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ACTION NO. SUBJECT

Region I--Southeast

Region-wide

43
46
45
47
36

38
39
37
41
42
5

40
34
35
33
48

Allow deer to be bartered in Umnit 1.

Shorten wolf hunting season to Sept. 1 - Mar. 31 in Units 1, 3, 4, and 5.
Extend wolf hunting season to end on May 31 in Units 1 and 2.

Modify waterfow] hunting season dates.

Delay opening of nonresident black bear season to Sept. 15 in portion of
Region.

Require black bear harvest ticket in Units 1-5.

Require black bear harvest ticket in Umnits 1-5.

Establish black bear registration hunts in Units 1-3.

Clarify black bear bait conditions in Region L.

Modify in person reporting requirements for bait site locations in Umits 1-5.

Modify black bear baiting permits in Unit 2 to allow permits by mail and
voluntary bait site locations.

Restrict black bear baiting to archers only in Units 1-5.
Shorten wolverine trapping season in Region 1.
Eliminate frap tagging requirement in Units 1-5.
Eliminate trap tagging requirement in Unit 5.

Eliminate the use 0of 223 caliber full metal jacket bullets for big game in Units
1-4,

GMU’s 1B and 3—Petersburg Area

10

11

Modify moose bag limit in Units 1B and 3 to allow moose with antlers having
2 brow tines on both sides.

Modify moose bag limif in Units 1B and 3 to allow moose with antlers having
2 brow tines on both sides.




44
29

12
13
14

Modify moose bag limit to allow 5 total points on any one side in Unit 1.
Include small portion of Unit 1C in broken moose antler regulation.
Alternate archery and rifle elk seasons on Etolin Island in Unit 3.

Extend wolf hunting season to May 31 in Unit 3.

Extend wolf hunting season to June 30 in Unit 3.

Clarify Blind Slough Closed area in Unit 3.

Restrict marten trapping on Kuiu Island in Unit 3.

GMU’s 1A and 2—Ketchikan Area

3

N o= - N

Reduce bag limit from 4 bucks to 2 bucks on portion of Cleveland Peninsula
in Unit 1A.

Increase bag limit to two goats i Unit 1A,

Close fall black bear season in Unit 2.

Close fall black bear season in portions of Unit 2.

Open wolf trapping season Nov. 1 instead of Nov. 10 in Unit 1A.

Raise management objectives for wolf in Unit 1A.

GMU’s 1C, 1D, and 5—Juneau/Douglas Area

27
28

30

26
23
25
24

15
19
20
18
21

Close antlerless moose hunts in Gustavus, Unit 1C.

Change registration moose hunt in Gustavus from any bull to spike fork/50/3
brow tine.

Eliminate points for Tier Il hunt, open moose hunt in Unit 1D to Haines
residents with bag limit of one moose every 2 years.

Open goat archery hunt in Unit 1D area currently closed to goat hunting.
Modify definition of white bear in Unit 1D.
Create new hunting closure for bears in portion of Unit 1D.

Modify brown bear bag limit to one per year, extend season to June 15 in
Units 1C and 4.

Open Unit 1C beaver trapping season Nov. 10.
Open Unit 1C otter trapping season Nov. 10.
Open Unit 1C marten trapping season Nov. 10.
Open Unit 1C mink and weasel trapping season.

Allow specific traps within 50 yards of trails in Unit 1C instead of 1/4 mile
closure.




22
31
16

17
32

Close additional trails in Unit 1C to trapping with 1/4 mile.
Extend Unit 1D wolf hunting and trapping seasons Aug. 1 - May 15.

Modify hunting and trapping seasons for beaver in Unit 1D to Sept. 1 - June
30.

Establish bounty for beaver control in Unit 1D.
Open Unit 5 lynx trapping season Nov. 10,

Region I1I-Interior

Statewide

53

52

49

51

54
50

55

56

Establish season Sept. 25- May 1 for denning of black bears with the use of |
artificial light in Units 21 and 24,

Establish season Sept. 25- May 1 for denning of black bears in Units 21 and
24,

For black bear in Unit 25D, allow the harvest of sows and cubs, trapping of
bears, and taking from a boat.

Establish no closed season for denning of bears, and take of any bear,
including cubs and sows with cubs in Unit 19.

Modify predation control methods for brown bear in Unit 20E.

Remove the prohibition on denning of wolves in Unit 19.

Remove the prohibition on denning of wolves, allow take of any bear,
including cubs and sows with cubs, extend wolf seasons and increase bag
limits in intensive management areas where goals are not being met.

Establish hunts for disabled veterans.




Woll Predation Management
Southern Alaska Peninsula Caribou Herd

SAPCH - GMU 9D

SAPCH - GMU 9D

Program Implementation

+ Depariment staff removed 28 wolves from
the caribou calving grounds
— 14 adu}ts were members of 2 woll packs

— 14 pups located in 2 dens, belonging to 1 pack

— Inkeeping with Board directive and existing

division orphan animal protocols:

* % pups euthanized inside 1he dens
* 5 pups euthanized putside the dens

* Monitored the survival of 65 caribou calves
and investigated causes of calf mortality

SAPCH - GMU 9D
Caribou Calving

» Calving occurred on traditional
calving areas for the SAPCH

* Adult female pregnancy rate was
good .

— (86% of cews 24 years of age were pregnant)

» Calves were born in good health
— No still births detected
— Good birth weights and mobility

SAPCH - GMU 9D

Caribou Calf Survival

* Early-calf survival was
excellent (69%)

+ Late-calf survival was
good {62%)

= Predation accounted for 80% of the noted
calf mortalitics

SAPCH - Subunit 9D

Population Parameters

g

SAPCH - GMU 9D

Caribou Population Status
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2007 2008
Pre-Control ~ Post-control
Calf Survival to 1 month <1% 57%
Fall Calf Ratio 1 39
(calves; 100 cows)
Current Population Size 600 700




SAPCH - GMU 9D SAPCH - GMU 9D
WOLF PUPS Preliminary Findings
+ Bear predation on caribou calves and nutrition were not

important factors limiting population growth in the
SAPCH

+ Existing protocol involves contact
with approved AKX facilities, but not
with outside facilities

«  AK facilities were contacted prior te
2008 effort; no wolf placements
identified + Program should be continued to achieve full benefits

- Concerns with department’s 2008 actions prompted consideration for the caribou population

of new protocels , R , .
» Draf protocols developed and available to Board * Knowledge obfained in 2008 will be used to improv
field protocols and procedures .

« Walf reduction improved caribou calf survival

SAPCH - GMU 9D
Plans for 2009

= Conduct March — April wolf reduction using depattment
staff and helicopters

— Prior to denning

— Improve late winter survival

— Assumes suitable weather and tracking capabilities

— Less “surgical” (trade-off)
Fallow-up with calf moriality work during late May /
early June, similar to 2008 :

— Smaller crew: reduced costs and logistics issues

_ Less chance of encountering wolves, including pups
Implement wolf pup protocols

Initiate discussions with FWS about work on refuges

Unkt 8D
Faderally Managed Lands
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Unit 9D

Federally Maraged Lands

Fedrally Mamaged Lands

SAPCH

Calving Grounds

Wolf - GMU 9D
Hunting and Trapping Harvest

2

Population Size

SAPCH - GMU 9D

Harvest and Management
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Distribution and Movement Patterns: Winter Moose Distribution Winter Moose Density
Migration ,
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Effects of Moose Density on Pregnancy

Pregnancy

0.85

0.70 4

{Population ite in parentheses)

0.85
2002

2003

a0ha 2005 2006 20607 2008

Year

High detisity resulted in reduced fitness
of moose and over-utilized habitat

Antlerless hunts have been essential in
lowering density of moose

Body condition and reproductive indices
are improving as we decrease moose
density

- It is important to retain the antlerless
hunts as they are an important part of
the management strategy at Gustavus
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RECOMMENDATIONS

BOARD OF GAME PROPOSALS

Region I Proposals 1- 48

November 2008

Alaska Department of Fish & Game

Division of Wildlife Conservation

The department’s recommendations are based on analysis of the proposals with
available information. These recommendations may change after further
analysis based on public comment or additional information.




PROPOSAL 1

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would change the starting date for trapping
wolves in Unit 1A from November 10 to November 1.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Amend and Adopt

RATIONALE: The author’s rationale for this proposal is that the wolf trapping season opened
on November 1 prior to 1983 and should be returned to that starting date. He states that the
carlier start date would allow hunters to begin trapping wolves while also hunting deer during the
November deer rut, when he believes deer are very vulnerable to predation by wolves.

The Department recommends amending this proposal to include Units 1, 3 and 5, and adopting
the season change. Most bears arc in hibernation by late Qctober so catching them in wolf traps
during this period should not be a concern. Starting the season on November 1 will provide
additional opportunity for those interested in trapping wolves, without presenting any obvious
conservation concerns. The department supports a return to this ecarlier starting date.

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

PROPOSAL 2

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would change the management objective for
wolves in Unit A from 20 per year to 25 per year.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Take No Action

RATIONALE: This proposal does not require action by the board. The department has the
authority to change the guideline harvest level without a regulatory change.

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

PROPOSAL 3

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Reduce the bag limit for deer from 4 bucks to 2 bucks on the
Cleveland Peninsula in Unit 2. The Cleveland Peninsula is split between Units 1A and 1B and
this change would make the entire Cleveland Peninsula deer bag limit uniform at 2 bucks per
hunter per year.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Adopt

RATIONALE: Staff proposal, see issue statement.

*************************k***************************************************

PROPOSAL 4

EEFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would change the bag limit for mountain goats in
Unit 1A from one goat to two goats.




DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The mountain goat bag limit in Unit 1A has varied between one and two goats
during the past 20 years. Most recently the bag limit was changed from 2 goats to 1 at the 2004
board meeting, At that meeting the Cleveland Peninsula was closed to goat hunting due to
conservation concerns, and the bag limit for goats in the remainder of Unit 1A was reduced. The
justification to reduce the bag limit in all of Unit 1A was to avoid future closures in other
locations of Unit 1A due to conservation concerns.

Although goats are widely distributed, harvest is often localized around access points. By
limiting hunters to a single goat, we can distribute the allowable harvest across a greater number
of hunters, thereby providing more hunters with the opportunity to harvest a goat.

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

PROPOSAL 5

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would reduce the discretionary authority for bear
bait permit conditions.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Take No Action

RATIONALE: Refer to Proposal 41. The department will clarify the current language regarding
discretionary authority relative to bear bait registration permits.

**********************************************************#******************

PROPOSAL 6

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would close the fall hunting season for black
bears in Unit 2,

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Take No Action

RATIONALE: The department has submitted two proposals that address concerns with black
bear harvest and black bear management in Unit 2 along with other areas in Southeast Alaska.

The department recommends the board take no action on this proposal and consider proposals 36
and 38.

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

PROPOSAL 7

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would close a portion of Unit 2 to black bear
hunting in the vicinity of El Capitan passage and Dry Pass on Prince of Wales Island.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Take No Action




RATIONALE: This proposal addresses an overharvest of bears on a portion of Unit 2. The

department recommends the board take no action on this proposal and consider proposal 36.
*****************************************************************************

PROPOSAL 8

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: For Kuiu Island in Unit 3, shorten the marten trapping season
for residents to Dec 1 -[FEB. 15] Dec 15, close the nonresident marten trapping season and
create a Kuiu Island Management Area that is closed to the use of motorized land vehicles for
trapping matten.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Adept

RATIONALE: Staff proposal, see issue statement.

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

PROPOSAL 9

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Modify the hunting scason for elk on Etolin Island in Unit 3 to
provide alternating bow and rifle drawing permit hunts during the September rut.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The department currently has a number of uncertainties regarding the status of
the Unit 3 elk population. The rugged terrain and densely forested environment in Southeast
Alaska precludes accurate aerial surveys of the Unit’s elk population and limits our
understanding of important elk population parameters such as status and trend, bull:cow ratios,
productivity, and recruitment into the adult population. Despite liberal hunting seasons and
several increases in the number of permits issued the Unit 3 elk harvest has declined in recent
years.

Elk are particularly vulnerable to harvest during the rut. Therefore, hunters have been restricted
to archery tackle. Allowing the use of high-powered rifles during the elk rut would risk
overharvest of bulls and could disrupt breeding activity.

The department recently initiated a study in designed to obtain information about daily and
seasonal elk activity and movement patterns, habitat use, and home range size. Staff biologists
will also evaluate dietary overlap and potential interspecific competition between introduced elk
and native Sitka black-tailed deer, Finally, we will attempt to use DNA extracted from elk fecal
pellets to identify individual elk as part of a mark-recapture population estimation effort. Results
from this ongoing work will be used to establish future elk hunting seasons and bag limits in the
unit. The department recommends that until such time that we have additional information on
important elk population parameters, we should continue to restrict hunting activity during the
rut to archery-only.

************************************************************************k****




PROPOSAL 10

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Modify the moose antler restriction in RM038 to allow the
harvest of bulls with 2 brow tines on both sides in addition to the existing spike-fork, 3 or more
brow tines on one side, or 50-inch antler criteria.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Adopt

RATIONALE: Staff proposal, see issue statement.

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

PROPOSAL 11

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Modify the moose antler restrictions in Units 1B and 3 to allow
the harvest of bulls with spike, fork, 2 brow tines on both sides, or 50-inch spread. The intent of
the proponent was to allow the harvest of bulls with 2 brow tines on both sides “ir addition to,”
the existing spike, fork, 3 or more brow tines on one side, or 50-inch spread antler criteria. Tt
was also the intent of the proponent to apply the new regulation to the entire RM038 hunt arca
which includes Units 1B, 3 and the extreme southern portion of 1C.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Take No Action

RATIONALE: See proposal 10.

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

PROPOSAL 12

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would extend the wolf hunting season in Unit 3
by 31 days, from August 1 — [APRIL 30} May 31 and the season will close when 20 wolves are
harvested.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The Unit 3 wolf harvest is typically incidental to other hunting activities,
however, a small number of trappers focus efforts specifically on wolves and account for the
majority of wolves taken. Hunters and trappers have harvested 203 wolves in Unit 3 over the
last 5 years, with an average unit-wide harvest of 41 wolves annually.

While it is difficult from sealing records to differentiate between wolves harvested by hunters
and those taken by trappers, sealing records indicate that 79 wolves were taken by ground
shooting from 2003-2007, for an annual average of 16 wolves. Alaska residents harvested most
(87%} of wolves taken in the unit, with local residents accounting for 74% of the Unit 3 wolf
harvest.

An accurate popuiation estimate is not available for Unit 3 wolves, but anecdotal information
gathered from hunters, trappers, pilots, and department personnel suggests the population is
stable. Unit 3 wolf hunting season dates have been adjusted by the board twice in the last 8 years




(2002 and 2004). The current Unit 3 wolf hunting and trapping season end date of April 30 is
consistent for Units 1 and 3-5.

The department does not support this proposal because the additional 31 days would extend the
hunting season into the peak of the wolf pupping season. The department believes the existing
9-month hunting scason and 5-wolf bag limit provides ample opportunity to harvest wolves.
Extending the season to May 31 will not significantly increase wolf harvest opportunities.
Declines in pelt quality throughout the spring reduce pelt values, as well as interest in harvesting
wolves. The department does not support a 20-wolves harvest limit in the unit as this would
unnecessarily restrict opportunity and there is not a conservation concern for the current harvest.

Wolf populations in the unit are healthy and harvest during the later part of the season is
typically low. It is anticipated that most harvest likely to occur during May would be by
nonresidents who purchase a wolf tag, hoping for an opportunity to harvest a wolf incidental to
spring black bear hunting.

7':**********-k***********-k*******-k'A'1’:****'k*****1'::’:*7\'********************‘k***

PROPOSAL 13

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would extend the wolf hunting season in Unit 3
by 61-days, from August 1 — [APRIL 30] to June 30.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The Unit 3 wolf harvest is typically incidental to other hunting activities,
however, a small number of trappers focus efforts specifically on wolves and account for the
majority of wolves taken. Hunters and trappers have harvested 203 wolves in Unit 3 over the
last 5 years, with an average unit-wide harvest of 41 wolves annually.

While it is difficult from sealing records to differentiate between wolves harvested by hunters
and those taken by trappers, sealing records indicate that 79 wolves were taken by ground
shooting from 2003-2007, for an annual average of 16 wolves. Alaska residents harvested most
(87%) of wolves taken in the unit, with local residents accounting for 74% of the Unit 3 wolf
harvest.

An accurate population estimate is not available for Unit 3 wolves, but anecdotal information
gathered from hunters, trappers, pilots, and department personnel suggests the population is
stable. Unit 3 wolf hunting season dates have been adjusted by the board twice in the last 8 years
(2002 and 2004). The current Unit 3 wolf hunting and trapping season end date of April 30 is
consistent for Units 1 and 3-5.

The department does not support this proposal because the additional 61 days would extend the
hunting season into the peak of the wolf pupping season. The department believes the existing
9-month hunting season and S-wolf bag limit provides ample opportunity to harvest wolves.
Extending the season to June 30 will not significantly increase wolf harvesting opportunities.




Declines in pelt quality throughout the spring reduce pelt values, as well as interest in harvesting
wolves.

Wolf populations in the unit are healthy and harvest during the later part of the scason is
typically low. It is anticipated that most harvest likely to occur during May and June would be by
nonresidents who purchase a wolf tag, hoping for an opportunity to harvest a wolf incidental to
spring black bear hunting.
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PROPOSAL 14

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Clarify the boundaries of the Blind Slough Closed Area in Unit
3. This is a department housekeeping proposal.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Adept
RATIONALE: Staff proposal, sec issue statement.
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PROPOSAL 15

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would change the Unit 1C beaver trapping season
opening date to November 10; the current trapping season is December 1-May 15.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The current seasons and bag limits for beaver in Unit 1C have been in place
since the 1960s. The current season dates are appropriate to ensure beaver pelts are at peak
quality when harvested, and season lengths are sufficient to allow ample trapping opportunity.
Prime pelts are sold for a higher dollar amount which benefits trappers and is a sound use of the
resource,

We have few data on beaver populations so information about trapper harvest and the trapper
survey report is our best tool in determining beaver population status. Beaver harvest varies
from year to year and the present seasons and bag limits in Unit 1C have demonstrated their
effectiveness over time in providing opportunity for trappers, and assuring that beaver
populations remain sustainable. The department recommends retaining the December 1 scason
opening date as it has been for the past 40 years,

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

PROPOSAL 16

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would change the Unit 1D beaver trapping scason
to September | - June 30 and allow the use of firearms; the current trapping season is December
1 - May 15 and does not allow the use of firearms to harvest beaver.




Note: The original proposal asked to modify both hunting and trapping scasons for beaver in
Unit 1D. The author intended to change methods and means to allow the use of firearms for
taking beavers with a trapping license.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The proponent has concerns regarding the perceived increase in beavers in the
Chilkat River Valley and their impacts on salmon resources. Detailed survey and inventory data
is not available for beavers in this area, but anecdotal information from sportsmen and fisheries
biologist suggest beaver numbers are increasing. Per conversations with fisheries personnel,
beaver numbers appear to be increasing and can have both a positive and negative impact on
salmon resources. Beaver activity may block passage for returning adults and emigrating
juveniles but it also creates excellent juvenile salmon rearing habitat.

There is a resource-value concern when furbearers are taken outside prime-fur periods and the
use of fircarms increase the possibility beaver being lost after shooting. Shooting at an animal in
the water also presents a safcty concern. This proposal specifically identifies beavers as being
detrimental to salmon which is a departure from historical attributes (currency, clothing, food,
etc.) of trapping beaver. The concerns raised by the proposal may be able to be addressed
through existing regulations by working with fisheries personnel to identify problem areas and
issuing permits to local trappers to lethally remove beavers from those areas. These permits may
be issued to allow for the take of beavers outside established seasons, bag limits, and methods
and means.

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

PROPOSAL 17

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would require the department to implement a
state sponsored beaver control program, or implement a bounty on beavers in Unit 1D.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Take No Action

RATIONALE: See proposal 16.

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

PROPOSAL 18

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would change the Unit 1C mink and weasel
trapping season opening date to November 10; the current season dates are December 1 -
February 15.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The current seasons and bag limits for mink and wease! in Unit 1C have been in
place since the 1982. These dates are appropriate to ensure pelts are at peak quality when




harvested, and the season lengths are sufficient to allow ample trapping opportunity. Prime pelts
are sold for a higher price which benefits trappers, and is a sound use of the resource.

The present seasons and bag limits in Unit 1C have demonstrated their effectiveness over time in
providing opportunity for trappers, and assuring that these furbearer populations remain viable,
The department recommends leaving the December 1 season opening date intact.

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

PROPOSAL 19

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would change the Unit 1C river otter trapping
scason opening date to November 10; the current season dates are December 1 — February 15.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The current seasons and bag limits for otter in Unit 1C have been in place since
the 1982. The current season dates are appropriate to ensure otter pelts are at peak quality when
harvested, and the season lengths are sufficient to allow ample trapping opportunity. Prime pelts
are sold for a higher dollar amount which benefits trappers, and is a sound use of the resource.

Because we have little data on furbearer populations, trapper harvest and the trapper survey
reports are the best tools in determining population status. Harvest varies from year to year, and
the present scasons and bag limits in Unit 1C have demonstrated their effectiveness over time in
providing opportunity for trappers, and assuring that otter populations remain sustainable. The
department recommends leaving the December 1 season opening date intact as it has been since
1982,

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

PROPOSAL 20

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would change the Unit 1C marten trapping season
opening date to November 10; the current season dates are December 1 — F ebruary 5.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The current seasons and bag limits for marten in Unit 1C have been in place
since 1982. The current season dates are appropriate to ensure marten pelts are at peak quality
when harvested, and the season lengths are sufficient to allow ample trapping opportunity. Prime
pelts are sold for a higher dollar amount which benefits trappers and is a sound use of the
resource,

Because we have few data on furbearer populations, trapper harvest and the trapper survey report
are the best tools in determining popuiation status. Marten are particularly vulnerable to
overharvest if access to all available habitats is provided through roads and trails. In the case of
Unit 1C, the area along the Juneau road system is especially accessible, and beginning the season
carlier than the present date could have consequences of overharvesting marten in some of these




areas. Although the harvest can vary year to year, the present scasons and bag limits in Unit 1C
have demonstrated their effectiveness over time in providing opportunity for trappers, and
assuring that marten populations remain sustainable. The department recommends leaving the
December 1 season opening date intact as it has been since 1982.

***************************************#*************************************

PROPOSAL 21

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would reduce the distance that traps may be set to
Juneau area trails, and would require allowed traps be elevated three feet off the ground.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Amend and Adopt

RATIONALE: In 1987, a state regulation was adopted that closed trapping within 4 mile of
many Juneau area trails. The justification for the closure cited public safety concerns, the
possibility of catching domestic pets, and the value of wildlife viewing along trails. This closure
significantly reduces areas around Juneau that can be trapped. Accessible areas off the Juncau
road system are fairly limited and many of those drainages have trails that restrict trapping. With
many of these drainages being narrow and stecp sided, getting mile from the trail is difficult
and leaves very little area for trapping. Trapping is further restricted by a city ordinance that
forbids setting traps or snares within % mile of any public or private street, road, right-of-way or
highway within the City and Borough of Juneau.

As authored, this proposal would limit traps to jaw spreads of 6.25 inches or less, traps would
have to be elevated at least 3 feet above the ground and traps must be at least 50 yards from the
trail for all trails listed as closed in the current Alaska Trapping Regulations.

We support the concept of this proposal with the following amendments: traps must have a jaw
spread of 4.5 inches or less, traps must be placed at least 5 fect above the ground, and traps must
be placed at least 100 yards from a restricted trail. Other traps sets would still be allowed
beyond the current v mile restriction. This regulatory change still addresses the issues of public
safety, protection of pets, and wildlife viewing along trails, while allowing for a practical
compromise between trappers and other users of these trail systems.

**************************k*********************************************

PROPOSAL 22

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would add several Juneau area trails to those
listed which are closed to trapping within % mile of the trail.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: No Recommendation

RATIONALE: In 1987, a state regulation was adopted that closed trapping within Y mile of
many Juneau area trails. The justification for the closure cited public safety concerns, the
possibility of catching domestic pets, and the value of wildlife viewing along trails. Since the
otiginal promulgation of the regulation, additional trails have been developed and several have
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been upgraded. In April 2008, a dog was killed in a #330 Conibear trap, and another dog was
caught in a small leghold trap but was released unharmed. These incidents have highlighted the
concerns listed in the 1987 proposal. The current state closure is in addition to the City and
Borough of Juneau ordinance (see proposal 21).

This proposal is an allocation issue among user groups using Juneau area trails. This proposal
would further restrict the area available for trapping in the Juneau area. State and other agency
regulations require trap marking, and prohibit trapping in certain areas. Proposal 21 may
mitigate the inclusion of additional trails being closed to trapping.

e e T e L R L B L S R T Lk T T T s

PROPOSAL 23

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would prohibit the harvest of white-phased black
bears by defining coloration and establishing a percentage of pelt coverage.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: No Recommendation

RATIONALE: In August 2007 the board passed an emergency regulation prohibiting the
harvest of white-colored black bears in Unit 1D in response to a bear observed in Skagway,
Alaska with this coloration. Public sentiment in Skagway to protect this animal prompted this
request for action. The regulation became permanent in November 2007. In June 2008 a black
bear, believed to be the same bear, was harvested. An investigation following the harvest
determined that the bears’ pelage did not meet the regulatory requirement of a white-colored
bear. The hunter was not charged and the hide and skull of the bear was returned. Many
Skagway residents werc appalled with the inability of this regulation to protect the bear that it
was designed to protect.

The department offers no recommendation on this proposal because it is an allocation among
users. The department manages black bears at a population level; light-phased black bears are
still black bears and are managed as such. Identifying and offering protection to an individual
animal or a specifically colored cohort of a population is an allocation decision for the board.

e R S R L L L R L TR M S T S A 1S PR A AR A

PROPOSAL 24

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would extend the Unit 1C spring brown bear
hunting season to June 15", and change the bag limit to I bear every regulatory year.

Note: The proponent intended the proposal to address the Unit 1C brown bear hunting only;
Unit 4 regulations are not part of the proposal. Although the author references Unit 1C in
general, his intent is to address a specific portion of Unit 1C known as Berners Bay.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt
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RATIONALE: The author of this proposal recommends these changes to provide more hunting
opportunity for bears by increasing the season length, and by allowing the harvest of a bear every
year. He states the season in Unit | was set up for the ABC islands (Unit 4), which have milder
weather that result in earlier den emergence for bears, and this changes their availability to
hunting. This difference is already recognized in the present seasons, where much of Unit 4
closes on May 20, while the Unit | season extends to May 31,

During the past 3 years, a brown bear research study in the Berners Bay portion of Unit 1C has
collected data on spring den emergence and habitat use by brown bears. GPS radiacollar results
indicate that bears use the tidal flats and estuaries in the lower portion of the bay from mid to late
May. Bears using these areas arc available to hunters during the present scason.

Brown bear harvest in Unit 1C is low. During the 10 year period 1998-2007, 46 bears (38M:8F)
were taken. Harvest data from Berners Bay during this same 10 year period was 9 bears, with 5
of them being taken in mid to late May. The low harvest in Unit 1C is a reflection of the low
bear density and a preference by many hunters to target the high bear densities of Unit 4.

The department does not support this proposal because there is adequate opportunity to harvest
brown bears in Unit 1C under the present seasons and bag limits. The 1 bear every 4 years bag
limit bas been in place in Unit 1C since 1968, and is consistent with remainder of the region, and
should remain unchanged.

****‘.’H’f'Jf'k'k*-k-k*****'i'r***********************************-}r*******‘k**********

PROPOSAL 25

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would close a portion of the Klehini River
Drainage in Unit 1D, to the taking of brown and black bears.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: No Recommendation

RATIONALE: The author of this proposal would like have this area closed to bear hunting as a
way of preventing conflicts between the hunters and bear viewers. As indicated in the proposal a
public observation areas known as Marks Park overlooks this area and is very popular for
wildlife viewing. This area in question is productive bear habitat consisting of extensive salmon
streams and river bars and other forage for bears. Although few bears have been harvested in this
area, the author suggests that any bear hunting from this location is problematic. During the
period 1998-2007, a mean harvest of 2 brown bears and 3 black bears per year were taken in the
vicinity of Marks Park.

Most of Unit 1D provides both excellent wildlife viewing and hunting. Viewing sites include the
Chilkoot River, and a large portion of the Chilkat River and Bald Eagle Preserve. Nearly the
entire unit is open to hunting. Existing regulations already address some of the concerns of the
proposal; e.g. hunters must be off a road before shooting and wounded bears count against bag
limits. This proposal is an allocation issue between various users of Marks Park rather than a
conservation concern.
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PROPOSAL 26

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL.: This proposal would open an archery only mountain goat hunt
in the area known as the “Skagway Pie” near Skagway, Alaska.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Adopt

RATIONALE: The area east of Dyeca and the Chilkoot Trail and west of the White Pass and
Yukon Railroad has been closed to mountain goat hunting since 1985 due to conservation
concerns. Department management reports list include the objective of opening this area to
hunting when goat numbers are at a level that will allow for harvest. Aerial survey data collected
during the period 1985-2003 did not enumerate enough goats to warrant opening the area io
hunting. The department wants at least 100 goats in this area to allow a hunt. An aerial survey
conducted on September 24, 2008 counted 118 goats (99 adults & 19 kids), achieving the desired
threshold and demonstrating acceptable recruitment of juvenile goats.

Because of the close proximity of this area to Skagway, hunting pressure might preclude any
open lunt unless it is archery only. Based on the number of goats counted, the allowable harvest
would be 6 points (male goats = 1 point, female goats = 2 points). A firearm hunt would require
this to be a drawing permit hunt, with very few permits allowed to assure sustainability. An
archery only hunt would provide unlimited hunting opportunity while still allowing for a harvest
rate that is slow enough to allow the department to monitor the season and prevent overharvest,

Southeast Alaska goat hunters are required to report successful hunts within 5 days of the kill,
and homn check-in is required in Unit 1D. This will allow managers the ability to monitor the
harvest. Emergency Orders can be used if necessary to close the hunt. This hunt can be opened
concurrently with RG024 (September 15 — November 30} when personnel are available to issue
permits and check-in harvested animals.

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

PROPOSAL 27

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would eliminate the three antlerless moose hunts
(DM043, DM044, DMO045) in that portion of Unit 1C north of Icy Straits and west of Excursion
Inlet known as the Gustavus hunt area.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The antlerless moose hunt at Gustavus was first adopted in 2000 in response to
the department’s concern that the moose were in danger of exceeding the winter range carrying
capacity. Moase densities were 7 moose/mi’ and to increase through 2003 to approximately 13
moose/mi’, Density dependant effects were becoming evident in the condition of the range as
well as the condition of moose using this area.
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Browse studies indicated that the moose were browsing > 90% of the available willow twigs, and
removing 35-40% of the available biomass. Both of these indices are extremely high when
compared to other studies in Alaska. Biologists also determined through the capture of cow
moose that they were very under nourished compared to moose in other populations. This low
body fat content and generally poor body condition likely played a role in the depressed
pregnancy and twinning rates recorded in cow moose in this area.

Antlerless hunts have lowered moose densities over the past 4 years. During this time our data
indicate that cow moose using this area are becoming healthier as density declines. The ramp fat
index is increasing, meaning our sample of cow moose have a higher body fat than in the
previous years. Productivity, measured by pregnancy rate, is increasing. Both of these factors
indicate this moose herd is responding to lower densities of moose on this range, which is only
possible through the implementation of the antlerless hunts.

As with all antlerless hunts, the Gustavus hunts need to be reauthorized by the board annually
through a department re-authotization proposal. This allows the board to scrutinize the validity
of the antlerless season on an annual basis.

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

PROPOSAL 28

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would change the “any bull” registration permit
hunt at Gustavus to a spike-fork/50 inch/3 brow tine antler restriction registration permit hunt.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Adopt

RATIONALE: Staff proposal, see issue statement.

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

PROPOSAL 29

EFFECT OF TIHE PROPOSAL: Extend the damaged, broken, or altered moose antler regulation
in effect for Units 1B and 3 to include the entire RM038 hunt area, including that portion located
within Unit 1C south of Port Hobart, including all Port Houghton drainages. This is a
department housekeeping proposal.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Adopt

RATIONALE: In 2007 the board partially repealed a region-wide regulation stating that a
damaged, broken or altered antler does not satisfy the spike-fork requirement in antler restricted
moose hunts unless the opposing undamaged and unaltered antler meets the specified point
requirements. The Board maintained, however, that there remained sufficient evidence of abuse
indicating that the broken antler regulation should be retained in the RM038 hunt arca. At the
time the revised regulatory language was crafted a small portion of the RM038 hunt area located
in subunit 1C was inadvertently omitted from the regulatory language. As a result the broken
antler regulation applies to the Unit 1B and 3 portions of the RM038 hunt area, but does not
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apply to the Unit 1C portion. The department requests that the regulatory language for the
damaged, broken or altered moose antler regulation be amended to include the entire RM038
hunt area including that portion located within Unit 1C south of Port Hobart, including all Port
Houghton drainages.

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

PROPOSAL 30

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would eliminate the current Tier II scoring
system used to allocate TM059 Tier II moose hunting permits, and provide for a Haines resident-
only hunt that restricts hunters to one moose per family every two years.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: All Alaska residents qualify as subsistence users and are eligible to participate in
Tier IT hunts. TMO59 permits cannot be awarded solely to Haines residents. The current Tier 11
scoring system provides a mechanism that awards permits to individuals who demonstrate, by
application, their use of the Tier Il population and subsistence activities in the hunt arca.
Historical permit allocation data indicates that Unit 1D residents that reside in Haines receive
most TM0359 permits. Unit 1D residents (Haines, Klukwan and Skagway) were awarded 88% —
94% of available permits from 2004 — 2008. Haines and Klukwan residents received nearly all of
the permits, with a few (0% — 4%) being awarded to Skagway residents. Most remaining permits
were awarded to Southeast Alaska residents with a few awarded to hunters in other communiiies,
From 2004 — 2008, the number of TM059 applicants increased from 235 in 2004 to 297 in 2008,
Because the number of applicants is increasing, the number of individuals who do not receive a
permit is also increasing. However, Haines area residents continue receive the majority of
permits.

