK. 34 pp.   

 

PROPOSAL 164 – 5 AAC 85.045(a)(19). Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.   
Reauthorize a winter any-moose season during part of February and March in Unit 21E.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

Unit 21 – Moose   

Unit 21E - 1 moose; however, only bulls may be taken Aug. 25-Sep. 30 Aug. 25-Sept. 30. 

During the Feb. 15-Mar. 15 season, a Federal registration permit is 
required. The permit conditions and any needed closures for the winter 
season will be announced by the Innoko NWR manager after consultation 
with the ADF&G area biologist and the Chairs of the Western Interior 
Regional Advisory Council and the Middle Yukon Fish and Game 
Advisory Committee as stipulated in a letter of delegation. Moose may not 
be taken within one-half mile of the Innoko or Yukon Rivers during the 
winter season 

Feb. 15-Mar. 15. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Reauthorizing this antlerless season would maintain 
opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users and easier access to moose habitat closer to rural 
communities.  According to ADF&G in their proposal, additional harvest opportunity is available.  The 
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2022 population estimation was 9,300 moose, which is within population objectives, and declining 
twinning rates indicate that this moose population could benefit from antlerless harvest.   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support the proposal.   

Rationale:  No conservation concerns exist as the moose population in Unit 21E can support some 
antlerless moose harvest.  Also, the additional opportunity to harvest moose closer to rural communities 
under State regulations benefits federally qualified subsistence users.   

 

PROPOSAL 165 – 5 AAC 85.045(a)(24). Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.   
Reauthorize the resident antlerless moose season in Unit 26A.   
 
Current Federal Regulations:   
 

Unit 26A−Moose   
  

This is blank  

Unit 26A—that portion west of the eastern shore of Admiralty Bay where 
the Alaktak river enters, following the Alaktak river to 155°00′ W. 
longitude excluding the Colville River drainage—1 moose, however, you 
may not take a calf or a cow accompanied by a calf  

July 1-Sep. 14. 

 
Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.   
 
Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Adopting this proposal would maintain harvest 
opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users under State regulations.  However, federally qualified 
subsistence users would still be able to harvest antlerless moose under Federal subsistence regulation if 
this season is not reauthorized under State regulation.  As noted by ADF&G in their proposal, the moose 
population is very sparse in this area, although hunting pressure and harvest is extremely low, minimizing 
conservation concerns.   
 
Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this proposal.   
 
Rationale:  Reauthorizing the antlerless moose maintains harvest opportunity for federally qualified 
subsistence users, and low harvest pressure minimizes conservation concerns.   
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PROPOSAL 190 – 5 AAC 85.055.  Hunting seasons and bag limits for Dall sheep.   
Modify the resident and nonresident hunt structure for sheep in Unit 19C and establish a guide concession 
pilot program.   

NOTES:  OSM recognizes and commends the Unit 19C Sheep Working Group’s immense effort and 
cooperation across many diverse backgrounds and viewpoints to collaboratively address concerns 
regarding sheep in Unit 19C.   

These comments only apply to the resident hunt portion of this proposal and do not apply to the 
nonresident hunt portion of this proposal.   

Current Federal Regulations:   

Unit 19–Sheep  

Sheep: 1 ram with 7/8 curl horn or larger Aug. 10-Sep. 20. 

Unit 19C, that portion within the Denali National Park and Preserve-
residents of Nikolai only—no individual harvest limit, but a community 
harvest quota will be set annually by the Denali National Park and 
Preserve Superintendent; rams or ewes without lambs only. Reporting 
will be by a community reporting system 
 

Oct. 1-Mar. 30. 

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board?  No.   

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife:  Federally qualified subsistence users may currently 
harvest a 7/8 curl ram in Unit 19 under Federal regulations.  Adopting this proposal would not affect that 
opportunity.  Federally qualified users who harvest sheep under State permit RS380 in Unit 19C would 
also not be affected by adopting this proposal, as the subsistence hunt would remain open.  This proposal, 
if adopted, would reduce opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users who harvest sheep under 
the general season harvest ticket hunt in Unit 19C for the next 3 years.  The one-year closure precludes 
general season sheep harvest under State regulations, although sheep harvest by harvest ticket could still 
occur under Federal regulations on Federal public lands, which are quite limited in Unit 19C.  The draw 
permit to be implemented after the one-year closure would allow for a reduced opportunity for federally 
qualified subsistence users who choose to harvest under State regulations.   

Both hunted and nonhunted sheep populations in and around Unit 19C have decreased in concert with 
each other, by approximately 50% since 2017.  Sheep population estimates within Denali National Park 
and Preserve have decreased since 2019 (Borg 2023, pers. comm.), paralleling the declining sheep 
populations in the adjacent Unit 19C. ADF&G survey data indicates about a 64% decrease in Unit 19C 
sheep abundance since 2017.  Reported harvest of sheep in Unit 19C has also followed this declining 
trend, decreasing by about 80% from 2018 to 2022.  The total number of sheep hunters has also declined 
by about 75% for the same timeframe (ADF&G 2024).   

Federal Position/Recommended Action:  The OSM recommendation is to support this proposal.   
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Rationale:  Although opportunity for federally qualified subsistence users hunting sheep under State 
regulations in Unit 19C would be restricted for three years, substantial conservation concerns exist for 
Unit 19C sheep populations and potential increases in sheep abundance may provide more opportunity in 
the future.  Since total sheep, legal ram, and harvest numbers have all severely decreased in the last five 
years, continuing to allow unrestricted harvest from the Unit 19C sheep population may exacerbate 
conservation concerns.   

Literature Cited   

ADF&G. 2024. 19C Sheep Working Group, Alaska Department of Fish and Game Science Support Presentation. 
October 17–18, 2024. Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Division of Wildlife Conservation.   

Borg, B. 2023. Wildlife Biologist. Denali National Park and Preserve. Personal communication: e-mail. National 
Park Service, Healy, AK.   

 

PROPOSAL 192 – 5 AAC 85.055. Hunting seasons and bag limits for Dall sheep.   
Modify the resident and nonresident hunt structure for sheep in Unit 19C.   

Please see comments on Proposal 190.   
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Name: She1yl Ray 

Community of Residence: Chugiak 

Comment: 

It is my strong opinion that 19C should not be closed to resident hunting. Residents should have first 
option and opportunity to hunt all units before non-residents. The reason 19C is at this impasse is not at 
the fault of residents. Nomesidents have over haivested through guide se1vices that aren't regulated or 

liinited to how many sheep they can ha1vest. Perhaps you should consider this! Also, the fact that a 
guide can propose a change for unit 19C to benefit his wallet is preposterous! 

I am against this proposal 190. 

I am against this 190 proposal closing unit 19C. I feel residents should have the opportunity to hunt all 
units before non-residents. The issue with low sheep numbers are not due to residents, but to non
residents using guides who don't have any quotas and have free rein to guide wherever they want and as 

often as they can. That is where the over ha1vesting comes from. Residents first! 

Name: Resident Hunters of Alaska (RHAK) 

Community of Residence: Fairbanks 

Comment: 

The cunent general season resident only haivest is leaving sheep on the mountain, as intended. In 2023 
only 5 rams were ha1vested and 10 were taken in 2024. Aerial smvey data had legal rams at 13 and 16 
respectively. But, this is only pai1 of the picture. In 2019, the smvey had 33 legal rams and 115 were 
haivested. In 2017, the smvey revealed 60 rams and 111 were haivested. Again, nearly double! Based 
on the conelations, there would be 30 to 50 legal rams at the beginning of 2024 - indicating a significant 
number of rams left by resident only pressure - More sheep on the mountain and still offe1ing a hunting 
oppo11unity. In fact, the total resident ha1vest for 2022 - 2024 is less than the 2022 non-resident haivest. 
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Resident Hunters of Alaska (RHAK) 

Comments to Alaska Board of Game 

Statewide Meeting 

March 21 - 28, 2025 

Proposals we support: 88, 90, 91, 92, 100, 101, 108, 134, 135 as amended, 144, 192 

Proposals we oppose: 102-107, 109-114, 117, 123, 147, 148, 190 

Unit 19C Sheep Proposals 

Proposals 102 – 107 – Reauthorize nonresident sheep hunting in Unit 19C 

OPPOSE 

We oppose proposals 102 – 107 to re-open and allow unlimited nonresident sheep hunting 

opportunity in Unit 19C under a general season harvest tag as it was prior to the board’s 

closure. We also want to make clear that RHAK never proposed to “eliminate” nonresident 

sheep hunting in Unit 19C or any other area. What we advocated for all along was to place 

limits on nonresident sheep hunters, just like every other state with wild sheep populations 

does.  

We do not support unlimited nonresident sheep hunting opportunity in Unit 19C. However, 

we do support opening the area up again to limited nonresident sheep hunting opportunity 

under a draw permit system (see RHAK Proposal 108). 

Proposal 108 – Reopen Unit 19C to nonresident sheep hunting under a draw 

permit system 

This is a RHAK proposal, and we support it as our preferred solution for Unit 19C. 

We have asked the board for several cycles to place limits on nonresident sheep hunters in 

Unit 19C. We expressed concerns about conflicts in the field, access issues, higher 

nonresident harvest rates during sheep declines, and conservation of our sheep resource.  

The main rationale the board used to vote down all the RHAK proposals asking to limit 

nonresident sheep hunters was that there were no sheep conservation concerns under full-

curl management. Other reasons the board used were that putting nonresidents on draw 
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permits “doesn’t provide stability to the guide industry” and would mean a decrease in 

funding for the Division of Wildlife Conservation (DWC) due to fewer nonresident license and 

tag sales.  

 

Interestingly, the Guide Concession Program (GCP) the board has been promoting as the 

only solution to these known problems would also decrease funding to DWC and likely put 

many guides out of business. 

 

Whether or not the Department has conservation concerns for the sheep population in Unit 

19C under full-curl management, unlimited nonresident sheep hunting opportunity has 

known negative effects that the board has outlined over the years, to include crowding, 

conflicts in the field, access issues, and undue competition with resident hunters. 

 

We are asking the board to open Unit 19C to nonresident sheep hunters, but place limits on 

nonresident sheep hunters via a draw permit system with a limited allocation of permits, or 

to set a harvest guideline quota for nonresident sheep hunters.  

 

Proposal 190 – Modify the resident and nonresident hunt structure for sheep in 

Unit 19C, and establish a guide concession pilot program 

 

OPPOSE 

 

This proposal from the Unit 19C Sheep Working Group (SWG) asks to close all resident 

sheep hunting opportunities in 2025, then put all resident and nonresident sheep hunters on 

draw permits with a limited allocation until a guide concession program is implemented in 

the unit.  

 

There is currently no need to close or restrict resident sheep hunting opportunity 

in Unit 19C! Resident sheep hunters harvested 5 rams in 2023, and 10 rams in 2024, the 

two years it has been open to only resident sheep hunting. The area biologist does not 

expect resident harvests to substantially increase under a resident-only sheep season. Yes, 

the Unit 19C sheep population is in severe decline, but resident sheep hunting does not 

currently (and never did) contribute to those declines. Continued resident general harvest 

sheep hunting opportunity in Unit 19C poses no conservation concerns.  

 

The sheep declines in Unit 19C are primarily weather related, but the problems we see in 

Unit 19C, and why the unit is currently closed to all nonresident sheep hunting, stem 

entirely from the board’s continued allowance – until 2022 – of unlimited nonresident sheep 

hunting opportunity during the decline, and the known problems associated with unlimited 

nonresident sheep hunting opportunity. 

 

The board continues to claim that the problem is/was “too many guides,” and limiting 

guides via a concession program is the only answer. But it’s really too many nonresident 

sheep hunters who are required to hire a guide being given unlimited sheep hunting 

opportunity by the Board of Game.   