Restricting hunters to one moose every two years appears to contradict the implied reliance on
game resources for food that Tier IT hunts are intended to provide, No other Tier IT hunts are
known to restrict game harvest to every two years.

**************************************k*********************************

PROPOSAL 31

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would extend the current wolf hunting season an
additional 15 days to May 30", and lengthen the trapping season 116 days by extending wolf

trapping geason to May 15" in Unit LD. The current wolf hunting and trapping seasons end on
April 30™,

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt
RATIONALE: Total wolf harvest for Unit 1D is 46 over the last 10 years, with a mean harvest
0f 4.6 wolves per year. Alaska residents, primarily from Haines, harvest most of the wolves (38)

in Unit I1D. Wolf harvests are typically incidental to other hunting activities although a small
number of trappers target wolves.
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Wolf population size in Unit 1D is unknown and anecdotal information gathered from trappers,
hunters, pilots and department personnel suggest the population is stable to increasing. Unit 1
wolf hunting season dates have been adjusted by the board twice in the last six years (2002 and
2004). The current Unit 1D wolf hunting and trapping season end date of April 30" is consistent
with other Southeast Alaska subunits.

The department does not support this proposal because the later spring season would include the
denning and pupping period for wolves, and harvest will provide animals with poor pelt quality.
Expanding the existing trapping scason may result in non-target species such as bears being
caughi. The existing 9 month hunting scason and 5 %2 month trapping season provide abundant
opportunity to harvest wolves. )

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

PROPOSAL 32

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would open the Unit 5 lynx trapping season on
November 10 rather than the present December 1.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The same proposal was submitted at the 2006 board meeting, along with two
related proposals to change the fox and coyote trapping seasons from December 1 to November
10. The board adopted the fox and coyote proposals but followed the department’s
recommendation to keep the lynx trapping season opening date at December 1. The department’s
preference for the December 1 season opening was based on our understanding that lynx only
reach peak fur quality in December. With the trapping being open to mid-February, the present
scason length provides ample opportunity to harvest lynx when their fur is most valuable.

During 1997-2007 only one lynx was caught incidentally prior to the season, so the problem
identified by the author appears to be an uncommon occurrence. Therefore the department
recommends leaving the lynx trapping season as it is, and keeping it synchronous with the
remainder of the region.

*************************k***************************************************

PROPOSAL 33

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would eliminate the trap tagging requirements in
Unit 5.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Take No Action

RATIONALE: See proposal 35.

*****************************k***********************************************

PROPOSAL 34
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EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Shorten the wolverine trapping season in Units 1-5 by ending
the season on February 15.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Adopt

RATIONALE: Staff proposal, see issue statement.

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

PROPOSAL 35

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would climinate the trap tagging requirements in
Units 1-5.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: At the 2006 Southeast Region BOG meeting, a proposal to require frap tagging
in Unit 1C was submitted by a member of the public. The department recommendation was to
amend the proposal to include Units 1-5, and mirror the tagging regulation that was in place for
large snares. The board adopted our amended version, and the trap tagging requircment became
regulation in Units 1-5.

The author of this proposal would like to see the regulation eliminated because he believes the
public had no opportunity to address the amended version of the original proposal. The
department understands the authors reasoning; however we believe this regulation is a valuable
tool to help protect trapping opportunity. The presence of tags on traps projects to the public a
level of accountability that we believe is necessary for trappers to provide. During this past
trapping scason, several situations arose where the trap tag allowed the Department of Public
Safety — Division of Wildlife Troopers and the department to contact the trapper and address a
concern in an expedient manner. This action was only possible because of the trap tagging
requirement, which we believe mitigated the concerns in these cases.

The flexibility in the regulation allows trappers to use an identification system which keeps their
name and address confidential. It also allows trappers the option of marking traps in a way that
does not require individual traps being tagged.

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

PROPOSAL 36

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would eliminate the September | — 14 fall black
bear season for non-resident hunters for game management units 1A, 1B, 1C, 2, and 3.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Adopt

RATIONALE: Staff proposal, see issue statement.
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*****************************************************************************

PROPOSAL 37

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would require a registration permit for black bear
hunters in game management Units 1, 2, and 3.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Take No Action

RATIONALE: Sec proposal 38. The department has submitted a similar proposal (Proposal 38)
that will require a harvest ticket rather than a registration permit for all black bear hunters in
Units 1-5. Although a registration permit can be used for the same purpose as a harvest ticket, we
generally only make them available at department offices. This makes them more difficuit for
hunters to obtain, and creates an additional workload. Registration permits also require
mandatory reporting, and penalize hunters who do not comply. Harvest tickets can be made
available at license vendors and online, making them easy for hunters to acquire. We believe
harvest tickets can be designed to gather the information we need to manage black bear hunting
effort.

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

PROPOSAL 38

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would require a harvest ticket for all black bear
hunters in game management Units 1-5.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Adopt

RATIONALE: Staff proposal, see issue statement.

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

PROPOSAL 39

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would require a harvest ticket for all black bear
hunters in game management Units 1-3.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Take No Action

RATIONALE: See proposal 38, which is the same as the harvest ticket requirement of this
proposal, but includes all of Region I rather than just Units 1-3.

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

PROPOSAL 40

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would restrict black bear hunters to “archery
only” methods when hunting over bait, in Units 1-5.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: No Recommendation




RATIONALE: This is an allocation issue. The authors proposed change in methods and means
is not related to a conservation issue, rather it would benefit archery hunters compared with
hunters using other methods of take.

********************************************=!=********************************

PROPOSAL 41

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Clarify the use of discretionary conditions on black bear baiting
permits.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Adopt

RATIONALE: Staff proposal, see issue statement.

******************************************************#**********************

PROPOSAL 42

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Modify in-person reporting requirements for obtaining bait site
locations,

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Take No Action

RATIONALE: See proposal 41.

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

PROPOSAL 43

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would allow deer to be bartered in Unit 1.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: No Recommendation

RATIONALE: The term “barter” is defined in statute 16.05.940 (2) as the exchange or trade of
fish or game, or their parts, taken for subsistence uses, and is included in the statutory definition
of subsistence uses in 16.05.940 (33). Thus “barter” is included in the broader context of
patterns of customary and traditional uses, and is not a commercial activity, nor does it involve
cash. However, unless specifically authorized, the barter of meat from a big game animal is
prohibited by a statewide regulation (5 AAC 92.200 (b) (8)). This is in conirast to barter of fish
harvested under subsistence regulations, which is not prohibited. Because the prohibition is in a
statewide regulation, this regional proposal may not provide the means for the Board to evaluate
this issue now, but there may be options to address this topic at a subsequent meeting. The
department has very limited information at this time to evaluate the extent of customary and
traditional barter of game meat taken for subsistence uses in Unit 1.
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PROPOSAL 44

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Modify the antler restriction for moose in Unit | as follows:

A legal bull is one that possesses a spike, fork, or 5 points or more of any kind on one side
of his rack. In order for a point to be legal it has to be 1” long or longer and it has to be
higher than it is wide. The type of point is irrelevant.

A follow-up conversation has determined that the intent of the proponent was for Region-wide
implementation of the proposed change in all moose hunts where the 3 or more brow tine and/or
50 inch spread requirements are currently in effect.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The antler restrictions curtently in place in Region I were originally developed for
Alaska-Yukon moose (4/ces alces gigas) on the Kenai Peninsula and later applied to western
Canada moose (4. a. andersoni) inbabiting the central Southeast Alaska. Speculation has fong
existed that the current moose antler restrictions are overly protective when applied to the smaller
andersoni subspecies. Unlike gigas moose found elsewhere in the state andersoni moose typically
have smaller antlers that do not develop predictable configurations that correlate well with age.
While the current antler restrictions do not partition the harvest among various age classes exactly
as intended, they have done a good job of constraining the moose harvest to sustainable levels.

The department remains interested in fine-tuning the existing antler restrictions, particularly in hunt
area RM038, in order to maximize harvest opportunity while constraining the harvest within
sustainable levels. To that end, in 2004 the board established a limited number of any-bull drawing
permit hunts within the RM038 hunt area to allow the department to obtain additional age and antler
data from the otherwise protected segment of the bull population. After three seasons of limited
any-bull harvest, the department now has sufficient data with which to make inferences about the
age structure of bulls possessing a wide variety of antler configurations. Analysis of antler and age
data collected in Units 1B, 3 and southern 1C indicate that the median age of bulls possessing 5-
points on either antler is 4 years of age (n = 51, range 2-10). Under the current selective harvest
strategy (SHS) bulls with 5 points on either antler would typically fall within an age class the
current SHS is intended to protect. As currently proposed (5 points on either antler) the proposed
regulation would likely overharvest younger bulls the current SHS is designed to protect.

A preliminary analysis of antler architecture in Southeast Alaska indicates that moose antler
characteristics vary across the Region (i.e. moose antler architecture in subunit 1B differs from
that of subunit 1D). Therefore, a region-wide approach to antler restrictions may not be
appropriate. The existing antler criteria in Southeast have been in place for many years and have
been successful at limiting the bull harvest to sustainable levels. While some minor fine-tuning of
the existing antler criteria might be appropriate in some areas, the department does not support a
wholesale change to the current antler restrictions.

Contrary to the proponent’s claim, we do not believe the recommend change would result in fewer
illegal animals being harvested. Many illegal kills result from hunters mistaking 3-point antlers for
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forked antlers and it is highly likely that hunters will similarly mistake 4-point antlers for 5-point
antlers. The problem of distinguishing legal points from non-qualifying antler projections will not
be eliminated as a result of the proposed change and therefore is unlikely to significantly reduce the

number of sublegal bulls being harvested.
*****************************************************************************

PROPOSAL 45

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would extend the wolf hunting season in Units 1
and 2 to May 31. Presently the Unit 1 hunting season is August 1 - April 30, and Unit 2 is
December 1 - March 31.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: The department disagrees with the intent of this proposal. The author suggests
aligning the wolf hunting season ending dates for Units 1 and 2. However, the department
manages these arcas with differing spring season lengths based on the differing circumstances
regarding these populations.

"The unit 1 season ends on April 30 which is consistent with the remainder of the region. This
season cnding date coincides with the denning season for wolves, as well as the time of year
when pelt quality declines considerably from the winter months. In Unit 2, the hunting season
ends on March 31. This earlier ending date was adopted to address concerns about
overharvesting this wolf population that is extremely vulnerable due to its habitat being
intersected with an exhaustive network of logging roads. Also, in the mid-1990s Unit 2 wolves
were determined to be a separate subspecies and consideration was given to listing them under
the Endangered Species Act. Although this didn’t occur, a harvest cap of no more than 25% of
the estimated population of wolves per year was adopted at the 1996 board meeting. This
approach addresses conservation concerns and does not jeopardize this genetically distinct
population, while allowing for a sustainable harvest.

Although the present seasons do not extend into May as the author desires, they do span 9 and 4
months for Units 1 and 2 respectively. The department recommends the season ending dates
remain the same.

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

PROPOSAL 46

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would shorten the wolf hunting seasons in Units
I, 3, 4 and 5 by 60 days. This change would be implemented by changing the starting date from
August 1 to September 1, and changing the season ending date from April 30 to March 31.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt
RATIONALE: The department recommends leaving the dates for the wolf hunting season

unchanged. Wolf populations in Units 1, 3, and 5 are widely distributed and considered healthy
and stable, Wolves occur rarely, if at all, in Unit 4. There is no indication that the wolf
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populations in these areas are being negatively impacted by the present season. Shortening the
fall season would take away opportunity from early season hunters who might want to harvest a
wolf while deer or mountain goat hunting. The April wolf hunting season allows early season
bear hunters a chance to harvest a wolf should they encounter one. Given that there is no
conservation concern, the department doesn’t believe shortening the scason is necessary.

The author suggests that the 2004 BOG decision to lengthen the wolf season by 60 days resulted
in a season that is excessively long, and unwarranted. However, the BOG change in 2004 was
enacted to reinstate the wolf hunting season that was in place since 1992, but was shortened by
60 days at the 2002 BOG meeting.

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

PROPOSAL 47

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would change the dates of the waterfowl hunting
seasot in the Southeast Alaska Zone (Units 1-4) from September 1 - December 16 to begin in
early October and end in mid-January.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: No Recommendation

RATIONALE: The submission of this proposal, and similar proposals in previous years,
indicate that some hunters prefer a change in the waterfowl hunting season dates to later in the
year. Other waterfow! hunters have expressed opposition to a later scason. A shift in season
dates represents a tradeoff between harvest opportunity of September migrants (e.g., wigeon,
pintail, and teal) versus wintering waterfowl (e.g., resident mallards and sea ducks).

In anticipation of a proposal again this year the department conducted a survey of resident
waterfowl hunters in Southeast to determine their preferences for season dates and split seasons.
Results show a pattern of preference for an carlier season in the northern portion of the region
and later season in southern portions. Across the entire region hunters indicated a majority
preference for some shift to later season dates than currently exist. Few (about 25%) waterfowl
hunters preferred a split hunting season as a means to address hunting preferences to
accommodate both early and late hunting.

The current U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service framework for the waterfowl season limit the season
to a maximum of 107 consecutive days and the entire zone must use the same starting and ending
dates. Proposals for split seasons or to subdivide the zone are only entertained by the USFWS
every 5 years; the next proposal cycle will be in 2011. A proposal for two zones would need
sufficient justification demonstrating that the two areas differ sufficiently in geography, climate,
and bird migration to warrant different season dates.

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

PROPOSAL 48

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would ban the use of .223 caliber full metal
jacketed bullets for the taking of big game in Units 1, 2,3 and 4.
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DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: No Recommendation

RATIONALE: The department agrees with the author that wounding loss is something we
should be concerned with, but we don’t believe that this proposal is necessary to accomplish that
objective. Wounding loss is a concern in Southeast Alaska where targeted species can escape
quickly into thick forested habitats if ammunition doesn’t have sufficient shock power. We use
hunter education as an outreach tool to emphasize the need to achieve proficiency in the use of
their firearms and to take only safe and effective shots at their target. Hunters must also be aware
of the capability of their firearm and the choice of bullets they use, determined by the species of
big game they are hunting. These principles are all important, and apply to any firearm
regardless of the caliber or of the ammunition being used.

*'k*'k*‘.’r‘.’r*':'f*******************************‘k‘k‘ln’:*'r*.'*1'.'************************'k'k***
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PROPOSAL 49

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Allow harvest of black bears in Unit 25D using customary and
traditional bag limit and methods including taking females, denning, snaring, and taking from a
boat while bears are swimming,

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Amend and Adopt

RATIONALE: Taking black bears from dens is currently allowed under hunting regulations, and
there is no closed season with a bag limit of 3 bears in Unit 25D. However, females with cubs
and cubs cannot be taken. The Department does not support taking any bear year-round. We
recommend amending this proposal to allow taking of any bear at dens only during October 15 —
May 1 and using artificial lights only at dens during this period to facilitate harvest. The
Department does not recommend use of snares unless implemented and monitored under a
predator control program.

The proponents would like to take black bears in Unit 25D using customary and traditional
methods to help provide for long-standing practices for obtaining meat, as well as providing the
associated benefit of helping manage black bear predation on moose calves in their hunting
areas. The Board has made a positive customary and traditional use finding for black bears and
set an amount necessary for subsistence in Unit 25 of 150-250 black bears. The Board has also
identified fhe moose population as important for high levels of human consumption. The moose
population is extremely low (0.2-0.3 moose/mi’) in the unit and black bear predation is an
important source of moose calf mortality. In addition, black bears are abundant (3000-6800,
based on extrapolations from other interior populations) and are lightly harvested (average
100/yr, based on Council of Athabascan Tribal Government household surveys during regulatory
years 2004-06).

The requested regulatory changes would recognize traditional practices, thus harvest is likely to
be similar to existing levels in 25D. To acknowledge the customary and traditional uses of bear
for meat during the winter months, the Department recommends amendments to methods and
means that would:

e restrict this type of method to residents only (5 AAC 85.015)

o allow the take of any bear from dens during October 15 — May | (5 AAC 92.085; 5 AAC,

5 AAC 92.260)
e allow the use of artificial light for such activity (5 AAC 92.080), and
e require the salvage of meat from any bear taken during this activity (5 AAC 92.200).

This traditional activity is based on local knowledge which generally focuses on known black
bear dens. Crafting the regulation to allow the take of any bear would allow the occasional take
of incidental brown bear if the den was misidentified. The use of artificial light would be allowed
for safety reasons at dens, and since this is a meat gathering activity, meat salvage would be
required.

Black bear harvest will be monitored using periodic household surveys in Unit 25D.
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PROPOSAL 50

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Allow wolf denning in Unit 19
DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: Taking wolves from dens is currently allowed under hunting regulations and the
hunting season in Unit 19 is August 1-May 31, with a bag limit of 10 wolves. In addition,
ongoing wolf control programs in Units 19D East and 19A have resulted in wolf population
decreases.
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PROPOSAL 51

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Allow harvest of any black bear from dens in Unit 19 intensive
management areas by Alaska residents.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Amend and Adopt

RATIONALE: The Department recommends amending this proposal to allow taking of any bear
using artificial lights only at den sites during October 15 — May 1 under hunting regulations. The
Department also recommends this proposal apply only the Unit 19 D East and Unit 19A predator
control areas. The proponents wish to take black bears using traditional practices for subsistence
purposes, and also are concerned about the effectiveness of bear removal efforts in control areas,
Black bears are abundant in both control areas (Unit 19D East=1750-2650, Unit 19A=2475—
2970} and very few have been taken (Unit 19D East estimated average=5-6/yr; Unit 19A
estimated average=41-56/yr).

Under hunting regulations, taking black bears from dens is currently allowed in both units, and
there is no closed season with a bag limit of 5 bears. Under predator control regulations, taking
black bears from dens is also allowed in the Experimental Micro Management Area in Unit 19D
East, during July 1 — June 30 with no bag limit. However, females with cubs and cubs may not
be taken under any current regulations.

To acknowledge the customary and traditional uses of bear for meat during the winter months,
the Department recommends amendments to methods and means in Unit 19 predator control
areas that would:

¢ restrict this type of method to residents only (5 AAC 85.015)

¢ allow the take of any bear from dens during October 15 —Mary 1 (5 AAC 92.085; 5

AAC, 5 AAC 92.260)

¢ allow the use of artificial light for such activity(5 AAC 92.080), and

¢ require the salvage of meat from any bear taken during this activity (5 AAC 92.200).

®
This traditional activity is based on local knowledge, which generally focuses on known black
bear dens. Crafting the regulation to allow the take of any bear would altow the occasional take




of incidental brown bear if the den was misidentified. The use of artificial light would be allowed
for safety reasons at dens, and since this is a meat gathering activity, meat salvage would be
required.

Adopting this proposal would provide for harvest of bears under traditionally practiced methods
and time periods, and thus may result in similar or somewhat increased numbers of animals
harvested, which could benefit predator management objectives. Unit 19D East harvest is
monitored through the existing sealing requirement and Unit 19A harvest will be monitored
using periodic household surveys.

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

PROPOSAL 52

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Allow harvest of bears in Units 21B, 21C, 21D and 24 during
September 25-May 1 using customary and traditional bag limit and methods including taking
any bear, and denning.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Take No Action

RATIONALE: See analysis and recommendation for proposal 53.

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

PROPOSAL 53

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Allow harvest of bears in Units 21B, 21C, 21D and 24 during
September 25-May 1 using customary and traditional bag limit and methods including taking
any bear, denning, and using artificial lights.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Amend and Adopt

RATIONALE: The Department recommends amending this proposal to allow taking of any bear
using artificial lights only at den sites during October 15-May 1. Delaying the starting date will
assure that most black bears are in dens.

The proponents would like to take any black bear using customary and traditional methods as
part of a pattern of subsistence use in this area. The Board has made a positive customary and
traditional use finding for black bears in these units, and black bears are likely abundant (2000-
4000) and are lightly harvested (50-180 estimated annual take). Although taking black bears
from dens is currently allowed under hunting regulations, and there is no closed season for black
bears in these units, with a 3 bear bag limit, it is constrained by the prohibition against taking
cubs or females with cubs and the prohibition against using artificial light. This proposal would
recognize long-standing practices and thus the resulting harvest is likely to be largely similar to
past levels. To acknowledge the customary and traditional uses of bear for meat during the
winter months, the Department recommends amendments to methods and means in Units 21B,
21C, 21D, and 24 that would:

e restrict this type of method to residents only (5 AAC 85.015)




¢ allow the take of any bear from dens during October 15 — May 1 (5 AAC 92.085; 5 AAC,
5 AAC 92.260)

¢ allow the use of artificial hght for such activity(5 AAC 92.080), and

» require the salvage of meat from any bear taken during this activity (5 AAC 92.200).

This traditional activity is based on local knowledge, which generally focuses on known black
bear dens. Crafting the regulation to allow the take of any bear would allow the occasional take
of incidental brown bear if the den was misidentified. The use of artificial light would be allowed
for safety reasons at dens, and since this is a meat gathering activity, meat salvage would be
required.

Black bear harvest can be monitored using periodic household surveys in the area, with sealing
required if bears are transported out of the area.
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PROPOSAL 54

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Modify the Upper Yukon/Tanana predation control
implementation plan to allow taking of any black or brown bear, use of snares, same-day-
airborne, sale of tanned and untanned hides and skulls, and to establish a working group to
develop recommendations for the bear portion of the control program.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Defer

RATIONALE: The Department recommends deferring this proposal until the March 2009
meeting in Anchorage when the predation control implementation plan is scheduled for
reauthorization. More complete grizzly bear and moose information will be available at that time
to help guide the decision-making process. That information is expected to include results of
19982008 moose population trend analyses and a preliminary assessment of how extensive
wildfires that occurred in the control arca during 2004 and 2005 may have influenced grizzly
bear predation on moose calves. In addition, an intensive management plan that will serve as an
overall guide for actions needed to increase moose and caribou populations will be presented to
the Board.
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PROPOSAL 55

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Liberalize methods and means, seasons and bag limits for the
taking of wolf, black bear and brown bear in areas with positive intensive management findings.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Adopt

RATIONALE: This proposal recommends comprehensive changes to methods and means and
bag limits for allowing the take of wolves and bears across much of the Alaska. It suggests a
two-step process for implementing predator control in intensive management areas, but doing so
under general hunting regulations. The first step is to require advisory committee approval to




remove the prohibition on “denning” of wolves in the committee’s area of jurisdiction. The
second step would then implement a series of general hunting season extensions for wolves, and
liberalizing the bag limits for black and grizzly bears. It would allow the take of any bear in any
area identified as important for providing high levels of consumptive use of moose, caribou, or
deer where the population or harvest objectives are not being met.

The Department does not support a regulation granting authority to advisory committees to
suspend current wolf denning prohibitions in wolf predation control programs (5 AAC 92.110).
Advisory committees serve a very important and useful advisory role to the Department and
Board, and they are given special status in statute. However, the Department recommends that
the Board process itself is the best public decision-making venue for evaluating controversial
methods of managing wolves in Alaska.

Although taking wolves at/in dens is currently prohibited under trapping regulations (5 AAC
92.095 (a)(1)) and under wolf predation control regulations (92.110); it is not prohibited under
hunting regulations (5 AAC 92.080, 5 AAC 92.085). This regulatory inconsistency confuses the
public and blurs the distinction between trapping, hunting, and predator conirol regulations. The
Board may wish to address this issue at the current or future meetings.

The Department supports case-by-case implementation of predator management programs
methods in areas with high levels of predation. We support a thorough a full public process
where plans are developed, predator, prey and habitat ecology are discussed and decisions are
carefully made that are site-specific. This is especially important concerning the more
controversial methods of taking predators.
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PROPOSAL 56

EEFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Create special hunts for disabled veterans for big game species
on all military lands and some federal and state lands.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: No Recommendation

RATIONALE: Creation of special hunts for disabled veterans is an allocation issue. The
Department recommends that if the Board desires to establish special hunts for disabled veterans,
they should start with moose hunts on the road system, since these provide opportunities with
suitable access and relatively high moose densities.

Example arcas where these hunts could reasonably be accommodated include the following:
e Unit 14C Fort Richardson (DM422; currently a muzzleloader hunt with 20
permits available)
o Unit 14C Elmendorf Air Force Base (DM 428, DM429, DM430; currently
certified bow hunts with 25 permits available)
e Unit 20B Fairbanks — Creamer’s Field (DM789; currently a muzzleloader hunt
with 10 permits available)




e Unit 20D Delta Junction (DM 798 and DM799; currently more than 500 antlerless
permits available) '

¢  Unit 20D, Delta Junction Management Area (Bull with spike-fork or 50-inch with
4 or more brow tines on at least one side; currently 10 permits available)

Next, the Board should establish the allocations among users. This could be a total number of
permits or a percentage. Finally, the Board will have to establish criteria for qualifying for these
hunts. In the case of restricted weapons hunts, this might include how to modify certification
requirements to accommodate disabled veterans.

The Department suggests that that the hunter posses a Disabled Veteran’s hunting and fishing
license as the measure for qualification, noting that these qualifications are in statute and differ
from other disabled access programs that the Department currently uses.

The Department recommends developing criteria at the Juneau meeting to present a proposal for
comment the March 2009 Board meeting. This would allow adequate public notice and comment
on the details of the proposed hunts. Deferting the final proposal details will not prevent the
hunts from occurring next hunting season and allow for a specific proposal for public comment.
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SITKA BLACK-TAILED DEER
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RIVER OTTER
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Proposal 43

Proposal 43

Would allow deer to be bartered in Unit 1
Public Proposal

Department Recommendation
No Recommendation

Preposal 41

Discussion

Barter is the exchange of fish or gama, or their parts, taken for
subsistence uses AS 16.05.940{2). Il does nat involve cash and is nol
a commercial activity,

Unless specificelly authorized, the barter of meat from & big game
animal Is prohibited by a statewide regulalion (5 AAC 52.200 {b) (8)).

This regional propasal may not provide the maans for the Board lo
ovaluate this issue now, but there may be options to address this topic
al a subsequent meating.

The departmeni has very Emited information al this fime to evaluale the
extent of custemary and traditionat berter of game meat laken for
subsistence uses in Unit 1.

Preposal 43

Conclusion

Department Recommendation

No Recommendation

Propassl 43
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Proposal 46

Proposal 46

This proposal would shorten wolf hunting
seasons in Units 1, 3, 4, and 5, from (Aug.
1- April 30) to (Sept. 1-March 31)

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation
Do Not Adopt

Progosal 46

Discussion

= Authors of this proposal state that this
simply returns the season back to pre-2004
dates

* They believe the 2004 BOG action that
lengthened the season should be reversed

Proposal 48

Discussion

* A shorter season was adopted by the BOG
for 2003-2004; this action was reversed by
the Board in 2004

* The wolf hunting season is presently the
same as it was from 1992-2002, and again
since 2005

Propasal A%

Discussion

* Early season (August) deer or goat hunters
can harvest a wolf

= The April wolf season allows bear hunters a
chance to harvest a wolf

*» Wolf populations in these units are widely
distributed and healthy

Propasal 46

Discussion

» ADF&G Advisory committee votes
—Juneau Douglas (Do Not Adopt)
—Haines (Do Not Adopt)
—Petersburg (Do Not Adopt)
—Ketchikan (Do Not Adopt)

Propasa 48

Conclusion

The department doss not beiieve shortening
the season is necessary

Department recommendation

Do Not Adopt

Picpasal 48
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Proposal 45

» This proposal would extend the wolf hunting
season in Units 1 and 2 to May 31

Current season dates in Unit 1 are August 1 - April
30 and December 1 - March 31 in Unit 2

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation
Do Not Adopt

Proposal 85

Proposal 45

Discussion

Author of propesal would fike to extend the season o allow
bear hunters apportunity 1o harvesl wolves during May

* Department dees not support lengthening the hunting
seasons for wolves in these unils

* Unit 1 ending date prevents harvest during puppirg
* Unit 2 ending date was adopted to protect wolves from

overexploitation in this heavily roaded area

Proposal 45

Discussion

* ADF8&G Advisory committes voles
~Juneau Douglas (Do Not Adopt)
—Haines (Adopt)

—Petersburg (Adopt)
—Kefchikan {Take No Aclion)

Proposal 45

Conclusion

* Present season in Unit 1is 9 manths,
providing ample opportunity

= Present season in Unit 2 provides protection
from overharvest

Department recommendation

Do Not Adopt

Puopasal 45
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Proposal 47

Proposal 47

This proposal would change the seasan dates in
the Sputheast Alaska waterfow hunting zone
(Units 1 —4) from Sept 1 — Dec 15 to start in
early October and end In mid-January

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation
No Recommendation

Proposal 47

=

Federal Waterfowl Framework

+ Fish and Wildlife Service has authority for
managing waterfowl

+ Current state authority to structure
waterfowl| season:

= Unifarm season across zone
- Maximum date range: Sept I - Jan 26
— Maximum season length : 107 days

+ Future options

- Proposals to split the zone or to split season are
eligible for consideration every five years (next
in 2011)

Proposal 47

Splitting Season or Zone

« These changes require federal approval
and must be justified on the basis of
creating equitable opportunity — not just
higher harvest

+ Rationala should illustrate differences in
migration paths, migration timing, habitat
conditions, and weather/climate patterns,

Progosal 47

r Background - 1996

+ Proposal te shift season to Oct 8 — Jan 22
in Unit 4

+ AC Support
- Ity Straits: Opposed
- Gastineau Channel: Opposed

+ Board fafled to support proposal

— State does not have authority to enact multipfe
season dates within a hunting zone

Proposal 47

Background - 1998
+ Proposal to shift season to Oct B — Jan 22 In Unit 4
+ AC Support

- Sitha: Support
- Edna Bay: Opposed
- Petersburg: QOpposed
+ Board discussed other options and voted to raquest
a zone split from the Flyway Council

« Fish and Wildlife Service did not allow a zone split
at that time

Proposal 47

Background - 2000

« Proposal to shift season to Oct 8 - Jan 22

inUnits 1 -4

+ AC Support

- Edna Bay: Support

— Juneau/Douglas: Opposed

* Board discussion also considered zone and
season splits

+ Board falled to suppert any changes (0-7)

Proposal 47
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Background - 2006

Proposals to shift season to Sept 15 —Dec31 it Units 1 - 4

Informal potling of hunter preference by staff suggested
some preference for change

AC Support
~ Juneau AC: Neutral
~ Upper Lynn Canal AC: Qpposed
- Wrangell AC: Support

Board faited to support any changes (split vote, 2-4)

Deﬁamnent comimitted to conduct a comprehensive survey
of hunter preferences for next Hoard cycle

Propasal 47

2008 Survey of Hunter
Preferences

+ Random survey of 2006 waterfowl hunters
living in Southeast Alaska

. Two guestion survey
— Preference of starting dates
+ Sept 1— Dac 16 (current season)
. Sept 16 - Dec 31 (two weeks later)
+ Oct 8 - Jan 22 (fiva weeks later)
- Desire to have split seasan

Progosal 47

|
SE Waterfowl Hunter Statistics

Sept 1--Dec 16
Sept 16 — Dec 31
Qcl8-Jan 22

Unit 1D
Halnes

Anll tA
Unil 18 Keithikan

Jusaau

Unft 4
Bitka

B BHHBC
o

CMU {Town) Wateriowd Hunters # Sampled ¥ Resnonded
14 (KTN) 168 (12%) 84 (50%) 31 (31%)
2 (POW) a1 (7%} 46 (50%) 19 {411%)
3 (PSG) 253 {19%) 127 (50%) 43 (34%}
4 {8IT) 154 (11%) 77 (50%) 26 (34%)
1C (INU) 805 (46%) 126 (20%) 49 {39%)
10 (HA) 75 {6%) 38 {50%} 16 (42%)

1346 488 {37%) 184 (37%}

Proposal 47

Overall Welrghted Preference

Oct 8 - Jan 22
24%
Sept 1 - Dec 18
Sept 16 - Dec 31
+  The majarity {65%) of dents expressed in

some ghift In season dates to a fater start

. Only 25% preferrad splitting season dates

Uall ¥
Prtarsburg
Ytz
POW
roposal 47
Pros and Cons
» Pros
— Better apportunity for late-season ducks
. Lata migrating dabblars & wintering mallards
+ Better ability to select males
« Sea ducks
— Hunting during year-end holidays
« Cons

- Reduces opportunity for harvest of early
migrants e;mall and medium dabblers)

— May Increase harvest of local wintering ducks
and geese

- Poorer weather and shorter daylight hours later
in the year

Eroposal 47

Proposal 47




Proposal 47
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AC Support for Proposal T Recommendation

+ Advisory Committees « This is an allocation issue —no biological
- Haines — Do not adopt effects are anticipated
~ Juneau — Do not adopt

- Petersburg AC — Amend to mid-Sept to end of Department Recommendation
Dec,

~ Sitka AC - Support season start on Sept 16 No Recommendation

Praposal 47

Proposal 47

Current Seasons by Zone

« North (Interior) — Sept 1 to Dec 16
- Gulf Coast — Sept 1 to Dec 16
+ Southeast - Sept 1 to Dec 16

+ Pribilof/Aleutian — Oct 8 to Jan 22
« Kodiak - Oct 8 to Jan 22

Proposal 47




Proposal 36

Would close the Sept. 1-14 Fall black
bear season for non-residents in Units 2,
1A,B,C,and 3

Staff Proposal

Department Recommendation:
Adopt

Introduction

Geographical lecation of GMU's in proposal
Histerical black bear harvest across the region
Potentiaf shiflin harvest

Kulu Island postion of Unit 3-managemsm history
~ Implamentation of a nonresident harvest quota
- Research findings on black bear population

+ Focus on Unit 2 (Prince of Wales Island, POW)

— Historical harvest
- Harveslt chronalogy and demography
— Department proposal rationale {nonres-fall season)
— Biclegical dala from harvested black bears
— Kuiu insight into Unit 2
Damino-effect (a shifting of harvest pressure)
- Why Units 1A, 1B, 1C, and 3 aro areas of concern

Summary of proposal

Unil 18

Unll1A

:ﬂ' |

Southeast Black Bear Harvest
(Units 1A, 1B, 1C, 2, 3)

F PSP SIS EFESF PSS

YEAR

ave

Kulu harvest
Cap inltiatad

o
B P EE I F IS IE LSS FE I

YEAR

Management Issue

» Complaints from guides, transpaorters,
local hunters, lodges and other public
about low bear numbers

+ Few black bear population or bear
demographic data




Outline

Geographical location of GMU's in proposal
Historical black bear harvest across the region
Potential shift in harvest
Kuiu island portlon of Unit 3-management history
— Implementation of a nonresident harvest quota
— Research flndings on black bear population
Focus on Unil 2 (Prince of Wales island, POW}
— Historical harvest
— Harvest chrenology and demography
— Department proposal ralionale {nonres-fall seasen)
~ Biolegical data from harvested biack bears
— Kuiu insight into Unit 2
Domino-effect {a shifting of harvest pressure}
~ Why Units 1A, 1B, 1C, and 3 are areas of concern

Summary of proposal

Average Dlack Bear Harvest (2062-2006)
0 {# bears/1000 square mies)

BasrHurant
i tmBamErae

Background

During the 1990s, the depariment had concerns with
bear harvest on Kuiu Island

Rapidly increasing harvest led te Board action Initiating a
Kuiu harvest cap for nonresident hunters

Harvest cap was successful in lowering Kuiu harvest, but
Unit 2 continued to rise

Displaced hunter effort is suspected in pari for increasing
Unit 2 harvest

Kuiu island

+ Implementation of the harvest cap for NR

» Research supported our guideline harvest
level

tntroduction

Geographical locatian of GMU's in proposal
Hislorical black bear harvesl across ihe region
Palential shift in harvest
Kuiu Island portian of Unit 3-management histary
- Implementalion of a nonresident harvesl quata
~ Research findings on black hear population
Focus ar Unit 2 {Prince of Wales [stand, POW}
— Historical harvest
- Harvest chronology and demography
— Department proposal rationale {nonresidentfall season)
- Blological data from harvested hlack bears
— Kuiu insight [nto Unit 2
Domino-effect {a shiftng of harvest pressure)
~ Why Units 1A, 1B, 1C, and 3 are areas of concern

Summary of proposal

Unit 2 Black Bear Harvest
(1990-2007)

il

Proposal o4

-




Transpertation Types Used

Ap | I |
Hoat ]
Vehicle

Average Black Bear Harvest (2002-2008)
(# bears/1000 square miles}

Unit 2 Black Bear Harvest by

Residency

aod

. Nanrasident

500

— Resldant
—— Tatal ) /\

PELEPEF PP PP

Rogulatory Yaar

&

Unit 2 Road System

Over 2,500 miles of
reads

Easy access
Roads cross streams
Bears are vulnerable




b

Fali Hunting
Most Hunting Along Extensive Logging Roads

Black Bear Hunting Methods

SRS P

Unit 2 Black Baar Harvest By Season
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Unit 2 Female Harvest By Season
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Unit 2 Hunting Summary

» Extensive road system and shoreline and

numerous lodges provide nonresidents
with world class bear hunting opportunity

« Nonresidents harvest ~80% of bears in

Unit 2

+ Female bears are more heavily harvested

in early fall




Justification For Proposal 36
(Unit 2-Nonresident season restriction)

» Female harvest is highest during Sept. 1-
15

+ Eliminating the early fall nonresident hunt
will reduce female and overall harvest

« This regulatory change would still aliow
nonresident opportunity during spring and
after Sept. 14

Unit 2 Black Bear Harvest
(1990-2007)

» Harvest increased by
~31bears annually during ..,
1899-2005 w=

* Decline in harvest during =
2008 and 2007 causes E::
concern =

+ Unit-specific complainis e - S—
about low bear numbers T .
from guides, transporlars, @¢fefd st d S PP EFPadds
local huniers, etc. Ve

Unit 2 Bfack Bear Avarage Harvast By Perlod
(1998-2007)

a

Avarage Harvest
Nomow
-

Sapt.1-5 Sepl. 81D Sapl. 1118
Saplembar Perlods

Froposal 38

Unit 2 Fall Harvest of Femala Black Bears During Sept. 1-15
and Remainder of Fall Season

OEarly Season

DYRemainder of Season

o = = - = — -t
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007
YEAR

Unit 2 Short Term Objectives

* Reduce female harvest and total harvest

+ Gather additional harvest information
{harvest ticket)

» Gather Additional Black Bear
Demographics and Life History Information
— Comptete Current Black Bear Pilot Research

— Implement Larger Scale Unit 2 Research
Project And Combine With Fawn Mortality
Study

Justification For Proposal 36
(Units 1A, 1B, 1C, 3)

* Why include these units in addition to Unit 27
* Harvest increased substantially in these areas unlil 2000

» Department is concerned about a shift in bear hunting
rassure to these areas {problem is moved-not solved —
‘damine effect”)

+ Three types of nonresident (NR) hunters

+ Transporters and independent NR hunters could shift to
areas with open seasons, pulling additional hunting
pressure in areas that we believe are already maxed oul

* In 2001 when the Kuiu quota was established, Unit 2




Black Bear Harvest By Unit
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Justification For Proposal 36
(Units 1A, 1B, 1C, 3)

» Harvest has undergone changing trend in
past 8 years-what does this mean?

Decline in harvest during 2001-2005
raises concern about overharvest

Complaints from guides, transporters,
local hunters and other public about low
bear #'s exacerbates concern about
decline in bear numbers

Summary

Unit 2 is our area of highest concern

Units 1A, B, C, and 3 are also experiencing high
harvest levels

Reports of fewer bears by many of our
constituents support this concern

We beliave this comprehensive approach is
necessary fo prevent a “domine effect” in
hunting pressure from Unit 2 to the other areas

Alternatives Considered

= MNonresident Harvest Cap

* Fall drawing Hunt For Nonresidents

» Close Nonresident Fall Season Odd Years

+ Make No Changes

= Collect More Information and Monitor For 2 More Years

+ Close Nonresident Fall Bear Hunting Season
+ Control Use Area For Central POW

— No Motorized Vehicle Use For Nonresident Fall Bear
Hunting

Discussion

1)Except for Kuiu Istand (2002), no black
bear popufation estimate and associated
demographic data

2) No guantification of hunter effort

3) Ne hunter success rate

Recommendation

+ Staff Proposal

Department Pasition
» Adopt




Analysis of GMU 2 Black Bear Harvest Data 19992007
Submitted by Dave Person

Objectives

I examined black bear sealing data from 19992007 for game management unit 2 to
address the following questions:

1. Has there been a significant decline in harvest and are changes unit wide or confined
to specific areas, particularly those that are easily accessible?

2. Have harvest rates effected skull sizes, age structure, and sex ratio of bears in the
harvest? Are any of those parameters indicators of harvest intensity?

3. What is the influence of accessibility, particularly use of roads, on harvest parameters
and does accessibility bias those parameters?

Study Area and Methods

['used black bear harvest data available on WINFONET but aggregated the data by major
harvest units. Scale is an important issue with respect to harvest and biological
parameters and I chose major harvest units because they represented a scale at which
biological parameters were more likely to characterize discrete population segments than
smaller scale units such as WAAs. Further, changes in harvest and hunter effort occur at
scales larger than WAAs and are more easily captured at the level of major harvest units.
There are 7 major harvest units in GMU 2 (Fig. 1). Major units 9 (Western Outside
Islands) and 10 (Heceta Island) were not hunted with sufficient frequency to be included
in my analysis. In general, the southern units (11 and 12) have lower density of roads
and less timber harvest than the northern units. Nonetheless, both units have substantial
density of roads on private timber lands and to a lesser extent on federal lands. The
northern portions of both units are accessible from the Inter-island Ferry Authority
terminal in Hollis, however, large portions of the units are only accessible by boat or
aircraft even though logging roads were built within some of those areas. Major harvest
units 13, 14, and 15 encompass the most heavily roaded portion of GMU 2 with most of
the arca accessible via the Hollis ferry terminal. Those units also are the most heavily
logged in the GMU and most roads were built for logging. They also contain almost all
of the major towns or settlements in GMU 2. The exception is the village of Hydaburg,
which is in unit 11.

I used standard methods of multiple linear regression, logistic regression, cross
tabulation, time-series analysis, and graphing to analyze the data. I used average skull
sizes adjusted for age and sex and median ages adjusted for sex as measures of central
tendency in those parameters when summarizing data within major harvest units.

Harvest numbers for males, females, and total harvest were converted to harvest rates per
100 km®, All harvest data used to examine trends were first analyzed for serial




Figure 1. Major harvest units in GMU 2. Lower picture illustrates typical landscape on
north-central Prince of Wales Island showing roads and extensive timber harvest (light-
dark brown arcas).




correlation. If autocorrelation existed in the data, T used linear mixed regression to model
the covariance structure and remove the effects of serial correlation. If no serial
correlation was found, I used simple multiple regression to model trends.

Results

Harvest Trends.— Harvest of black bears increased from 1999-2007, however, all of the
increase occurred during the spring season (Fig. 2). Regression of harvest during autumn
19952004 indicted that the slope was not different from 0 (F = 0.047, P = 0.832) but
negative after 2004 (F=109.15, P < 0.001). Similar analysis for spring harvest indicated
a strong positive trend until 2005 (F = 226.84, P< (0.001) and a sirong negative trend after
2004 (F = 22.08, P = 0.005). Total harvest steadily declined afier 2005 but most of that
was due to a decline in the spring harvest. Most of the change from 19992007 was
accounted for by harvests in units 11, 12 and 13 (Fig. 3). Indeed, harvest in major unit 12
doubled between 1999 and 2006 and then declined significantly, which accounted for
much of the increase in total GMU harvest from 1999-2005 and the decline after 2005.
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Figure 2. Black bear harvest in GMU 2 by season, 1999-2008. Blue line indicates the
spring season and green line represents the autumn season. Data for 2008 are
preliminary.
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Figure 3. Harvest of black bears by major harvest units in GMU 2 1999-2007. Green
line represents harvest during autumn season and blue line represents harvest during
spring.

The rate of harvest of females increased in most major harvest units except units 14 and
15 (Fig. 4). Indeed, slopes of regression lines of female rates of harvest in major harvest
units versus year were positive (P < 0.1) for units 11, 12, and 13. In addition, the
proportion of females in the total harvest increased during the last decade in major units
11, 12, and 15 but has not changed significantly in units 13 and 14. I examined some
landscape and harvest parameters that could be associated with the female harvest rate
and proportion of females in the harvest using multiple linear regression. For both
parameters, total rate of harvest, average distance from towns or villages, and proportion
of major unit composed of beaver and estuarine meadows were strong explanatory
variables (Table 1). For proportion of females in the harvest, the proportion of a major
unit composed of alpine habitat was also important. All of the landscape covariates
indicate that accessibility and detection of bears likely were the major factors influencing
the number and proportion of females in the harvest.




10.00 i
8.00 |
£.00 l

)
/
&l

400 - — [ :
ooo+ '

10.00 )
8.00
8O0 e e
460 T o

0.00

10.00
8.06
1.00 '
4.00-
w004 T T i
0.00+ i

U 1soAlel Jolewy

10.03 -
B8.0G
6.00

Harvest Rate Bears [ 100 Km2

I
4.00- e e |
200+
0.00 4

[ e e+

10,00
§.00-
.00~
4,00

2,004

000 __ T oalabalicd

kL

T T I 1 T T T f 1
1699 2000 200 2002 2003 2004 2005 20015 2007

Year

Figure 4. Black bear harvest rates for total harvest (tan), males (blue) and females
(green) for major harvest units in GMU 2 1999-2007.

Table 1. Results of multiple linear regression of female harvest rate and proportion of
females in the harvest for major harvest units in GMU 2, 1999-2007.

Female harvest rate

Covariate B SE P

Constant 0.207 0.114 0.080
Total harvest rate 0.237 0.014 <0.001
Percent meadow 1.547 0.416 0.001

Distance from town -0.010 0.003 0.006




Proportion of females in harvest

Covariate B SE P
Constant 0.290 0.113 0.016
Total harvest rate 0.245 0.013 <0.001
Percent meadow 1.341 0.398 0.002
Percent alpine -0.099 0.045 0.036
Distance from town -0.011 (.003 0.002
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Figure 5. Lagged (t-1 year) total harvest rate plotted against total harvest rate for all
major harvest units in GMU 2, 1999-2007.

I plotted total harvest rate (THR) against THR lagged by [ year (Fig. 5). The slope of the
line through the points appears to flatten out at a harvest rate of 6-8 bears/ 100 km®. The
slope of the line is significant over the range of 0-6 (F= 187.147, P <0.001, B = 1.016)
but is not different than 0 for THR>6 (F = 1.832, P=0.199, B = 0.475). The analysis
suggests that a total harvest rate of 6-8 bears may be an asymptote representing either an
upper limit to hunter effort (saturation of hunters) or an upper biological limit of harvest.




Total harvest rate exceeded 8 bears/ 100 km® in a major unit 5 times between 19992007
and in 4 of those cases harvest declined the next year.

Trends in Biological Parameters and Effects of Harvest.— The median age of males
harvested increased during 19992007 in major units 11 (F=4.932, P = 0.062, Byeqr =
0.317) and 13 (F=7.118, P =0.032, Byeqr = 0.183) but showed no trend for units 12, 14,
and 15. Age was positively correlated with male harvest rates in units 11 (F=4.416,P=
0.074, Byyp, = 1.918) and 12 (F=25.430, P = 0.001, By = 0.718) and negatively
correlated in units 14 (F= 5.603, 7 = 0.042, B,;, = -0.878) and 15 (F=3.983, P = 0.088,
By =-1.035). There was no relation between median age and male harvest rate in unit
13. The median age of females increased during 19992007 in units 12 (F=5.189, P =
0.057, Byear = 0.408), and 14 (F=5.770, P = 0.047, Byeor = 0.225). There was no trend in
the other units and there was 1o relation between age and female harvest rates in any unit.

Major harvest units 11 and 12 experienced increases in harvest rates from very low levels
to moderate and very high levels during the last decade. Units 13, 14, and 15 have had
moderately high to very high rates of harvest throughout the decade. I divided the units
into those that increased from low levels and those that were already at chronic high
levels of harvest and compared median ages of harvested bears. Male bears harvested in
the increasing units were older (median = 7.2 years) than bears in the chronic high
harvest units (median = 5.8 years, Mann-Whitney Test Z = -3.350, P = 0.001). Female
bears were also older in the increasing units (median = 9.1 compared to 7.0, Mann-
Whitney Z = -2.872, P = 0.004)

Skull size is strongly correlated with age and must be age adjusted to be meaningful. In
GMU 2, skull size reaches asymptotic growth at about 8 years for both males and females
(Fig. 6). A comparison of futll grown bears (age >7 years) of both sexes by harvest level
and year indicated no trends or relations in any unit. Any differences in average skull
sizes for all bears (regardless of age) harvested in units were simply a reflection of
differences in age structure of harvested bears.

None of the biological parameters such as age structure, skull size, or proportion of
fernales in the harvest were leading indicators of future harvest levels. Cross-correlation
functions derived for each parameter indicated no lagged correlations.
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Figure 6. Total skull size by age for black bears harvested in GMU 2, 1999-2007.
Asymptotic growth is achieved at about 8 years for both males and females.

Effects of Accessibility and Roads on Harvest Parameters— As I examined the harvest
data, I noticed that major harvest units 13 and 14 had the smallest proportions of older
bears in the harvest (Table 2). Those units also contain the highest density of roads and
are the closest to towns and villages on Prince of Wales Island. Therefore, [
hypothesized that roads and accessibility likely would have an important influence on
harvest parameters particularly when compared for bears harvested from roads versus
bears taken using other means of transportation and access. I compared major units by
harvest from roads versus other means (Table 3). Clearly, units 13 and 14 stand out as
having many more bears killed from the road system (Chi-square = 699.944, df = 4, P
<0.001). Ithen compared median age of males and females harvested from roads with
those not harvested from roads. The median age of male bears was about 2 years
younger for bears killed from the road system (median = 6.0) compared to bears that were
not (median = 7.9, Mann-Whitney Z = -12.336, P <0.001). Female bears harvested from
the road system were about 1.5 years younger (median = 8.1) versus those not taken from
roads (median = 8.1, Mann-Whitney Z = -3.971, P <0.001). Moreover, 58.9% of females
harvested were taken from the road system versus 45.9% of males. Analysis of variance




Table 2. Grouped ages of male bears harvested within major harvest units in GMU 2,
1999-2007. Age group 1 included bear 1-2 years old, group 2 included bears 3-5 years

old, and group 3 included bears >3 vears old.

Age Group (%)
Major Harvest Unit 1 2 3
11 13 (5.0) 67 (26.0) 178 (69.0)
12 29 (4.8) 165 (27.3) 411 (67.9)
13 115(15.8)  260(35.7) 353 (48.5)
14 96 (19.3) 171 (34.3) 231 (46.4)
15 33(7.3) 139 (30.6)  282(62.1)

Table 3. Comparison of bears harvested from roads versus other means of access for
major harvest units in GMU 2, 1999 2007.

Means of Access (%)
Major Harvest Unit Road Other
11 48 (18.2) 216 (81.8)
12 124 (19.8) 503 (80.2)
13 495 (65.8) 257 (34.2)
14 422 (81.3) 97 (18.7)
15 130 (27.5) 343 (72.5)




Table 4. Comparison of median age of males harvested by hunters using roads and those
who did not use roads to hunt for bears. Data are tabulated by major harvest units in
GMU 2 1999-2007. The superscript * indicates units that are significantly different (P =
0.05) from units without the superscript.

Median Age
Major Harvest Unit Other Road
11 8.8" 6.7
12 8.6" 5.5
13 6.4 6.1
14 6.4 5.9
15 7.8 6.3

Table 5. Number of harvested male bears with skulls size >20 inches by major harvest
units and year in GMU 2, 1999-2007. Proportion (%) of large bears in total male harvest
is also shown.

Year
Major 1599 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
11 7 3 8 7 18 23 21 14 il
% 500 13.0 533 36.8 383 575 429 436 458
12 19 22 20 24 31 34 44 29 25
% 396 423 364 387 397 41.0 505 322 403
13 17 30 21 29 21 26 27 31 32
% 23.0 357 284 337 269 313 278 373 41.0
14 8 15 14 17 16 15 21 13 18
Y% 222 214 28.6 354 320 294 276 220 391
15 10 ) 10 16 12 23 19 i2 20
% 244 154 169 235 267 354 358 21.0 435




indicated that the proportion of females in the harvest was higher in major units 13, 14,
and 15 than in 11 or 12 (Least Significant Difference tests P < 0.05). Clearly, hunters are
less selective when hunting along roads. The effect can be seen comparing median ages
of male bears killed in major harvest units (Table 4). Nonetheless, median ages of males
harvest in units 13-15 are younger than units 11 and 12 regardless of means of
transportation or access. That suggests that the age structure of bears is younger in the
northern units where harvest has been intense for more than a decade. Moreover,
examination of the numbers and proportion of large males harvested in major units
showed that male bears with skull sizes >20 inches generally constituted a smaller
proportion of the males harvested in units 1315 than units 11 and 12 (Table 5).

Discussion

Harvest of black bears in GMU 2 increased between 19992004 and then declined. Most
of those changes were the result of the rapid increase and decline of harvest in major
harvest units 11 and 12, Abnormal weather during the spring seasons of 2006 and 2007
may have contributed to the decline in harvest, however, the autumn harvest declined
during the same period. That indicates the effect was not simply weather related and
could point to a population decline if hunter effort remained constant.

None of the biological parameters that we measure such as harvest numbers, proportion
of females in the harvest, skull size, and age are sensitive leading indicators of future
harvest, intensity of harvest, or population. There is some evidence that high numbers of
bears killed in units 13-15 over a decade may have reduced the median ages of bears in
the harvested population. Moreover, it appears that there may be fewer large bears
proportionally in the harvested male population in those units. Intense harvest may have
reduced the number of big bears and increased the proportion of younger animals in the
population. Nonetheless it is not clear from the data if those indicators point to a decline
in bear population.

A serious confounding factor is that skull size, age, and proportion of females in the
harvest are at least as much due to hunter selectivity as any characteristic of population.
Hunters using roads appear to be much less selective about bears they shoot. That effect
is consistent in all major harvest units and must be considered before trying to use those
indicators to evaluate population. Moreover, my analysis also showed that accessibility,
nearness to towns or villages and open habitats such as meadow are factors that influence
female harvest rates and proportion of females in the harvest. Those factors could casily
confound interpretation of harvest rates.

Unfortunately, none of our data clearly indicate a decline in bear population in GMU 2.
They do suggest that harvest may be changing some characteristics of the population
such as age structure, which could have long-term consequences for bears. We really
need to evaluate hunter effort and survey hunters to find out how many are unsuccessful
to help us assess the harvest data. Tt goes without saying that we also need to estimate
population.




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 38

Proposal 38

= Would require a harvest ticket for all black
bear hunters in Units 1-5

Department Proposal

Department Recommendation
Adopt

Proposal 28

Discussion

= Only successful hunters report hunting effort
at time of sealing

Data collected includes hunter contact info,
hunt area, days hunted, transportation used,
comrercial services used, number of bears
seen

Proposal 38

Discussion

= Valuable information is lost when
unsuccessful hunters aren't required to
report their hunt

= Information about the hunters as well as
their hunt will help guide management
sirategy

Propasal 38

Discussion

Harvest ticket is easy for ADF&G to administer
and for hunters o acquire

» Would allow for quantification of all hunting effort,
whether successful or unsuccessful

Would provide contact infermation for all hunters

This is important information for drafting

management plan
Propasai 28

Discussion

» ADF&G Advisory committee votes
—Juneau Douglas (Adopt)
—Haines (Adopt}

- Petersburg {Adopt)
—Ketchikan (Adopt)
—Sitka (Adopt)

Propeasl 38

Conclusion

Harvest ticket will lead to comprehensive
data base on hunter effort

Harvest ticket will allow department to
identify all black bear hunters in Southeast
for surveys and other planning needs

The department recommendation
M Fropogsl 38




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 39

» Would require a harvest ticket for all black
bear hunters in Units 1-5

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation
Take No Action

(See presentation for Proposal 38)

Propasat 3%

Proposal 39




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008 Proposal 37

Proposal 37 Discussion
= Would require a registration permit for all » ADF&G Advisory cammittee votes
black bear hunters in Units 1, 2, and 3 —Juneau Doug|as (Take No Action_SS)
—Haines (No Vote)
Public Proposal —Petersburg {Take No Action-38)
—Ketchikan (Adopt)
Depariment Recommendation: —Sitka (No Vote)
Take No Action
{See presentation for Proposal 38)

Conclusion

= Depariment believes a harvest ticket will
accomplish data needs

= Harvest ticket is less burdensome on hunter
as well as ADF&G

= Therefore the department recemmends
Take No Action

(See presentation for Proposal 38)

Progosd 37




Proposal 41

Questions
i u  Threz queslions Lhe depariment and public wourd like (& have
Would clarify the Board’s intent regardiag the answered: .
use of discretionary conditions when issuing ® Does lhe Board inlend hal elements of 5 AAC §2.052 (Discretionaty
f i : R 5 - permit hunt conditkons and pracedures) can be used along with
black bear balt reglstratlon permits in Units 1- 6 authority of § AAC 82.044 {Permit for hunting black bear with the use of
bait or scenl jures) when develapl ionary i for

Issuing hiack bear regisiafion bait permits?

= Are ail lha elements of the cument biack bear bait permil used in Und 2
Depa riment Proposal autherized in eilher & AAG 92.052 or 5 AAC §2.0447

= Are the curmenl Unit 2 black hear bail permit requirements rezsonahle

and necessary to ansure proper use and campliance of these pemiils?
Department Recommendation

Adont {A copy of the current requirements and application process Is included
P In your board hook.)

Unit 2 Bear Balt Permit History

Enforcement Problems

e <1 Rasldanta

140 T 7T /f:-——.\ » Enforcement Problems

120 - Tglal Pyrmits haued = Public and Foresl Service have expressed concems abaut failing ta

\ clean-up bait siles after he season

% 120 = Location of bail gites oo close to roads and structures
E a0 » lllzgal usa of ba't penrits by lodge guests
E a w Trensporters providing bait stations for clients

a0 N = Monltaring hunier use of bail stations

K u Fallure te return permits al ihe end of the season
x® ; ﬁ/ ﬁ _é_" : u These preblems have led to the additional requirement for providing
o ]

: specific bail site locations and notification when bail sites are moved
1895 1BOS 1097 1398 1693 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2000 2007

YEAR

Delingquent Permits

(Failed to mail site permits) Regulatory Questions
= One hunter has recently insisted the departmant does
Year AK. Res. Non. Res, Total not have the authority to apply certain permit conditions
because they are nol explicitly listed in 5 AAC 92.044
2006 8 30 38
= Also, the individual belfieves the department is extending
2607 6 3 9 discretionary permit requirements beyond those explicitly

authonized in 5 AAC 92.044 or 5 AAC 92.052.




Discretionary permit conditions derived
from 5AAC 92.052

x (General instructions) Permits will only be issued in Ketchikan o
Craig offices - 5 AAG §2.052 (1)

= (%1} Hunler must provide a bait sile localion, sither GPS
coordinates or dot markad on USGS quad map - 5 AAC §2.052
(14)

» (12) Bait station permits must be relurned by close of business
July 15 - 5 AAG 92.052 (14)

= {13) If you change your bait statian to anclher iocalion you must
nofify Fish and Game office in Ketehikan [or Craig| - 5 AAGC 92.052

m

Recommendation

= This is proposal is intended to clarify discretionary
authority of the Departinent when issuing bear bait
ragistration permits in Units 1 -5

Department Position

Adopt




Attention
Southeast Alaska Bear Bait Hunters

If you plan to register for a bear bait permit during the 2009 season in Game Management
Unit 2 please be aware there will be some changes to the registration permit conditions.
In an effort to obtain more accurate black bear bait registration information bait site
permits will not be faxed or mailed prior to the 2009 spring hunting season.

Starting in April these permits will only be available from either the Ketchikan, or the
Craig Fish and Game offices. Other Alaska Fish and Game offices will not issue bait
permits for Unit 2. Consistent with the past several years in Unit 2 we will require a
specific location be provided at the time of application. This will mclude either GPS
coordinates in NAD27 Datum, or a dot on a USGS map before the bait permit will be
issued. Similar to other areas in the state, this location must be specific enough to enable
someone to find the bait site while on the ground. Hunters should plan their trips
accordingly to insure they are able to visit one of the Fish and Game offices after they
select a bait location to obtain a bait permit

We will also require that the black bear bait station permit be mailed to our office to the
address below within 30 days after the close of the season. That form 1s the actual
numbered permit you posted at the trailhead, or near the registered bait site and includes
hunting license numbers of all hunters who have hunted at your site. This gives us an
accurate tally of all hunters using bait sites. If this document is not received after the
spring hunting season, similar to all other registration permits, you will not be allowed to
register for a permit the following year.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and participation in this important black bear
management effort. If you have any questions please feel free to call the Ketchikan
ADF&G office (907 225-2475).

Sincerely, /’q f
D Q, gya

“~~—"BoydPorter
Wildlife Management Biologist
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Wildlife Conservation
2030 Sea Level Drive Suite 211
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
(907) 225-2475




ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME EZZ"E ;f;-d :
Division of Wildlife Conservation lesuing Oficer
2030 Ses Level Drive, Snite 205 ]
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
947-225-2475 phone

907-225-2771 fax

APPLICATION FORM ONLY
(This is not a permiy)

BLACK BEAR BAIT STATION REGISTRATION
April 15 - Jupe 15

Please read and complete this application form in ifs entirety,

Hunter’s Name

Address

{Street or Bax Number)

(City) (State) (Zip) !

Community you live in Phone :

(City or iown) (Area Code and Number) :

Hunting License Nao, (Resident) {(Nonresident) I
Nonresident Metal Locking Tag No.

Did you atiend 2 Bear Clinjc: Ye

5—-—-————

No BGW Hunt Ed #

oY/ ' DOS ¢

LOCATION QF BAIT SITE
Site No. 1: ' Site No. 2:
Daie Registered , Date Registered
GMU/Subunit GMU/Subunit
Specific Location _ Specific Location
Bag Limit Bag Limit 3

BLACK BEAR BAIR SITE REGISTRATION CONDITIONS

The following conditions apply to baiting black bears (SAAC 92.083):

1} Omly bicdegradable marerizl may be used for bait. The only parts of fish and game which can i=gally be used as
bait are heads, bones, guts and skin,

(B

INc person may use bait within one-guarter mile of z publichy maintained roac or trail. (Al roads on Prince of
Wales Island are considered publicly maintained;;

corHinued




3) No person may use bait within one mile of a house or other permanent dwelling, or within one mile of a
developed campgronnd or developed recreation facility;

4) A person using bait shall clearly mazk the bait station with a sign reading “Black Bear Bait Station”. The
permit must include the hunter’s license number, and the license number of anyone using the bait;

5) Itis the responsibility of the registered bear bait permitee to remove all bait, Htter and equipment from the
bait site including all contaminated soil no later than June 15,

6) No person may give or receive remuneration for use of a bait station, including barter or exchange of goods;
however, this does not apply to licensed guides who personally accompany clients to a bait station.

7} No person may have more than two (2) bait stations established (bait present) at any one time;
8) All edible bear meat must be salvaged. (See current regulations for definition);

9) Some arcas inay be prohibited from use of bait stations. Check your hunting regulations booklet or with
Fish and Game for further information,

10) It is the hunter's responsibility to know and follow all current application regulations;

11) This permit is not VALID or ACTIVATED until hunters in Units 1A and Unit 2 provided a site location,
either a GPS coordinates, or a dot on a USGS map to the Fish and Game office in Keichikan.

12) Al bait stations permits must be returned by close of busimess July 15% If this permit is not returned you
will not be eligible for a bait permit next year;

13 ¥ you-"change your baif station to another locaﬁon,'yoﬁ st notify the Fish and Game office in Ketchikan.
You will be allowed one station move per permit per year.

By signing this form, I agree to all the conditions listed above.

Hunter’s Signature: Date:

(must be signed by applicant before permit is issued)

Daytime phone.

“False Statements are Punishable by Law” (Rev.0307)




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 42

Would remove the “in person”
GPS location requirement for
bait sites in Unit 2

Proposal from the public

Department Recommendation

Take No Action
(See Proposal 41}

Praposat 42

Proposal 42




BOG-Juneau-Novy 2008

Proposal 5

Proposal 5

Would liberalize the options
available for obtaining Unit 2
black bear bait permits

Proposal from the public

Department Recommendation

Take No Action
{See Department Proposal 41}

Propusal &

Advisory Committees Vote

= Ketchikan AC- 0/7 Oppose
= East Prince of Wales AC- 0f7 Oppose

Propesal §

Department Recommendation:

Take No Action
(See Proposal 41)

Progosal §




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 40

Proposal 40

Would restrict hunting black
bear over bait to archery
only

Propecsal from the public

Department
Recommendation

No Recommendation

Praposal 40

Discussion
sThis is not a conservation issue

*The department sees this as an
allocation issue

*Therefore we do not have a
recommendation

Proposal 40

Discussion

Advisory Committee Votes

« Ketchikan AC- 0/7 Oppose
= East Prince of Wales AC- 0/7 Oppose

Proposal 40

Conclusion

Department Recommendation:

No Recommendation

Proposal 40




BOG-Junean-Nov 2008

Proposal 34

Region 1 Wolverine
PROPOSAL 34

Reduce the trapping season for
wolverine in Units 1-5

Nov 10 — [APR 3(] Fek 15
Department Proposal
Dept. Recommendation

ADOPT

REGION 1 WOLVERINE
TRAPPING SEASON

* Prior to 1985: wolverine trapping
season ranged from
—Dec 1-Jan 31
—Nov 10-Feb 15

* Since 1985
—Nov 16 - April 30
Proposal 34

WOLVERINE
TRAPPING SEASON

* In 1985 end date aligned with wolf
season to accommodate incidental
wolverine catch in wolf sets

However ...

+ extended season exposes reproductive
females to harvest & sacrifices

dependent young
Proposal 34

DISCUSSION

* Wolverine kits born Feb-Mar

» Some adult females are taken in
March and April when they still have
dependant young in dens

» Loss of litter = reduced recruitment
“Killing our chickens before they hatch”
» Fewer animals available for harvest
Proposal 34

Percent Females by Month
(1984 — 2007)

NOV 64%
DEC 35%
JAN 39%
FEB 39%
=
MAR 7] 43% >
APR L. 42%

Proposal 34

DISCUSSION

* For Region [ wolverine ..,

* Trapping season is longest in state
(172-days).