 

We continue to advocate for limits on nonresident sheep hunters in Unit 19C and other 

areas where there are no limits. That’s the proper solution and under the board’s authority 

to impose. See RHAK proposals 100, 108, and 192.  
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Proposal 192 – Modify the resident and nonresident hunt structure for sheep in 

Unit 19C 

 

SUPPORT 

 

This is a RHAK proposal originally submitted as an Agenda Change Request (ACR) to the 

board in hopes it would outline why it – and the 19C SWG ACR that is now proposal 190 –  

did not meet the criteria for acceptance. However, both our ACR and the 19C SWG ACR 

were accepted.  

 

We support this proposal, but our preferred solution is RHAK proposal 108.  

 

Statewide Proposals 

 

Proposals 90 & 91 – Require all goat hunters to pass an online mountain goat quiz 

prior to hunting 

 

SUPPORT 

 

The Department already has this quiz available for certain area goat hunts and we see no 

reason why it isn’t required for all goat hunts. Even in areas where nannies are allowed to 

be taken, education never hurts. Guides should also have to take the quiz (see our 

comments on proposal 92). 

 

Proposal 92 – Require all sheep hunters to complete an online education course 

 

SUPPORT with amendment to also require guides to take the course 

 

We support this proposal because education never hurts, and this may result in fewer sub-

legal harvests. It’s likely that the ADF&G sheep information pamphlet on how to judge a 

legal ram has helped to decrease sub-legal take, but it’s not required.  

 

While this proposal if passed would include both resident and nonresident hunters, it does 

not include guides. While guide licensing requirements require knowledge of judging sheep 

to determine legality, a good portion (3%) of the sub-legal sheep harvest comes from 

guided nonresident hunters. The nonresident guided hunter isn’t the one judging whether a 

ram is legal or not; it’s the guide. So, in that respect, guides should also be included in any 

required online education.  

 

We understand that experienced sheep hunters and guides won’t want to, or may not need 

to, take an online course, and we are sympathetic to that argument against this proposal. 

However, 15 minutes to watch an online education course is not that much of a burden.  

 

Proposals 97 & 98 – Lengthen the time period hunters are restricted from using 

aircraft for hunting sheep 

 

SUPPORT 
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RHAK has opposed what is known as Proposal 207, the regulation restricting the use of 

aircraft for spotting sheep during sheep season, but if the regulation is in place it should 

apply to all sheep hunting seasons, as proposal 98 asks for. 

 

Proposal 100 (RHAK) – Limit nonresident sheep hunters statewide in areas where 

they are not currently limited 

 

Note: Board support has said that our proposal 100 is outside the scope of Statewide 

regulations because 5AAC 85.055 is not on the call. The 2012 Statewide Cycle B meeting 

had Chapter 85 on the call. We don’t see anything after that where Chapter 85 was on the 

call. If Chapter 85 will never be on the call for Statewide regulations, it makes it impossible 

for us and others to submit any statewide proposals such as this asking to institute new 

draw permit hunts for any species. We can’t do that under Chapter 92, as that only refers to 

already-existing draw permit hunts. See our comments below on what the board has told us 

in the past about submitting this type of proposal for Statewide regulations, rather than 

regionally. 

 

In the past when we submitted regional proposals to limit nonresident sheep hunters to 

draw-only hunts in areas where they aren’t currently limited, the board has told us that 

such a regulation would be better if proposed as a statewide change. Then, with proposals 

like this one (Proposal 100), the proposal is flagged as being “outside the scope” of the 

Statewide regulations meeting.  

 

The intent of this proposal, and what we are asking, is to limit all nonresident sheep hunters 

statewide to draw permits only in areas where nonresident sheep hunters aren’t currently 

limited, or to establish a statewide harvest guideline level for nonresident sheep 

hunters to where they don’t take more than 35% of the total harvest from any one 

subunit. (5AAC 92.008).  

 

As Chapter 92 is on the call for Statewide regulations, it appears the board can 

hear and address this proposal under 5AAC 92.008. 

 

Simply put, nonresident sheep hunters need to be limited statewide in opportunity or 

harvest levels in areas where they are not currently limited.  

 

Proposal 101 – Add sheep to the list of species identified as important for 

providing high levels of human consumptive use 

 

SUPPORT 

 

At the last Region III meeting the board changed the Intensive Management guidelines for 

Unit 19 and added aerial wolf control to a portion of Unit 19C. These changes were 

ostensibly to benefit moose, but much of it was also to hopefully benefit sheep. 

 

Adding sheep to the IM list would greatly help to establish intensive management programs 

in the areas where it may be needed to benefit declining sheep populations. Without sheep 

within the IM list, it makes it difficult to do any predator management to specifically benefit 

sheep.  
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Sheep are a customary and traditional subsistence animal in several GMUs important for 

providing food for Alaskans. They should be included in the list of IM species. 

 

Proposal 134 – Allocate 90 percent of all moose drawing permits to residents 

 

SUPPORT a minimum of 90 percent of all moose drawing permits to residents 

 

A draw permit hunt means there isn’t enough of a game population for everyone to have 

the opportunity to hunt. So, how is it that we have a moose draw hunt (DM 809, 810, 811) 

with an allocation of 20 permits, yet half of those (50%) go to nonresident hunters? That 

kind of draw permit allocation should never be allowed, regardless if it is considered a 

“trophy” moose area. Residents should have a clear priority to all draw permit hunts for all 

species, “trophy” or not, in all areas. That may even mean some low population draw hunt 

areas don’t have any nonresident allocation.  

 

We continue to be the only western state that does not give a substantial hunting 

opportunity priority to its resident hunters. Not only does the board guarantee high 

percentages of draw permits are awarded to nonresidents, but the board also allows open-

for-all draw permit hunts where hunt-bookers from the lower 48 flood the application pool 

with tens of thousands of applications to the point nonresidents are able to get 25% or 

more of the permits.  

 

We want to share our state’s wildlife resources with other hunters from the lower 

48 and elsewhere and bring up friends and family to hunt and have that 

opportunity, but there has to be limits in place so that residents have a clear 

hunting priority.  

 

We strongly support this proposal. All moose draw permit hunts should have a clear and 

strict resident priority allocation with a minimum of 90 percent of the permits awarded to 

residents. 

 

Proposal 135 – Allocate 10 percent of big game drawing permits to nonresidents 

 

OPPOSE as written 

 

SUPPORT as amended to only include moose, caribou, deer, elk, goat, sheep, and 

brown bear as follows: 

 

We do not support 10% of all big game drawing permits going to nonresidents. If that were 

the regulation, nonresidents would be guaranteed 10% of all bison draw permits, whereas 

the coveted Delta bison permit is currently awarded to at most 1% of nonresidents. There 

are also some very low-population draw hunt areas where nonresidents should not have any 

hunting opportunity at all until the population recovers. 

 

See our comments on proposal 134. The board should seriously consider why this and other 

proposals like it will keep coming forward. Resident hunters are becoming more educated 

about what’s been going on and they know the system we have here is not fair or right.   
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What we hear from nonresident hunters we meet at shows and fairs, when we explain the 

high nonresident draw permit allocations we have in Alaska, is the same comment: “We 

would never allow that in our state!” So, why do we allow it here?  

 

For moose, caribou, deer, elk, goat, sheep, and brown bear draw permit hunts, we support 

a minimum of 90% of those permits being allocated to resident hunters, and “up to” 

10% going to nonresidents. Again, there are some draw hunts that should have no 

nonresident allocation, or less than 10% of the available permits.  

 

Proposal 147 – Delegate authority from the Board of Game to the Commissioner of 

the Department of Fish & Game 

 

OPPOSE 

 

We strongly oppose this proposal as it would give ADF&G Commissioner’s now and in future 

the authority to add animals to the clean list or introduce indigenous or non-indigenous 

game animals to new areas of the state without going through a rigorous Board of Game 

proposal and approval process.   

 

Keep this authority within the Board of Game. 

 

Thank you to board members for your service and attention to these issues, 

Resident Hunters of Alaska 
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Dear: Members of the Alaska Board of Game,

Alaska Board of Game
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Email: dfg.bog.comments@alaska.gov

March 6, 2025

admin@goatalliance.org
www.goatalliance.org

Re: Subject: Support for Proposals 90 & 91 – Mandatory Mountain Goat
Identification Quiz

On behalf of the Rocky Mountain Goat Alliance (RMGA), we are writing to express our
strong support for Proposals 90 and 91, which would require all mountain goat hunters in
Alaska to complete an online mountain goat identification quiz before hunting. These
proposals align with successful wildlife management strategies exercised in other
jurisdictions and reflect the best available science on sustaining healthy mountain goat
populations.

The current requirement that only hunters in Units 1, 4, 5, 6C, and 6D complete the online
identification quiz has proven effective in reducing the percentage of nannies harvested.
Expanding this requirement statewide, as proposed in Proposals 90 and 91, will further
promote responsible hunting practices and conservation efforts.
Mountain goat research and hunting surveys bring to light several key points in support of
these proposals:

Reducing the harvest of female (nanny) goats is critical to
maintaining stable and resilient populations. Female
mountain goats have low reproductive rates and
excessive harvest of nannies can significantly impact
population sustainability.

Educational efforts reduce female harvest: British
Columbia’s long-standing education-based approach has
successfully increased the proportion of males harvested
without requiring additional restrictions. This education is
currently voluntary but there are similar efforts underway
promoting mandatory hunter education. 
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RMGA Board of Directors
Rocky Mountain Goat Alliance
Email: admin@goatalliance.org

Reducing female harvest would increase long-term hunting opportunities as nannies
are assigned two points while billies are only one. This is especially true in registration
hunts during which ADFG will shut down the hunt early by emergency order once a
certain number of harvest points are reached. Essentially, there will be twice as much
hunting opportunity if hunters harvested only billies.

By implementing a statewide requirement for the mountain goat identification quiz, all
hunters are equipped with the knowledge necessary to make informed harvest choices,
ultimately leading to healthier and more resilient mountain goat populations across Alaska
and therefore also increasing hunter opportunity.

RMGA supports Alaska’s continued focus on education as a tool for effective wildlife
management and commends the Board for considering these proposals and for its
continued commitment to sustainable wildlife management.

Thank you for your time and dedication to Alaska’s natural resources.

cc: Marvin Kwiatkowski, RMGA Chair

Harvest data shows female selection remains an issue: Despite Alaska’s existing
point-based harvest penalty system, females still make up 28% of the total mountain
goat harvest statewide and recent data from many of the state’s registration hunts
show an even higher nanny harvest rate.

Similar management changes in Alaska have worked: The Kenai Peninsula and Cordova
penalty systems (which prohibits a hunter from hunting in a given area for five years if a
female is harvested) resulted in reducing female harvests by 40% and 29%,
respectively. Education measures, such as the proposed quiz, could yield similar
improvements without the need for additional restrictions

Hunter engagement and conservation: Providing hunters with mandatory training in
goat identification encourages responsible harvest decisions and supports sustainable
hunting without resorting to prohibitive regulatory measures.
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907-486-4074 
 

sam@kodiakbearcamp.com 
 

 
 
 
Proposal 126, 127, and 128 Pass with Amendment 
 
Proposals 126, 127, and 128 would allow the use of enhanced night vision and forward-looking infrared devices for 
taking furbearers statewide. While this proposal makes sense for wolf and coyote hunting in interior Alaska, I am 
concerned about the implications for furbearers in a marine environment like fox and river otter on Kodiak. 
 
Fox and river otter routinely work the beaches on Kodiak on low tide cycles during the night. There is little to no 
cover for them and their only protection is the darkness. I am concerned that these 2 species will be vulnerable to 
overharvest if night vision and flir are authorized. 
 
If the board chooses to pass these proposals, I ask that you exclude Unit 8 (Kodiak), so that it can be considered next 
year when Unit 8 is in cycle. 
 
Proposal 135 Oppose 
 
Proposal 135 would guarantee that 90% of the available hunting permits went to resident hunters. Additionally, if a 
hunt has less than 10 permits, no non-resident tag would be issued. 
 
If this proposal were passed, there would only be 7 non-resident tags issued on Kodiak, as the vast majority of the 
hunts have less than 10 permits. This proposal would all but eliminate the guiding profession on Kodiak Island and 
have deep economic consequences for our community. The consistent guided non-resident harvest of mature bears is 
an important part of the Kodiak Brown Bear Management Plan. In addition, with an increase of resident hunters it is 
anticipated that more female animals would be taken and the overall number of tags would decrease. 
 
In addition, both the state and the Feds are trying to reduce goat population numbers on Kodiak Island. If this 
proposal passed, then the number of non-resident goat permits currently issued would be substantially reduced, this 
would result in fewer goats being harvested. 
 
This proposal takes a one size fits all approach, would decimate the guiding economy in Kodiak, and would be bad 
for the overall health of the brown bear and mountain goat populations on Kodiak. I ask that you unanimously reject 
this proposal. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to thoughtfully read my comments.  I appreciate all that you do for Alaska! 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Sam Rohrer 
Kodiak, AK 
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Ted Spraker Comments Statewide Board of G     

Chairman Fletcher, 

Mr. chairman and members of the Board, thank you for the opportunity to submit comments for 
your consideration during the March statewide meeting. 

85. Migratory bird hunting guide services. Neutral. Before adding additional regulations, the
department should be able to explain if this request is warranted or is this additional red tape that
will reduce hunter opportunity.

86. Harvest tickets and reports for sea duck take. Opposed. With the low harvest of sea ducks in
Alaska, I believe the HIP program is sufficient to assess harvest levels.

87. Unlawful use of boats while hunting waterfowl. Opposed. This would be a huge burden to
hunters and a nightmare for AWT to enforce. There are adequate rules in place now to prohibit the
concerns suggested in the justification.

88. Add wood bison to the list of cultural purposes. Opposed. This request is too early in the
reintroduction effort. Once bison are established and there is a fairly large number of surplus
animals to harvest, this should be reconsidered. If this request is adopted, applications from
communities would take the entire harvestable surplus. The cost of releasing these animals was
paid for by conservation groups, such as Safari Club International, in hopes of hunting these
animals once they reached huntable numbers. I am not aware of any financial help coming from
communities that would be requesting these animals for cultural harvest.

89. Hunter education, orientation requirements and guide required. Opposed. A few guides have
proposed this for years and it has never been adopted for several good reasons. The cost of a guided 
moose hunt is so high now that your average wage-earning hunter cannot afford to hunt.  Guide
operations on state land are overcrowded in many areas and this would add to that conflict issue.

However, I do support a requirement for additional education for non-resident hunters that are not 
guided or accompanied by an Alaskan resident. If a program is adopted, it should be readily 
available online and phased in over a couple seasons. 

90. Hunter education for hunting mountain goats in Units 1, 4, 5, 6C and 6D. Amend to include all
goat hunts that are not guided. I support more hunter education as long as it is available online and
not too burdensome to hunters. This effort should be phased in over a two-year period.

91. Goat hunter quiz. Support or Take No Action due to the action taken on 90.

92. Sheep hunter orientation. Support for non-guided hunters and phased in over a two-year
period.

93. Change sealing requirement. Opposed. The sealing requirement was implemented to positively 
identify a set of sheep horns in the event of any questions about the particular animal. It is an
inconvenience to hunters but so is sealing bear hides and furbearers but necessary to obtain
needed data for management.
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94. Change definition of full curl. Opposed.  This definition would render marginal full curl sheep
illegal. The system used now has been in place and successful for years, no need to change a proven 
technique.

95. Repeal age criteria for sheep horns. Opposed. It is a well-known fact that not all sheep reach
full curl, even in their later years. I do not support judging legality by age, but these are not the rams
we should protect, if the objective is to maintain full-curl rams.

96. Repeal age criteria for sheep. Opposed. See justification in 95.

97. Change aircraft restrictions to Aug. 1 to Sept. 20. Support. I believe the author’s justification is
valid. By not starting the aircraft restriction prior to the youth hunt, a loophole was created for abuse 
by some, that has been seen in the youth hunt and pilots flying late on the 9th then killing the spotted
sheep the next morning. Sheep hunting has to be held at the highest ethical standards if we hope to
keep it from a limited entry draw system.

98. Lengthen the period aircraft are prohibited to Aug. 1 to Oct. 15. Support. I support this request
to make the regulation clear and equal to all.  It’s not fair to restrict hunters during most of the
season then allow the use of aircraft to spot sheep during expanded seasons.

99. Shorten the aircraft prohibition period. Opposed. See comments on 97 and 98.

100. Limit non-residents in sheep and goat draw hunts. Opposed. This just adds more confusing
regulations to the system. The guide concession program will achieve most of the concerns in the
request if adopted.

101. Add sheep to IM list. Support. Although sheep numbers are primarily controlled by weather,
this status change will provide for additional options for managers.

102-118. Subunit 19C sheep hunting. Opposed to all. Sheep population density is primarily 
controlled by weather conditions and the current restrictions are not going to recover the population 
trend unless the weather becomes more favorable. 

190. Proposed action by sheep working group. Support. I believe the proposal drafted by the sheep
working group is a reasonable solution to the issues faced in 19C. Adoption of this request will also
give all groups involved three years to evaluate the response in the sheep population relative to
weather conditions, lamb survival and limited harvest. The key to success of this effort is the
implementation of a guide concession program on state lands.

192. Modify the hunt structure in 19C. Opposed. The proposal submitted by the sheep working
group was developed by a broad group of hunters and addresses the issues more fairly for all
hunters.

119. Change the boundary between Units 21E and 21D. Support. Justification seems logical.
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120.Change the boundary between Units 25C and 25D. Support. This would clarify the boundary 
and reduce confusion. 

121. Divide Subunit 15C into two subunits. Opposed. There are some physiographic differences in
Subunit 15C, as we see in all Units, but there is no clear justification that this change is necessary
or will improve the management of the area.

122. Allow proxy hunting for plains bison. Opposed. The odds of drawing a bison tag have always
been less than 1%. By adding proxy hunting the odds will be far worse.

123. Allow remuneration to poxy hunters.  Opposed. When you proxy hunt, the objective is to help
someone unable to hunt for themselves, not to get paid for helping. This is why “Market Hunting” 
was prohibited years ago.

124. Change permanent dwelling to permanent domicile. Support. This will help clear up the
confusion on where a person can establish a bait site for bear hunting.

125. Define “developed recreation facility”.  Support. Provides clarification.

126. Allow night vision and forward-looking infrared devices for hunting furbearers. Neutral. When
this method was adopted for Region III in March 2024, I assumed the board wanted to “test” the
method and request a report from AWT concerning any issues. If AWT reports no serious issues with 
this provision, then it should be allowed statewide to be fair to all hunters.

127-128. Neutral. See note in 126. 

129-130. Establish a minimum caliber for moose hunting. Neutral. This request has been before 
the Board several times and has never been adopted. As we all know, the most important concern 
is “shot placement” and has very little to do, within reason, with caliber or bullet design. However, 
the author’s concerns are justified. The availability of AR-15 style rifles, chambered in 223 
Remington, shooting 55 grain full metal jacket bullets is common but not recommended to harvest 
moose. There is also the concern that with adoption of this regulation, hunters will be required to 
purchase a new rifle and there will be an argument about availability of ammunition.   

131. Require ID tags on traps. Opposed. I understand the author’s concern and as a long-time
trapper, I support his concern for accountability and ethical practices in the field.  However,
adoption of this request would be of little value to AWT for long-line trappers and would be
burdensome to tag and maintain tags on hundreds of trap. This request has been made before the
Board several times and has never been approved.

132. Prohibit non-residents from pursuing wolves and wolverine with a snow machine. Support.
This style of harvest should be very limited because it is not fair chase hunting. It should be allowed
for subsistence hunting, where fair chase is not a primary concern over harvesting an animal for
meat or fur. Hunting caribou from a power boat while they are swimming is another example of a
practice allowed for by subsistence users but not allowed for non-residents.
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133. Prohibit the use of snow machines to pursue wolverine. Support. Unlike wolves, wolverine do
not occur in large numbers or wide distribution. An indication of concern for wolverine numbers has
been a reduction in the trapping seasons with many units closing at the end of February.

134. Allocate 90% of all moose draw tags to residents. Opposed. The department will have data to
help determine if this request is needed to secure a resident preference. Currently, the non-resident
harvest is about 3% of the total animals taken annually, while they pay about 85% of the
management cost in license and tag sales. It will be interesting to learn what percentage of the draw 
tags actually are awarded to non-residents in an “open to all” draw.

135. Guarantee 10% of each draw hunt to non-residents. Opposed. Since most of the “open to all” 
draw hunts result in over 90% of the tags going to residents, a guaranteed 10% to non-residents
would reduce the number of tags to residents in some hunts.

136. Change the Musk Ox and Bison draw system. Opposed. This system has been in place for
many years and seems to be as simple and fair as it can be. I would support one bison or musk ox
tag per household but keep the remainder the same.  When your odds are less than 1% to draw a
bison tag, there is very little that can be done to change your odds other than increasing the number 
of applications you can apply for.

137. Change draw hunt system. Opposed. Similar comments as in 136, the current system is not
complicated and is equally fair to all participants. A first-time applicant has the same odds as any
other person, which is encouraging when compared to a preference point or bonus point system.

138. Remove musk ox tag requirement. Support. Housekeeping to align the regulation with the
practice in the field.

139. Change the evidence of sex for horned animals. Support. This removes another cumbersome
requirement for hunters to follow.

140. Eliminate evidence of sex requirement. Opposed. I can support this request in hunts that allow 
the harvest of either gender but not for only one. Although the cost for DNA testing for gender is
lower, on a statewide basis the cost could be prohibitive to check every animal. AWTs would be
spending a large amount of their time and efforts to collect tissue samples for DNA testing.
Retaining evidence of gender is an inconvenience to hunters but a necessary requirement in areas
where only one gender is legal.

141. Change transfer of possession process. Support. Since we are reporting most of our hunt
information online, it only makes sense to allow for this. No hunter in the field has a copy of the
transfer of possession form but everyone has an iPhone.

142-143. Remove the permit requirement to sell trophies. Support. This will save time for the 
department and the person selling the trophies. 
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144. Reduce the time before selling unclaimed taxidermy work. Support. It seems reasonable that
a person having taxidermy work done should be able to pay for or make arrangements to complete
the transaction in 60 days.

145. Add Eurasian eagle-owl to clean list. Neutral. The author’s request is for him to own this
species so he can be paid for his presentations. There must be a policy prohibiting a person being
paid for showing species on the clean list that I am not aware of.

146. Allow the release of sterilized feral cats.  Strongly Opposed. Capturing a portion of a feral cat
colony and sterilizing them is only a small part of the problems with cat colonies. The author is
correct stating that the TNR group has asked the board before for permission to catch, sterilize and
release stray cats. The Board has denied their request for several reasons. The more important
concerns were the spread of disease, killing songbirds and killing small game, especially spruce
grouse. Feral cats are the most efficient predator on small game and songbirds.