* Hunting season is 2™ longest in state
{168-days)

+ Combined hunting and trapping
seasons longest in state
{242- days)

Proposal 34




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 34

DISCUSSION

- Incidental wolverine catch in wolf
sets is believed to be relatively low

» Most wolf sets are pulled by April to
avoid catching black bears

Proposat 34

Lactating female
wolverine at
camera bait
station in Aprif

Proposal 34

Trapper Survey Info

» 19 (25%) of 76 trappers who
responded to a R-I questionnaire
targeted wolverine in RY-2006

-- All 12 made sets from Nov to Feb
— 6 continued sets into March
— 2 continued sets into April

Proposal 34

DISCUSSION

+ Protecting denning females will reduce
opportunity for a few late-season trappers

However, it will ...

— Ingrease reproductive success

- Increase recruitment

- Increase frapper success

~ Align wolverine end date with most furbearers

Proposal 34

RECOMMENDATION

Proposal 34
Shorten R-1 wolverine trapping season

Upper Lynn Canat Support

Juneau AC Oppose

Petershurg AC Support

Ketchikan AC Oppose

Sitka AC Support
ADOPT




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 35

* This propesal would eliminate the trap
tagging requirement in Units 1-5

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation
Do Not Adopt

Propasel 35

Proposal 35

Discussion

" Trap tagging requirement was adopted at
2006 SE BOG meeting for Units 1-5

* Proposal was submitied by public to
address Unit 1C only

= ADF&G amended proposal to Units 1-5

Proposal 35

Discussion

» Author of this proposal is frustrated with
region-wide decision

= States that pubiic didn't have opportunity to
comment on region-wide proposal

Proposal 36

Discussion

* ADF&G and the Dept. of Public Safety see
this as a valuable tool lo contact trappers

« Several prablematic situations during past
year were addressed by contacting trappers
through the use of a trap tag

* Provides public and other trappers with
greater assurance of trapper accountability

Froposal 35

Discussion

* Trappers can opt fo use a sign within 50
meters of trap instead of individual trap tags

» Most trappers use drivers license # as 1D

= Cost of tags is reasonable (100 @ $15.00)

Proposal 35

Discussion

= ADF&G Advisory committee votes
—Juneau Douglas (Do Not Adopt)
- Petersburg (Do Not Adopt)
—~Ketchikan (Do Not Adopt)
- Sitka {(Adopt)

Preposal 36




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008 Proposal 35

Conclusion

= Department believes this regulation benefits
trappers and trapping

= NMany trappers support this regulation

Department recommends

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 35




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 33

= This proposal would eliminate the trap
tagging requirement in Unit 5

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation
Take No Action

{See presentation for Proposal 35)

Propasal 33

Proposal 33




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 48

» This proposal would prehibit the use of full
metal jacket .223 caliber bullets for the
taking of big game in units 1, 2, 3 and 4

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation
No Recommendation

Preposal 48

Proposal 48

Discussion

» Author suggests full metal jacket bullets
result in high wounding loss

» Full metal jacket prevents bullet from
expanding, which produces less shock
power

* | eads to wounds that are not immediately
fatal

Propoeal 4B

Discussion

= The department agrees that wounding loss
is a concemn

= Hunter education is an outreach tool used
by the department to emphasize only safe
and effective shots should be taken

= Regardless of weapon and ammunition, only
good buliet placement assures a clean Kill

Proposal 48

Discussion

= ADF&G Advisory commiltee votes
—Juneau Douglas (Take No Action)
~Haines {Adopt for all calibers)
—Petersburg (Adopt for Mifitary ammo)
—Ketchikan {Adopt for all calibers)
- Sitka (Adopt)

Proposal 41

Conclusion

* Department sees this as an ethical issue
rather than a conservation concern

Department recommendation

Neo Recommendation

Propesa 48




Petersburg Area Overview-Units 1B & 3

gz Petersburg Management Area.

i

UNIT1B
L 3,000 mi?
w Mainland Habitat

UNIT 3 MAJOR COMMUNITIES
3,000 mi?

Island Habitat Trend
' —Petersburg pop. ~ 3,000 i

—Wrangell pop.~2300 [l
—Kake pop.~ 700 [l

» Area Office located in Petersburg
small satellite office in Wrangell

Mary Meucel - PSG Kim Fisher - WRG




Petersburg Area Overview-Units 1B & 3

LOCAL GAME SPECIES

Deer " = Grouse/Ptarmigan
Moose » Waterfowl
Mountain Goat
Elk

Black Bear
Brown Bear
Wolf

FURBEARERS

Marten *

Wolves *

River*& Sea Otter
Beaver

Mink

Ermine
Wolverine

Management Issues




Petersburg Area Overview-Units

1B &3

Guide & Transporter Issues




Petersburg Area Overview-Units 1B & 3

Dual Regulations

-Regulatory confusion
-Federal Designated Hunter Provision
-Emergency Closures Difficult

Nisan Willife

RESEARCH ACTIVITY

AREA SPECIFIC PROPOSALS

#8 Marten Trapping Season on Kuiu
#9 Elk season on Etolin Island

#10 Modify Moose Antler Restrictions
12-13 Extend the Wolf Hunting Season

# 14 Closed Area Boundary Clarification
#29 Moose Broken Antler Regulation

i

Ay
Sunshine Terrorizes Sotitheusl Aldska Regidents




UNIT 3 - MOOSE
PROPOSAL 10

» Meodify the antler restrictions for
moose in the RM038 hunt area

¥ Suspend or eliminate any-bull
drawing permit hunts within the
RMO038 hunt area

Department Proposal
Dept. Recommendation;

Adopt

PROPOSED REGULATION

1 bufl with spike-fork antlers, or 50-inch
antlers or 3 or more brow tines on 1
side, or 2 brow tines on both sides

Proposal 10

REGULATION HISTORY

1980 - Moose antler restrictlons originally
developed as a SHS In B.C.

1987 - modified and adopted for gigas moose on
Kenai Peninsula.

1988 - Thomas Bay {S-F only)
1990 — (S-F-50")
1993 — (S-F-50"- 3 BTs)

1950 ~ All of Unit 3 islands
1995 — All of RM0338, Including Stikine River

Proposal 10

i

~ 18 months of age ]

Proposal 10

Proeposal 10

DISCUSSION

- In RM{38 uncertainties exist conceming
effectiveness of current restrictions

- Arguably overly proteciive!

« gndersorni moose have different antler
characteristics than gigas moose

—smaller body and antler size

—somewhat less predictable antler
configurations relative to age

- only occasiconally achieve 3 brow tines
—aimost never achieve 50-inch spreads

HARVEST BY ANTLER TYPE
RMO38, KENAf, and UNIT 1D

atbw el

O Kensl
Qunsn 1D

EplkeiFork > 3 Brow Tlnes < 50" » 50"

Proposal 10




DISCUSSION

« Until recently ...lacked info on how
best to modify the antler restrictions
w/o risking overharvest

= Any-bull drawing hunts {since 2005)
provided info to make data driven
changes

« Recommended change based on
local antler/age data

Proposal 10

DISCUSSION

=+ 2X2BTand 3 BT bulls are not so
different from each another

— Median age = 5 YOA for both
—>» 3 BT Average spread = 39 inches
—2x2 BT Average spread = 40 inches

Proposal 10

2 % 2 brow tines
A4-inch spread

7-years of age

Proposal 10

Proposal 10

5 YOA 41" SPREAD

Proposal 10

7TYOA 38" SPREAD
Proposal 10




5" SPREAD
TYOA 37.57 SPR Proposal 10

INCH SPREAD
8YOA ® H Proposal 10

6 YOA 40.5" SPREAD

Proposal 10

Vulnerability to Harvest

Sightability is poor in Southeast AK
= Lots of remote inaccessible habitat

+ Access limited to roaded areas and
a few navigable rivers

Lots of refugia from hunters
Plenty of "escapees”

Proposal 10

SEX & AGE COMPOSITION
STIKINE RIVER SURVEY
(Dec. 2005)

+ Moose Observed 199
+ Bull:Cow Ratio 30:100
+ Calf:Cow Ratio 58:100
+ Twinning Rate T 30%

Proposal 10

DISCUSSION

Dept. favors changing antler
restrictions, provided we suspend any-
bull drawing hunts

Doing so will ...

— Counter slight 2x2 BT harvest increase
--Resume protection of mid-aged bulls

Proposal 10




RECOMMENDATION
Proposal 10

« Modify RM038 moose antler restrictions
« Suspend any-bull drawing hunts

Petersburg AC Qppose '(however e}
Sitka AC Support
Ketchikan AC Support

Adopt




UNIT 3 - MOOSE

PROPOSAL 11

¥ Would liberalize antler restrictions
for moose in Units 1B and 3

Public Proposal
Dept. Recommendation:

Take No Action

Antler restrictions for RM038 mocse
would read ...

1 bull with spike-fork antiers, or 50-
inch antlers, or antiers with 2 brow
tines on both sides”, [3 OR MORE
BROW TINES ON 1-SIDE] or 50-inch
spread.

Praposal 11

See Department Proposal 1¢
2 potential problems with the proposal as submitted
— Would apply to only Units 1B and 3, and
excluded the southern 1C portion of the RM038
hunt area.

- Digallow bulls with 3 or more brow tines on 1
side

Proponents intent was to add the 2x2 brow tine

provision to existing antler criteria and apply
entire RM038 hunt area, including southern 1C

Proposat 11

Refer to Proposal 10 for
discussion and graphics

Proposal 11




UNIT 1 - MOOSE

PROPOSAL 44

Would completely revise the moose
antler restrictions in Unit 1

Public Proposal
Dept. Recommendation

DO NOT ADOPT or TAKE NQ ACTION

Proposal Clarification

Proponent’s intent is to apply a new antler
criteria region-wide in any moose hunts
currently managed under 3+ brow tine or

50" restrictions

Proposal would change the antler
restrictions for moose in Region 1 to
read ...

1-bull with spike-fork antlers, or 5 or
more points on one side [or 50-INCH
ANTLERS OR ANTLERS WITH 3 OR
MORE BROW TINES ON 1-SIDE] by
registration permit only

Proposal 44

Regulation History

= Moose antler restrictions were
developed as a SHS in B.C. in 1980
» Later modified and adopted for moose
on the Kenal Peninsula in 1987.
— Thomas Bay {Unit 18) in 1987
— Unit 3 in 1990
—All Unit 1B in 1995
— Unit 1D (TM-059) in 1993
Proposal 44

DISCUSSION

* Moose antlers vary across Region

« RMO38 moose antler characteristics
different than moose in Unit 1{D) & 1(C)

Simply put ...
“‘One-size does not fit all”

Proposal 44

HARVEST BY ANTLER TYPE
RMO38 vs. UNIT 1D

ERMO3E |
Bunit1D |

. 80%
i
Wy

Splkeifork »3 Brow Tines <507

Proposal 44




% Harvest

PERGENT HARVEST by AGE CLASS
RM038 VS, UNIT (D)

) - ; @RM038 |
e g EGMU 1D ;

1 2-5 i3s3
Age Class

Proposal 44

DISCUSSION

S-point bull in RM038 averages 4 YOA

Would heavily harvest middle age “breeders”
Wholesale change in SHS undesirable when
attempting to “fine fune” existing antier
criteria (Proposal 10)

Unlikely to reduce illegal harvest

Proposal 44

How many legitimate points ?7

RECOMMENDATION

Proposal 44

Completely revise moose antler
restrictions in Region 1

Lynn Canal AC Oppose
PSG AC recommendation: Oppose
Other ACs TNA

Do Not Adopt




Region | - MOOSE
PROPOSAL 29

Extend the Unit 1B & 3 damaged,
broken or altered antler regulation to
include the entire RM038 hunt area.

Department Proposal
Recommendation

ADOPT

Regulation History

+  Sub-legal bulls were being harvested in
RM038 and antlers subsequently altered to
meet the point requirements

Proposal 29

Regulation History

- In 2006, BOG adopted a Region-wide
broken antler regulation.

SAAC 92.180 (c) ... In Units 1 — 5, a damaged, broken
or altered antler is not considered a spike-fork
antler ...

Proposal 29

Regulation History

* 1n 2007 an ACR resulted in repeal of
region-wide application

However ...

+ Board maintained there was sufficient
evidence of abuse in RM038, that the
regulation should be retained in Units 1{B}
& 3.

Proposal 2%

Regulation History

* RMO038 hunt area includes Units 1(B),
3, and the extreme_southern portion

of 1(C).

* When the reg. ianguage was revised
fn 2007, the 1{C) portion of the RM038
hunt area was omitted, creating a
loophole.

Proposal 28




Revised Reg. Language

5 AAC 92.150
(c) ... In Units 1(B), 1{C) that portion

south of Point Hobart, including all Port
Houghton drainages, and 3, a
damaged, broken, or altered antler is
not considered a spike-fork antler as
defined in 5 AAC 92.990

Proposal 28

RECOMMENDATION

Prcpesal 29

Extand the broken antler regulation to the
entire RM038 hunt area.

PSG AC Support
Other ACs TNA

Adopt




UNIT 3 - ELK

PROPOSAL 9

* Provide alternating archery and rifle
drawing permit hunts for Etolin
Island etk during the Sept rut

Public Proposal
Dept. Recommendation

Do Not Adopt

DISCUSSION

Not entirely clear what the proponent
wants

Presumably...

+ Establish alternating (year to year?)
archery and rifle drawing hunts for
Etolin elk during Sept rut.

Proposal 9

DISCUSSION

= Elk are particularly vulnerable to
harvest during the rut

» We currently allow archery-only hunt
during Sept rut

* Modern firearms foo effective during
rut

» Potential to disrupt breeding activity

Proposal &

T cleveland
Peninsula

Unit 3 Elk Harvest
1997- 2008

25 1

20 19

A S AN
VAV VS
v, A1 ;
| NC_

R G S N A

Proposal &

ey

Existing Hunt Structure
» DE-318 Archery-only season

—Sept1-30 (25 permits)
» DE-321 early-rifie season
—Oct1-15 {50 permits)

» DE-323 late-rifle season
—Qct16 - 31 (50 permits)

* RE-325 Registration hunt
~Nov15 - 30 (uniimited}

Proposal 9




DISCUSSION

Uncertainties regarding status of Unit
3 elk herd

— No relizble population estimate
Harvest guidelines?7?

— Population trajectory unknown
Assumed fo be increasing?

— Bull:Cow ratios unknown

— Recruitment rate unknown

Proposal 9

Elk Research

» Region has been allocating 30K

annually for elk research

* Rocky Mt. Elk Foundation has

contributed funding

+ Administrative hurdies exist

Proposat 9

RECOMMENDATION

Given ...
— Current level of elk hunting opportunity
—Beclining harvest trend
— Unknowns regarding status of Unit 3 elk

We helieve ...
= The existing hunt structure provides an

appropriate level of opportunity.

Proposal 9

RECOMMENDATION

Proposal 9

Alternate eik archery and rifle seasons

Petersburg AC Oppose
Ketchikan AC  Adopt
Other ACs TNA

Do Not Adopt




UNIT 3 WOLF HUNTING

PROPOSAL 12
¥ Extend the Unit 3 wolf hunting season by
31-days
Aug 1 - [APRIL 30} May 31
¥ Close season when 20 wolves are taken

Public Proposal
Dept. Recommendation;

Do Not Adopt

DISCUSSION

+  Current Unit 3 wolf seasons:
— Hunting: Aug. 1 —-Apr. 30 (5 wolif bag)
— Trapping: Nov. 10 — Apr. 30 (no bag limit}
+  Reglon-wide consistency (except Unit 2)

*  Current season dates adjusted by the BOG
twice in last 6 years (2002 & 2004)

Proposal 12

DISCUSSION

»  Liberal wolf hunting seasons already
—  S-month season
— 5 wolf bag limit
lL.ate season harvest would pose a risk to adult
dependent-pups
Little additional harvest anticipated (a few
would be taken by nonresident bear hunfers)

Proposal 12

DISCUSSION

Provision 2
“Close season when 20 wolves are taken ..."”

+  Unit 3 wolf harvest has averaged 48 wolves
annually over last 10-years

*  The proposed action would unnecessarily
restrict the Unit 3 wolf harvest

Praposal 12

DISCUSSION

+  Note that Proposal 1 {to extend the Unit TA wolf
{rapping season), if amended and adopfed as
recommended by the Dept. will provide
additional wolf harvest opportunity region-wide.

Proposal 12

RECOMMENDATION

Proposal 12

Extend the Unit 3 wolf hunting season by 31-days
Close season when 20 wolves are taken

Lynn Canal AC Support via Prop. 13
Petersburg AC Support

Sitka AC Support

Other ACs TNA

Do Not Adopt




UNIT 3 - WOLF
PROPOSAL 13

Extend the Unit 3 wolf hunting season by
61-days
Aug 1 - [APRIL 30] June 31

Public Proposal
Dept. Recommendation:
DO NOT ADOPT

DISCUSSION

Current Unit 3 wolf seasons:
— Hunting: Aug. 1 — Apr. 30, 5 wolf bag
— Trapping: Nov. 10 —Apr. 30, no hag
Region-wide consistency (except GMU 2)

Current season dates adjusted by BOG
twice in last 6 reguiatory years (2002 &
2004)

Proposal 13

DISCUSSION

» Lliberal wolf hunting seasons already
~  9-month seasen
— 5 woif bag limit
» Late season harvest would pose a risk to
adult dependent-pups
- Litthe additional harvest anficipated {a few
would be taken by NR bear hunters)

Proposal 13

DISCUSSION

Note that Proposal 1 (to extend the Unit 1A wolf
trapping season), if amended and adopted as
recommended by the Dept. will provide
additional wolf harvest opportunity region-wide.

Proposal 13

Recommendation

Proposai 13
Extend the Unit 3 wolf hunting season by 61-days

Lynn Canal AC Support
Petersburg AC ’ Support
Sitka AC Oppose
Other ACs TNA

Do Not Adopt




UNIT 3 - CLOSED AREA
PROPOSAL 14

Clarify the boundaries of the Blind
Slough Closed Area

Department Proposal
Dept. Recommendation:
ADOPT

BLIND SLOUGH
CLOSED AREA

Current regulatory language for the
Blind Slough Closed Area is
confusing for hunters and enforcement

Proposal 14

BLIND SLOUGH CLOSED AREA

¥s =
CENTRAL MITKOF IS. & : a&“
2.1 mi.? AREA
ESTABLISHED 1984
PROTECT SWAN
WINTERING AREA
& OBSERVATORY

ALSO PUELIC SAFETY
CONCERNS

“AREA CLOSED TO
ALL HUNTING"

Proposal 14

BLIND SLOUGH
CL.OSED AREA
Confusion results from [BLIND SELOUGH

DRAINING INTO WRANGELL NARROWS
AND] a strip ¥ mile wide ...

intent of reg. language was to indicate that

a closed area existed “within” the section of
Blind Slough flowing into Wrangell Narmows

Prepesal 14

5 AAC 92,510

*  (a) (5) (D) IBLIND SLOUGH DRAINING INTO
WRANGELL NARROWS AND] a strip ¥ mile
wide on each side of Blind Slough, from the
hunting closure markers af approximately mile
15.1[4] to the hunting closure markers at
approximately mile 18.4 of Mitkof Highway,
including the waters of Blind Slough
between those hunting closure markers,
are [15] closed to all hunting.

Proposal 14




Recommendation

Proposal 14

Clarify the boundaries of the Blind
Slough Closed Area

Petersburg AC Support
Sitka AC Support
Other ACs TNA

Adopt




KUIU ISLAND MARTEN
Proposal 8§

Reduce resident marten trapping $sason on
Kuiu Island to 2-weeks (Dec, 1 — 15)

Close nenresident marten trapping season
Close the Kulu road system {o motorized land
vehicles for marten trapping

Department Proposal

Dept. Recommendation
Amend and Adopt

Amendment

Had hoped to preserve some limited
trapping opportunity on Kuiu via
original proposal

However...

We now recommend the marten trapping
season on Kuiu Island be closed until
the population increases.

Proposal 8

Overview of Kuiu Island

745 mi2 — 7! largest island in SE

Among lowest documented marten densities
in SE

Extensive timber harvest and road system
on northern Kuiu (more planned)

Portion of 5. Kuit designated Wilderness
High black bear densities

Very low deer densities

Proposal §

# Marten

Proposal B

Kuiu Marten Harvest (1984- 2007)

40 ‘Tﬁ

ol AV yu
SRV
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# TRAPPERS

Propossl 8
KUIU MARTEN TRAPPERS
(1993-2007)

A g P
Moast years ... zero io 1 trapper
All AK rosidenis 3
3 - B
2 F

Habitat issues

« Marten are an old growth associated species
+ Clearcut logging = habitat loss for marten

« > 28,000 acres logged to date (more planned)
+ Extensive road system {more planned)

+ Roads = Increased vuinerability to trapping

Proposal 8

Proposal 8

Research Efforts |

¢ Proposal 8

Research Objectives

Estimate population size and trend

Document geographic distribution of
M. caurina clade

Measure annual survival rate of martens

Estimate relative small mammal (prey)
abundance

Proposal 8

L
Y
Trapline #7

® Trapsiles

— Anaga
LKy study area

o« Half snagging sites [Tl

Study area on
northern Kuiu
Island, showing
marten frap and
hair snagyging
sites,

Proposal 8




Methods

Marten capture efforts (multiple years)

— Live captures 4-years

— Hair snaring 2-years
» Radiocollaring 2007 & 2008
= Survival

* Prey abundance
* DNA analysis: species or subspecies?

Proposal 8

Marten Captures

» 2007 — 27 captures (15M & 12 F)
— 19 Radiocollared (11 M & 8 F}

» 2008 — 18 captures {includes 3 recaptures)
— 17 Radiocollared

23 currently on air

Proposal 8

Marten Capture Rates in SE

Hair Snaring Efforts

Sty Aren Yaar | # Captures | Trap Nighis (TH) | Captares per $00 TH
Chilchagol Is, 2002 14 23e 54
2000 10 e 5.8
Thomes Bay 2001 9 231 3z
2002 12 288 A5
PoTnl Geuvarden 2003 3 294 23
Prince of Wakes 2001 5 338 14
2002 5 225 22
2003 5 212 23
Kipreanaf Is. 2602 [] 212 59
2001 L 249 24
Kuiu Je, 20H 3 279 P
202 2 208 AT
2007 7 1480 [T
7008 12 1613 NS
Etalinks. 2002 1 23 0.4
Proposal 8

Btudy Area Year | # Capiures | Trap Nights {TH} Gaptures per 100 TH
Hulu fa. 2006 3 w8 raEEY
2008 1 1367 N ea J
——
Admriraky is. 2005 15 1057 a7
Proposal 8

May 2008 relocations
showing movements
of most marten to
near beaches.

High natural mortality

10 of 18 died between
Jan 1 and March 2¢

7 animals shill active.

Proposal 8

Survival Rates
of Coliared Marten

Study Area | Natural Mortality | With Trapping Mortality

Chichagof Is. .75 .66

e

Kuiu Is. &.44) NIA

Proposal 8




PREY ABUNDANCE

Proposal 8
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Suppliemental Food Sources

« Kuiu has among lowest deer densities in
SE ... possibly responsible for low marten
numbers {few spring carcasses)

« Black bear carcasses — too late in spring
« Satmon (mid-summer & fall only)

Proposal 8

Marten species issue

» History (species vs. subspecies)

» Kuiu one of 2 contact zones for (Marfes
americana and Martes caurina

= SE Distribution - Kuiu & Admiraity ls. only
= Hybridization on Kuiu
= Endemic species issue

Proposal 8

USFS Response to Concerns

* Despite expressing concern about habitat
loss, road densities and Kuiu marten the
USFS has failed to react

From 2008 TLMP planning record ...

» "ADF&G needs to step up to the plate. if
they are unwilfing to change hunting and
frapping regulations then why should we
limit access?” (Doc. 1265)

Proposal 8

State vs. Federal
Regulations

» Nofe: closing the State marten lrapping
season on Kuiu will be ineffective unless
the Federal Subsistence Board follows suit

Proposal 8




RECOMMENDATION

Proposal 8
As Amended:

Close the marten trapping season on Kuiu ls,

PSG AC Adopt
Other ACs: TNA

Amend and Adopt




Ketchikan Area Overview-Unit 1A

Game Management Unit 1A

Important Game Species

= Moose
= Goats
» Deer

» Black Bear

= Brown Bear

= Furbearers

= Waterfowl

MAJOR COMMUNITIES

—-KETCHIKAN pop. ~7,900
—Metlakatla pop. ~ 600
—Others pop. ~ 450

= Area Office located in Ketchikan
small satellite office in Craig

Ketchikan Management Area

= Unit 1A - Mainland and Islands
—~ 5,300 Square Miles

- Includes 2,400 Sguare Miles Misty Fiords
National Monument

« Unit 2 - Prince of Wales and other Islands
—~ 3,600 Square Miles
— 3 Largest Island in North America

Skagway

o)




Ketchikan Area Overview-Unit 1A

Logging

= Mental Health Sales
= University Sales

= State Offerings

» Federal Sales

Unit 1A Deer

= Population Stable at Moderate to Low
Level

= Winters Are Limiting
® Second Growth Issues

= Predation by Black Bears, Brown
Bears, Wolves, and Mountain Lions

Commerciai Fishing

= Seine
= Gill Net
= Ground Fish
= Trofling
= Dive Fishery
= Shrimp

Deear Harvest

Unit 1A Deer Harvest and Days Hunted

- 4500
+ 4000

TOTALDEER

- 3500
1 3000
1 2500
fe 2000

~4-TOTALDAYS

Days Hunted

Unit 1A Black Bears

= Wide Distribution

= Healthy Population

= Harvest Fluctuates

= Spring Hunting
Along Extensive
Shoreline

= Color Phase on
Mainland Includes

Blue, Cinnamon, and *
White

1

Unit 1A Black Bear Harvest |

- Mals

=21 Fomala M

SRy

Harvest

4935 1996 1997 1932 1999 2000 2001 2002 2001 2004 2005 3035 2007

Regulatory Yaar




Ketchikan Area Overview-Unit 1A

Unit 1A Goat Status

Healthy goat population

One of the highest goat densities in state
Several goats each year make B&C

1999 harvest low due to poor weather

Several trend count areas showing low counts

Both Transplants Showing Rapid Horn Growth
Patterns

Proposal to Increase Bag Unit 1A Bag Limit

Unit 1A Goat Harvest
’ JAN iy B
. /3
gl NS TN S
0 A W A N N
SO AV R
SR KR T e T

1695 1995 1097 1508 193 000 001 IMN2 2003 Z0R4 2005 2006 2007
Year

Unit 1A Brown Bear

Distribution on
Mainfand, Cleveland,
and Revilla Island

Estimated Population
150-300

Distribution Expanding
Harvest Stable

Important for Viewing
and Hunting

Approach

= Registration permits
* Hunter Comments

surveyed

= Aerial Composition Surveys
— Manage for 2-6 points/hundred goats

Our Goat Management

— 2 points if poor survey conditions, bad
winter, high harvest, or other concerns

Unit 1A Trophy Goats

(1997-2007)

Unit 1A Brown Bear Harvest

- Maie
(=3 Feinale

——TotalHarvesy

A
[\ A
[\

Harrest




Ketchikan Area Overview-Unit 1A

Mainland Brown Bear
Research

= GPS Collars Providing Movement and
Habitat Use

» Hair Snares For Mark Recapture
Population Estimate

Unit 1A Wolves

= Wolf Population Appears Stable
= Trapping Effort Fluctuates

= Most Trapping Along Beaches

= Trophy Species for Nonresidents

= Hunting Season Extended to include August
and April

» Proposal to Extend Trapping Season

_ Unit 1A Wolf Harvest
(1990-2007)

All Ualt 4 Woif Harvest By SubUnil

~#-01A
-=—01B
——0iC

f/.\‘ 050

Wolf Harveat
8
_.—""‘-‘
i ™=
ha T

Regulatory Yasr

Unit 1A Moose

» Concentrated Mostly along the Unuk
River

= Population and Harvest Low
= Any Bull by Registration Permit
= Season: Sept.15-0ct. 15

= Issue 40-70 Registration Permits
Annually

= Harvest Variable (1—6 bulis)

* Federal Registration Hunt Starts 10 Days
Early (Sept. 6)

Unit 1A Moose Harvest
(1992-2007)

w

L

1A HARVEST
“

~

1392 1983 1824 1585 1996 1997 1938 1820 2000 2001 2002 2007 2004 20DE 2006 2067
VEAR




Ketchikan Area Overview-Unit 1A

Unit 1A Furbearers

» Marten average 167 (range 42-654)

= River Otter average 104 {range 45-185)
= Beaver average 35 (range 7-50)

= Wolverine average 3 {range 1-7)

Marten Trap and Hair Sample

MARTEN RESEARCH

Unit 2 and Mainfand Marten




Ketchikan Area Overview-Unit 2

Unit 2

= Important Species

* Deer
= Black Bear
= Furbearers
* Upland Birds
= Waterfow!

ruen W=
S — —

Patersburg

MAJOR COMMUNITIES

—~Craig pop. ~ 1,500
—-Thorne Bay pop. ~ 500
—Other POW pop. ~ 4,000

= New satellite office in Craig

* Small Lumber Mills on Prince of Wales Island
® 4-5 Million Board Feet of Lumber Annually
° Mostly Specialty Wood Construction Products

Major Industry

* Tourism

» Charter Fishing

= Commercial Fishing
= Lumber Milis

= Timber Harvest

= Most Large Scale Logging Camps Closed
— Some Native Corporation Timber Export

Unit 2 Deer Harvest

= Federal Subsistence Season July 24 — Dec 31
Bag 5 Deer (Doe Season Oct 15 — Dec 31)

= State Season Aug 1 — Dec 31, Bag 4 Bucks
= Heaithy Deer Population
Mild Winters

* Large Tracts of Second Growth Reaching Stem
Exclusion Stage




Ketchikan Area Overview-Unit 2

Unit 2 Deer Harvest
(1997-2006)

187 198 GRS MG el 24r oG 24 205 006
oar

Lung Worm Parasites

» 2007 First Documentation on POW
» Collecting Additional Lung Samples
= Parallel Wlth Halr Loss Observat[ons

Unit 2 Deer Research

» 4-Year UAF Ph.D. Graduate Student Study

= Relationships Between Deer, Deer Hunters, and
Forest Change on POW

= DNA Population Density Estimate
— Sex Ratio of Population

= Extracting DNA From Fresh Pellets

= Testing New Trail Transects Technigue for Point
Estimates and Trends
— Compare to Traditional Pellet Trend Transects

Unit 2 Black Bears

» No Demographic or Population Data
= Harvesi Steadily Increasing

» Hunters Complaining About Female Kill and Reduced
Bear Numbers Recently

« |Local Residents Complaining About Low Bear Numbers

« Most Hunting Along Exiensive Road System and
Beaches

= Color Phase Only Black

= Increasing Transporters and Guides

= Currently FS Moratorium on Big Game Guide Permils
« Some Areas Getting Crowded

» Proposals 5, 6, 7 and 36

Unit 2 Black Bear Harvest

(1990-2007)
- P
i [ pot Ly
330 ~a Total Harvost f\/

il
FELLAFELE LSS LSS

Yaur

Unit 2 Wolf Harvest

= Wolf Population Stable

» Less Trapping Effort

» Federal Imposed Harvest Cap 30%
= Closed By Emergency Order 1999

= Difficult To Track Population or Current
Harvest




Ketchikan Area Overview-Unit 2

Unit 2 Wolf Harvest
(1985-2007)

Walf Harvest

Yoar

Unit 2 Furbearers

= Most trapper transport by road vehicle
= Marten average 764 (range 320-1000)

* River Otter average 216 (range 40-616)
= Beaver average 180 (range 44-310)

FRANKLIN GROUSE
RESEARCH AND SURVEY

L3 o
B .

MARTEN RESEARCH
T s

Unit 2 and Mainland Marten




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 3

Would change the deer bag limit from
4 bucks to 2 bucks on the Unit 1A
portion of the Cleveland Peninsula

Department Proposal

Department Recommendation:
Adopt

Froposel 3

Proposal 3

Justification

* The Unit 1B portion of the Cleveland is
already a 2 Buck Bag Limit

¢ Align Units 1A and 1B deer bag limit

* Will help this slowly recovering deer
population

* Prevent over harvest of deer that are
clumped in distribution

Propnsal 3

Cleveland
Feninsuta

#

| Ravila
Isfand.-

State Subsistence Review
. IISA t?here Customary and Traditional Use of deer in Unit
-Yés, a plositive finding for Unit 1A, outside the
Nonsubsistence area,

Is there a “Harvestable Surplus” of deer in this Unit?
-Yes

* What is the Amount Reasonably Necessary for
Subsistence? (225-250)

Does?the harvestable surplus allow for all or only some
usesy

~This is a Board determination.
Piopasal J

Glzveland Deer Harvest vs Mumher of Deer Hunters

50
W Daer Harvesi
e : - Daar Hunlers

Harvext and Hunters.