PETA’s position on TNR, “We believe that trap, vaccinate, spay/neuter, and release programs are 
acceptable when the cats are isolated from roads, people, and other animals who could harm 
them; regularly attended to by people who not only feed them but care for their medical needs; and 
situated in an area where they do not have access to wildlife and where the weather is temperate.” 

147. Delegate authority to the Commissioner for clean list species. Opposed. I believe the public
and Board has done an adequate job when requested to add species to the clean list. The
department has always conducted the research and provided their findings prior to Board action.

148. Wolf predator control limits. Opposed. Implementation of intensive management plans are
legislatively authorized powers of the Department of Fish and Game and are not regulations subject
to the Administration Procedure Act

Ted Spraker 
 Soldotna AK 99669 

Email:  
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122 1ST Ave. Suite 600 
Fairbanks, AK 99701 

907-452-8251

Board of Game Statewide Regulations Meeting 

March 21-28, 2025 

Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC) is a consortium of 37 federally recognized tribes based in 
Fairbanks, Alaska and serving more than 18,000 tribal citizens and residents of Interior Alaska. 
TCC serves its member Tribes in providing a unified voice in advancing the sovereign rights of 
tribal governments through the promotion of physical and mental wellness, education, socio-
economic development, and protection of tribal cultures and ways of life of the Interior Alaska 
Native people. TCC is committed and directed by full board resolutions to advocate for policies 
that protect traditional hunting practices, decrease hunting pressure from nonresident trophy 
hunters, safeguard our subsistence way of life, and prioritize conservation efforts to ensure 
healthy game populations for future generations. The following comments outline our positions 
on specific proposals before the Board of Game, reflecting our commitment to sustainable 
wildlife management and the protection of Indigenous hunting rights.  

Proposal 87: Restricting Boat Use in Waterfowl Hunting  
TCC opposes Proposal 87 that seeks to limit boat movement in waterfowl hunting by requiring 
boats to be anchored or beached within 100 yards of those firing weapons. Many Indigenous 
hunters rely on boats for traditional waterfowl harvesting, particularly in remote areas with 
extensive wetlands. Restricting their movement could make it more difficult to access birds. The 
existing law (5 AAC 92.100) already prohibits hunting from a moving boat unless the motor is off 
and the boat is no longer in motion. This regulation sufficiently addresses concerns over herding 
and chasing birds, making additional restrictions unnecessary and burdensome for legal 
hunters, especially subsistence users. 

Proposal 88: Permit to Take and Use Game for Cultural Purposes  
TCC supports Proposal 88 that seeks to amend 5 AAC 92.034 to include wood bison as a 
species eligible for permits allowing their take and use for cultural purposes. This proposal is 
critical for cultural revitalization, education, and the preservation of Alaskan Native traditions, 
particularly in communities near the Minto Flats State Game Refuge where wood bison have 
been reintroduced. Allowing cultural use of wood bison ensures that Indigenous communities 
maintain agency over conservation efforts and can incorporate these animals into traditional 
practices. While TCC opposes reintroduction efforts, this proposal is about Tribal inclusion in 
management decisions. 

Proposal 89: Nonresident Hunter Education Requirements  
TCC supports Proposal 89 that seeks to require nonresident moose hunters to complete a 
hunter orientation course and be accompanied by a registered guide or resident family member. 
Currently, nonresidents can bypass education requirements, while Alaskan residents under 39 
must complete hunter education. This proposal ensures nonresidents receive formal training on 
meat care, conservation, and responsible hunting, aligning them with requirements for resident 
hunters. Requiring education will help preserve subsistence resources and reinforce ethical 
hunting standards. 

Proposal 92: Sheep Hunting Education Requirement  
TCC supports Proposal 92 that seeks to require all sheep hunters in Alaska to complete an 
online course focused on identifying legal rams. Given declining Dall sheep populations, 
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sublegal harvests further reduce sustainable take. Implementing education requirements would 
help reduce misidentification errors and ensure better compliance with legal sheep harvest 
criteria. 

Proposal 93: Changing Sealing Requirements for Dall Sheep Horns 
TCC opposes Proposal 93 that seeks to replace the permanent plugging of Dall sheep horns 
with a nonpermanent plastic seal. This change prioritizes trophy aesthetics over wildlife 
conservation. The existing system effectively prevents illegal harvest and trafficking, and there is 
no clear justification for weakening enforcement mechanisms. Current regulations ensure the 
integrity of sheep management, and this proposal does not provide a viable alternative that 
maintains the same level of accountability. 

Proposal 94: Redefining "Full-Curl" Dall Sheep 
TCC opposes Proposal 94 that seeks to eliminate the "tube test" and rely solely on the "stick 
test" for determining a full-curl ram. This change could lead to inconsistencies in field judgments 
and enforcement, increasing the risk of overharvest. Without clear data on whether this change 
would lead to more or fewer sheep being taken, modifying an established conservation measure 
is premature and could undermine effective sheep management. 

Proposal 95: Repealing Age-Based Criteria for Legal Full-Curl Rams  
Proposal 96: Removing Age Criteria for Full-Curl Sheep  
TCC supports Proposal 95 and 96 that seeks to remove the age-based criterion (eight years 
old) as a determinant for legal full-curl ram harvests. Field judging the age of rams is difficult 
and has led to unintentional sublegal harvest. Removing this criterion would simplify regulations 
and focus on full-curl or broomed horns as primary indicators of a mature ram. With Dall sheep 
numbers at historic lows, ensuring rams reach full maturity before being taken supports long-
term population recovery. 

Proposal 98: Extending Aircraft Restrictions for Sheep Hunting  
TCC supports Proposal 98 that seeks to extend the restriction on using aircraft for scouting 
sheep from the current season (August 10 – September 20) to August 1 – October 15. This 
would ensure all hunters, including youth and archery hunters, operate under the same fair 
chase principles. Reducing aerial scouting prevents excessive hunting pressure on sheep 
populations and promotes ethical hunting practices. 

Proposal 99: Reducing Aircraft Restrictions in Sheep Hunting  
TCC opposes Proposal 99, which would relax aircraft restrictions for sheep hunting, as it 
primarily benefits wealthy outfitters and nonresident hunters, while increasing pressure on 
struggling sheep populations. Dall sheep habitat consists of high elevations and valleys, where 
aircraft noise carries over vast distances, amplifying its impact. The current prohibition upholds 
fair chase principles and prevents unnecessary stress on wildlife. With sheep populations 
already under strain, loosening aerial scouting rules could worsen the decline, leading to fewer 
mature rams and further disrupting herd dynamics. We strongly oppose Proposal 99 to protect 
both sheep populations and ethical hunting practices. 

Proposal 100: Nonresident Sheep Harvest Cap  
TCC opposes Proposal 100 that seeks to convert all general season sheep hunts to draw hunts, 
primarily to limit nonresident harvest. However, implementing this statewide would require a 
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piecemeal approach, changing regulations unit by unit at regional meetings rather than through 
a broader, more consistent process. This approach creates unnecessary complexity and could 
lead to inconsistent management across units. Additionally, restricting general season hunts in 
favor of draw permits reduces opportunities for resident hunters and complicates access for all. 

Proposals 102-107: Reopening Dall Sheep Hunts in Unit 19C  
TCC opposes Proposal 102 through107 that calls for reinstating sheep hunts in Unit 19C. 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) closed the hunt due to severe and prolonged 
population declines and reopening it now would be premature. Recent data indicates that 
declines have been significant and ongoing, and, reinstating hunting a serious conservation risk. 
Prioritizing nonresident trophy hunting over resident subsistence needs is unacceptable and 
wildlife management should be based on conservation rather than financial and economic 
considerations. The argument that nonresident hunting does not impact populations fails to  
consider cumulative stress on  
a struggling species. The closures enacted to allow the population to recover should remain 
until the sheep numbers stabilize. 

Proposal 108: Instituting a Limited Draw System for Nonresident Sheep Hunters  
TCC opposes Proposal 108 that seeks to allow nonresident hunting through a draw permit 
system. Past harvest data shows nonresident hunters take a disproportionate share of rams. 
Keeping the closure in place allows populations to stabilize.  

Proposal 109: Reopening Nonresident Sheep Hunting with Archery Restrictions  
TCC opposes Proposal 109 that seeks to permit bowhunting-only for nonresidents. While this 
might reduce harvest numbers, it still poses risks to an already struggling population. Wildlife 
conservation should not be treated as an experiment.  

Proposal 110: Changing Resident Bag Limits for Sheep  
TCC opposes Proposal 110 that seeks to impose a two-year restriction on resident sheep 
hunters. This would disproportionately impact subsistence users who rely on these resources, 
creating unnecessary hardship. Conservation measures should target nonresident hunting 
rather than limiting resident access. 

Proposals 111-117: Various Amendments to Sheep Hunting Regulations 
TCC oppose these proposals that seek to introduce tiered eligibility systems based on ram age, 
archery-only requirements, shortened resident seasons, and modifications to nonresident 
allocations. Many of these proposals favor economic gains over conservation and 
disproportionately affect Indigenous and resident hunters. The current full-curl management 
system is already effective, and additional penalties or changes are unnecessary 

Proposal 116: Reinstating Late-Season Resident-Only Sheep Hunt (RS380)  
TCC supports Proposal 116 that seeks to reinstate the RS380 late-season resident-only sheep 
hunt in Unit 19C, which was previously closed. The proposal prioritizes local hunters by allowing 
the harvest of one ram with ¾ curl horns or smaller, using ground-based methods without 
aircraft. Restoring RS380 aligns with subsistence priorities by ensuring rural Alaskans retain fair 
access to traditional hunting opportunities. 
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Proposal 119: Changing the GMU 21E and 21D Boundary  
TCC opposes Proposal 119 that seeks to modify the boundary between Game Management 
Units (GMUs) 21E and 21D to allow residents of Grayling greater access to hunting grounds. 
Altering the boundary could introduce new challenges, including increased hunting pressure in 
Unit 21D. Without additional conservation measures, such as stricter permit requirements or 
antler destruction rules, there is a risk of overharvest. Additionally, historical wildlife 
management data must be considered before making adjustments. While expanding access for 
local hunters is important, any boundary changes should be implemented alongside 
conservation safeguards to ensure long-term sustainability of game populations. 

Proposal 120: Adjusting GMU 25C and 25D Boundary  
TCC supports Proposal 120 that seeks to change the boundary between GMUs 25C and 25D to 
follow the Steese Highway between Birch Creek and Circle, making it easier for hunters to 
identify. The current boundary relies on less visible geographic markers, leading to confusion. A 
clearly defined boundary along the highway would enhance compliance and improve navigation 
for hunters in the region. 

Proposal 123: Removing Compensation Restrictions for Proxy Hunting  
TCC supports Proposal 123 that seeks to remove the restriction on remuneration for proxy 
hunting. Many proxy hunters incur significant costs for fuel, transportation, and processing when 
harvesting game on behalf of elders and those unable to hunt. Allowing reasonable 
compensation would support these efforts while maintaining the integrity of proxy hunting. This 
also aligns federal and state regulations.  

Proposal 147: Delegate Board of Game (BOG) authority to the ADF&G Commissioner to 
manage the Clean List (5 AAC 92.029) 
TCC opposes Proposal 147 that seeks to delegate authority from the Board of Game (BOG) to 
the Commissioner of the ADF&G to manage the Clean List (5 AAC 92.029). This is a second 
attempt at Governor Dunleavy’s 2024 Executive Order 124, which was widely opposed and 
rejected by the legislature. This proposal shifts control of Alaska’s clean list—which determines 
approved species for entry and possession—from the Board of Game (BOG) to the ADF&G 
Commissioner, removing critical public oversight. Currently, changes to the clean list go through 
a transparent process: BOG calls for proposals, ADF&G provides analysis, the public 
comments, and all seven BOG members deliberate. Proposal 147 bypasses this by allowing the 
Commissioner to draft and approve changes with minimal notice and just 30 days for public 
comment. This proposal poses series risks, such as importing unapproved species that could 
introduce disease and parasites that threaten native wildlife. Additionally, the BOG process 
ensures careful evaluation, which this proposal would weaken. We urge the BOG to retain its 
authority. 

Proposal 148: Increasing Public Oversight for Predator Control Measures  
TCC supports Proposal 148 that seeks to require additional public notice and input before the 
ADF&G Commissioner can activate an Intensive Management (IM) predator control plan. This 
ensures transparency and prevents unilateral administrative actions without Board and public 
input. Balancing predator control with public accountability strengthens trust in wildlife 
management decisions. 
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122 1ST Ave. Suite 600 
Fairbanks, AK 99701 

907-452-8251

Thank you for your consideration. TCC urges the Board of Game to uphold policies that support 
sustainable, ethical, and fair wildlife management. 

Mahsi’ choo, 
TANANA CHIEFS CONFERENCE 

Brian Ridley 
Chief/Chair 
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been made in recent years in Alaska. 

I am also concerned about the potential for uneven enforcement throughout the State. Regulations should 
be enforced equally in all areas. 

I do not support implementation of a regulation requiring identification be attached to all traps and snares. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
October 21, 2024 

To: Board of Game 

To: Ryan Scott, Director of the Division of Wildlife Conservation, Alaska Fish and Game 

From: Unit 19C Sheep Working Group 

The Unit 19C Sheep Working Group members want to thank the Board of Game for creating the 
working group and giving it the opportunity to focus on understanding and addressing the key 
issues facing sheep in Game Management Unit 19C. Our group was comprised of nine 
individuals who collectively represented subsistence users, nonconsumptive users, guides, 
transporters, private landowners, and general Dall sheep hunters (see enclosed roster). During 
discussions regarding recommendations to be made to the Board of Game, including discussions 
regarding pending proposals and development of an Agenda Change Request, Board members 
Stosh Hoffman and Jake Fletcher did not participate. They reserved taking any action at the 
working group level in favor of fully participating as Board of Game members. 

The group has worked hard through two facilitated two-day workshops (in June and most 
recently in October 2024) to be in a position to make recommendations. These recommendations 
are based on conservative management to ensure long-term sustainability of the Unit 19C Dall 
sheep population, sharing impacts among user groups, and exploring novel approaches to address 
declining sheep populations and increasing challenges between interest groups. Our 
recommendations are based on the best science (western and traditional knowledge) available, 
and we encourage the Alaska Department of Fish and Game to continue to learn about sheep 
populations, specifically adding radio collars to better understand mortality issues. Regarding 
any form of predator control, the sheep working group wants to assure positive results without 
causing unintended consequences, clear biological objectives that are measurable, humane 
control methods if used, clear efforts to gain public support, and most importantly to let science 
guide any steps regarding predator control. At this time, the sheep working group wishes to see 
the guidelines above followed and the research documenting mortality prior to any predator 
control for sheep. 

The Unit 19C sheep working group made a specific proposal recommendation based upon a 
guide concessionaire program being in place. If this program isn’t in place in time, the sheep 
working group would like to meet again in April 2026 to explore alternative possibilities. The 
sheep working group will do its best to be present with all members for the Board of Game 
discussions to be held in Anchorage in March 2025. To further assist the Board and implement 
the working group’s mandate, the team went through the existing proposals submitted to the 
Board and wish to make the following recommendations. The sheep working group supports 
proposal 92 recommending hunter education. The group neither supports nor opposes proposals 
93-101, 110, and 115-117. The sheep working group opposes proposals 102-109, 111-114 and 
118 because these proposals are inconsistent with our proposal to the Board. 

Once again, the Unit 19C Sheep Working Group expresses its gratitude to the Board for putting 
their faith into the working group to propose recommendations and better understand and address 
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the key issues facing Dall sheep in Unit 19C. Most members of the working group support these 
recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

Unit 19C Dall Sheep Working Group 

Enclosure: Unit 19C Working Group Membership Roster 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Note:  Summaries for the  June and October Working Group meetings are online at:   
 
https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=gameboard.meetinginfo&date=06-25-
2024&meeting=webconference  
 
https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=gameboard.meetinginfo&date=10-17-
2024&meeting=webconference 
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Unit 19C Sheep Working Group Members 

 

 
Jerry Burnett, Board of Game, Chair 

Stosh Hoffman, Board of Game Member 

Jake Fletcher, Board of Game Member 

Scott Crowther, Anchorage Advisory Committee 

Brett Gibbens, McGrath Advisory Committee 

Mike Litzen, Guide with Dall sheep hunting experience in Unit 19C 

Michelle Quillin, Fall season Dall sheep resident hunter 

Chait Borade of CIRI, Unit 19C private landowner 

Patricia Owen, Denali National Park & Preserve, non-hunting use of Unit 19C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
*************************************************************************** 

 
Working Group members may be reached by contacting: 

Kristy Tibbles, Executive Director, Alaska Board of Game 
Email: kristy.tibbles@alaska.gov | Phone: (907) 465-6098 

www.boardofgame.adfg.alaska.gov 
 

 
Alaska Board of Game 

P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 

(907) 465-4110 
www.boardofgame.adfg.alaska.gov 
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Proposal 88: Oppose, There is not even a huntable number of Bison yet. When there is this 
can be re visited with data to support such a regulation.  

Proposal 89: Oppose 

Proposal 90: Support, Many registration hunts close very early in the hunt because hunters 
are harvesting nannys. This is taking goat hunting opportunities away from hunters in that 
regulatory year AND future regulatory years!  

Proposal 91: Support, Many registration hunts close very early in the hunt because hunters 
are harvesting nannys. This is taking goat hunting opportunities away from hunters in that 
regulatory year AND future regulatory years! 

Proposal 92: Support, Sublegal harvest is higher than it should be. This is in part to new 
sheep hunters going afield with a lack of knowledge.  

Proposal 93: Oppose 

Proposal 94: Oppose 

Proposal 95: Oppose, There is no biological difference in a 7 year old ram being killed that is 
full curl which happens quite frequently and a ram being killed on accident because the 
hunter thought he was 8… Aging rams is actually one of the more reliable tools an 
experienced sheep hunter has to determine if a ram is legal.  

Proposal 96: Oppose, There is no biological difference in a 7 year old ram being killed that is 
full curl which happens quite frequently and a ram being killed on accident because the 
hunter thought he was 8… Aging rams is actually one of the more reliable tools an 
experienced sheep hunter has to determine if a ram is legal. 

Submitted by: Craig Van Arsdale
Community of Residence: Soldotna PC128

1 of 7



Proposal 97: Support with Amendment. Dates to be Aug 1 through Oct 15th to encompass 
all general season and drawing hunt dates.  

 

Proposal 98: Support 

 

Proposal 99: Oppose, The restriction should not be relaxed.  

 

Proposal 100: Support, Nonresidents harvest 40-50% of the sheep on average. There is no 
other state in the union that allows general season harvest allocation to non-residents of 
this magnitude. Add the fact that guided sheep hunts are fetching $30-40K and the amount 
of resources a nonresident is using to kill a sheep in competition with residents is ever 
increasing.  

 

Proposal 101: Support 

 

Proposal 102: Oppose 

 

Proposal 103: Oppose 

 

Proposal 104: Oppose 

 

Proposal 105: Oppose 

 

Proposal 106: Oppose 

 

Proposal 107: Oppose 
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Proposal 108: Support 

 

Proposal 109: Support 

 

Proposal 162:  Oppose 

 

Proposal 111: Oppose 

 

Proposal 112: Oppose 

 

Proposal 113: Oppose 

 

Proposal 114: Support 

 

Proposal 115: Oppose 

 

Proposal 116: Oppose 

 

Proposal 122: Oppose, Bison tags are already very difficult to draw and this regulation will 
just incentivize more hunters to apply to allow a proxy hunter.  

 

Proposal 123: Oppose, Paying people to proxy hunt for you is very anti game management.  

 

Proposal 124: Support 

 

Proposal 125: Support 
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Proposal 126: Oppose 

 

Proposal 127: Oppose 

 

Proposal 128: Oppose 

 

Proposal 129: Oppose 

 

Proposal 130: Oppose 

 

Proposal 131: Oppose 

 

Proposal 135: Support, Nonresidents have no allocation restriction in most drawing hunts 
meaning it is possible for nonresidents to draw all of the available permits. While this is 
statistically unlikely nonresidents have been drawing more and more tags simply because 
nonresident opportunities in the lower 48 have been restricted in recent years driving more 
applicants to Alaska.  

 

No other state in the Union allows this unrestricted allocation of nonresident permits.  

 

The worst part about this is most drawing hunts are a drawing because of the nature of the 
access therefore meaning that the most abused nonresident allocations are such that are 
preventing Alaskans from hunting affordably in their home state!  

 

Muskox is probably the most egregious of them all! Residents can’t draw a tag because 30-
50% of the tags are drawn by nonresidents! It’s criminal! 
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I will add that if the BOG continues to look at each hunt individually under 2017-222-BOG  
then for each hunt they make a draw it will just shift the pressure to neighboring units 
exacerbating the problem and not addressing the issue at the root of the issue. Non 
resident applications will continues to rise every year as the internet continues to 
democratize information for hunters.  

 

The following are results from the 2024 draw and are the most egregious in nature to 
allocation.  

Brown Bear/Grizzly 

DB375/2 Non Resident tags drawn out of 8 tags-25% 
DB376/2 Non Resident tags drawn out of 8 tags-25% 
DB468/2 Non Resident tags drawn out of 20 tags-20% 

 

Bison 

DI454/3 Non Resident tags drawn out of 10 tags-30% 
DI351/3 Non Resident tags drawn out of 11 tags-30% 
DI352/1 Non Resident tag drawn out of 5 tags-20% 

 

Elk 

DE318/5 Non Resident tags drawn out of 25 tags-20% 

DE717/10 Non Resident tags drawn out of 46 tags-22% 

 

Goat 

DG342/2 Non Resident tags drawn out of 8 tags-25% 
DG343/1 Non Resident tag drawn out of 3 tags-33% 

DG471/9 Non Resident tags drawn out of 35 tags-26% 
DG472/6 Non Resident tags drawn out of 12 tags-50% 
DG473/5 Non Resident tags drawn out of 13 tags-38% 
DG474/12 Non Resident tags drawn out of 70 tags-17% 
DG476/24 Non Resident tags drawn out of 50 tags-48% 
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DG478/16 Non Resident tags drawn out of 81 tags-20% 

DG720/2 Non Resident tags drawn out of 8 tags-25% 

DG363/9 Non Resident tags drawn out of 28 tags-32% 
 

Moose 

DM447/2 Non Resident tags drawn out of 10 tags-20% 
DM448/1 Non Resident tag drawn out of 3 tags-33% 

DM795/3 Non Resident tags drawn out of 6 tags-50% 

DM802/21 Non Resident tags drawn out of 67 tags-31% 
DM808/16 Non Resident tags drawn out of 51 tags-31% 

DM818/10 Non Resident tags drawn out of 25 tags-40% 
DM820/7 Non Resident tags drawn out of 15 tags-47% 
DM892/5 Non Resident tags drawn out of 8 tags-63% 
DM920/9 Non Resident tags drawn out of 20 tags-45% 
DM922/7 Non Resident tags drawn out of 50 tags-14% 

 

Muskox 
 
DX001/5 Non Resident tags drawn out of 10 tags-50% 
DX003/13 Non Resident tags drawn out of 40 tags-32% 
 

 

Proposal 141: Support 

 

Proposal 142: Oppose 

 

Proposal 143: Oppose 

 

Proposal 144: Oppose 
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Proposal 190: Support 
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December 6, 2024

BY COMMENT PORTAL

Kristy Tibbles
Executive Director
Alaska Board of Game
kristy.tibbles@alaska.gov

Re: Comments Regarding BOG Proposals 188 and 189, Delta Junction Bison Permits

Dear Ms. Tribbles and the Alaska Board of Game,

Every February thousands of Hunters check the ADF&G draw results to see if they
were one of the lucky few to draw a tag. For most, they will come away empty-handed and
a few will draw a tag of a lifetime. I was one of those few in 2024 when I drew a Delta Bison
tag! In April, I received an email from Ellie Mason giving me a hunt start date so that I could
start planning my hunt. This is truly a once-in-a-lifetime tag, as the odds of drawing the tag
are extremely low. My partner and I eagerly began the planning process, booked lodging in
Delta Junction, upgraded a freezer, and put other fall plans on hold.