S

P PP PP PSS PO

Vear




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 3

Haira Bay Porlon of Gleveland-Dear Palal Indicas

—4—Halm Bay

P R
Yaar

Propoaal 3

Discussion

» Reasons for the decline are not well
understood

= Lower bag limit should lessen the pressure
on this population

= Available deer will be distributed amongst a
greater number of hunters

Propasal 3

ADF&G Advisory Committees

= Ketchikan - 6/0 Support
= East Prince of Wales - 7/0 Support

Propasal 3

Proposal 3

Staff Proposal

Department Recommendation:
Adopt

Proposat 3




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 4

Would change the goat bag limit for Unit
1A from one goat to two goats

Proposal from the Public

Department Recommendation
Do Not Adopt

Proposal 4

Proposal 4

Justification

= Allocation Issue

= Competition in high use areas

* One goat bag limit consistent with all areas
= Very Poor Aerial Survey Data Most Years

Proposal 4

Goat Harvest

Unit 1A Two Goat Harvest

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 - 1997 €998 1999 2000

Unit 1A Goat Harvest

L1 Male
EeH Femake
—+— Tuolal

1895 1998 1997 1933 {1949 2000 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Year

Proposal 4

YEAR
Local Advisory Votes
= Ketchikan AC- 5/1 Oppaose
» East Prince of Wales AC- 7/0 TNA
Preposal 4

Department Recommendation

* Do Not Adopt

Proposal 4




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 6

This Proposal Would Close Fall
black bear season in Unit 2

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation:

Take No Action
(See Proposal 36)

Proposal §

Proposal 6

ADF&G Advisory Committee Votes
Proposal 6

* Ketchikan AC- 7/0 Oppose
* East Prince of Wales AC- 4/3 Oppose

Proposal 6

Proposal 6
* The proponent of this proposal is concerned with a
decline in black bear numbers

= Department proposal #36 addressses black bear
conservation

Department Recommendation

Take No Action
(See Proposal 38)

Proposal §




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 7

This Proposal Would Ciose Fall Black
Bear Season in a Portion of Unit 2

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation:

Take No Action
(See Proposal 36)

Proposal 7

Proposal 7

ADF&G Advisory Committee Votes
* Ketchikan AC- 7/0 Oppose

= East Prince of Wales AC- Tabled see
Proposal 6

Proposal 7

Proposal 7
= The proponent of this proposal is concerned with a
decline in black bear numbers

* Department proposal #36 addresses black bear
conservation

Department Recommendation

Take No Action
(See Proposal 36)

Proposd 7




Proposal 1

Would change the season for wolf
trapping in Unit 1A
(Start date of Nov. 1 vs Nov. 10)

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation
Amend and Adopt

Proposal 1

Discussion

= Prior to 1983 trapping season started
November 1stin Southeast Alaska

= No negative effecis

= Possible Concern
s Some Bears Siill Active

osal 1

Proposal §
AT Uil § Woll Farvesi By SubLnit
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Unk 1A Wolf Harvest
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Unlt 5 Walf Harvest

T -

25 1~ 1

Harvost
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Propesa 1
Discussion

ADF&G Advisory Committee Votes

= Ketchikan Advisory- 6/0 Support

= East Prince of Wales Advisory- 7/0
Support

Propesd 1

Proposal 1

Recommendation

= Amend and Adopt
» Region Wide (Except Unit 2)




Proposal 2

This proposal would increase the
management objective for wolves in
Unit 1A

Proposal from the Public

Department Recommendation
Take No Action

Propusdl 2

Proposal 2




Douglas Area Overview — Unit 1C

Gulf ey darts

GMU 1C Douglas Area

BROWN BEAR

Variable distributlon in Unlit

Restricted almast entirely to
mainfand

Slghtings near Juneau stlll
“naws', but more common
than In past

Berner's Bay research profect

Mean annual harvest: 4.6
bears (1995-2007}

72% taken by resldenis

76% bears takan during
Spring season

Proposal 24

{iame
Mamagement
Enit 1C

6,500 sepeare
nitles

Human
pupivlativn abent
0o

Unit 1C Brown Bear Harvest (1998-2007)

. J—
)N

1998 1999 2000 2007 2002 2003 K4 2005 2006 2007

Year

No. of Bears
L= - I - ]
L

M Female T Male —4— Tolal Hanest

BLACK BEAR

+ Comman throughout Unit 1C

+ Cooperative GP8 collaring
prajact

+ Bearfhuman conflicts

+ Mean annual harvest: 113
{1993-2007)

* 44% taken by nonrasidents

+ 81% of harvest during spring
Season

+ Conservatlan congern In
southarn partion of Unit 1C

* Proposal 36

Unit 1C Black Bear Harvest {1998-2007)

No. of Bears
g

50 N

L, W} l N A oW B ull BM =

1998 199% 2000 2001 2002 2000 2004 2005 2006 2007
Year

My MALE [ IFEMALE —4- TOTAL




Douglas Area Overview — Unit 1C

SITKA BLACK-TAILED DEER

Most abundant on
islqnds;ésresant on
mainlan

Signiflcant winter
mortality 2006-2007

Doe season closure
2007

Mean annual harvest: P
409 {1957-2006)

MOOSE

Four management
populations
= Gustavus
= Regutration
permitfary bull
+ Drawing
permiantiedass
macse
« Chilkat Range
+ Regisiralion
permitfany bull
+ Taku River
+ Regislralion
pemitfany bull
= Berners Bay
- Drawing permiUhull

+ Drawig
pormilanllziless

Unit 1¢ Bufl Moose Harvest 1989-2008

MOUNTAIN GOAT

« Found only on maintand

+  Mean annual harvest during
1988-2007 (43)

» Nonresidents harvest nearly
52%

+ Goat hunting becoming
Increasingly popular

» Haelicopter flight seeing
prassuras

+ Mountain goat research
project underway

Q
0
o
o
=
k-]
5
z
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Yaar
W GLSTAVUS B TAKU £ CHILKATS . BERNERS
Unit §C Mt. Goat Harvest (1998-2007)
w
"
3
]
3
g
z

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Year

. RALE FEMALE —— TOTAL

Unit 1C Mt. Goat Harvest by Residency {1994.2007)

LR TR O U e O A
HN H i BN # 3

1993 999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
' Year

M RESIDENT E=EIN0N RESIDENT —4— TOTAL




Douglas Area Overview — Unit 1C

FURBEARERS

Consumptive and non-
consumptive

Beavers and wolves are
popular for vlewing in
sS0me areas

Furbearer harvest: mainlyf
recreational trappers "

¥
Mulsance Eermits issued ii,
to reduce baaver caused
fiooding in ne-trapping
zones

5-Year Mean Na. of

Unit 1C Fur Sealing (2003-2007}

209

Beaver River ollay Marten Wall Wolvarine

Species

WATERFOWL

* Huntlng very popular an
Mendenhall Wetlands
State Game Refuge (520
pammits in 2007)

+ Education and
regulatlons are reducing
conflicts

» Avian Influenza
Sampling

OTHER MANAGEMENT
CONCERNS

* Road construction: Juneau Access Project
* Mining: Kensington Mine Projecf
* Hydro-electric: Lake Dorothy

* Housing developments: fragmentation of
habitat-urban wildlife concerns




Douglas Area Overview-Unit 1D

Game Managsment Lnit 1D

Upper Lyna Canal
Marthern Southeast, Alaska

GAME MANAGEMENT UNIT 1D

* Subunit bounded by public lands and
Canada

Approx. 2670 m{?

Accessible by road

Human population is about 2,500
Halnes~1,474

Kiukwan~101
Skagway~B46

-

No open season

Sullivan Island (1C)
is closest open
area

Moose and goat
are major source of
meat in unit

MOUNTAIN GOAT

+ Stable numbers overali

+ Skagway Pie Proposal

Heflskling operations
increasing

* Goats avallable
through varigus
conveyance

* EastLiynn Canal
Research

No of Goats

Unit 10 Mt Goat Harvest {1988-2007)

BN Male [ Female —— Total Harvest




Tier Il hunt with antler
restriction

Soma local concern about
status of herd &
dissatisfaction with permit
allocation

Puhblic meetings and
aducation programs have
reduced illagal bull harvest

Survays indicate stable
pepulation

i Toted Bulls & Wegal Moose

No.of Moose

Unit 1D Hislotlsal Moose Survay Data

1082 1063 1954 1885 1964 1987 1688 1591 1991 1uad 1008 (397 1900 2000 04 2003 2004 2006 2006 2007
Yaar

mm Mooaa -—-Mean Survey Counl 1932- 1007

BLACK BEAR

« B1% of total black bear
harvest taken by
residents

%+ 34% of black bears
reported taken cver
bait

¥ + Impartant food source

Unit 1D Black Bear Harvest (1998-2007)

No. of Bears
15

1998 1999 2004 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Year

ME Male T3 Fermale —— Total

BROWN BEAR

« 62% of total brown
bear harvest taken
By nonresidents

» Non-hunter killed
bears

Variety of public
perceptions ahout
hear population




Douglas Area Overview-Unit 1D

No. of Bears

Unit 10 Brown Bear Harvest (1998-2007)

1988 1889 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Yaar

i Mk T Female —&— Total

FURBEARERS

Variely of furbearer species

11-18 individual trappers
sealed furs In each of the
previous § years

<10 furs per species sealed
each year {2003-2007),
excepling marien {avg. 127/yr.)

Low {rapper effort

Concems wilh beaver aclivity
and impact to salmon

Unit 1D Mean Fur Sealed {2003-2007)

Beavar

Otiar

woll
//’\J\Nolverina

Maten

O Beaver B Lynx B Gtier [ woll W Walverine O] Marten

OTHER CONCERNS

Chilkeot bear
interactions

Nuisance bears

Helicopter tour
operations




Y
b

BROWN BEAR

Populaliop dyrsity aboul 0.5
bear/my 1ty

Mean annual harvest
(1946-2007)

= UnitSA: 21

v LUnlt5B: 7

78% harvesi by nonrealdenis
Unit 5A and 5B High nar-huniing mortaiiy
[1+14 baarslysary
3,800 square NG, T . Landfilconcarns
miles :

'.' Community refuse

. 9 A . H hal

Humani §ied ; ol A
population abuut WY mortaliies

bl

BLACK BEAR

Unit 5 Brown Bear Harvest

40
20 T N . cz- - - - Mean annual harvest:
§ 1 F 20 (1928-2007)
& o : B4 I X IR = I
© : B = d i .
S 1o E H-( H—| S T b . Nearly 100% from 5A
1908 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2005 2007 Apprax. 50:50 resident

vs. nonresident harvest
Year

Annual Glacier bear
harvest: 2-3

= MALE I FEMALE —4— TOTAL

SITKA BLACK-TAILED

Unit 5 Black Bear Harvest {1998-2007) DEER
a0 0
TS - - * Once uncommon on Eji
3@t f\_ﬁ A mainland-now more k%
5 :3 ﬂ_‘ | F r‘ : 1 1 widely distributed
s A Y o ;
= Z L R T o T I 0 O O T S * Mean annual harvest: ¥g
1885 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 15 (1998-2007)
* 1 manth, bucks only
Yoar season

I MALE -3 FEMALE —4— TOTAL :
+ Deep snow and wolf




State and Federal
se4s80NS

Three registration
permiit hunts

Mean annual harvest
{1998-2007}

= Unit 5A: 41

+ Unitse:7

Unit 5§ Moose Harvest (1388-2007)

No. of Moose

o AT a4 14 _
1608 1009 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Yaar

i

O RMDE1 O RMOG2

MOUNTAIN GOAT

State and Federal
$easons

Separate reglstration
permits

Mean annual harvest:
6.5 {1986 - 2007)

Unit 5 Mt. Goat Harvest (1998-2007)

1098 48B9 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007
Yoar

== MALE I FEMALE —u—TGTAL

Unit 5 Mt. Goat Harvest by Residency {1998.2007})

No. of Goats

mMmﬂﬂﬂﬂm

1808 109 2000 001 2007 2003 XG04  2005  Z008  ZLOF

Tawr

O RESDENT O NCONRESDENT

FURBEARERS

Unit 5 Maan Fur Harvast (2003-2007)

Beaver, 8§ Lynx, 2

Otter, 5
ﬁ—wolf, 7
wolverine, 1

martan, 111




Douglas Area Overview — Unit 5

FURBEARERS

*» Proposal 32- Lynx trapping season
change

+ Proposal 33- Remove frap tagging
requirement




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 27

= Eliminate antlerless moose hunts at
Gustavus (DM043, DM044, DM045)

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation
Do Not Adopt

Propoeal 27

Proposal 27

Progosal 27

Discussion

= Author's justification for proposal: antlerless
hunt will kill off meose herd at Gustavus

* Department considers the antlerless hunt a
necessary management tool at Gustavus

Proposal 27

Discussion

* Department's concern: population beyond
carrying capacity of winter habitat

* Winter range density of 13 moose/mi2in
2003, very high compared to other
Southeast Alaska coastal moose
populations

Propasal 27

Discussion

» Antlerless moose hunt at Gustavus adopted
at 2000 BOG meeting

= First years hunt in 2001 cancelled due to
local opposition

* First antlerless hunt heid in 2002, 10 cows
harvested

Preposal 27




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Discussion

= Antlerless hunts were held in each year from
2002-2006

= Fall 2007 antlerless hunt was cancelled due
to cow mortality from previous winter

= Fall 2008, 15 antlerless permits have been
issued

Proposal 27

Proposal 27

Gustavus Moasa Population History 1998-2007

o
=3
=

300

#of Moose (Pop. Est.)
[
H

o
=

Gow Hunt
Inltlated

0 T T ¥ T v T
1928 198% 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Year

Prcposal 27

Est, Population vs Cows harvested

Iﬁsl Moose ¢ B Cow moose hanesled |

BT T T T

| A

@ 1

Ex 20
= {00

T

193¢ 2000 2002 2004 2008 2008

Year

Progasal 27

Discussion

= Antlerless hunts have lowerad the moose
density on winter range

= Density has been reduced from ~13/mi? to
~8 mi?

= Body condition and reproductive indices

improving
Proposal 27

Discussion

« ADF&G Advisory committee votes
—Juneau Douglas (Do Not Adopt}
—Petersburg (Do Not Adopt)
—Sitka (Do Not Adopt)

—lcy Straits (No Vote)

Proposel 37

Conclusion

= Management strategy appears successiul in
providing for a healthier moose herd at Gustavus

= Board reauthorizes all antlerless moose hunts
annually-allowing for yearly review of justification

Department recommendatian
Do Not Adopt

FPreposet 27




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 28

Proposal 28

» Establish a spike-fork/50” or 3 brow tine
antler restriction hunt for bull moose at
Gustavus

Department Proposal

Department Recommendation
Adopt

Proposal 28

Discussion
= “Any bull” hunt has been in place since 1988
when 13t byll killed at Gustavus
= Registration permit Sept. 15-Oct. 16

= During 1990s-2001 this was an effective
strategy

"Any bull" hunt necessary to assure enough
bulls were harvested

Discussion

= Popularity led to 150-200 hunters/year
= Pensity of hunters >15-20 mi?

» Hunt duration began declining as hunter
participation increased

» Concerns for overharvest, public safety, and
nunt quality have overshadowed hunt

Propocal 28

Proposal 28
Hunt duration 1988-2008
1988-1998 (10 year period): 30 days
1999-2001 (3 year period): 20 days
2002-2003 (2 year peried): 7 days
2004 (1year): 3days
2005 {1year) 2days (Tues-Frionly}

2006-2007 (2 year pericd): 6.5 days (6 amto 12 noon)

2008 (1year): 6 hours

Proposal 28

Hunt Duration {Days} vs Ne. of Honters at Gustayus 1985-2008

25 g . s

'—.—.—-—.—.-—-.-.-—1 a0
E 2

) |
-~ YA

THES RGN 1EEr T 1S e aum oea saks S0
ek

c.

No. of Huntars

Hunt Duratien [Days}

Proposal 28




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Discussion

= Derby hunt poses concerns for moose
conservation, public safety, and hunt
quality

= New hunt strategy needs to be employed
that accomplishes 3 goals:
1) Assures a healthy population of bulls
2) Pravides for hunter opportunity
3) Provides for a safe hunt

Proposal 28

Proposal 28

Discussion

What are our options?

» Limit registration permits and include
further restrictions

= Draw hunt
= Primitive weapons hunt
» Selective harvest strategy

Preposal 26

Discussion
Selective Harvest Strategy

Woaould an antler configuration strategy be
successful at Gustavus?

Would enough bulls be protected?

Wouild the hunt provide harvest opportunity?

Proposal 28

Discussion

» Photos of antlers during 2002-2008 hunts
provide insight into antler configuration

« 72 sets of antlers categorized within the
configurations of spike-fork/3 brow tine or
50" regulation

Proposal 28

Nan-legal vs legal moose by age

A Nor-Legal
A Legat

Propesal 28

Antler form of legal bulls-by age

a Sp-fk
o 3-brow}

Legal bulls

Aga in Years




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Discussion

* Based on antler data collected, this hunt strategy has
potential at Gustavus

= Data from antler photos suggest:
- approximately 30% of the yearlings are spike-fork
— few 2 year olds wouid be legal for harvest

— some 3-4 year olds will meet 3-brow tine requirement,
though most wilf be protected

~ al & years of age, approximately 50% of the bulls wera
either 50" or 3 brow tine

Praposal 28

Proposal 28

Discussion

» Concern: many 4-5 year old bulls are 45-49"
* Most that do reach 50" are just barely...

* Data from adjacent hunt area suggests bulls

do get large (>55") antlers, but generally at
6-10 years

Froposal 28

Discussion

» ADF&G Advisory committee voles
—Juneau Douglas (Adopt)
—Petersburg (Adopt)

—Sitka (Adopt)

~lcy Straits (No Vote)

Proposal 28

Conclusion

Department Recommendation

Adopt

Proposal 28




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008 Proposal 30

Proposal 30 Advisory Committees
Would eliminate the current Tier Il
application scoring system for TM059, and Upper Lynn Canal AC recommendation:
restrict permit holders to one moose every Take No Action
two years

Public Proposat

Department Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 30 Proposal 30

Unit 1D Upper Lynn Canal

State Subsistence Procedures

*» Is there Customary and Traditional Use for
moose in GMU 1 (D)? Yes

* Is there a "Harvestable Surpius” of moose in
GMU 1(D)? No

+ Amount Reasonably Necessary for
Subsistence, 100% of the allowabla harvest
(5 AAC 99.025)

= Does the harvestable surplus allow for all or

only some uses? Allows only for subsistence
harvest at Tier Il level

Proposal 30
Discussion Discussion
TMO59 Moose Hunting TM059 Permit Allocation (2003-2008)
Tier il * 88%-94% permits awarded to Unit 1D residents
=220 Permits (up to 250 authorized) * Haines & Klukwan: 81% - 94%
*100% subscribed + Skagway: 0.5% - 4%
* Spike/Fork, 3-Brow Tine, or 250~ * Majerity of remaining permits awarded to
« Three Week Season (Sept. 15-Oct, 7) Southeast residents (range: 11-16 permits)
« Most seasans below guideline harvest * All Alaskans qualify for Tier Il permits
level
Proposal 10 Propasal 30




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 30

Discussion

TM059 Permit Allocation (2003-2008)

« Number of applications change each
year and is currently increasing

« Results in longtime permit helders not
receiving a permit

« Applicant attrition

Proposal 10

TH(sR Parmils Ya, Applications 2403-2008

o, ol Applications
g 5 8 ¥ 88

a B

23 Fermits Avgilable

Prapasal 30

Conclusion

« Current scoring system provides ample
opportunity to Unit 1D residents

* Most moose are taken by Unit 1D residents

Department Recommendation:
Do Not Adopt

Proposal 30




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 26

Will open the area known as the “Skagway Pie” to
mountain goat hunting by bow only

* Upper Lynn Canal Advisory Commitiee Proposal

Department Recommendation;

Proposal 26

Discussion

* Area closed to goat hunting since 1985
for conservation concerns

* Subsequent aerial surveys (1985-2003)
did not support hunt

+ Aerial survey September 2008
* 118 total goats

Adopt + 99 Adults & 19 Kids (19%) kids
Proposal 26 Proposal 26
Discussion Unit 1D Registration Mt. Goat Hunts

Unit 1D mountain goat Hunting
Registration Hunts RG023, RG024, RG026

+ Hunts managed by point system for small
geographic areas

* Mafe=1 pcint & Female=2 points

* 5 day reporting requirement for successful
hunters

* Horn check-in for successful hunters

* Unsuccessful hunters required by regulation to
return parmit hunt report

Proposal 26

« Bomded b

Discussion

Unit 10 Mountain Goat Harvest
* 10-year mean harvest: 30 goatsfyear

* 21 male & 9 female goats per year

Proposal 26




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 26

No. of Goats

140

Skagway Pie Aerial Survey Data 1981-2008

1gA1 1883 1984 1985 {986 1987 1989 1094 1985 2001 2008

m Tolal Goata O Number of Kids

Proposal 26

Conclusion
* Survey data supports providing hunting
oppaortunity

« Bow only hunt wilt allow for slow harvest and
close management

+ Bow hunting certification required

* Certification course can be peovided

Department Recommendation:
Adopt

Proposal 26




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 23
Requires ADFG to develop regulatory language to
define color phases and percent pelage coverage

to restrict the harvest of white-phased black bears
in Unit 1D

* Public Proposal

Department Recommendation:

Neo Recommendation

Proposal 23

Proposal 23

Proposal 23

Upper Lynn Canal AC recommendation:
Do Not Adopt

Juneau-Douglas AC recommendation:
Do Not Adopt

Proposal 23

Unit 1D Upper Lynn Canat

Seasons & Bag Limits

Current Black Bear Hunting Season and Bag Limit

Residents & Nonresidents September 1-June 30

* Resident Bag Limit: Two bears; only one of which
may be a blue or glacier bear

* Nonresident Bag Limit: One bear

Proposal 23

Skagway Area Black Bear Harvest
1998-2007

* 26 bears taken (25M:3F)
* One glacier bear taken

» 20 black hair color; 5 cinnamon
hair color

Proposal 23

Discussion

» Black bears come in many colors
* Managed on a population level

+ Defining a % pelage coverage is an
unrealistic burden to hunters

* There is little hunting pressure on black bears
in the Skagway area of Unit 1D

Proposal 23




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008 Proposal 23

Proposal 23

Proposal 23

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:
No_recommendation

ADF&G sees this as an allocation issue
between consumptive and nonconsumptive
user groups

Proposal 23




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008 Proposal 25

Proposal 25

Would close the portion of Unit 10 between
Parcupine Crossing and Muncaster Creek an
the Klehini River to the taking of bears

Upper Lynn Canal AC verbal
recommendation:

Do Not Adoot
Pubiic Proposal

Department Recommendation:

No Recommendation

Proposal 25

Proposal 25




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 25

Na. of Bears

Lower Kighini River Bear Harvest (1998-2307)

1098 1899 2000 2004 2002 32003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Year

H BROWN BEARS O BLACK BEARS

Proposal 25

Discussion

Bear Harvest {1998-2007)
Unit 1D

« Brown Bear: Mean Harvest 13 bears/yr. {range: 7-18)
« Black Baar: Maan Harvesl 34 bearsfyr. (rangs 21-45)

Mark's Park Area

* Brown Bears; Mean Harvest 2 bears/yr. (range: (-4)

+Black Bear: Mean Harvest 3 bearsfyr. {range1-6)

Discussion

+ Several areas are available fo view
wildlife near Haines

¢ Chilkeot River Corridor

+ Bald £agle Preserve
« Few bears taken from area

» Existing regulations address shooting
from a road & bear wounding loss

Pioposal 25

Proposal 25
Conclusion
Department Recommendation:
No Recommendation
Proposal 25




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008 Proposal 24

Proposal 24 AC Recommendations
Would extend the Unit 1C spring brown bear '
hunting season to June 15% and allow hunters to Juneau-Douglas AC f
take a brown bear every regulatory year in Unit 1C recommendation:
*Note: Criginal proposal included Unit 4; proponent did not intend lo Do Not Adopt {vofe; 3-4, 3 abslain)

include Unit 4.

Upper Lynn Canal AC
recommendation:
Amend and Adgpt

Provide additional guide pesmits for the area .

Do Not Adopt ' :

Propasal 24 Proposal 24

+ Public Proposat

Department Recommendation:

Discussion '

Unit 1C Brown Bear Hunting

Resident and Nonresident bag Limit: 1 bear
every 4 regulatory years

Registration Permit RB062 (Sepl. 15 - Dec, 31}
and RBO72 (March 15 - May 31)

10 day reporting requirement for successful
hunters

-

30 sealing requirement for successful hunters

Unsuccessful hunters required by regulation to
return permit hunt report

Proposal 24

Discussion ;
. Unit 1C Brown Bear Harvest (1998-2007) i
Unit 1C Brown Bear Harvest ;
B .
w
* 4.6 bears/year (10-year mean hunier harvest) B 6 :
=] H
* 46 hunter-killed bears 5 4 d
« 3BM:8F -
* 6% harvest occurs in spring 0
1098 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007
» 72% Resident & 28% Nonresident Year
+ 10-year total bear mortality = 63 bears
N Fernale T Male —4— Total Harvest
« 43M:10F
Proposal 24 Propnsal 24 i




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008 Proposal 24

GMU 1C Three Highest Brown Bear Harvest Areds

Unit 1C Spring Brown Bear Harvest
Chronology (1998-2007)

No. of Bears

May 1-7 May 815 May 1823 May 24-31
Weeks

Proposal 24

Discussion

Berners & ; L 7 H Berners Bay Brown Bears

River
» Recent rasearch eslimates population at 60 bears

(95% Cl 46-96}

+ GPS collar locations indicate bears are available at
low elavation beginning in early May

67% of Bemers Bay hawvest during spring

* 9 bears total (1998-2007})
* 7M:2F (78% Male)
* 89% Taken by Resident Hunters

Bay Is near Juneau and portions are easily
accessible by boat and aiplane

Proposal 24

Berners Bay Brown Henr Datbulion)
ey 15-31
Al booes

Bernars Bay Brown Bear Harve st by Wask {1998.2007)

No. of Bears
|
|
\
b
|
|

MAY 1T MAY 23- 311 SEP 15 2( SEP 22- 24 3EP 2-0GTS
Wasks

L 1 : ;
1} " "o ¥
Proposal 24 I BTk B S %: Proposal 24




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008 Proposal 24

Discussion

2008 Berners Bay Brown Bear Status
* 6 Bears ~10 % Harvest Level
* 5F:11M
* Harvest level and female component are concerns
* ADFG reviewing options for spring seasan
* 3-year mean harvest level
» Guideline harvest level review

* Emergency order closure

Proposal 24

Conclusion

» Current season dales and bag limit provides adeguate opperiunity
* Bears are accessidle and vulnerable during spririg season

+ Gurrent season end dale accounts for environmenial conditions on
mainland vs. islands (spring season is 10 days longer)

» Exlending the season into June will increase the wulnerabiity of
bears

+ Diepariment able 1o adjust GHL o provide additional brown bear
harvest

Department Recommendation:
Do Not Adopt

Proposal 24




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 15

Would lengthen the current beaver
trapping season Unit 1C by 20 days

+ Public prepoesal

Department Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 15

Proposal 15

Advisory Committees

Juneau Douglas AC Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 15

Seasons & Bag Limits

Current Beaver Trapping Season and Bag Limit
« December 1-May 15 (No Bag Limit)

Proposed Trapping Season and Bag Limit
* Nov. 16-May 15 {No Bag Limit)

Proposal 15

Units 1¢ Beaver Harvast {2003-2007}

2003 Z0ud 2006 2008 2007

Proposal 15

Unit 1C Trappers

40
% g 4+ = -
E g 20 4 g N G -
= 10 - - -
0 T r

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

u # Trappers O Juneau Trappers

Proposal 15

Discussion

* Unit 1C beaver harvest is low due 1o fur prices
and few trappers

* Proponent believes additional 20 days will
provide an increase in fur value

* Beaver numbers are not quantified

Additional harvest is not anticipated to
negatively impact beavers

Froposal 15




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 15

Conclusion

» Current seasons in place since 1960s
* Prime fur
* Regional Consistency

Proposal 15

Proposal 15

Department Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 15




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 19

Proposal 19
Wouid lengthen the current Unit 1C
river otter trapping season by 20
days
* Public proposal

Department Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 19

Advisory Committees

Juneau Douglas AC Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 19

Seasons & Bag Limits

Current river ofter Trapping Season and Bag Limit
+ December 1-Feb 15 (Na Bag Limit)

Prepesed Trapping Season and Bag Limit
* Nov. 10-Feb. 15 {No Bag Limit)

Proposal 19

Unit 1C River Qtter Harvest (2003-2007)

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Yaar

Froposai 19

Unit 1C Trappers

an
4

&

g

£ 20— =
-

o 10 4
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z 0 -

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

m # Trappers © Juneau Trappers

Proposal 19

Discussion
+ Unit 1C river otter harvest is low due to fur
prices and few trappers

* Proponent believes additional 20 days will
provide an increase in fur value

= Otfter numbers are not quantified

+ Additional harvest is not anticipated to
negatively impact otters

Proposal 19




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 19

Conclusion

» Currerd seascns in place since 1982
* Prime fur
+ Regional Consistancy

Proposal 19

Proposal 19

Department Recommendation:;

Do Not Adopt

Propcsal 19




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 20

Proposal 20

Would lengthen the current Unit 1C
marten trapping season by 20 days

« Public proposal

Department Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 20

Advisory Committees

Juneau-Douglas AC Recommendation;

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 20

Seasons & Bag Limits

Current Marten Trapping Season and Bag Limit
+ Dec. 1-Feb. 15 (No Bag Limit)

Propesed Trapping Season and Bag Limit
* Nov. 10-Feb. 15 (N Bag Limit}

Proposal 20

Units 1C Martan Harvesl {2003-2007)

2093 2004 2005 2008 2007

Proposal 20

Unit 1C Trappers

No. of
Trappers
[~
(]

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Wi Trappers O Juneau Trappers

Praposal 20

Discussion

* Moderate marten harvest in Unit 1C

* Proponent believes additional 20 days will
provide an increase in fur value

* marten numbers are not quantified except by
sealing data

= Current fur price could result in additional
harvest

Proposal 20




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 20

Conclusion

+ Current seasons in place since 1982
* Prime fur
* Regional Consistency

Proposal 20

Proposal 20
Department Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 20




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 18

Would lengthen the current mink and
weasel Unit 1C trapping season by
20 days

* Public proposal

Department Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Praposa! 18

Proposal 18

Advisory Committees

Juneau-Douglas AC Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 18

Seasons & Bag Limits

Current mink & weasel Trapping Season and Bag
Limit
+ December 1-Feb 15 (No Bag Limit}

Proposed Trapping Season and Bag Limit
+ Nov. 10-Fab. 15 (Ne Bag Limit}

Proposal 18

Discussion

* Unit 1C mink & weasel harvest is low due io
fur prices and few trappers

* Proponent believes additional 20 days will
provide an increase in fur value

* Mink & weasal numbers are not quantified

Proposal 18

Conclusion

« Current seasons in place since 1982
* Prime fur

* Regional Consistency

Proposal 18

Proposal 18
Department Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 18




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008 Proposal 21

Proposal 21

Would allow trapping within 50 yards of trails currently
clesed {o trapping in the Juneau area if traps are elevated
and trap jaw spreads do not exceed § % inches

+ Public Proposat

Department Recommendation:

Amend and Adopt

Require traps be elevated above surface, restrict

jaw spread to 4 ¥ inches, and Increase distance
fram trall to 100 yards

Proposal 21

IR S TR X

ML,

Juneau Trail System

Advisory Committees & Boards

Juneau-Douglas AC racommendation:

Amend and Adop]

*AC asked that language clarifying larger iraps and ground sets
are legal beyand ¥ mile be included

Upper Lynn Canal AG recommandation;
Adopt

Juneau State Parks Advisory Board recommendation:
No Recommendalion

Praposal 21

2 e o

T T P O B N LA T

Juneau Trair Syslem 50 yard closed corridor
: T £
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Unit 1C Fur Sealing Unit 1C Trappers

g 250 g
L. o

. a
% 200 ]
o [
2 150 4 5
p \
8 100 | 2
% 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007
g 50 1
> 0 W # Trappers O Juneau Trappers
o Beavar  Riercitar  Maren Wolf  Wobverne

Proposak 21 Proposat 21

< 41f2 inch Jaw Spread Traps for Marten

#120 Conibear

1
1% Jump Trap 1% Double Coll
Spring
EREReS, .
1% Long Spring
Proposal 21
Discussion ' Discussion
+ Proposal provides protection from traps
« Avaitable trapping area restricted due to * Traps are elevated
current Y-mile closed area around many » Jaw spread restriction

trail
rails « 100 yards closed to trapping

+ Additional trail closures will restrict trapping

area further » Provide additicnal area to trap

* Young trappers especially will henefit
» Traps must be marked g trapp p ¥

Proposal 2t Proposal 21




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008 Proposal 21

Conclusion

» Juneau has an extensive trail system that is
used by many user groups

* Many trails have trapping restrictions

* Regulations exist to identify trappers should the
need arise

+ Juneau area trapping regulated by state,
federal and municipal regulations

Department Recommendation:
Ameand and Adopt

Propasal 21
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Proposal 22 Proposal 22

Would add five trails to those listed as closed

S Juneau-Douglas AC recommendation:
to trapping in the Juneau Area

Amend and Adopt
+ Public Proposal *Include language from proposal 21

Upper Lynn Canal AC recommendation:

Department Recommendation: Do Not Adopt

No Recommendation

Proposal 21 Proposal 22

Unit 1C Fur Sealing

209

5Year Mean No. of Furs

Beaver  Riverolter Marten Wolt Wolverine

Propasal 22

Discussion
Unit 1C Trappers

Original regulation promulgated in 1987

Concemns with an increasing number of trail
users and conflicts with trappers

Safety concems with children and pets

New trails have been developed

No. of Trappers

Many trails have been upgraded

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

m # Trappers 0 .Juneau Trappers

Froposal 22 Propusal 22




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008

Proposal 22

Discussion

= Awvailable trapping area resfricted due io
current ¥% mile closed area around many trails

= Additional trail closures will resfrict trapping
area further

« Proposal 21 mitigates loss of trapping area

Proposal 22

Conclusion

» Juneau has an extensive trail system
» Many trails have trapping restrictions

+ Regulations exist to identify trappers should the
need arise

* Juneau area trapping regulated by state,
federal and municipal regulations

Department Recommendation:
Ne Recommendation

Proposal 22
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Proposal 31

Proposal 31

Would change the Unit 1D wolf
hunting and frapping season dates to
August 1 - May 15

Upper Lynn Canal AC Proposal

Department Recommendation:

Do Mot Adopt

Proposal 31

Discussian

Current Unit 1D wolf hunting & trapping
563s0Ns:

Huniling Seascn: Aug. 1-Apr. 30, 5 wolf bag limit
Trapping Seascn: Nov. 10-Apr. 30, no bag limit

+ Seasons consistent with other Souiheast Units

» Current season dates have been adjustad by BOG
action twice in last six regulatory years {2002 & 2004)

Proposal 31

No. of Wolves

— b

Unit 1D Wolf Harvest RY 1998-2007

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
I Vale =] Female —8— Total Harvest

Proposal 31

No. of Wolves

Unit 1D Wolf Harvest by Month (1998-2007)

Aug Sap Oct Hov Dac Jan Fab Mar Apr
Month

Proposal 31

WGLF HARVEST BY RESIDENCY FOR UNIT 40 1988. 2007

BOow

3

No.of Wolves

= ke o m o

1660 1999 2000 2001 2002 2000 M 2005 2006 2007
YEAR

WRESIDENT D NON- RESIDENT

Proposal 31

Conclusion

* Moose herd is stable
+ Liberal wolf hunting and trapping seasons

« Extended trapping season may increase the number
non-targst species being caught

+ Late season harvest may pose a risk to adult
dependent-pups

Department Regcommendation:
Do Not Adopt

Propasal 31




BOG-Juneau-Nov 2008 : Proposal 16

Proposal 16 Proposal 16
Would lengthen the current trapping The Upper Lynn Canal Advisory
season and allow the use of firearms to Commitlee has proposed changes to the
harvest beavers in Unit 11D Unit 1D beaver trapping season several
times:
* Upper Lynn Canal Advisory Committee proposal * AC is concerned aboul impacts beaver

activity has on local salmon populations

* Extending the season and allowing the
use of firearms may increase the harvest
and mitigate impacts o salmon

Department Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Preposal 18 Proposal 16

Seasons & Bag Limits
Unit 1D Beaver Harvest RY 2001-2007

Current Beaver Trapping Seascn and Bag Limit L 25
- December 1-May 15 (No Bag Limit) S 20

o 18
Proposed Trapping Season and Bag Limit “5_ 12
+ September 1-June 30 (No Bag Limit) zo 0 -
Historigal Season Information 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
* Season closed sincae 1975-76
+ Opened 2001

Praposal 16 Proposal 16

Discussion
Unit 1D Beaver Trappers

= Fisheries personnel have provided anecdotal

% information for Unit 1D beaver population
4
g 0 *+ Beaver impacts are hoth beneficial and
& s negative for salmon
@ 10 + Wildlife Conservation persennel visited areas
.E in Chitkal River valley
z & « Firearms generally used to gather food &

0 - - clothing
02 2 2004 200
2001 20 003 200 5 2006 2007 . Waste

Proposal 16 Proposal 16
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Proposal 16

Conclusion

« Low beaver trapping effort
+ Beaver pelt guality degrades into spring

+ Regional consistency in beaver trapping
seasons and bag limits

+ Beaver population can withstand additional
harvest

Praoposal 18

Conclusion

Possible solution

» Nuisance permit authority
* D problematic areas
* Local trappers

* Manually remove dams

« Hahitat permits to remava dams

Proposal 16

Proposal 16

Department Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Proposal 16
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Proposal 17

Would require the department to hire a
beaver control position or offer bounties
for beavers

« Upper Lynn Canal Advisory Committee proposal

Department Recommendation:
Take No Action
*See Proposal 16

Proposal 17

Proposal 17

Seasons & Bag Limits

Current Beaver Trapping Season and Bag Limit
* December 1-May 15 (No Bag Limit)

Historical Season information
+ Season closed since 1875-76
* Opened 2001

Proposal 17

Unit 1D Beaver Harvest RY 2001-2007

[ ]
Qw;

No. of Beaver

—a
S g oW
L

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Proposal 17

Unit 1D Beaver Trappers

25

20

15

10

Number of Trappers

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Proposal 17

Discussion

* Regulations exist to altow the harvest of
beavers

* Trapping & Nuisance Wildlife Permits

+ Bounties are not currently offered for any
species

Proposal 17

Proposal 17

Department Recommendation:
Take No Action

Proposat 17
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Proposal 32

* Would change the opening date of lynx
trapping season in Unit 5 from December 1
to November 10

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation
Do Mot Adopt

Proposal 32

Proposal 32

Discussion
= Author's justification for proposat:

Trappers are forced to give up incidentally
caught lynx that are trapped before
December 1

Proposal 37

Discussion

= During 1896-2007, 11 lynx were caught and
sealed in Unit 5

= Only one caught incidentally in November

Propusala?