On July 24, 2024, I received a phone call from Ms. Mason rescinding my tag.
Needless to say, I was and remain extremely disappointed. When I received this call, it had
been 3 months since the April email and nearly 6 months since the day I drew the tag. I
have taken time off work, purchased ammunition that met the requirements for the hunt,
along with other gear, booked lodging, and spent dozens of hours researching locations,
and generally getting excited to take part in this hunt. This is also time and investment spent
on this hunt rather than planning another over-the-counter hunt, many of which are now less
than a month away from opening. Like many Alaskans, I plan on eating game meat
throughout the winter, and to be successful, hunts must be planned long in advance. While I
understand that surveys are completed during the summer, and I support managing herds
for longevity and providing hunters the opportunity to harvest, it is extremely discouraging
that I would receive this information this late into the season.

Ms. Mason, the following press release, and the ADF&G biologists and managers
said that there has been discussion within ADF&G to ask the Board of Game to defer these
rescinded tags until a later date. We have been told that there are two potential outcomes.
The first is that we will potentially have the opportunity to hunt our tags in 2026. The second
is that we will be able to enter the drawing before our 10-year waiting period.

I would urge the Board of Game to strongly consider allowing me and the other
hunters to hunt our tags in 2026. While I appreciate that ADF&G has, at a minimum,
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proposed that we be allowed to enter the drawing within the 10-year/lifetime window, the
odds that any of us will draw this tag again is around 0.2%. Many people put in for this tag
for their entire life and never get drawn, the likelihood of it happening a second time is
astronomically low. Furthermore, we were not able to apply in the 2025 draw application
period, further narrowing our very low odds. Not only is the way that this played out in 2024
inherently unfair by giving some hunters opportunity while not others to harvest, it
essentially means that the odds are that none of the hunters whose tags were rescinded will
ever have the opportunity to hunt bison again in our lives.

On a closing note, regardless of the outcome of this hunt, and given that the Bison
herd had another unusual mortality event several years ago resulting in a quota, and with
the the nature of this being a tag with extraordinarily low draw odds and a once in a lifetime
opportunity, I urge that ADFG and the Board of Game develop a proactive strategy to
ensure that the unfair allocation of tags does not happen in the future, and a contingency
plan be developed to ensure that the department has the tools to ensure they can address
these events in the future in a way that does not leave hunters like me reeling from having a
one of the greatest feelings ever to the lowest feeling ever.

Thank you for your time and consideration, and for working to advocate for hunters in
Alaska.

Sincerely,
Lang Van Dommelen
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Members of the Board of Game,  
I ask that you OPPOSE and DO NOT ADOPT amended language offered in Proposal 
87, which reportedly aims to address illegal driving or chasing of waterfowl by hunters 
and/or vessels associated with waterfowl hunters. While I would support changes that 
would help improve compliance with ethical and fair-chase waterfowl hunting practices, the 
proposed language in 5 AAC 92.100(a)(3) is problematic and would create regulatory 
confusion and severely restrict the ability of hunters to participate in traditional hunting 
practices.  
 
The proposed language in Proposal 87 suggests that “all boats shall remain stationary 
throughout the duration of the hunt, beached or anchored, within 100 yards of those 
discharging firearms to eliminate driving, herding, or chasing migratory birds into 
hunters on land, or on other boats”. The proposed language broadly restricts “all boats” 
without consideration for the diverse ways in which waterfowlers may utilize vessels over a 
wide range of hunting scenarios. Vessels might be used strictly as a mode of motorized 
transportation to and from a hunting location, or they may serve as both the transportation 
as well as the platform from which participants conduct their hunt. Boat usage might also be 
as simple as operating a paddled kayak or canoe to access a pond or tide flat to hunt puddle 
ducks, or a more complex situation where sea duck hunters may utilize layouts boats or a 
shore blind and a different motorized tender vessel to retrieve harvested birds in open 
water. While I suspect this proposal might be targeting the latter scenario and hunting of sea 
ducks, the proposed language casts a large net, restricting or eliminating hunting 
opportunities across the spectrum of common waterfowl hunting practices.  
 
The flat topography of the tide lands we hunt in coastal Southeast Alaska and the rapid rise 
and fall of the water level during a tide cycle, due to that topography, makes it impossible to 
meet the requirement of maintaining “all boats” beached or anchored within 100 yards of 
shooting locations.  As an example, I travel to hunting areas on a 22-foot motor vessel.  I 
generally anchor my vessel 300-400 yards from my hunt locations because that is where the 
vessel can be safely secured in an adequate water depth and avoid vessel stranding due to 
tidal activity. I then disembark from that vessel to access my hunting location through a 
combination of paddling and/or towing a kayak loaded with decoys, guns, and blind onto the 
tidal flat. Often gear is carried an additional distance across dry land to reach my hunting site 
where we wait for the tide to flood our hunting location. While I can maintain my kayak at 
my hunt site due to its small size and portability, implementation of the proposed language 
and 100-yard metric on “all boats” would preclude use of my traditional hunt locations due 
to the fact there is generally not enough water to float a larger vessel, or there would be 
unreasonable safety concerns with stranding my motor vessel on the tidal flat if attempting 
to comply with that 100-yard restriction during the flood and ebb of the tide cycle.  
 
Instead of hunting over decoys, some hunters choose to “jump shoot” waterfowl, a method 
where they actively walk around and sneak up on ponds or stream channels that may hold 
ducks or geese. As with the previously described hunting method, these hunters also travel 
to a bay or tidal flat and anchor their vessel in a safe location but then set off on foot to look 
for game. Due to the size of some tidal flats, jump shooters may walk up to a half mile from 
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their anchored vessel during a hunt. Again, the proposed 100-yard boat-based shooting 
limitation would severely restrict these hunters from participating in their traditional 
hunting methods and prevent them from accessing large sections of the tide lands. 

In conclusion, the proposed language requiring “all boats must remain stationary throughout 
the duration of the hunt” is also problematic as it is in direct conflict with the previous 
sentence described in the existing regulation, which allows the use of boats to retrieve dead 
or injured waterfowl. The amended language as offered would lead to confusion for hunters 
and Alaska Wildlife Troopers on the application of the regulation, severely reduce/eliminate 
opportunities for lawful hunters participating in long established fair-case hunting methods 
and introduce unnecessary safety issues with potential strandings of vessels on tidal flats. 

I strongly urge the board to OPPOSE the proposed language offered in Proposal 87 due to 
its generic application which will create burdensome restrictions on hunters and their 
unmanned vessels that are not associated with the active harvest or recovery of game. 5 AAC 
92.080(5) already prohibits the driving, herding, or molesting of game animals with a motor 
vehicle, so it seems that the issue brought forward by the proposer is largely addressed 
under current regulation. It does seem reasonable however, that the board might consider 
adopting new language under the waterfowl prohibitions regulation, similar to that language 
found in 5 AAC 92.080(5), which directly asserts that herding, driving, or harassing 
waterfowl by mechanical vehicle is prohibited, as follows: 
 
5 AAC 92.100 UNLAWFUL METHODS OF HUNTING WATERFOWL, SNIPE, AND CRANES. 
 (a)(7) except as otherwise specified, with the use of a motorized vehicle or 
motor-driven boat to harass waterfowl, snipe, or cranes or for the purpose of driving, 
herding, or molesting waterfowl, snipe, or cranes. 
 
 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Mike Vaughn 
30+ year SE Alaska waterfowl hunter 
Sitka, AK 
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2025 BOG Comments 

I wish to comment on Proposal 101 which would add Dall Sheep to 
the Intensive Management Statute. 


According to the Division of Subsistence records, only 266 sheep 
across 36 communities are killed each year. 


This pales in comparison to the numbers of caribou (25,000), deer 
(10,000) and moose (7,000) that are taken each year.


Furthermore, Dall Sheep being found in difficult to reach mountainous 
areas and their relative small size when compared to caribou and 
moose makes the justification for this proposal dubious at best.   


On May 9th of 2024, Alaska Fish & Game biologist Brad Wendling 
gave a presentation on Dall Sheep to Denali tour guides and drivers 
and NPS staff. 


I audio recorded and posted the presentation here: https://
soundcloud.com/denali07/dall-sheep-presentation-5-9-24


In this presentation, Brad mentioned the start of a collaborative study 
with the National Park Service in Denali to study sheep both inside 
and beyond Denali’s borders. 


This study is important as Brad mentioned that statewide Dall Sheep 
populations had in many areas, declined by 50-70%. Denali has also 
been severely impacted with a 2024 sheep population of 805 adult 
animals. 


This would be one of the lowest populations of sheep in Denali since 
the 1940’s. 


The decline in Dall Sheep populations is believed to be directly 
related to a significant increase in heavy snow/icing events during the 
winter and is attributed to global climate change. 


Submitted by: Bill Watkins
Community of Residence: Anchorage and Denali Park PC133
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This is not the first time such heavy snowfall/icing events had been 
reported. During Dr. Adolph Murie’s landmark study of sheep and 
wolves from 1939-41, Murie discovered that it was primarily heavy 
snow/icing events that caused Denali’s steep sheep decline from the 
1920’s of 5,000-10,000 Dall Sheep to where they bottomed out at 500 
by 1945. 


It should be noted that Murie found that wolves were not responsible 
for this steep decline in sheep numbers but that it was due to heavy 
snow and icing events which sheep are especially vulnerable to. 


It would later be mentioned that even as little as a foot of snow can 
prohibit sheep from reaching their food sources during the winter 
months. All of the above, makes Dall Sheep populations especially 
fragile to such conditions and weather events. 


Furthermore, such conditions promotes poor body condition and 
record low population pregnancy rates of only 18-44%. Those lambs 
that do survive birth are generally born with low birth weight making 
them more vulnerable to mortality. 


For reference, most ungulate populations have consistent pregnancy 
rates from 85-100% in healthy adult females.  


Other changes are less precipitation impacting the quality of 
vegetation and the advancements of shrubs into alpine habitat 
crowding out those food sources. 


When you factor in all of the above, it makes absolutely no sense to 
promote additional hunting of sheep when these populations are 
under such climate change threats. Nor would the killing of wolves 
improve this to any significant degree not only due to more intense 
winters but also changing vegetation within their habitat. 
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What is needed is a moratorium on all sheep hunting in those areas 
where significant population declines have taken place. Combine with 
this moratorium and there should be expanded studies on impacts to 
critical sheep habitat with its vegetation changes, continued studies 
on impacts caused by heavy snow/icing events with its inherent 
increased mortality, poor body conditions of winter survivors, poor 
pregnancy rates, mortality of lambs that survive the birthing process 
but are born with low birth rate, etc. 