LYNX HARVEST BY MONTH IN UNIT 5A 1996-2007

NOVEMBER s DECEMBER & JANUARY @ FEBRUARY

Proposal 32

Advisory committee votes

= Yakutat (No Vote)

Preposat 52

Conclusion
= Remainder of Region 1 has December 1
opening for lynx

* Present season dates reflect the timing of
fur primeness

The department recommends
Do Not Adopt

Preposal 32
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Symbols and Abbreviations

The following symbols and abbreviations, and others approved for the Systéme International d'Unités (SD), are used
without definition in the reports by the Division of Subsistence. All others, including deviations from definitions

listed belaw, are noted in the text at first mention, as well as in the titles or footnotes of tables, and in figure or figure

captions.
Weights and measures (metric) General Measures (fisheries)
centitneter cm all commoniy-accepted abbreviations fork length FL
deciliter dL e.g., Mr., Mrs., aM, PM, elc, mideye-to-fork MEF
gram B all commoniy-accepted professional mideye-to-tail-fork METF
hectare ha titles e.g., Dr., Ph.D., RN, ete. standard length SL
kilogram kg Ajagka Administrative Code AAC total length TL
kilometer km at @
liter L compass directions: Mathematics, statistics
meter m east E all standard mathematical signs, symbols
milliliter mL, north N and abbreviations
millimeter i south 5 alternate hypothesis Ha
west W base of natural logarithm e
Weights and measures (English) copyright © catch per unit effort CPUE
cubic feet per second s corporate suffixes: coefficient of variation Ccv
faot ft Company Co, common test statistics (F, 1, %% etc)
gallon gal Corporation Corp. confidence interval Cl
inch in Incorporated Inc. correlation coefficient {multiple) R
mile mi Limited Ltd. correlation coefficient {simple) r
nautical mile nmi District of Columbia D.C. covariance cov
ousce 0F et alii (and others) et al. degree {angular ) @
pound b et cetera (and so forth) ete. degrees of freedom df
quart qt exempli gratia {for example) e.g. expected value E
yard yd Federal Information Code FIC greater than >
id est (that is} ie. greater than or equal to z
Time and temperatnre latitude or longitude lat. or long. harvest per unit effort HPUE
day d monetary symbels (U.S.) $¢ less than <
degrees Celsius sC months (tables and figures): first three less than or equal to <
degrees Fahrenheit °F lesters (Jan,...,Dec) logarithm (natural) In
degrees kelvin K registered trademark ® logarithm (base 10) log
hour h trademark ™ logarithm (specify base) fog,, efc.
\ninute min United States (adjective) U.S. minute {angular) !
second s United States of Ametica {noun)  USA not significant NS
U.s.C United States Code null hypothesis He
Physics and chemistry U.S.state  use two-letter abbreviations pescent %
all atomic symbols (e.g. AK, WA) probability p
alternating current AC probability of a type L errar {rejection of the
ampere A null hypothesis when true} o
calorie cal probability of a type 11 error (acceptance of
direct current ne the nuil hypothesis when false) B
heriz Hz second (angular) "
harsepower hp standard deviation 5D
hydrogen ion activity (negative log of) pl¥ stm?dard error SE
parts per million ppm variance
parts per thousand PP, %o population Var
volts v sampte var
watts W
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INTRODUCTION

This worksheet has been prepared to address issues raised by a proposal submitted to the
Alaska Board of Game for their consideration during their November 2008 deliberations
in Juneau. If adopted as submitted, Proposal 46 would shorten the wolf Camus lupus
hunting seasons in Game Management Units (GMUs) 1, 3, 4, and 5 by 60 days. The
Alaska Board of Game made a positive customary and traditional use finding for wolves
in subunit 1D in November 2006 (5 AAC 99.025 (11)), but no findings have been made
for wolves in subunits 1A, 1B, 1C, or GMUs 3 or 5. Wolves occur rarely, if at all, in
GMU 4. Pursuant to Alaska Statute 16.05.258 (Subsistence use and allocation of fish and
game) and Alaska regulation 5 AAC 99.010 (Boards of fisheries and game subsistence
procedures), a customary and traditional use finding is the first step in the regulatory
process.

The following communities show a history of use of the population area:
Subunit 1A: Ketchikan, Saxman, Metlakatla, Meyers Chuck.
Subunit 1B: Petersburg, Wrangell, Meyers Chuck.

Subunit 1C: Juncau, Gustavus, Hoonah, Petersburg.
GMU 3: Petersburg, Wrangell, Kake.
GMU 5: Yakutat, Juneau.

THE EIGHT CRITERIA
CRITERION 1: LENGTH AND CONSISTENCY OF USE

A long-term consistent paftern of noncommercial taking, use, and reliance on the
fish stock or game population that has been established over a reasonable period of
time of not less than one generation, excluding interruption by circumstances
beyond the user’s control, such as unavailability of the fish or game caused by
migratory patterns.

Historical Use Patterns

Where they occurred in Southeast Alaska, wolves were traditionally harvested as a source
of furs and hides. During pre-contact times, wolf fur was used to trim ceremonial masks
and blankets and to make robes and outer clothing. Trade in wolf furs and hides existed
not only between Southeast groups but also between Southeast groups and Interior
Natives (De Laguna 1972; Oberg 1973; Petroff 1884).

In addition to its utilitarian usc as hide and fur, the wolf occupied an important symbolic
role in Tlingit society, Tlingit society is divided into 2 groups or moieties: the Raven and
the Wolf/Eagle. The moieties define traditional social responsibilities and obligations,
particularly those concerning marriage, death, and house building. Clans on the Raven
side generally have prey specics as their clan emblem. Clans on the Wolf/Eagle side
generally have predator species as their clan emblem (Kamenskii 1985).

Several Southeast Alaskan clans have adopted the wolf as their symbol or crest (Swanton
1909). Tlingits of the Wolf Clan have traditionally ceremonially addressed wolves as




relatives because they believed the wolves to be their ancestors; this practice continues to
this day. In 1946, a member of the Kaagwaantaan (wolf) Clan reported that he was the
caretaker of 2 wolf heads which originally came from an ancient village near the mouth
of Excursion Inlet and which had been passed down to him from his forefathers
(Goldschmidt and Haas 1998:138).

Historically, the clans were property-claiming or -owning organizations. Each clan held
claim to defined hunting, fishing, trapping, and gathering areas, special carvings and
other artwork used for totems, clan crests, house poles, as well as songs. Trappers® cabins
were built in areas of high furbearer abundance according to the clans’ possessory rights;
however, by the mid-1900s, Tlingit people in the region could not use their former
trapping territories due to government land use policies, fur farmers, and homesteaders.
In 1946, Henry Denny Sr. testified in Saxman:

My people owned the area at the mouth of the Unuk River. | have used that area
all my life, and before me, my father and uncles hunted and trapped and fished
in that area. Now, however, it is closed to me because there are homesteaders in
there. This homesteader tells me he has wolf traps out, and makes me go away. I
have four boys, and they don’t go there either. The cabin | have there is
deteriorating, and 1 haven’t been there for about five years because this
homesteader won’t let me. (Goldschmidt and Haas 1998:162)

Fur prices fell in the 1950s, but trappers continued to earn money from the furs and
bounties placed on wolves (Smythe 1988). The bounty was discontinued in the 1970s
(Lowell 2006a) and wolf trapping ceased in some areas (Smythe 1988).

Contemporary Use Patterns

In subunit 1A, the management objective of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADE&QG) is to “maintain an annual harvest of at least 20 wolves” (Porter 2006). In units
3 and 5 and the remainder of Unit 1, there are no formal management goals, but general
objectives are to maintain healthy wolf populations in their historical ranges for viewing
and harvest (Barten 2006a, 2006b; Lowell 2006a, 2006b;Porter 2006). Wolf harvest is
monitored through a mandatory pelt-sealing program.

The ADE&G Division of Subsistence household surveys conducted in 1983, 1984, 1996,
and 2000 reported wolf harvests in communities in units 1, 3 and 5 (Table 1). In addition
to these household surveys, harvest data in this report are from the pelt sealing records
maintained by the ADF&G Division of Wildlife Conservation.! The years presented in
this worksheet represent regulatory years, which begin July 1 and end the following June
30. The data are from 11 regulatory years, 1997 through 2007 (July 1, 1997, through June
30, 2008). In the following discussion, “area” refers to subunits 1A, 1B, and 1C, GMU 3,
and GMU 35, combined.

CRITERION 2: SEASONALITY

A pattern of taking or use recurring in specific seasons of each year.

U ADE&G Division of Wildlife Conservation WinfoNet 2008.




Traditionally, the Tlingit harvested wolves in late fall and early winter because wolf fur
was at its prime during these seasons, and there was no deep snow to restrict travel.
Although wolves were probably harvested at other times of the year, when they were
available and if they possessed quality fur, the annual subsistence trapping cycle usually
began in November and continued through December (De Laguna 1972; Goldschmidt
and Haas 1998). In the early to mid-1900s, trapping was a source of winter income for
salmon Oncorhynchus fishers in the area (Smythe 1988).

In Region I in 1991, the wolf hunting season and bag limit was reduced from year-round
and no limit to August 1 through April 30, with a limit of 5 wolves. In regulatory year
2003-2004, the season was further reduced to September through March, then restored to
the August 1 through April 30 season in 2004.

Figure 1 shows the seasonal pattern in subunits 1A, 1B, and 1C, based on the number of
wolves taken by shooting, trapping, or snaring by Alaska residents each month for the 11
years from 1997 to 2007. Most wolves were trapped during the winter and spring,
December through April. Most wolves were shot in the fall, especially in September and
October (Table 2). Lowell (2006) suggests that wolf harvest in the fall generally
happened opportunistically, when hunters were targeting other specics.

In GMU 3 during the 11-year period from 1997 to 2007, most wolves were shot in
October, followed by November, and few wolves were shot in the spring (Table 3, Figure
2). In GMU 35, most wolves were also shot in October, but more wolves were shot in
September than in November, a pattern similar to that in subunits 1A, 1B, and 1C (Table
4, Figure 3). Anccdotal evidence gathered by ADF&G area management biologists
suggests that most wolves were shot by harvesters incidental to their big game hunting,
especially when deer and moose hunting in the fall, and occasionally when bear hunting
in the spring.

CRITERION 3: MEANS AND METHODS OF HARVEST

A pattern of taking or use consisting of methods and means of harvest that are
characterized by efficiency and economy of effort and cost.

Traditionally, wolves were harvested by snares and deadfalls that were set across game
trails frequently traveled by wolves (De Laguna 1972; Goldschmidt and Haas n.d. [1946];
Hessing 2003; Oberg 1973). Currently, with the exception of GMU 5, more wolves were
shot or trapped in the arca from 1997 to 2007 than were snared (Tables 5, 6, and 7).

In subunits 1A, 1B and 1C, nearly half the wolves (244, 48%) were trapped during the
11-year period. Hunters shot 131 wolves, 26% of the total harvest. Fewer wolves were
snared (109, 21%) than trapped or shot (Table 5).

In GMU 3, trappers harvested the most wolves during the 11-year period. Over half of
the wolves (239, 53%) were trapped from 1997 to 2007. Hunters shot 132 wolves, 29%
of the total harvest, while fewer wolves were snared: 73 or 16% of the total harvest
(Table 6)

The pattern shifted in GMU 5, where the highest number of wolves were shot (21 wolves
or 40% of the total 52 wolves taken during the 11-year period), followed by snaring
(19 wolves, 37%). Fewer wolves were trapped (12, 23%) than the other 2 methods of




harvest (Table 7). However, of the 21 wolves shot by Alaskan residents, only 7 were
harvested by Yakutat residents, which suggests that Yakutat residents follow more
traditional methods, or that they trap, and that the shooting of wolves is conducted largely
by Alaskan residents from other communities, such as Juncau or several communities in
Southcentral and Interior Alaska.

Table 8 summarizes the numbers of wolves shot from 1997 to 2007 in GMUs 1, 3, and 5.
It includes the number of wolves shot in 1D, a subunit in which the Alaska Board of
Game has made a customary and traditional use finding for wolves and which
encompasses the communities of Haines and Klukwan. A total of 306 wolves were shot
in the 3 GMUs during the 11-year period. In GMU 1, most wolves were shot in 1A, the
subunit encompassing Ketchikan, Few wolves were shat in GMU 5 (21 wolves)
compared with GMU 1 (153 wolves) and GMU 3 (132 wolves). Only 22 wolves were
shot in subunit 1D, the subunit of GMU 1 not addressed in this worksheet.

In subunits 1A, 1B, and 1C, and in GMU 3 from 1997 to 2007, most wolves (83% and
72%) were taken by residents using boats for transportation (Tables 9 and 10). In GMU
5, most wolves were taken using aircraft as well as highway vehicles, with only 10%
taken using boats (Table 11). The construction of new logging roads near Y akutat opened
access to hunting arcas and resulted in a decline of the use of boats (Mills and Firman
1986). Other transport methods used to harvest wolves during the 11-year period were 3-
and 4-wheeled vehicles, off-road-vehicles, snowmachines, and skis or snowshoes.

CRITERION 4: GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

The area in which the noncommercial, long-term, and consistent pattern of taking,
use, and reliance upon the fish stock and game population has been established.

Tlingit families traditionally built and maintained trapping cabins in the remote areas of
high furbearer abundance, and placed them in accordance with clan ownership rights
(Goldschmidt and Haas 1998),

Ketchikan residents harvested the majority of wolves (62% of resident harvest and 60%
of total harvest) taken in subunits 1A, 1B, and 1C during the 11-year period, followed by
Petersburg residents (11%) and Juneau residents (8%) (Table 12). The number of wolves
harvested in Juneau and Ketchikan nonsubsistence areas is unknown. The pelt sealing
records provide location of harvest only to the subunit level, which encompasses a larger
area than the Juneau nonsubsistence’ area in subunit 1C and the Ketchikan
nonsubsistence area in subunit [A.

Historically, the area encompassed by subunit 1A was hunted and fished by the Tongass
Tlingits, many of whom now live in Ketchikan, and the Cape Fox Tlingits, many of
whom were from Saxman (Goldschmidt and Haas 1998). Tlingit testimony taken in
Saxman in 1946 specified wolf harvests from the Unuk River.

Historically, the area encompassed by GMU 1B was hunted and fished by Tlingit clans
from the Wrangell territory (Goldschmidt and Haas 1998).

? At the time of publication, there are 5 geographical areas in Alaska that the Alaska Joint Board of Fisheries and Game has
determined are nonsubsistence areas in which dependence on subsistence is not a principal characteristic of the econony, culture,
and way of life of the community. See 5 AAC 99.015 for a description of nonsubsistence areas and 5 AAC 92.016 for activities
permitted in nonsubsistence arcas.




Historically, the area encompassed by GMU 1C was hunted and fished by the Auk, Taku,
and Hoonah Tlingits (Goldschmidt and Haas 1998), Tlingit testimony taken in Juneau
and Hoonah in 1946 specified wolf harvests from the Taku inlet and river as well as from
Glacier Bay. Other general Hoonah trapping areas included Excursion Inlet and the
Couverden area.

Historically, the arca encompassed by GMU 3 was hunted and fished by several Tlingit
groups. The Kake Tlingit hunted and fished the northwestern half of Unit 3, while the
southeastern half was hunted and fished by Wrangell Tlingits (Goldschmidt and Haas
1998). Petersburg and Wrangell residents harvested the most wolves from GMU 3
between 1997 and 2007 (79% of the resident harvest and 67% of the total harvest)
(Table 13)

In GMU 35, the harvest of wolves traditionally took place mainly in the uplands, near
remote hunting and trapping cabins along rivers and large bays. Testimony cited by
Goldschmidt and Haas (1998) gave the Situk River, Ahrnklin River, Akwe River, and
Dry Bay as areas where respondents reported harvesting wolves.

Mills and Firman (1986) describe arcas used for trapping by Yakutat residents during
their lifetimes. The areas include the castern shore of Yakutat Bay near river outlets, the
islands of Yakutat Bay, the Ankau slough system, along the Situk River and Situk Lake,
near the mouth of the Seal River, off Black Sand Island, along the Akwe River and beach
from Akwe Slough to Dry Bay, and the entire length of the Ahrnklin River. Trapping was
also reported along the coastal areas of the Malaspina Forelands south of Sitkagi Bluffs,
the southeast shoreline of Icy Bay, and south to Yana Stream.

Yakutat residents continue to be the main harvesters of wolves in GMU 5, taking 69% of
the resident harvest and 47% of the total harvest. Juneau residents follow with 14% of the
Alaska resident harvest (Table 14)

CRITERION 5: MEANS OF HANDLING, PREPARING, PRESERVING, AND
STORING

A means of handling, preparing, preserving, and storing fish or game that has been
traditionally used by past generations, but not excluding recent technological
advances where appropriate.

The preparation of animal skins was done by Tlingit women. There were 2 general
methods of skinning game (Emmons 1991). Heavier skins, such as those from bears,
deer, goats, beavers, seals, and sea lions, were removed by making a cut on the underside
of the animal from the head to the tail and along the inside of the legs. The skin was
rolled off each cut and the flat “green” skin was laced to a frame and stretched. The
“more valuable and delicate skins,” such as those from river and sea otters, lynxes, foxes,
mink, martens, muskrats, and wolves, were removed by cutting the skin on the rear of the
animal and then pulling the skin off the body and over the head, which resulted in a bag-
shaped green skin that had the fur on the inside. The green skin was then stretched by
placing it over a flat, pointed board or 2 stout, rounded poles angled at the top. A short
stick was used to hold the forepaws away from the body and the tail was straightened and
then tied with cord to one of the poles. The flesh and grease were removed from the skin




and the skin was softened. Wolf skins were treated in this manner although they were not
thin or tender like the other furbearers included in this group (Emmons 1991).

Great care and respect may have been shown to the living wolf as well as to the harvested
wolf, because of its mythical and symbolic importance within Tlingit culture. Wolf meat
was not normally eaten by Tlingits, except in time of extreme need. Presently, wolf fur is
used in Native handicrafls such as blankets, ceremonial robes, and winter coat ruffs, and
in worlks of art. Furs are also sold to commercial fur traders.

CRITERION 6: INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF
KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS, VALUES, AND LORE

A pattern of taking or use that includes the handing down of knowledge of fishing or
hunting skills, values, and lore from generation to generation.

Harvest areas for wolves traditionally used by Tlingit residents were “owned” in the
Tlingit family-clan sense and conveyed or inherited though family lines. These customary
rights were recognized and respected by those within the community. New generations of
harvesters learned the skills needed to harvest, process, and prepare game and fish
species by observing others and by participating, with elder relatives or community
residents, in subsistence activities. Much was taught and learned in both Native and non-
Native communities through stories describing game lore and hunting skills. In traditional
Tlingit culture, young boys learned most of their hunting and fishing skills from their
mother’s brothers and other older members of their own clan (Oberg 1973). Hunting
skills and locations continue to be learned from uncles, as well as from other relatives and
elders in contemporary Native society.

CRITERION 7: DISTRIBUTION AND EXCHANGE

A pattern of taking, use, and reliance where the harvest effort or products of that
harvest are distributed or shared, including customary trade, barter, and gift-
giving.

Traditionally, wolf pelts imported from Interior regions or harvested locally were traded
throughout Southeast Alaska. The exchange value of wolf pelts was determined in terms
of articles placed against it in barter. Before contact, the most valued furs for clothing
were sea otter, wolf, beaver, and marten (De Laguna 1972). According to Oberg (1973),
the most-valued furs were sea otter, followed by marten, beaver, river otter, black fox,
mink, wolverine, wolf, and bear, in that order. The practice of distributing wildlife
resources continues in the present time. Wolf harvest, sharing, and use was recorded in

several communities during Division of Subsistence household surveys conducted in the
mid-1980s and 1990s.*

tn GMU 5, Mills and Firman (1986) reported 10% of Yakutat households used wolves
and 10% of Yakutat households harvested wolves in 1984, suggesting there was littie
sharing of wolves among the residents of Yakutat in that data year. Wolf pelts were
probably sold commercially.

! Date are available in tie ADE&G Division of Subsistence Community Subsistence Information System (CSES) at
hitp #www subsistence adfg.stale.ak us/CS18




CRITERION 8: DIVERSITY OF RESOURCES IN AN AREA; ECONOMIC,
CULTURAL, SOCIAL, AND NUTRITIONAL ELEMENTS

A pattern that includes taking, use, and reliance for subsistence purposes upon a
wide variety of fish and game resources and that provides substantial economic,
cultural, social, and nutritional elements of the subsistence way of life.

GMUs 1, 3, and 5 are part of a region that has a diversity of resources available for
harvest. These include marine and intertidal resources as well as upland game species
including birds, goats, deer, and black and brown bears. Moose is an important food
resource in areas where it is available, Division of Subsistence baseline harvest studies
reveal a wide range of terrestrial and marine resources are used by communities in the
area. Wolves are taken incidentally by hunters engaged in big game hunting, especially
deer and moose hunting. The common use of boats by wolf harvesters (77%) in GMUs 1
and 3 illustrates the marine-based harvest patterns in GMUs 1 and 3 (Tables 9 and 10). In
GMU 35, Yakutat households reported using 70 types of resources during a 1984 survey
(Mills and Firman 1986).

" See the CSIS.
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Symbols and Abbreviations

The following symbols and abbreviations, and others approved for the Systéme International d'Unités (SI), are used
without definition in the reports by the Division of Subsistence. All others, including deviations from definitions
listed below, are noted in the text at first mention, as wel! as in the titles or footnotes of tables, and in figure or figure

captions.

Weights and measures (metric)

General

Measures (fisheries)

centimeter cm alf connmonly-accepted abbreviations fork length FL
deciliter dL e.g, Mr., Mrs, AM, PM, efe. mideye-to-fork MEF
gram g all commonly-accepted professional mideye-to-tail-fork METF
hectare ha tifles e.g., Dr., Ph.D., RN, etc. standard length 3L
kilogram kg Alaska Administrative Code AAC total tength TL
kilometer km at @
liter L compass directions: Mathematics, statistics
meter m east E all standard mathematical signs, symbols
milliliter mb north N and abbreviations
millimeter mun south b alternate hypothesis F,
west w base of natural logarithm c
Weights and measures (English) copyright © cateh per unit effort CPUE
cubic feel per second ft'fs corporate suffixes: coefficient of variation cv
foot ft Company Co. common test statistics (F, ¢, %, etc.)
gallon gal Corporation Corp. confidence interval C1
inch in Incorporated Inc, correlation coefficient (multiple) R
mile mi Limited Lid. correlation coefficient (simple} T
nautical mile nmi District of Columbia D.C. covariance cov
sunce oz et alii {and others} eial degree (angular ) °
pound b et cetera (and so forth) ctc, degrees of freedom Aaf
quart qt exempli gratia (for example) e expected value E
yard yd Federal Information Code FIC greater than >
id est (that is) ie. greater than or equal to z
Time and temperature latitude or fongitude lat. or long. harvest per unit effort HPUE
day d monetary symbels {U.5.) 3. ¢ less than <
deprees Celsius o months (tables and figures): first three less than or equal to <
degrees Fahrenheit oF ] letters (Jan,....Dec} logarithm {natural) in
degrees kelvin K registered trademark ® logarithm (base 10) log
hour h iradermark ™ logarithm (specify base) logs, etc.
ninute min United States (adjective) .S minute {angular) '
second 5 United States of America {noun)  USA not significant NS
us.C United States Code null hypothesis Ho
Physics and chemistry 1.5, state use two-letter abbreviations percent o,
ali atomic spmbols (e., AK, WA) probability P
alternating current AC probability of a type [ error (rejection of the
amperc A null hypothesis when true) o
calorie cal probability of a type 11 error (acceptance of
direct current De the null hypothesis when false) B
hertz Hz second (angular} "
horsepower hp standard deviation SD
hydrogen ion activity (negative log of) pt siar?dard error SE
parts per million ppm variance
parts per thousand ppt, %o population var
volts \ sample var
watis W
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BLACK BEARS

Options for Amount Necessary for Subsistence (ANS) Findings for Black

Bears, GMU subunits 1A, 1B, 1D, and GMUs 2 and 3

Background: the Alaska Board of Game has determined that black bear Ursus americanus
populations in Game Management Unit (GMU) subunits 1A, 1B, 1C, 1D, and GMUs 2 and 3
support customary and traditional uses. However, the Board has determined the amount
reasonably necessary for subsistence harvest of black bears (an ANS finding) only for subunit

1C. The ANS finding for black bears in subunit 1C is 50 to 70 bears (5 AAC 99.025).

The following provides options for the Board to consider if it chooses to make ANS findings for
black bears in GMU subunits 1A (outside of the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area), 1B, 1D, as

well as GMUs 2 and 3, as directed by AS 16.05.258(b).

Table | reports the mean annual harvests of black bears by GMU or subunit (except within the
Ketchikan Nonsubsistence area) by residents of the GMUs of Southeast Alaska (GMUs 1, 2, 3,
4, and 5), and other Alaska residents for the years 1990 through 2007. It also reports the year
with the lowest and the highest harvest, by residency category, and by GMU. Black Bear
Appendix Tables 1 through 5 report black bear harvests for each year from 1990 through 2007,

including harvests by non-Alaska residents.

Table 1. Mean Harvests of Black Bears by Alaska Residents in Units 1A, 1B, 10, 2, and 3, 1990 - 2007

Harvests by Residents of GMUs 1 -5 Harvests by All Alaska Residents
Subunit Mean Low (year) High (year) Mean Low {year) High {year)

14! 11 3 1981 23 2006 13 4 1992 25 2006

1B [+ 1 2005 12 1991 ) 1 2005 12 1991

1D 24 14 2002 36 19949 28 16 2002 42 1999

2 56 23 2007 54 1990 79 37 2007 117 1990

3 51 21 2004 81 19493 64 30 2004 102 1993

All 5 units 148 a7 2003 218 1990 191 116 2003 268 1980

' Excludes harvests within the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area,

Source: Prepared by ADF&G, Divisian of Subsistence, based on harvest data compiled by AGF&G, Division of Wildiife Gonservation




Tables 2 and 3 provide 2 options for the Board to consider for ANS findings for black bears in
each subunit and GMU, In Option A (Table 2), the ANS range is based on the mean annual
harvest of black bears by residents of the GMUs of Southeast Alaska. The low end of the range

is the mean harvest minus 25% of the mean; the high end of the range is the mean harvest plus
25% of the mean.

Table 2. Black Bear ANS Option A: Based on harvests by southeast Alaska GMU residents

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1990 to 2007 mean

1A 11 bears 8 to 14 bears
1B 6 bears 510 8 bears
iD 24 bears 18 to 30 bears
2 56 bears 42 to 70 bears
3 51 bears 38 to 64 bears

! Excluding the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area

In Option B (Table 3), the ANS range is based on the mean annual harvest of black bears by all
residents of Alaska. The low end of the range is the mean harvest minus 25% of the mean; the
high end of the range is the mean harvest plus 25% of the mean.