The reality is, is that Dall Sheep may be the most imperiled of 
Alaska’s larger species due to climate change. Ignoring climate 
change does not change its impacts to sheep (or other wildlife such 
as caribou) or to hunters. 


It is time that the BOG recognizes these impacts and reacts 
accordingly in a positive manner. 


Please vote No on Proposal 101. 


Proposals 126, 127 and 128 - Night Vision and Thermal Optic Use  

Proposals 126, 127, and 128 would allow the use of electronically 
enhanced night vision and forward-looking infrared devices (FLIR) for 
taking furbearers statewide.


Night vision goggles and FLIR devices allow trappers to more easily 
ID and locate animals through barriers such as snow and darkness. 
FLIR in particular detects infrared radiation emitted from a heat 
source and creates a picture instead of amplifying visible light. FLIR 
devices make it possible to detect the heat of animals against cooler 
backgrounds and are available in handheld cameras and cameras 
that can be attached to a smartphone, goggles, and rifle scopes.


Okay, let us take a brief look at some of the technology and 
allowances that is used to kill wildlife. 
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Planes, motor boats, all terrain vehicles, snowmachines, RV’s, high 
powered rifles with scopes, pistols, binoculars, guides, traps, snares, 
baits, longer hunting/trapping seasons, higher bag limits and for 
trappers - they are not required to check their traps/snares and can in 
fact leave an animal legally in a trap for days, weeks or months. 


Additionally, they can saturate an area with an unlimited number of 
snares. 


They can place these traps/snares near multiple use/ski trails, parking 
lots, campgrounds, pullouts, beach access areas, nor are they 
required to warn the public with signage or include contact 
information. Nor are they required to compensate dog owners for any 
injuries or deaths that their traps or snares cause. 


The BOG has essentially tried to make hunting and trapping as easy 
as possible to kill a wide variety of wildlife and to do so in many 
different unethical ways. 


Since when was hunting and trapping ever supposed to be easy? In 
its purest form, it is about using the knowledge, skill, and 
perseverance of the hunter against the animal while providing for the 
real possibility of the animal escaping. 


Fair chase is what makes hunting, hunting. Without it, it is just killing 
without ethics, respect for the animal, or respect for the land. It is 
selfish consumption without regard to anything beyond death to that 
animal. 


Allowing the use of night vision googles and FLIR devices continues 
and expands that lack of respect further. It makes a mockery of the 
concept of fair chase and ethical hunting and trapping practices. 


I encourage you to reject these three disgraceful proposals and to 
further promote ethical hunting/trapping practices. 
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Proposal 147 - THE DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
PROPOSES TO HAVE THE BOG DELEGATE ITS AUTHORS TO 
MANAGE 5 AAC 92.029, COMMONLY REFERRED TO AS THE 
CLEAN LIST, TO THE COMMISSIONER 

I ask that you oppose this proposal. 


Sincerely, 


Bill Watkins
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It is my sincere hope that the Board will see fit to not make hunting more difficult, expensive, and 
confusing by passing any proposal that doesn’t effectively address an issue that has already been 
addressed in order to placate a few Kachemak Bay residents. I thank the Board for their time and 
consideration. 

Tyler Welker 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Western Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
c/o Office of Subsistence Management 

1011 East Tudor Road, MS 121 
Anchorage, Alaska  99503-6199 

Phone: (907) 787-3888, Fax: (907) 786-3898 
Toll Free: 1-800-478-1456 

In Reply Refer To: 
OSM.B25017 

Jake Fletcher, Chair  
Alaska Board of Game  
Alaska Department of Fish and Game  
Boards Support Section  
P.O. Box 115526   
Juneau, Alaska  99811-5526  

Dear Chair Fletcher, 

I write to you on behalf of the Western Interior Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
(Council) to provide the Council’s comments on proposals that will be considered during the 
March 21-28, 2025, Statewide Board of Game (BOG) Meeting.   

The Council represents subsistence harvesters of fish and wildlife resources on Federal public 
lands and waters in the Western Interior Region.  It was established by the authority in Title VIII 
of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and is chartered under the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act.  Section 805 of ANILCA and the Council’s charter establishes 
the Council’s authority to initiate, review and evaluate proposals for regulations, policies, 
management plans, and other matters related to subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the 
region.  The Council also reviews resource management actions occurring outside their regions 
that may impact subsistence resources critical to communities served by the Council.  The 
Council provides a forum for the expression of opinions and recommendations regarding any 
matter related to the subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the region.   

The Council held a public meeting on February 25-26, 2025, in Fairbanks, and took up three 
BOG Proposals.  Please see the Council comments below.   

Proposals 95 & 96:  Repeal the age criteria for the definition of full-curl horn ram. 

The Council supports Proposals 95 & 96, which would remove one of the three criteria for 
determining a legal full-curl ram.  As the Council submitted one of these proposals, rationale for 
support is within the proposal itself, namely that accurately ageing a sheep in the field at a 
distance is extremely difficult even for experienced sheep hunters.   

MARCH 06 2025 
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Jake Fletcher, Chair 
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The Council suggests that if the BOG is reluctant to enact this regulation, that it be passed for a 
test period, set to sunset in six years, or two BOG cycles.  This will allow time to gather data on 
sublegal sheep harvest using only the measuring the curl and broomed tips methods to be able to 
compare to sublegal harvest utilizing all three methods for determining a full-curl ram.   

Proposals 119:  Change the boundary between Units 21E and 21D. 

The Council opposes Proposal 119, which seeks to change the boundary between Units 21E and 
21D.  The Middle Yukon Fish and Game Advisory Committee is opposed to this boundary 
change and the Council believes that any change in boundaries should be agreed upon by all 
relevant Advisory Committees.  Additionally, the passage of this proposal would misalign State 
and Federal boundaries for the Unit 21 subunits, which would lead to increased regulatory 
complexity.   

The Council thanks you for the opportunity to comment on these proposals.  If you have any 
questions or would like to follow up, please contact me through our Subsistence Council 
Coordinator Nissa Pilcher at (907) 891-9054 or nissa_pilcher@ios.doi.gov.   

Sincerely, 

      Jack Reakoff 
      Chair  

cc:  Federal Subsistence Board 
  Interagency Staff Committee 

       Western Interior Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
       Office of Subsistence Management  
       Benjamin Mulligan, Deputy Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game  
       Mark Burch, Assistant Director, Division of Wildlife Conservation, Alaska Department of  
            Fish and Game  
      Administrative Record 

PC135
2 of 2





Name: Eric Anslinger  

Community of Residence: Fairbanks 

Comment: 

The night vision/thermal proposals are an easy yes, a part of the state was already authorized for use. The 
draw we currently use is the best/most fair in the country, I strongly oppose any bonus or preference 
points proposals. I will never support antlerless moose hunts in 20A until access improves. The Board 
needs to review CUA's statewide most of them need to be removed. Hunter effort can become wider 
spread allowing for less dense populations of moose which is inline with ADFG objectives. 

 

 

Name: Tom B  

Community of Residence: Anchorage 

Comment: 

It is the responsibility of Alaska Game and Fish to manage wildlife for Alaska residents rather than 
outside interests. As a long time Alaskan native, I can say that more needs to be done to manage wolves 
and bears which are limiting recovery of our much needed caribou and moose populations. Allowing the 
same day harvest of bear and wolves for flights into hunting areas will be a step in the right direction to 
assisting in recovery of our much needed food sources. Alaskans, both rural and urban, depend on 
harvesting moose and caribou as part of our livelihood to feed out families and pass on the tradition to the 
next generation. Over the last few winters, the weather has devastated the moose and caribou population 
but predators remains constant or increasing throughout the state; as a result, caribou and moose 
populations are having a difficult time recovering. Increasing the harvest and ability to harvest predators 
for Alaskans will help us better manage our wildlife and help ungulate populations recover to sustainable 
level where we can put sustainable food on our tables for our families as well as continue our tradition. 
We (as Alaskans both rural and urban) need more opportunity to harvest predators such as bear and 
wolves as a necessity to managing and maintaining out sustainable moose and caribou populations. 

 

 

Name: Ross Beal  

Community of Residence: Fairbanks 

Comment: 

I do not support the implementation of a minimum trap check period anywhere in Alaska. The primary 
basis for this position is that a requirement to check traps within a set time window could force a trapper 
to be out in hazardous weather conditions. If a trapper were facing a man-made deadline for checking 
traps, he could be faced with the severe cold of arctic winter or intense storms of coastal Alaska. These 
conditions (and others) could be life-threatening. 

Another scenario could involve a trapper suffering from illness or injury. Facing an artificial deadline, the 
trapper could once again be forced to venture out under circumstances which could lead to further injury 
or even death. 
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In addition, low population densities of many furbearer species do not justify checking traps frequently. 
The number of animals caught under this scheme would not cover the trapper’s expenses. Trappers must 
make a profit to justify the time and effort they invest. Trapping systems in Alaska have evolved over 
decades to be as efficient as possible. Trappers have learned that allowing several days to pass between 
trap checks allows for efficient harvest of the renewable fur resource. 

A minimum trap check period would place an unnecessary burden on law-abiding trappers, with no 
benefit to the furbearer resources. 

 

 

Name: Ross Beal  

Community of Residence: Fairbanks 

Comment: 

I do not support a requirement that identification tags be attached to traps and snares anywhere in Alaska. 
Proponents of this concept suggest that trap tags would reduce or eliminate trapping violations. That is 
idle speculation. Only law-abiding trappers would obey this new regulation. “Outlaw” trappers would 
ignore the requirement, as they do with other regulations. Thus, trap tags would serve no useful purpose 
and would place an unnecessary burden on law-abiding trappers. 

In addition, tagged traps belonging to law-abiding trappers could be stolen and re-set illegally. This is not 
idle speculation. It happened to a member of our Board of Directors when he was trapping in the Lower 
48. Fortunately, local law enforcement officials were aware of his ethical standards and normal trapping 
areas. He was not cited, but this incident serves as an example of how tagged traps can be used against a 
law-abiding trapper. Threats of similar actions have 

been made in recent years in Alaska. 

I am also concerned about the potential for uneven enforcement throughout the State. Regulations should 
be enforced equally in all areas. 

 

 

Name: Sherri Borchert  

Community of Residence: Anchorage 

Comment: 

I wholeheartedly support changing the law to allow TNR. Many studies are available to prove TNR does 
not negatively affect wildlife and does help control community cat populations. 
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Name: Donavon Coatney  

Community of Residence: Clam Gulch 

Comment: 

I have no comments for the proposals below just that I am for and against as indicated. 

 

 

Name: Katie Dahncke  

Community of Residence: Anchorage 

Comment: 

As a long time Anchorage resident and animal advocate, I fully support and request the passing of this 
proposal. Humanely managing the feral and community cat population by TNR is the only way to solve 
this issue. TNR is a proven method for controlling cat overpopulation. Alaska needs to catch up to the rest 
of the country in allowing and encouraging TNR. 

 

 

Name: Chad Ensminger  

Community of Residence: Big lake 

Comment: 

I support ensuring those who did not have the chance to hunt in 24-25 to have tags reinstated for 26-27. 
These tags are very difficult to draw and to have them stripped away is not fair to the hunter or the system 
we live and die by. Many hunters will be too old to productively apply and hunt this specie again. Do the 
right thing and honor those who drew but did not receive the permit. 