Table 3. Black Bear ANS Option B: Based on harvests by all Alaska residents

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1990 to 2007 mean

1A 13 bears 10 to 16 bears
1B 6 bears 5to 8 bears
10D 28 bears 21 to 35 bears
2 79 bears 59 to 99 bears
3 64 bears 48 to 80 bears

! Excluding the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area




APPENDIX TABLES—-BLACK BEARS

Appendix Table 1. Black Bear Harvests in GMU 1A (excluding nonsubsistence area)

Year
1990
1991
1992
1983
1994
1995
1996
1997
1698
1999
2000
200t
2002
2003
2004
2008
2006
2007

Annual Average
Total Harvest

Total Numbér of Black Bears Harvested

Southeast Other
Alaska Alaska Total Alaska MNon-
Residents | Residents § Residents | Residents Grand Total

19 8 27 5 32
3 5 8 7 15
4 0 4 3 7
4 1 § 7 12
4 4 8 5 13
8 3 1 5 16
9 1 10 10 20~
17 1 18 16 34
8 1 9 8 17
15 2 17 26 43
21 3 24 32 56
14 3 17 33 50
4 2 ¢ 15 21
9 1 10 15 26
8 1 9 i1 20
i3 0 13 20 33
23 2 25 35 60
12 Q 12 19 31
1 2 13 15 28
195 38 233 272 505

Source. ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation




Appendix Table 2, Black Bear Harvests in GMU 1B

Annual Average

Year
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Total Harvest

Total Number of Black Bears Harvested

Southeast Other
Alaska Alaska |Total Alaska Non-
Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents | Grand Total
12 0 12 1 13
12 0 12 4 16
8 2 10 4 14
4 1 5 8 13
4 1 5 7 12
8 1 9 20 29
7 0 7 15 22
5 0 5 7 12
7 1 8 15 23
3 0 3 10 13
8 0 a 14 22
4 1 5 25 30
4 D 4 14 18
3 1 4 3 7
5 0 5 5] 11
1 0 1 7 8
5 i 8 12 18
7 o] 7 11 18
6 1 6 10 17
107 9 116 183 299

Source: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation

Appendix Table 3. Black Bear Harvests in GMU 1D

Year
1990
1591
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1897
1998
1998
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Annual Average
Total Harvest

Total Number of Black Bears Harvested

Southeast Other
Alaska Alaska |Total Alaska Non-

Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents | Grand Total
29 3 32 2 34

24 4 28 4 32

25 3 28 1 29

16 3 19 3 22

i5 2 17 3 20

24 5 29 4 33

35 2 37 3 40

3 3 34 7 41

28 2 30 6 36

36 6 42 3 45

29 8 37 8 45

27 0 27 8 35

14 2 16 6 22

16 1 17 4 21

17 3 20 4 24

25 3 28 15 43

25 3 28 7 35

24 3 27 6 33

24 3 28 5 33

440 58 496 04 590

Source: AD?&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation




Appendix Table 4. Black Bear Harvests in GMU 2

Year
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1095
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Annual Average
Total Harvest

Tatal Number of Black Bears Harvested

Southeast Other
Alaska Alaska |Total Alaska Non-

Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents | Grand Total
94 23 117 80 207

74 39 113 105 218

63 32 a5 128 223

63 32 85 130 225

63 22 85 149 234

89 18 107 143 250

84 12 76 138 214

56 26 82 208 1290

68 20 88 228 316

43 29 72 252 324

49 34 83 298 381

41 20 61 289 350

49 28 77 290 367

37 18 55 381 436

48 26 74 397 471

40 24 64 418 482

35 i2 47 345 392

28 9 a7 323 360

56 24 79 240 319

1,004 424 1,428 4,342 5,740

Soutoe. ADF&G, Divison of Wikilife Gonservation

Appendix Table 5. Black Bear Harvests in GMU 3

Year
1890
1991
1992
1993
1854
1995
1896
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Annual Average
Total Harvest

Total Number of Black Bears Harvested

Southeast Other
Alaska Alaska |Total Alaska Non-

Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents | Grand Total
64 16 80 77 157

54 8 62 a8 160

54 10 64 100 164

81 21 102 130 232

75 21 96 119 215

71 10 81 151 232

73 10 83 149 232

58 1 69 172 241

70 17 a7 205 282

43 13 56 231 287

53 10 63 248 309

55 19 74 212 286

40 12 52 173 225

22 a 30 174 204

21 9 30 168 198

25 7 az 196 228

27 22 49 183 232

i5 12 47 177 224

51 13 64 165 229

921 236 1,157 2,981 4,118

Saurce: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation




MOUNTAIN GOATS

Options for Amount Necessary for Subsistence (ANS) Findings for Mountain
Goats, GMU Subunits 1A, 1B, 1D, and 5

Background: the Alaska Board of Game has determined that mountain goat populations
Oreamnos americanus in Game Management Unit (GMU) subunits 1A (outside the Ketchikan
Nonsubsistence Area), 1B, 1C (outside the Juneau Nonsubsistence Area), 1D, and GMU 5
support customary and traditional uses. However, the Board has determined an amount
reasonably necessary for subsistence harvest of mountain goats (an ANS finding) only for
subunit 1C outside the nonsubsistence area. The ANS finding for mountain goats in subunit 1C
outside the nonsubsistence area is 25 to 30 goats (5 AAC 99.025).

The following provides options for the Board to consider if it chooses to make ANS findings for
mountain goats in GMU subunits 1A (outside of the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area), 1B, 1D,
and GMU 35, as directed by AS 16.05.25 8(b).

Table 1 reports the mean annual harvests of mountain goats, by GMU 1 subunits (except within
the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence area) and GMU 35, harvested by residents of the GMUs of
Southeast Alaska (GMUs 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5), as well as other Alaska residents for the years 1990
through 2007. It also reports the year with the lowest and the highest harvest, by residency
category, and by GMU subunit. Mountain Goat Appendix Tables 1 through 4 report mountain
goat harvests for each year from 1990 through 2007, including harvests by non-Alaska residents.

Table 1. Mean Harvests of Mountain Goats by Alaska Residents in Units 14, 18, 1D and 5, 1990 - 2007

Harvests by Residents of GMUs 1- 5 Harvasts by All Alaska Residents
Subunit Mean Low (year} High (year) Mean Low {year) High (year)

1A 14 [} 1992 31 1993 16 0 1992 34 1997
1B 16 6 2002 47 1980 18 5} 2002 48 1990
D 18 13 1996 30 2007 21 13 1996 33 2007

All 3 GMU

1 subunits 48 27 2002 88 1960 55 30 2002 82 1890

GMU 5 2 0 2006 8 1994 3 0 20086 11 1994

! Excludes harvests within the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area.

Source: Prepared by ADF&G, Division of Subsistence, basad on harvest data compiled by ADF&G, Division of Wildlifa Consesvalion




Tables 2 and 3 provide 2 options for the Board to consider for ANS findings for mountain goats
in each subunit of GMU 1 and in GMU 5. In Option A (Table 2), the ANS range is based on the
mean annual harvest of mountain goats by residents of the GMUs of Southeast Alaska. The low
end of the range is the mean harvest minus 25% of the mean; the high end of the range is the
mean harvest plus 25% of the mean.

Table 2. Mountain Goat ANS Option A: Based on harvests by southeast Alaska GMU residents

Suggested ANS Range, +- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1980 to 2007 mean

1A 14 goats 11 to 18 goats
1B 16 goats 12 to 20 goats

1D 18 goats 14 to 23 goats
5 2 goats 2 to 3 goais

! Excluding the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area

In Option B (Table 3), the ANS range is based on the mean annual harvest of mountain goats by
all residents of Alaska. The low end of the range is the mean harvest minus 25% of the mean; the
high end of the range is the mean harvest plus 25% of the mean.

Table 3. Mountain Goat ANS Option B: Based on harvests by all Alaska residents

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1990 to 2007 mean

1A’ 16 goats 12 to 20 goats
1B 18 goats 14 to 23 goats
iD 21 goats 16 fo 26 goats
5 3 goats 2 to 4 goats

! Excluding the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area




APPENDIX TABLES—MOUNTAIN GOATS

Appendix Table 1. Mountain Goat Harvests in GMU 1A (excluding nonsubsistence area)

Year
1990
19
1992
1993
1094
1995
1996
1997
1968
1989
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Annual Average
Total Harvest

Total Nurnber of Mountain Goals Harvested

Southeast Other
Alaska Alaska Total Alaska Non-
Rasilents | Residents Residents Residents | Grand Total

20 0 20 0 20

16 0 16 0 16

0 0 0 0 0

3 1 32 0 32

16 2 18 2 20

22 2 24 0 24

19 1 20 o} 20

24 10 34 2 36

20 3 23 3 26

2 3 5 2 7

1 2 13 10 23

12 2 14 9 23

5 1 6 7 13

5] 3 9 6 18

11 1 12 7 19

14 6 20 5 25

11 0 11 5 16

7 1 8 9 17

14 2 16 4 20

247 38 285 67 352

Source: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation




Appendix Table 2. Mountain Goat Harvests in GMU 1B

Year
1990
1981
1992
1993
1994
1905
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
20056
2006
2007

Annual Average
Tatal Harvest

Total Number of Mountain Goats Harvested

Southeast Qther
Alaska Alaska [Total Alaska Mon-
Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents | Grand Total
47 1 A8 1 49
13 2 15 3 18
21 1 22 4 26
32 3 35 2 37
21 1 22 5 27
18 3 21 8 29
11 3 14 B 20
26 4] 26 5 3
13 4] 13 5 18
13 0 13 8 21
13 1 14 4 18
8 0 8 11 19
6 0 6 6 12
13 2 15 2 17
11 2 13 B 19
12 2 14 8 22
11 1 12 3 15
7 0 7 2 9
16 1 18 5 23
296 22 318 89 407

Source: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation

Appendix Table 3. Mountain Goat Harvests in GMU 1D

Year
1990
1991
1992
1993
1904
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2006
2006
2007

Annual Average
Total Harvest

Total Number of Mountain Goats Harvested

Southeast QOther
Alaska Alaska |Total Alaska Non-

Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents } Grand Total
21 3 24 2 26

19 3 22 Q 22

17 1 18 0 18

18 3 18 2 20

13 5 18 1 19

14 6 20 2 22

13 0 13 3 16

16 9 25 1 26

24 2 26 1 27

21 2 23 0 23

17 2 19 2 21

15 4 19 4 23

18 2 18 3 21

18 4 22 3 25

22 3 25 9 34

15 4 19 <) 25

15 2 17 4 21

30 3 33 5 38

i8 3 21 3 24

321 58 379 48 427

Source: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation




Appendix Table 4. Mountain Goat Harvests in GMU 5

Year
1990
1991
1992
1993
1984
1995
1096
1997
1908
1989
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Annual Average
Total Harvest

Total Number of Meountain Goats Harvested

Southeast Other
Alaska Alaska [Total Alaska Non-

Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents | Grand Total
0 0 i} 0 0

3 4 7 1 8

2 0 2 2 4

0 0 4] 6 6

8 3 11 1 12

2 0 2 4 6

3 1 4 3 7

3 2 5 0 5

6 3 8 7 16

7 3 10 5 15

1 5 6 4 10

2 0 2 3 5

1 1 2 2 4

0 0 0 3 3

0 0 0 2 2

0 0 a 6 6

0 0 0 3 3

1 0 1 2 3

2 1 3 <]

39 22 81 54 115

Source: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation
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BROWN BEARS

Options for Amount Necessary for Subsistence (ANS) Findings for Brown
Bears, GMU Subunits 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D

Background: the Alaska Board of Game has determined that brown bear Ursus arclos
populations in Game Management Unit (GMU) subunits 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D (outside of
nonsubsistence areas) suppott customary and traditional uses. However, the board has not
determined the amount reasonably necessary for subsistence harvest of brown bears (an ANS
finding) (5 AAC 99.025).

The following provides options for the Board to consider if it chooses to make ANS findings for
brown bears in subunits 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D, as directed by AS 16.05.25 8(b).

Table 1 reports the mean annual harvests of brown bears by GMU subunit, for GMU 1, by
residents of the GMUs of Southeast Alaska (GMUs 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5), as well as other Alaska
residents for the years 1990 through 2007. It also reports the year with the lowest and the highest
harvest by cach residence category in each GMU subunit. (A “+” next to the year indicates
multiple years with that value, The most recent year appears in the table.) Brown Bear Appendix
Tables 1 through 5 report brown bear harvests for each year from 1990 through 2007, including
harvests by non-Alaska residents.

Table 1. Mean Harvests of Brown Bears by Alaska Residents in Units 1A, 1B, 1GC, and 1D 1990 - 2067

Harvests by Residents of GMUs 1 - 5 Harvests by All Alaska Residenis
Subunit Mean Low (year) High {year) Mean Low (vear} High {year}
1A} 3 0 1997 8 1984 3 0 1997 8 1994
1B 2 0 2005+ 5 1991 2 0 2005+ 5 1991+
162 1 ¢ 2005+ 4 2006 1 0 2005+ 4 2008
10 5 1 2004+ 8 1999+ 7 1 2004 14 1997
Unit GMU 17 10 4 2004 20 2006 13 4 2004 21 2008

' Doas not include harvests within the Ketchikan nonsubsisience area.
2 Does not include harvests within the Juneau nonsubsistence area.
* Does not include harvests within the Ketchikan and Juneau nonsubsistence areas.

Seurce: Prepared Dy ADF&G, Division of Subsistence, based on harvest data compiled by ADF&G, Division of Wildlife Conssrvation
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Tables 2 and 3 provide 2 options for the Board to consider for ANS findings for brown bears in
cach subunit or in the GMU as a whole. In Option A (Table 2), the ANS range is based on the
mean annual harvest of brown bears by residents of the GMUSs of Southeast Alaska. The low end
of the range is the mean harvest minus 25% of the mean; the high end of the range is the mean
harvest plus 25% of the mean, The Board could choose to establish an ANS range for each
subunit separately or establish a single ANS range for the entire GMU.

Table 2. Brown Bear ANS Option A: Based on harvests by scutheast Alaska GMU residents

Note: within this option, the board could establish an ANS range for each subunit,
or establish one ANS range for the entire GMU.

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1980 to 2007 mean

1A 3 bears 2 to 4 bears

1B 2 bears 210 3 bears

1C 1 bear 1 bear

1D 5 bears 4 {0 6 bears
TALL 10 bears 10 to0 13 bears

In Option B (Table 3), the ANS range is based on the mean annual harvest of brown bears by all
residents of Alaska. The low end of the range is the mean harvest minus 25% of the mean; the
high end of the range is the mean harvest plus 25% of the mean. The Board could choose to
cstablish an ANS range for each subunit separately or establish a single ANS range for the entire

GMU.
Table 3. Brown Bear ANS Option B: Based on harvests by all Alaska residents

Note: within this option, the board could establish an ANS range for each subunit,
or establish one ANS range for the entire GMU.

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1990 to 2007 mean

1A 3 hears 210 4 bears

1B 2 bears 2 to 3 bears

1C 1 bear 1 bear

10 7 bears 510 9 bears
1ALL 13 bears 10 to 16 bears




APPENDIX TABLES—BROWN BEARS

Appandix Table 1. Brown Bear Harvests in GMU 1A (outside nonsubsistence area)

Year
1990
1991
1892
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Annual Average
Total Harvest

Total Number of Brown Bears Harvested

Southeast Other
Alaska Alaska |Total Alaska Nan-
Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents | Grand Total
5 0 5 0 5
3 0 3 0 3
6 0 6 1 7
4 0 4 0 4
8 0 8 0 8
1 0 i 1 2
1 4] 1 3 4
a 0 0 5 5
2 0 2 4 6
1 1 2 11 13
1 0 1 3 4
1 0 1 2 3
1 1 2 3 5
5 2 7 5 12
3 0 3 3 8
2 0 2 4 6
7 0 7 1 8
1 0 1 5 6
3 0 3 3 6
52 4 56 51 107

Source. ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation
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Appendix Table 2. Brown Bear Harvests in GMU 1B

Total Number of Brown Bears Harvested

Southeast Other -
Alaska Alaska Total Alaska Non-
Year Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents | Grand Total
1990 4 1 5 0 5
1991 5 0 5 4 9
1992 4 0 4 1 5
1993 2 0 2 5 7
1994 Q 8] 0 1 1
1995 1 0 1 7 8
1996 1 0 1 3 4
1997 4] 0 o] 4 4
1998 3 1 4 3 7
1999 1 0 1 5 6
2000 3 4] 3 3] 9
2001 2 0 2 7 9
2002 0 0 Q 5] ¢]
2003 0 0 0 6 5]
2004 o 0 0 4 4
2005 0 o] 0 3 3
2008 3 0 3 4 7
2007 2 1] p 3 5
Annual Average 2 0 2 4 6
Total Harvest 31 2 33 72 105

Source: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation

Appendix Table 3. Brown Bear Harvests in GMU 1C (outside nensubsistence area)

‘ “Total Number of Brown Bears Harvested

Southeast Other

Alaska Alaska |Total Alaska Non-
Year Residents | Residents | Residents | Rasidents | Grand Total
1990
1991
1902
1993
1904
1995
1996
1997
1993
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

3
1
1
2
1
1
3
4
1
3
1
1
2
3
1
0
4
4

WHOON a2 NN =0 20w O
=l >N-RollofalosBololeleNoleRaolalele )
UEhEOONS A a2 WN 30200
L OO0 = 2L 0AWE S SO s O

—_
—
%]

Annual Average 1 0
Total Harvest 21 0
Source: ADFA&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation

g%
—
s
[+
[4%)
[=7]
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Appendix Table 4. Brown Bear Harvests in GMU 1D

Year
1690
1891
1992
1093
1994
1985
1996
1947
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Annual Average
Taotal Harvest

Total Number of Brown Bears Harvested

Southeast Other
Alaska Alaska |Total Alaska Non-
Residents | Residents { Residents | Residents | Grand Total
8 2 10 3 13
3] 1 7 5 i2
7 2 g 9 18
2 4 <] 4 10
4 5 9 6 15
4 2 6 2 8
3 3 6 10 16
& 8 14 7 21
6 4 10 8 18
8 2 10 5 15
1 0 1 15 16
3 0 3 11 14
2 1 3 8 11
4 1 5 7 12
1 0 1 5] 7
7 1 8 8 16
6 A1 7 10 17
5 0 5 5 10
5 2 7 7 14
83 37 120 129 249

Source: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation

Appendix Table 5. Brown Bear Harvests in GMU 1 (outside nonsubsistence area)

Year
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1095
1986
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Annual Average
Total Harvest

Total Number of Brown Bears Harvested

Sautheast Other
Alaska Alaska |Total Alaska Non-
Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents | Grand Total

17 3 20 6 26

15 1 16 9 25

17 2 19 12 K}

9 4 13 10 23

12 5 17 ] 25

7 2 8 10 19

7 3 10 17 27

2] 8 17 17 34

12 5 17 15 3z

10 3 13 24 37

& a 6 24 30

7 0 7 20 27

4 2 6 18 24

11 3 14 1¢ 33

4 0 4 14 18

9 1 10 15 25

20 1 21 15 36

1" 0 11 14 25

i0 2 13 15 28

187 43 230 267 497

Source: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Gonservation

15




|
|

-—Proposal-46
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Shorten Wolf Hunting Seasons in
Units 1, 3, 4, and 5

Prepared by the

ADF&G Division of Subsistence
for the

Alaska Board of Game
November 2008

Praposal 46

Proposal 46

= This proposal would shorten wolf
hunting seasons in Units 1, 3, 4, and
5 by 60 days.

Department Recommendation:
Do Not Adopt

Proposal 46




State Subsistence
' Procedures

Board Findings on Wolves In Region 1.

» s there Customary and Traditional Use of Woives in Units 1, 3,
4, and 57
—~ Yes, a positive finding for wolves in 1 D, 2006.
— No findings for wolves in Units 1 (A) (B) (C} 3, or 5.
— Wolves occur rarely, if at all, in Unit 4.
= Is there a “Harvestable Surplus” of for wolves in these units?
- Yes
»  What is the amount reasonably Necessary for Subsistence?
— There are no ANS findings for Wolves in Units 1, 3, ar 5.
= Does the harvestable surplus allow for all or only some uses?
— This is a Board determination.

Proposal 46




Proposal 46
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Proposal 46 7

Why is a C&T finding
necessary?

. = Sec. 16.05.258 Subsistence use and
allocation

= 5 AAC 99.010 Joint Boards of
Fisheries and Game subsistence
procedures

= Both state law and board procedure

identify making a C&T finding a first
step in the regulatory process

Proposal 46




Customary & Traditional

Findings

-~ m Positive C&T Finding for Wolves in Unit

1 (D)
2

» No ANS Findings for Wolves in
Southeast Alaska

Proposal 46

m Positive C&T Finding for Wolves in Unit

Method of Wolf Harvest by Alaskan Residents in

i Units 1A,B,C in regulatory years 1990-2007

|

H

"~ Harves

Meltiod 1390 1901 1997 1981 1994 1935 1956 1957 1908 5899 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2005 2007 TOTAL Per,
Swong(f) 7 19 13 14 6 2 6 7 u# B 1 B 12 M F 8§ 4 B m T5%
Trping(2) 4 % 2% @ %2 % 4 % ¥ W B £ B B B OB 12 19 H 04%
Samgd 10 M B 4 8§ 12 07 W W W o3& 13 4 3 4 4 53 7%
Oherd) 0 & 0 ¢ 0 2 0 0 0 1 6 1 ¢ 0 0 0 0 ¢ & 0%
Utown | & 2 0 0 6 0 1 0 0 ¢ 4 0 0 0 0 M 0 N 4%
Tolal 30 4 55 B2 62 61 8 42 40 60 6B T4 ) & @ B 41 % 855 100G
|

i0
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Method of Wolf Harvest by Alaskan
Residents in Unit 3 in regulatory years

i
Harvest
Method 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 TOTAL Per.
Shooling {1} 7 14 18 a 13 18 17 8 14 5 a 132 29.3%
Trapping{2) 22 15 28 30 28 37 12 14 24 25 6 239 53.0%
Snaring{3) 7 1 G 8 5 2 7 15 12 10 G 73 16.2%
Otherd) 0 0 0 1 2 a 0 1 o 0 0O 7 1.6%
Unknown D 0 ( 0 0 0 0 l 0 0 ] 0 0.0%
Total 36 30 52 48 43 60 36 38 0 39 14 451 100%
Praposal 46 11
Method of Wolf Harvest by Alaskan
Residents in Unit 5 in regulatory years
~ Harvest
Method 1997 1998 41999 2000 F0OY 2002 003 2004 2005 2006 2007 TOTAL Per,
Shaoting (1) 2 [+ 1 3 2 3 1 3 3 a 3 F1 40 4%
Trapping (2) @ ¢ 1 3 2 1 0 1 1 3 a 12 221%
Gnaring {3) 1 0 1] 2 a ] ? 4 i} 2 2 19 36.5%
Other{d) 0 o a [ Q q L] [} a L] a o 0.0%
Unknown O 1] 1] a Q ] g 0 a ¢ ] a D.0%
Total K] [ 2 [] 4 10 3 [] 4 5 5 52 100%
Propasal 46 12




Wolf Harvest & Use
| GMUs 1,3, &5

GMY Community & Year Percentage of Households Amount Harvested
Use Ait Harv Recv Give Total MeanHH

1D Haines 1983 0.70 6.80 070 0©.00 9

1D Haines 1996 22 22 22 0.0 0.0 17 0.02

3 Wrangelt 2000 3.1 20 20 1.0 1.0 45 0.06

3 Petersburg 2000 1.6 24 1.6 0.0 0.8 86 0.08

5 Yakutat 1984 10.0 10.0c 100 0.0 2.0 69

5 Yakutat 2000 2.2 5.0 22 0.0 0.7 10 0.04
Propasal 46 13

Current State Wolf
~ Hunting Regulations

. w 5 AAC 85.056. Hunting seasons and bag
limits for wolf. Units 1, 3 and 5

m Resident and Nonresident Open Season:
August 1 — April 30
- Bag ~ 5 Wolves

» Hides must be sealed within 30 days of kill

= Wolves taken on Douglas Island must be reported
within 48 hours and sealed within 5 days

Proposal 46 14




 Proposed Regulations

. m Shorten wolf hunting seasons in Units
1, 3, 4, and 5 by 60 days.

s Change starting date from August 1 to
September 1

» Change season ending date from April
30 to March 31

Proposal 46 15

GMUs 1, 3-5 Wolf Hunting
Regulation History

Year Residant Resident Bag Nonresigent Nonresident Bag
2006-2007 Aug t-Apr 30 [ Aug 1 - Apr30 5
7005-2008 Aug 1-Apr30 5 Aug 1 - Apr30 5
2004-2005 Sept1-Mar31 5 Sepl 1-Mar 3t 5
2003-2004 Sept1-Mardf 5 Sept 1-Mar 3t 5
2002-2003 Aug 1 - Apr 30 5 Aug 1- Apr 30 5
20012002 Jug1-Apr30 5 Aug1-Apr 30 5
2000-2001 Aug1-2gr30 5 ug 1 - Ape30 5
1999-2000 Aug 1-Apr 3o 5 Aug 1- Apr 30 5
19981999 Aug 1 -Apr 30 5 Hug 1 - Apr 30 5
1997-1308 Aug1-Aor 30 5 Aug 1 Apr 30 5
1906-1897 Aug 1- Apr 3¢ 5 Aug |- Apr30 5

Proposal 46 16




Harvest and Use Patterns
=5 AAC 99.01Q “Eight Criteria”

Key Elements

Length and consistency of use
Seasonality

Means and methods of harvest
Geographic areas

Means of handling, preparing, preserving,
and storing

Transmission of knowledge, skills, and lore
Distribution and exchange
Diversity of resources in area

A

N oo

Proposal 46 17

1. Length and consistency

of use r= ey

- m Wolves were
traditionally harvested
as source of fur and
hides where they
oceur in Southeast
Alaska.

m In addition to strictly
utilitarian uses of hide
and fur, the wolf
occupies an Important
symbolic role in Tlingit
society.

Proposai 46




| 2. Seasonality

m Traditionally, Tlingits harvested wolves in late
fall and early winter before deep snow
restricted travel and wolf fur was at its prime.

= Data from 1997 — 2007 reveal that most
wolves were shot from August through
November.

a Wolves harvested in the fall are likely taken
opportunistically when hunters are targeting
other species, bears and deer.

Proposal 46 15

3. Means and methods of
harvest

. m Traditionally, wolves were

harvested with snares and
deadfalls.

» Snaring still occurs in the area,
but more wolves are trapped and
shot than snared in GMUs 1 and
3.

Proposal 46 20




4. Geographic areas

.= Tlingit testimony taken in Saxman, Juneau, and

Hoonah in 1946 reported wolf harvests from the
Unuk River, Taku Inlet and River, and Glacier Bay.
Other general Hoonah Tlingit trapping areas
included Excursion Inlet and the Couverden area.

w Currently, the majority of wolves taken in Units 1
and 3 are taken by trappers and hunters from
Ketchikan, Juneau, Petersburg and Wrangell. The
records provide location of harvest only to the
game management subunit level.

Proposal 46 21

5. Means of handling,
preparing, preserving, and
storing

. w Great care and respect was shown the living

wolf as well as the harvested wolf because
of its mythical and symbolic importance
within Tlingit culture.

» Wolf meat was not normally eaten by
Tlingits, except in time of extreme need.

m Presently wolf fur is used in Native
handicrafts (blankets, ceremonial robes,
winter coat ruffs) and artworks. Furs are
also sold to commercial fur traders.

Proposal 46 22




6. Transmission of
" knowledge, skills, and lore

- w Traditional hunting grounds were
“owned” in the Tlingit family-clan
sense

= “"Ownership” was conveyed or
inherited

» Knowledge transferred from uncle to
nephew

m Tlingit stories

Proposal 46 23

7. Distribution and
exchange

» Traditionally: harvested locally or
traded from Interior

= Important trade item throughout
Southeast

» Used for clothing and regalia

Propasal 46 24




8. Diversity of resources
in area

. m Region I communities use a wide
variety of subsistence resources
— Furbearers

— Big game species

— Small game species

— Fish

— Marine mammals

- Plants

Proposal 46 25

- Effect of the Proposal:

m This proposal would shorten wolf hunting
seasons in Units 1, 3, 4, and 5 by 60 days.
This change would be implemented by
changing starting date from August 1 to
September 1, and changing the season
ending date from April 30 to March 31.

m Department Recommendation:
Do Not Adopt

Praposal 46 26




!

| Considerations:

m The dept. recommends leaving the dates for
the wolf hunting season unchanged.

m Wolf populations in these units are widely

distributed and considered healthy and stable.

m No indication that the wolf populations in these

areas are being negatively impacted by the

present season.

m Shortening the fall season would take away

opportuni_t?/ from hunters who want to harvest

ife

a wolf while deer or mountain goat hunting.
The April season allows bear hunters to

harvest a wolf.

Propasal 46 27

' Proposal 46

Sununary:

= This proposal would shorten wolf
hunting seasons in Units 1, 3, 4, and
5 by 60 days.

= Department Recommendation:
Do Not Adopt

Praposal 46 28




teps When Considering Regulations that Affect Subsistence Uses
Is the fish stock or game Nonsubsisterce
population in a Nonsuhsistence Area? :ﬁiﬂ’ggﬁgﬁ;ﬁﬁ
.. AS 16.06.268 (c) by Joint Board, §  j—-
AAC 99.015
Harvest not
subject te subsistence S
priority
Is there a / C&T use
Customary and Traditional use? delermination based
BU:'r?r g’iskes Arg 16.05.258 (a) on 8 Criteria found
9 — at 5 AAC 99.010 (b}
—1
0 Finding?
Harrvest not NO
subject o_st{bsnstence Harvestable Strphis
bricrity Filter
Is there a harvestable surplus?
AS 16.05.258(b)
Proposal 46 29
Harvastable Surplus
Is there a harvestable surplus? / Fifter
AS 16.05.258(h)
—
- Harvest-not A
Consistent with (o] YE
sustained yield
What Is the amount reasonably AN.S. findi
Necessary for subsistence uses? - . Andng

AS 16.05.258(h)

Harvestable surplus allows
all or some uses
AS 16.05.258(b}{1-2)

JTIG

—"n

Subsistence uses, and
Ail or some other uses

Proposal 46

Harvestable surplus not
sufficient to allow for all
subsistence uses
AS 16.05.258(b){4)

Harvostable surplus allows
for only subsistence uses
AS 16.05.258(b){3)

[fe—=]

Jed

Tier |
Subsistence use oniy

2}

 —

Tiar If

Reguiations diferentiale amang

subsistence users based on;
1)  Greatesl depandence
Fewest aliernalives available

30
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Proposal 36
Eliminate the September 1 — 14

—falf-black-bear-Hurnting Season
for non-residents in Units
IABD 2&3

Prepared by the

ADF&G Division of Subsistence
for the

Alaska Board of Game
November 2008

Proposal 36

State Subsistence
Procedures

Board Findings on Black Bears in GMU 1.

s Is there Customary and Traditional Use of Black Bears in Units
1A, 1B, 1C, 1D, 2 and 37
— Yes, a positive finding for Black Bears in Units 1A, 1B, 1C,

1D, 2 and 3.

s Is there a “Harvestable Surplus” for Black Bears in these units?
- Yes

s What is the amount reasonably Necessary for Subsistence?

- The ANS finding for black bears in GMU 1C is 50 to 70
bears (5 AAC 99.025).

— There are no ANS findings for Black Bears in Units 1 A, 1B,
i, 2and 3.

m Does the harvestable surplus allow for all or only some uses?
—~ This is a Board determination.

Proposal 36
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Why is a C&T finding
- hecessary?

- m Sec. 16.05.258 Subsistence use and
allocation

= 5 AAC 99.010 Joint Boards of
Fisheries and Game subsistence
procedures

m Both state law and board procedure
identify making a C&T finding a first
step in the regulatory process

Proposal 36

Customary & Traditional
| Findings

. m Positive C&T Finding for Black Bears in
Units 1, 2, 3, and 5.

m ANS Findings for Black Bears in Unit
1C.

Praposal 36




(Lptions for Amount Necessary for
Subsistence (ANS) Findings for Black Bears,
GMUSs 1A, 1B, 1D, 2 and 3.

m The Alaska Board of Game has determined that
black bear populations in GMUs 1 (outside of
nonsubsistence areas) 2, & 3 support customary
and traditional uses. However, the board has not
determined the amount of the black bear
populations reasonably necessary for subsistence

GMUs 1A, 1B, 1D, 2, and 3.

Department Recommendation:
Review available data and consider making

an ANS finding.
Proposal 36
9
Table 1. Mean Annual Harvests of Black
Bears by GMU subunit, residents of
: Southeast Alaska
Table 1. Mean Harvesls of Black Bears by Alaska Residents in Units 1A, 1B, 1D, 2, and 3, 1880 - 2007
Harvests by Residenls o GMUs 1- 5 Harvests by Al Alaska Residents
Subupit  Mean Tow {yean High (year) Mean Low (year) High {year)
! 11 3 1941 23 2008 13 4 1992 25 2006
iB ] 1 2005 12 1991 8 1 2005 12 1991
102 24 14 2002 6 1992 28 16 2002 42 1999
2 58 28 2007 94 1980 79 37 2007 117 1990
3 51 21 2004 81 1993 &4 30 2004 1402 1993
All § units 148 a7 2003 218 1890 191 116 2003 268 1999

' Excludes harvests within Lhe Keichilian Nonsubsislence Area.

Source Prepared by AUFAG, Diamicon of Subsistence, basad on harvest data compilad by AGFAG, Divisron of ‘Wiidlife Canservalion

Propasal 36 10




Options for the Board to consider for
ANS findings for Black Bears in each

- GMU subunit or the GMU as a whole

Table 2. Black Bear ANS Oplion A: Based on harvesfs by southeasi Alaska GMU residents

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1980 lo 2007 mean

1A' 11 bears 8 o 14 bears
1B 6 bears 5to 8 bears
10 24 bears 18 to 30 bears
2 56 pears 42 to 70 bears
3 51 bears 38 to 64 bears

t Excluding the Ketchikan Nansubsistence Area

Proposal 36

11

| Option B Table 3

Table 3. Black Bear ANS Option B: Based on harvesis by ali Alaska residents

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1990 to 2007 mean

14’ 13 bears 10 to 16 bears
18 6 bears 510 8 bears
1D 28 bears 21 1o 35 bears
2 79 bears 59 fo 99 bears
3 64 bears 48 {o B0 bears

! Excluding the Kefchikan Nonsubsistence Area

Propasal 36

12




 Appendix Table 1.

Appendix Tahle 1. Black Bear Harvesls in GMY 1A (excluding nonsubsistence area)

Total Number of Black Bears Harvasled
Southeast Qther
Alaska Alaska | Total Alask B!
Year Residents | Resldenls | Residents | Residents | Grand Tolal
1890 18 a il 5 3z
1z4¢ 3 5 a T 15
{092 4 a 4 3 7
1893 4 i 5 7 12
1094 q 4 a 5 13
1885 a 3 11 3 16
1896 g 1 1a 10 i
187 17 1 14 16 L)
1898 8 1 g a 17
1899 15 2 1 28 42
2000 21 3 24 3z 56
2004 14 3 1w 33 &0
2002 4 2 a 15 al
2003 9 i3 10 15 25
2004 a 1 L] i 1]
2005 13 L] 13 20 13
2008 23 2 25 kR ;1]
2007 12 2 12 19 N
Annusl Average 11 2 13 15 28
Tolat Harvesl 195 k1 233 272 505
Source- ADF&G, Divisan of Wildife Canservalion
Propodal 36 13
ix Tabl
Appendix Table 2.
Appendix Table 2. Black Beat Harveslsin GMU 1B .
Tatal Number of Black Bears Rarvesled
Saoutheast
Alaska
Year Residents
1940 12 12
1931 12 16
1992 1
1942 13
19484 12
1965 b}
1086 22
1087 12
1998 3
1989 13
2000 22
2001 30
2002 18
2003 7
2064 11
2005 8
2008 1@
2067 16
Annyal Average L] 1 L} 10 17
Total Harvest 107 a 16 183 259
Source. ADF&G, Diwisan of Wildife Canservabon
Proposal 36 14




i Appendix Table 3.