 

 

Name: Michael Gallagher  

Community of Residence: Anchorage 

Comment: 

I have been a hunter Since my father tock me hunting when I was a little kid. When I moved to Alaska 
about 50 years ago I stared to Putting in for permits. I have put in for the Delta Bison hunt for 49 years. I 
was so excited to get a Bison permit last year. When I received a call from Alaska department of fishing 
game biologist and informed me that they had to cancel numerous permits due to death of many bison. I 
can’t tell you how disappointed I was. I did mention to the biologist that I understand why they had to do 
it, and I support their decision. I know I don’t have another 49 years, so I ask the Board to consider to 
reinstate our permits for 2026. 

Thanks Mike Gallagher 
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Name: Connor Lohse  

Community of Residence: Anchorage 

Comment: 

Support the use of night vision such as infrared and thermal for night hunting predators. 

 

 

Name: Vince Lowery  

Community of Residence: Kenai Peninsula 

Comment: 

Amend the requirements for Alaska-licensed guides to ensure financial and conservation benefits remain 
within the state, as follows: 

To preserve the integrity of Alaska's hunting and fishing industries and ensure that financial benefits 
contribute to state conservation efforts, I propose that all Alaska-licensed big game guides be required to 
meet the residency definition outlined by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G). 
Specifically, applicants for an Alaska guide license must: 

Be a resident of Alaska as defined by ADF&G—meaning they must have physically lived in the state for 
the 12 consecutive months immediately preceding their guide license application and cannot claim 
residency in any other state or country. 

Resubmit proof of residency annually to maintain their guide license. 

Ensure tax contributions remain in Alaska by requiring that licensed guides file Alaska state taxes and 
demonstrate that their primary business and personal financial obligations are within the state. 

If nonresident guides are allowed to operate under an Alaska license, they should be required to pay a 
significant nonresident guide fee, ensuring they contribute financially to Alaska's conservation efforts and 
do not undercut resident guides who reinvest in the state's economy. 

What is the issue you would like the board to address and why? 

Currently, nonresident guides can obtain an Alaska guide license without living full-time in the state, 
allowing them to take financial earnings out of Alaska while benefiting from its natural resources. This 
puts Alaska residents at a disadvantage, as out-of-state guides contribute less to conservation funding and 
often underprice resident guides who must sustain their business year-round. 

Requiring guides to meet Alaska residency standards will ensure that: 

Hunting and fishing industries remain beneficial to Alaskans. 

Revenue generated from guiding activities is reinvested into the state's economy. 
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Conservation efforts funded by resident hunters and fishers receive appropriate financial support from the 
guiding industry. 

The number of nonresident guides operating under an Alaska license is limited to those willing to make a 
substantial financial contribution to the state. 

How does this impact Alaskan hunters and fishers? 

By maintaining an Alaska residency requirement, we ensure that hunting and fishing in the state remains 
accessible and well-managed for Alaskans, rather than being exploited by individuals who do not 
contribute financially or personally to the state’s conservation efforts. If this issue is not addressed, we 
risk further loss of opportunities to out-of-state business interests, weakening the long-term sustainability 
of Alaska’s hunting and fishing resources. 

Conclusion 

This proposal seeks to limit the number of nonresident guides taking financial resources out of Alaska 
while benefiting from its wildlife. The Board of Game should implement stricter residency requirements 
for licensed guides or impose a high nonresident guide fee to offset their economic impact on resident 
hunters and fishers. By doing so, Alaska can preserve the integrity of its guiding industry and ensure its 
financial benefits remain within the state. 

 

 

Name: Ken Miller  

Community of Residence: Fairbanks 

Comment: 

Please consider utilizing a point system for those that do not draw permits. 1 point per species per year. 

It works really well in states I have lived in in the lower 48. 

Thank You ������ �������������������� 

 

 

Name: Jeffrey Moore  

Community of Residence: Wasilla 

Comment: 

There is a question the residents of Alaska deserve to know the answer to, Is the board of Alaska fish and 
game and the state of Alaska more concerned with revenue from permit fees or fairness to the public? 

My wife and I have put in as residents for moose permits almost every year since 2002 and never drawn 
one, yet there are people that draw these tags multiple times and in some instances back to back years. It 
almost seems corrupt some of the instances I’ve heard of.  

I support a point system  
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I support if an individual or party draws for a particular species a long waiting period before they can 
apply again.  

As an amendment to the above, I propose having a first and second draw. The first draw would be for 
individuals or parties that have never drawn that specific hunt that they’re applying for. The second would 
be for any leftover tags that were not given out in the first draw, for individuals or parties that have drawn 
that specific hunt before. Also if applying as a party, all individuals in the party must not have drawn the 
specific hunt to be eligible for the first draw. 

In closing, If the board or the state opposes coming up with a fair system to give all Alaskans a fair 
chance to draw these tags, it shows there must be some form of corruption in the current system, ie. tags 
for donations, for friends and family etc. 

 

 

Name: Carly Neumuth  

Community of Residence: Anchorage 

Comment: 

to many feral cats especially spenard area, need to control population spay/ neuter release would slow 
down the population and help with wildlife 

 

 

Name: Rebecca Owens  

Community of Residence: Anchorage 

Comment: 

Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Game, 

I write on behalf of the Alaska SPCA and the broader community of Alaskans who care deeply 

about humane, effective, and science-based solutions to the challenges posed by free-roaming 

cat populations. I urge this board to amend the current regulation that prohibits the release of 

sterilized cats back into their environments, a restriction that effectively bans 

TrapNeuterReturn (TNR) programs in Alaska. 

The Problem 

Feral cat populations exist in every part of Alaska, and they continue to grow despite efforts to 

remove them. Without intervention, unsterilized cats breed rapidly—one pair can lead to 

thousands of offspring over time. The unfortunate reality is that removal efforts alone— 

whether by euthanasia or shelter placement—do not work. New cats will move into vacated 
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areas, and the cycle of overpopulation continues. 

Current regulations prevent organizations like the Alaska SPCA from implementing TNR, a 

widely accepted, research-backed strategy for humane population control. Without this option, 

the only choices are to euthanize healthy animals or leave them to reproduce unchecked—both of 

which contradict responsible wildlife and community management principles. 

The Science Behind TNR 

Decades of research and real-world application show that TNR programs successfully reduce 

free-roaming cat populations over time. Here’s how it works: 

1. 2. 3. Trap – Cats are humanely captured and assessed for health and socialization. 

Neuter/Spay – Cats are surgically sterilized, vaccinated, and marked for easy 

identification 

Return – The sterilized cats are returned to their territory, where they no longer 

reproduce and help prevent the influx of new, unaltered cats. 

A well-managed TNR program has three major benefits: 

• Population Control: By preventing new litters, TNR gradually reduces the overall 

number of feral cats. 

• Reduced Predation Pressure: Sterilized cats spend less time hunting and more time 

defending territory, leading to a decline in wildlife predation over generations. 

• Improved Public Health: Vaccinated, monitored colonies reduce the spread of disease 

and minimize nuisance behaviors like yowling and fighting. 

TNR and Wildlife Protection Can Coexist 

We acknowledge concerns about the impact of free-roaming cats on wildlife, particularly on 

birds and small mammals. But eliminating TNR doesn’t solve this problem—it worsens it. 

Instead of stabilizing cat numbers and reducing their hunting activity, a ban on TNR allows 

populations to keep growing, increasing the impact on native species. 

By allowing TNR, we can work in partnership with game management agencies to track 

colony numbers, prevent uncontrolled breeding, and focus sterilization efforts in areas where 

ecological concerns are highest. 

A Path Forward 

I respectfully request that the Board of Game revise the current prohibition on releasing 



sterilized cats and instead allow for regulated TNR programs under licensed animal welfare 

organizations. This approach has been successfully implemented in many other states and 

municipalities across the U.S., including areas with delicate ecosystems. 

By making this change, the Board would: 

• Empower organizations like the Alaska SPCA to take proactive, responsible action 

• Reduce feral cat populations over time, lessening their impact on wildlife 

• Improve public health and community well-being 

This is an opportunity for Alaska to lead with science, compassion, and effective policy—one 

that benefits cats, wildlife, and Alaskans alike. 

 

Name: James Siegel  

Community of Residence: Anchorage 

Comment: 

Thermals and other night vision technology should be allowed in the state of Alaska for hunting of all 
animals period. 

 

 

Name: Harrel Thomas  

Community of Residence: Anchorage 

Comment: 

I believe the absolute benefit for all feral cats is TNR as it is humane and necessart to reduce population 
of feral cats ! 

 

 

Name: Brent Wolfer  

Community of Residence: Eagle River 

Comment: 

Rebuttal to Proposed Amendment to 5 AAC 92.100 Restricting Boat Use in Waterfowl Hunting 

I oppose the proposed amendment to 5 AAC 92.100, which seeks to restrict the use of boats for hunting 
waterfowl. The proposed changes impose unnecessary restrictions on hunters, undermine traditional 
hunting practices, and lack practical justification. Below are the reasons for my opposition: 

1. The Proposal is Out of Touch with Waterfowl Hunting Practices 
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It is concerning that the individual responsible for this proposal is not a waterfowl hunter and does not 
have firsthand knowledge of the practices or challenges faced by Alaska’s hunting community. This 
proposal appears designed to reduce waterfowl hunting opportunities rather than address any legitimate 
concerns about conservation or ethical hunting practices. Such intent undermines the credibility of the 
proposal and unfairly targets a community that abides by long-standing, effective regulations. 

2. The Proposal is Inconsistent with Common Practices in Other States 

Many states, including waterfowl-rich regions such as Arkansas, Louisiana, and Texas, allow the use of 
motorized boats for hunting as long as the motor is turned off and the boat’s momentum has ceased before 
firing. This common-sense regulation ensures ethical hunting while allowing hunters to access otherwise 
unreachable areas. Alaska’s existing regulations already align with these widely accepted standards, 
which balance conservation with practicality. The proposed restrictions go far beyond what is necessary 
or effective. 

3. The Proposal Undermines Traditional and Subsistence Hunting 

Boats are a vital tool for hunters, especially in Alaska’s wetlands, rivers, and coastal areas. Subsistence 
hunters and rural residents often rely on waterfowl as a significant food source, and these restrictions 
would disproportionately impact them. Requiring boats to remain stationary, beached, or anchored adds 
unnecessary hardship to those who rely on boats for access and safe hunting. 

4. Safety Concerns 

Forcing hunters to beach or anchor their boats during a hunt introduces significant safety risks: 

Weather Hazards: Alaska’s waterways are unpredictable, and requiring boats to remain stationary limits 
hunters’ ability to respond to changing conditions. 

Emergencies: Mobility is essential for responding to emergencies, such as capsizing or adverse weather. 
Limiting this mobility could lead to avoidable accidents. 

5. Conservation and Enforcement 

This proposal is unnecessary from a conservation perspective: 

Existing federal and state regulations, including bag limits and seasons, effectively manage waterfowl 
populations and ensure ethical hunting. 

Enforcement of this proposal would be impractical and prone to misinterpretation, especially in Alaska’s 
vast and remote waterways. 

Alternative Solutions 

Rather than imposing restrictive and impractical measures, ADFG should: 

Strengthen education programs to promote ethical hunting practices. 

Focus on enforcing existing regulations that already ensure ethical and sustainable hunting. 

Engage with the waterfowl hunting community to address concerns collaboratively without imposing 
burdensome restrictions. 

Conclusion 



This proposal is out of touch with the realities of waterfowl hunting in Alaska, unfairly targets hunters, 
and provides no meaningful conservation benefits. It disregards widely accepted practices in other states, 
imposes unnecessary safety risks, and disproportionately impacts subsistence hunters. I urge the ADFG to 
reject this proposal and instead work toward balanced solutions that respect Alaska’s hunting traditions 
and practical needs. 
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