Appendix Teble 3. Blsck Bear Harvesls n GMU 1D

of Black Beal
Tutal Alask

Year Residents
1950 29 3 3z 2 ET]
1991 24 4 28 4 2
1982 28 3 28 1 23
1933 16 a 19 1 22
1084 15 2 1?7 1 20
1895 24 g 23 4 3
1808 35 2 3 i 40
1887 k1] 3 3 7 L1l
1508 28 2 3 6 B
1889 6 E 42 3 LH
2000 28 [} krg & 45
2001 27 ] T [} a5
2002 L] s 16 & 2
2003 15 1 17 4 21
2004 7 3 0 4 24
2008 25 3 rli 15 43
2008 25 3 28 7 35
2007 Pl 3 Fo 6 x}

Annuzl Average 2 3 28 5 3

Tolal Harves| 440 56 498 o4 560

Source: ADF&G, Divison af Wildlife Conservation

Proposal 36 15
-
Appendix Table 4.
Appendix Table 4. Black Beal Hervasls in MU 2
Total Number of Black Bears Harvesle
Southeast Ciher
Maska Alaska  [Total Alaska|  Man.

Year Residants | Residents | Residents | Resdents |Grand Total
1880 EL) 23 117 90 a7
LR ™ as 13 1035 218
1982 83 2 95 123 222
1983 =] 32 93 130 Fri
1944 63 22 &S 49 234
1935 83 13 07 143 250
1935 B4 12 76 138 234
1997 56 6 B2 208 299
1993 &6 20 B& 228 318
1999 43 29 7z 252 L]
2000 49 14 a3 298 381
2001 a1 20 81 289 350
o2 45 28 ” 290 187
2003 a7 18 55 kL1 436
2604 48 rii a4 397 471
2008 40 24 €4 418 82
2008 35 12 47 45 392
2007 28 9 w 3 360

Annual Average 56 24 79 240 e

Talal Harvest 1,004 424 1,428 4,312 5740

Saurce  ATFAG, Divison of Wild'fe Corservation

Praposal 36 16




Appendix Table 5.

Appendix Table 5. Black Baar Harvasls in GMU 3

Propasgl 36

Tatal Numbker of Black Hears Harvested
Southeast Other
Alaska Alaska otal Alas! Man-
Year Residents | Residents | Residanls | Residents | Geand Tatal
1330 a4 16 a0 77 157
1981 54 8 &2 2B 160
1992 54 E &4 1o 184
1993 a1 21 10z 130 232
1994 7% H a8 118 215
1495 ral 0 8 13 232
1996 73 io 81 149 232
1957 56 il B 172 244
1488 70 17 .13 205 282
1249 43 13 £ 22 287
2000 53 10 83 246 309
2001 55 13 " 212 285
2002 40 12 52 \n 225
2003 2 a a0 174 204
2004 21 q 3a 168 198
2005 25 T 32 198 228
2006 2 2 49 181 232
2007 35 12 47 177 224
Annuzl Average 51 12 B4 165 228
Talal Havest 821 236 1,157 2,561 4,118
Source: ADF&G, Divison of Waldlife Canservalicn
17

Board;makes

ding
o Finding?

at 5 AAC 99.010 (B)
\J Harvestable Surplus

a firj

teps When Considering Regulations that Affect Subsistence Uses

population in a Nonsubsistence Area?

Is the fish stock or game Nonsubsistence
Area Filter, hased

on areas identified

AS 18.05.258 (c}

Harvest not
subject to subsistence
priority

Hgrvest not
subject Jo subsistence

priority

Is there a C&7T use
Customary and Traditional use? determinalion based
AS 16, 05 258 {a) on 8 Criteria found

Fitter

Is

there a harvestable surplus?
AS 16.05.258(b)

Propasal 36 18
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Is there a harvestable surplus?

AS 16.05.258(b)

Il

/ Harvestable Surplus
Fitter

Harvest-net
Consistent with
susiained yield

o YES

=

What is the amount reasonably
Necessary for subsistence uses?

AS 16.05.258(b)
| —

| A.N.S. finding

Harvestable surplus allows

all or some uses
AS 16.05.258(b)(1-2}

)

Sy

Harvestable surpius not
sufficient to aliow for all
subsistence uses

e [

| s |

ubsistence uses, and
Il or seme other uses

Proposal 36

Subsistence use only

2)

AS 16.05.258(b}{4)
[—
Harvestable surplus allows
for only subsistence uses
AB 16.05.258(b)(3)
Tierl)
YES Regulations differenfiate among
e subsisience users based o
Tier | 1} Grealest dependenca

Fewesl altematives available
19
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-Proposal-4
Change the bag limit for
Mountain Goats in Unit 1A

Prepared by the

ADF&G Division of Subsistence
for the

Alaska Board of Game
November 2008

Proposal 4

State Subsistence
Procedures

Board Findings on Mountain Goats in GMU 1 & 5.

s 5 there Customary and Traditional Use of Mountain Goats in
Units 14, 1B, 1D and 57
- 1}’.5-5, .3 ,tszositive finding for Mountain Goats in Units 1 A, 1B, 1C,
dan .
n Is _tthg)re a “Harvestable Surplus” for Mountain Goats in these
units?
- VYes
= What is the amount reasonably Necessary for Subsistence?
—~ There are no ANS findings for Mountain Goats in Units 1 A, 1B,
1D and 5.
» Does the harvestable surplus allow for all or only some uses?
— This is a Board determination.

Proposal 4 2
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Proposal 4 5

Why is a C&T finding
' necessary?

. m Sec. 16.05.258 Subsistence use and
allocation

s 5 AAC 99.010 Joint Boards of
Fisheries and Game subsistence
procedures

m Both state law and board procedure
identify making a C&T finding a first
step in the regulatory process

Proposal 4 6




Customary & Traditional
' Findings

. = Positive C&T Finding for Mountain
Goats in Units 1 & 5.

= No ANS Findings for Mountain Goats in
Units 1A, 1B, 1ID &5

Proposal 4

l Options for Amount Necessary for
Subsistence (ANS) Findings for Mountain
Goats, GMUs 1A, 1B, 1D and 5

w The Alaska Board of Game has determined that
mountain goat populations in GMU subunits 1A
(outside the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area), 1B,
1C (outside the Juneau Nonsubsistence Area), 1D,
and 5 support customary and traditional uses.
However, the Board has determined an amount
reasonably necessary for subsistence harvest of
mountain goats (an ANS finding) only for subunit
1C outside the nonsubsistence area.

Department Recommendation:

Review avaliable data and consider making an ANS
finding.

Proposal 4




Table 1. Mean Annual Harvests of
Mountain Goats by GMUs & subunits,

residents of Southeast Alaska

Table 1. Mean Harvests of Mountain Goats by Alaska Residents in Units 14, 1B, 10 and §, 1980 - 2007

Harvests by Residenis of GMUs 1-5 Harvesls by All Alaska Residenls
Subunit Mean Low (year) Hiah (year} Mean Low (year) High {year)

1A' 14 4 19492 3 1993 16 0 1992 34 1997
1B 14 [} 2002 47 1980 18 6 2002 48 1990
10 18 13 1998 30 2007 21 13 1996 33 2007

All 3 GMU

1 subunits 48 27 2002 48 1880 55 aon 2002 92 1990

GMLE § 2 0 2006 8 1084 3 o] 2008 15 ] 1994

1 Excludes harvests within the Ketchikan Nansubsistence Area.

Source: Prepared by ADFAG, Division of Subsistence, basad an harvest data compiled by ADF&G, Division of Wildlile Consaivation

Proposal 4 9

Options for the Board to consider for
ANS findings for Mountain Goats in each

GMU subunit or the GMU as a whole

i

Téble 2, Mouatain Goat ANS Option A: Based ¢n harvests by scutheast Alaska GMU residents

Suggested ANS Rangse, H- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1990 to 2007 mean

14! 14 goais 11 ta 18 goats
1B 16 goats 42 {o 20 goats
iD 18 goats 14 1o 23 goats
5 2 goats 2 {o 3 goats

¥ Exeluding the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area

Proposal 4 10




' Option B Table 3

Table 3. Mountain Goat ANS Option B; Based on harvests by alf Alaska residents

Suggested ANS Range, +- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1860 to 2007 mean
1A’ 18 goats 12 {o 20 goats
1B 1B goais 14 to 23 goats
1D 21 goats 18 to 26 goats
5 3 goals 2 o 4 goats
! Excluding the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area
Proposal 4
11
dix Tabl
Appendix Table 1.
—— e e AEPENIX Table 1. Mountain Goal Harvests in GMU 1A {excluding € area)
Jotat Nurnber of Mountain Gaoals Harvesieg
Southeast Qlher
Alaska Alaska Tolal Alaska Nen-
Year Resi Residents Residenls F Grand Telal
1890 20 0 20 [1} 20
1901 1B a 16 1] 18
1992 o 2 o ] a
1983 3t 1 3z o 3z
1884 16 2 18 2 20
1995 22 2 24 1] 24
1896 19 1 20 4 20
7497 24 10 34 2 36
1098 20 3 23 3 26
1988 2 3 5 2 7
2000 1 2 13 10 23
2001 12 2 14 a 23
2002 5 1 [ 7 13
2009 6 3 9 8 15
2004 11 1 12 7 19
2005 14 3 20 5 25
2008 1" 4] 1 5 16
2007 ? 1 é g i
Annuat Average 14 2 16 4 20
Tolai Harves! 247 35_ 285 B7 352
Proposal 4 Source: ADFEG, Diwson af Wildlife Consenvalion 12




| Appendix Table 2.

Appendix Table 2. Mountain Goat Harvasts In GMU 1B

Telal Number of Mauntaln Gaals Harvested

Southeast Qiher
Alaska Alaska Non-
Year Residenls | Residenls Residenls | Grand Total
1880 47 1 48 3 48
1991 13 2 15 3 1B
1492 21 1 22 4 28
1993 a2 3 a5 2 a7
1994 21 1 22 5 27
1995 i8 3 21 & 29
1898 1" 3 14 6 20
1997 28 a 28 b k1
1298 13 il i3 5 18
1999 12 0 i3 8 21
zoea 13 1 14 4 18
2001 ) o 3 H ig
2002 B 1] 6 8 12
2003 13 2 15 2 17
2004 11 2 13 i} 10
2005 12 2 14 a8 22
2006 1 1 12 3 15
2007 7 0 7 2 2
Annuat Average 18 1 16 5 23
Totat Harvesl 298 22 18 a0 407
Seurce: ADF&G, Divisan of Wilhile Conservatien
Proposat 4
-
Appendix Table 3.
N e Appendix Table 3. Mountain Goat Harvests in GMU 1D
Tolal Number of Mounlain Goats Harvesled
Southeast Olher
Alasha Alaska | Total Alaska) Non-
Year Residenis | Residents | Residents | F Grand Total
1990 21 3 24 2 26
1491 19 3 22 a 22
1992 7 1 18 a 1B
1993 i3 2 18 2 20
1994 ] ) 18 1 19
1895 14 6 20 2 22
1008 13 Q 13 3 15
1997 16 9 25 1 26
1998 24 2 28 1 n
1994 21 2 23 4 23
2000 17 ? 19 2 21
2001 15 4 39 4 23
2002 18 2 8 3 21
2000 18 4 22 3 25
2004 22 3 25 ] 4
2005 15 4 19 [} 25
2006 15 2 17 4 21
2007 30 3 23 5 38
Annual Average i8 k| 1 3 24
Total Harvosl 321 58 79 48 427
Source: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation
Proposal 4
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Appendix Table 4.
i
m—— e - Appendix Table 4. Mauniain Goal Haryesls in GMU 5
Total Number of Mounlain Goals Harvested
Soulheast Other
Alaska Alaska  |Tolal Alaska Hon-

Year Residenls | Residenls | Residenis 1 Residenis | Grand Total

1939 1] ] ¢ [1] 1]

1991 3 4 7 1 &

1882 2 0 2 2 4

1993 [ [} Q 1 kil

1524 a 3 1% 1 12

1625 2 a 2 4 i
19%6 3 1 4 3 K ;
1997 3 2 5 0 5 i
1988 i} 3 ] 7 18 ‘

1999 7 3 i0 5 15
2000 1 5 & 4 10 .
2001 2 o 2 3 5 ;
2002 1 i ] 2 4 i

Z003 1} [+ a 3 3
2004 bl 1] ] 2 2 ;

2005 Q (] 0 [} 8
2608 0 0 0 3 3 i
2007 1 0 1 2 3 h

Annual Average 2 1 3 [}

Tolal Harvest 39 22 81 54 15

Praposil 4 Saurce: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlife Conservation 15

§teps When Considering Regulations that Affect Subsistence Uses

! Is the fish stock or game Nonsubsistence
' population in a Nonsubsistence Area? Area Filter, based

on areas identified
AS 15'05'_?58 () -—— Dby JointBoard, 5 |——

i —
AAC 98.015
~ Harvest not !
subject to subsistence S
priority

Is there a C&T use
Boardimakes Customary and Traditional use? dalermination based
kg AS 16.06.258 (a) on 8 Crileria found
at 5 AAC 99.010 (b)
—
0 Finding?
Harvest not O
subject :JC:iz::;SlStence Harvestable Surplus i

Filfer

Is there a harvestable surplus?
AS 16.05.258(b)

Proposal 4 16




Is there a harvestable surplus?

AS 16.05.268(b)

1

Harvest-not-
Consistent with
isustained yield

)

Harvestable Surplus
Filter

e
o

E
S~

What is the amount reasonably
Necessary for subsistence uses?

|- AN.S. finding

Harvestable surplus allows
all or some uses
A& 16.05.258(bj(1-2)

AS 16.05.258(b)
[ —

Harvestable surplus not
sufficient to allow for all
stubsistence uses
AS 16.05.258(b){4)

—3

ubsistence uses, and
Il or some other uses

= (D

Piroposal 4

Harvestable surplus allows
for only subsistence uses
AS 16.05.258(b}(3)

=

Jred

Tier | 2

Subsistence use only

| E—

Tier |l
Regutations differentiate amoeng
subsistence users based on:
1) Greatest dependence
Fewsst allemalives available
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—Propesal-24
Extend spring Brown Bear
Hunting Season in Unit 1C

Prepared by the

ADF&G Division of Subsistence
for the

Alaska Board of Game
November 2008

Proposal 24

State Subsistence
- Procedures

Board Findings on Brown Bears in GMU 1,

= Is there Customary and Traditional Use of Brown Bears in Units
1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D?
— Yes, a positive finding for Brown Bears in Units 1 A, 1B, 1C, and
ib.

» Is _tth%re a “Harvestable Surplus” for Brown Bears in these
units?

- Yes

s What is the amount reasonably Necessary for Subsistence?
— There are no ANS findings for Brown Bears in Units 1 A, 18,

1C, and 1D.

w Does the harvestable surpius allow for aif or only some uses?

— This is a Board determination.

Praposal 24 2
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I Why is a C&T finding
= qecessary?

. m Sec. 16.05.258 Subsistence use and
allocation

m 5 AAC 99.010 Joint Boards of
Fisheries and Game subsistence
procedures

m Both state law and board procedure
identify making a C&T finding a first
step in the regulatory process

Proposal 24

Customary & Traditional
" Findings

m Positive C&T Finding for Brown Bears
in Unit 1

= No ANS Findings for Brown Bears in
Unit 1

Proposal 24




Options for Amount Necessary for
Subsistence {ANS) Findings for Brown
Bears, GMUs 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D

m The Alaska Board of Game has determined that

1D (outside of nonsubsistence areas) support
customary and traditional uses. However, the
board has not determined the amount of the

subsistence (an ANS finding) (5 AAC 99.025).

Department Recommendation:
Do Not Adopt

Propasal 24

brown bear populations in GMUs 1A, 1B, 1C, and

brown bear populations reasonably necessary for

l Table 1. Mean Annual Harvests of Brown

I Bears by GMU subunit, residents of
~ Southeast Alaska

Table 1. Mean Harvests of Arown Bears by Alaska Residents in Units 1A, 1B, 1€, and 18 1990 - 2007

Harvesis by Residenls of GMUs 1 - & Harvesls by Ali Alaska Residents
Subunil Mean Low (year) High (year) Mean Low (year) High {year)
1A} 3 o 1097 & 1004 3 a0 1897 8 fom4
1B 2 ¢ 2005+ 5 1991 H ¢ 2005+ 5 1991+
1c? 1 0 2005+ 4 2006 1 G 2005+ 4 2006
1D 5 1 2004+ & 1999+ T 1 2004 14 1997
Unit GMU 1° 10 4 2004 20 2006 13 4 2004 21 20306

' Does notinclude harvesls within the Kelchikan nonsubsistence area,
? Daes not include harve sts within the Juneau nensubsistence area,
* Doas not include harvests wathin the Ketchikan and Juneau nonsubsistence areas.

Source Prepared by ADFEG, Dwiston of Subustence, hased on harvest data compiled by ADFRG, Dinsron of Wifditfe Canservaton

Propasal 24




Options for the Board to consider for
{ ANS findings for brown bears in each

- GMU subunit or the GMU as a whole

Table 2. Brown Bear ANS Option A: Based an harvests by southeast Alaska GMU residents

Noter within this option, the board could esiablish an ANS range for each subunit,
or establish one ANS range for the entire GMU.

Suggesied ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1990 o 2007 mean

1A 3 bears 2 ic 4 bears

1B 2 bears 2 {0 3 bears

1C 1 bear 1 bear

10 5 bears 4t 6 bears
1ALL 1¢ bears 10 to 13 bears

Proposal 24 9

Option B Table 3

: Table 3. Brown Bear ANS Option B: Based on harvests by all Alaska residents

Note: within this option, the board could establish an ANS range for sach subunit,
or establish one ANS range for the entire GMU.

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1990 to 2007 mean
1A 3 bears 2 1o 4 bears
1B 2 bears 2o 3 bears
1C 1 bear 1 bear
10D 7 bears 510 9 bears
1ALL 13 bears 10 to 18 bears

Proposal 29
10




| Appendix Table 1.

et o -~ Apnendix Table 1. Brown Bear Harvesis in GMU 1A (oulside nonsubsi:

area)

Year
19%0
1881
1992
1993
1094
1895
1998
1887
1408
1599
2600
2004
2002
2003
2004
2005
2008
2007

Arnual Average
Tolal Harvest

Total Mumbar of Brown Bears Harvesied

Soulheas
Alaska

52

SNBSS ND e SR W !
- - - - E-E-N~- - NN
N L K- - N

3 0 3
4

| Other
Afaska | Total Alaska Mon-
Residents | Residenls | Residenls | Resldenls

N rPOEN G T EAB LD 00 O

o
= w

Grand Tolal

OB PONBWRLDND N DA W

-
=]
Ao

Propogal 24

Source: ADF&G, Divisan of Wiidiite Consamvalion
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Appandlx Tavle 2. Brown Bear Harvests Tn GMU 1B

l Appendix Table 2.

Year
1990
1901
1982
1993
1984
1995
1986
1997
1988
1999
2000
2601
2002
2003
2004
2005
2008
2007

Annuel Average
Total Harvest

Soulheasi

Alaska

Total Number of Brown Bears Harvesled

Non-

Resklenls

Qiher
Alaska  |Total Alaskal
Residents | Residents

NMUCOODNW =W == ChaeA

PO OCOODOSOD00 DO G
NWOOOIRMNW—Ld == DMEDR

2 1] 2
25 2 33

P A N T O A L =}

Grand Tolal
5

LR R R Rl

105

Propasal 24

Tource: ADFAD, Divisor of Widile Gonservation
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| Appendix Table 3.

Appendix Table 3. Brown Bear Harvests in GMU 1C {outsida nansubsistence area)

Total Numbar of Brewn Bears Harvesled
Southeast Clhar
Alaska Alaska  |Telal Alaska Non-
Year Residenls | Residents | Residenls | Residenls | Grand Tolal
1990 (&) 0 1} 3 3
1991 1 a 1 ¢ t
16892 0 a 0 1 1
1893 1 Q 1 1 2
1594 a 0 4 1 1
1985 1 [s] 1 a 1
1886 2 [+] 2 1 3
1987 3 o 3 1 4
1998 1 ¥ 1 a 1
1999 Q G a 3 3
2000 1 0 1 0 1
2001 1 0 1 [ 1
2002 1 D 1 1 2
2003 2 ] 2 1 3
2004 0 a 5 3 1
2005 0 a 4 0 Q
2006 L] [t} 4 0 4
2007 3 0 3 1 4
Annual Average 1 o 1 1 4
Proposal 24 Tolal Harvesl 21 4] 21 15 26 13
Souwrce: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlile Conservation
-
Appendix Table 4.
- 77T Appendix Table 4. Brown Bear Harvests in GMU 1D
Tatal Number of Brown Bears Harvesled
Soulheast Other
Alaska Alaska | Tolal Alaska Non-
Year Residents | Resid Reside&’ Residents | Grand Tolal
1990 8 2 10 3 13
1981 3 1 7 5 12
1992 7 2 L} L] 18
1903 2 4 ] 4 10
1994 4 5 g 8 15
1995 & 2 8 2 B
1096 3 3 [ 10 1%
1947 8 a 4 7 21
1998 6 4 10 4 18
1990 8 2 10 5 15
2000 1 Q 1 15 16
t 2001 3 0 3 1 i4
i 2092 2 1 3 ] 1"
3 2003 4 il 5 7 12
! 2004 1 Q i 6 7
2005 7 1 8 -3 18
2006 8 1 7 10 17
2007 5 o 5 5 ¢
Annual Avarage 13 2 7 7 14
g Tolal Harvest 83 37 120 129 248
Proposgl 24 Sousce: ADFEG, Divison ol Wildlife Canservation 14
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{ Appendix Table 5.

Year
1990
1991
1892
1993
1984
1995
1985
1997
1998
1909
2000
2004
2002
2003
2004
2005
2008
2007

Annugi Average

.., Appendix Table 5. Brawn Bear Harvests in GMU 1 {aulside nansut i area)
Talal Number of Brown Bears Harvested
Southesst Other
Alaska Alaska | Total Alaska Non-

Residents id Residents | Rasidl Grand Total
17 3 ] 6 28

15 1 16 9 25

i7 2 19 i2 k1

a 4 13 10 23

12 5 17 3 25

7 2 9 10 18

7 3 0 17 27

] B 17 17 kL3

12 H 17 15 az

10 3 12 24 a7

6 o 6 24 30

1 a 7 20 27

4 2 8 18 24

1 3 14 19 3

4 o 4 14 18

o 4 10 15 25

20 1 21 15 38

11 1} i 14 25

i0 2 13 15 28

187 43 230 287 497

124 Tolal Harvest

Source: ADF&G, Divison of Wildlile Conservation
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on 8 Critoria found
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Symbols and Abbreviations

The following symbols and abbreviations, and others approved for the Systéme International d'Unités (S1), are used
without definition in the following reports by the Division of Subsistence. AH others, including deviations from
definitions listed below, are noted in the text at first mention, as well as in the titles or footnotes of tables, and in

figure or figure captions.

Weights and measures (metric)

centimeter
deciliter
gram
hectare
kilogram
kilometer
liter

meter
milliliter
millimeter

cm
dL
B
ha
kg
kin
L
m
mL
mm

Weights and measures (Funglish}

cubic feet per secon
foot

gallon

inch

mile

nauticat mile

ounce

pound

quart

yard

Time and temperature
day

deprees Celsius

degrees Fahrenheit
degrees kelvin

hour

minute

second

Physics and chemistry

all atomic symbols

alternating cucrent

ampere

calorie

direct current

hertz

horsepower

hydrogen ion activity
(negative log of)

paris per million

parts per thousand

volts
watis

ft'/s
ft
gal
in

nmi

AC
cal

Hz
hp
pH

ppm
pp,

il

General
Alaska Depariment of
Figh and Game ADF&G
Alaska Administrative
Code AAC
all commonly accepted
abbreviations e.g., Mr,
Mrs., AM,
PM, ete,
all commonly accepted
professional titles e.g., Dr,
Ph.D.,
RN, etc.
at @
compass directions:
east E
north N
south S
west W
copysight @
corporate suffixes:
Company Co.
Corporation Corp.
Incorporated Inc.
Limited Litd.
District of Columbia D.C.
et alii {(and others) etal
et cetera (and so forth) eic,
exempli geatia
(for example) e
Federal Information
Code FIC
id est (that is} ie.
latitude or longitude lat. or fong.
monetary symbols
{u.s) 5 ¢
meonths {fables and
figures): first three
letters Jan,...,.Dec
registered trademark @
trademark ™
United States
{adjective) us.
United States of
America (noun) UsaA
us.C United States Code
U.S. state use two-
letter
abbreviations
{e.g., AK,

WA)

Measures (fisheries)
fork length
mideye-to-fork
mideye-to-tail-fork
standard length

total length

Mathematics, statistics

all standard mathematical

sighs, symbols and
abbreviations
alternate hypothesis
base of natural logarithm
calch per unit effort
coefficient of variation
common test statistics
confidence interval
correlation coefficient
{multiple}
correlation coefficient
(simple)
covariance
degree (angular )
degrees of freedom
expected value
greater than
greater thanh or equal to
harvest per unit effort
less than
less than or equal to
logarithm (natural)
logarithm (base 10)
logarithm (specify base)
minute {angular)
not significant
null hypothesis
percent
probability

prabability of a type I error

(rejection of the null
hypothesis when true)

probability of a type Il error

(mcceptance of the null

hypothesis when false)

second (angular)

standard deviation

standard error

variance
population
sample

FL
MEF
METF

TL

HA

e

CPUE

cvy

(F, t, x2.etc.)
CI

R

cov
°

STIAATIV VMG
@ = =
[

T

log2, etc.

NS
HO
%

Var
var




SPECIAL PUBLICATION NO. BOG 2008-08

CUSTOMARY AND TRADITIONAL USE WORKSHEET, BLACK BEARS,
'GAME MANAGEMENT UNIT 25

by

James J Simon,
BDivision of Subsistence, Fairbanks

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Subsistence
1300 College Road, Fairbanks, Alaska, 99701-159¢

November 2008




The Division of Subsistence Special Publications series was established for the publication of techniques and
procedure manuals, informational pamphlets, special subject reports to decision-making bodies, symposia and
workshop proceedings, application software documentation, in-house lectures, and other documents that do not fit in
another publications series of the Division of Subsistence. Most Special Publications are intended for readers
generally interested in (isheries, wildlife, and the social sciences; for natural resource technical professionals and
managers; and for readers generally interested the subsistence uses of fish and wildlife resources in Alaska.

Special Publications are available through the Alaska State Library and on the Internet: http://www.subsistence.adfg.
state.ak.us. This publication has undergone editorial and professional review.

James J. Simon
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence,
1300 College Road, Fairbanks, AK 99701-1599, USA

This document should be cited as:
Simon, J. J. 2008 Customary and fraditional use worksheet, black bears, Game Management Unit 25. Alaska
Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence Special Publication No. BOG 2008-08, I airbanks.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) administers all programs and activities free from
discrimination based on race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, marital status, pregnancy, parenthood, ot
disability. The department administers all programs and activities in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Title Il of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of
1990, the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, and Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972.

If you believe you have been discriminated against in any program, activity, or facility please write:
ADF&G ADA Coordinator, P.O. Box 115526, Juneau AK 99811-5526
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 4040 N, Fairfax Drive, Suite 300 Webb, Arlington VA 22203
Office of Equal Opportunity, U.S. Department of the Interior, Washington DC 20240

The department’s ADA Coordinator can be reached via phone at the following numbers;

(VOICE) 907-465-6077, (Statewide Telecommunication Device for the Deaf) 1-800-478-3648, (Juncau TDD)
9(7-465-3646, or (FAX) 907-465-6078

For information on alternative formats and questions on this publication, please contact:
www.subsistence adfg state.ak.us




TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES.. ..ottt sire et tersass b e et 1o s sss 1 e st b e s ee st esssen s es et st et sen e eeteeeene i
LIST OF FIGURES ...ttt sniesse et esaseas st e st st ees s see s seres e me et s e oee s essen s e s et ess e eee s 1
LIST OF APPENDIXES ...o.ciiiiciiive e snississeeste cossssses esessensessesss trasssossesesessrassessssoesessssessoseeeeeeeeeseeeeeesne s 1
INTRODUCTION 1..utinitsmsinssissiisstiie e ssse st st e ese st e sen e ses a1 ensemsoeseeeesesoesses o ee e e sees et es e 1
BACKEIOUIIU.......coooi et e st e 1ot e e et et ee oot ee e e ee e eee oo 1
THE EIGHT CRITERIA ...ooiiiisicirecennsieessesssssssssssiessssmss seesesess st sttt eseae e ssse s s esesessoessesssssessesss st seseeteees oo 1
Criterion 1: Length and COnSIStENCY 0F USE........vvwmerrurereersiosnisisosesssesssssesssstssemeseesesossessesssssesssesssssess s 1
CrHiterion 2: SeASONALILY v s st et s et eem et seee et eeeeeeeees oo 2
Criterion 3: Means and Methods 0f HAIVEST.......oviioiminini st sssses e sesesssssssese e oo e seseeeeeees 2
Criterion 4: GEOZIAPRIC ATCAS ........iverirerrc et et ere et ee et s st e ven s et e ettt eeeeees et eeeeeseesss 4
Criterion 5: Means of Handling, Preparing, Preserving, a0t SEOMNZ ..o oo ivesssessessssssesseeseeoeeseeseeeeesesesnn 4
Criterion 6: Intergenerational Transmission of Knowledge, Skills, Values, and LOTE ... ..o omeeooeoeoeeooeoeoeeoeeeeeeeeon 5
Criterion 7: Distribution and EXCRANEE ........cceccerriitesieieresisinss s eessesessesesesesreseeeteresestestosssrsssesesessse oo e e s e e 5
Criterion 8: Diversity of Resources in an Ares; Economic, Cultural, Social, and Nutritional Elements...........oov..... 5
REFERENCES CITED ..ottt ittt s e bs st s s e een e ee et e st e s e et s oo eee et eeeeeeeenes 7
TABLES AND FIGURES .......ooiitiimic it s iressessissseresss s s st ss st sttt st s ettt me s et eee s s et st 8




List of Tables

Table Page
1.  Black bear harvests, Game Management Unit 25, 1984=1987. ....coiiinimicimi 8
List of Figures

Figure Page

1. Areas used by Stevens Viilage residents for black bear hunting, 1974-1984. ..o 9

2. Areas used by Beaver residents for resource harvest activities, ca. 1930-1936. ..o 10

List of Appendixes

Appendix Page
A.  Literature Excerpts Pertaining to Customary and Traditional Black Bear Hunting and Use Patterns in

Game Management URIE 25 ..ot s st vess s s e st s s s 11

i




INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND

The Alaska Board of Game made a positive customary and traditional use finding for black bears
Ursus americanus in Game Management Unit (GMU) 25 on March 17, 2002, and established an
amount reasonably necessary for subsistence of 150 to 250 black bears pursuant to Alaska
Statute 16.05.258 (Subsistence use and allocation of fish and game) and Alaska regulation
5 AAC1 99.010 (Boards of fisheries and game subsistence procedures)(Alaska Board of Game
2002).

At its March 2008 Interior Region regulatory meeting, the Alaska Board of Game requested that
the ADF&G Division of Subsistence provide more detail on the customary and traditional uses
of black bears in Unit 25, specifically with reference to methods and means of black bear
harvests in Unit 25 (Criterion 3, 5 AAC 99.010(b)(3)). The additional information was requested
so as to better evaluate a deferred proposal submitted by the Yukon Flats Fish and Game
Advisory Committee and the Council of Athabascan Tribal Governments to recognize in
regulation customary and traditional harvest practices of black bear.

This revised customary and traditional use summary for black bears in Unit 25 provides an
expanded description of customary and traditional harvest and use practices for black bears from
the cthnographic and ethnohistorical literature of this region of Interior Alaska. Appendix A is
included at the end of this report to provide pertinent quotations related to customary and
traditional uses of black bears from the literature.

THE EIGHT CRITERIA
CRITERION 1: LENGTH AND CONSISTENCY OF USE

A long-term consistent pattern of noncommercial taking, use, and reliance on the fish stock
or game population that has been established over a reasonable period of time of not less
than one generation, excluding interruption by circumstances beyond the user’s control,
such as unavailability of the fish or game caused by migratory patterns.

Black bears have been a valued source of food and fur in Interior Alaska from the prehistoric
period to the present (Hosley 1981; Osgood 1970), Among Gwich’in® Athabascans residing in
the Upper Yukon-Porcupine river area of Alaska (GMU 25), various longstanding cultural
traditions and beliefs surrounding the proper use and treatment of harvested bears speak to the
length and consistency of black bear use (Caulfield 1983; Cruikshank 1986; Nelson 1973; Peter
1981; Slobodin 1981). Historical sources from the early contact period in the 19th century
mention the use of bears by residents of the region (Schwatka 1900). Today, black bears
continue to be an important commonly harvested subsistence resource in all Yukon Flats
communities, except in Arctic Village, where they are rarely found (e.g., Hadleigh-West

' 1n 2002, the Alaska Board of Game established an amount reasonably necessary for subsistence uses by laking the average number of black
bears harvested per capita from Division of Subsistence studies in Beaver, Fort Yuken, and Stevens Village (0.155 black bears per persen)
and multiplying this by the total human population of the Yukon Flats, minus Arctic Village, and then bracketing the point estimate of 203
black bears by 25%, which resulted in 152 to 254 black bears (Alaska Board of Game 2002).

* “Gwich'in” is now the cemmonly-aceepted spelling, replacing “Kutchin.”
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1963:140-141). Division of Subsistence studies show that it is not uncommon for 30% to 40% of
the households in Yukon Flats communities to be involved in the harvesting of black bears
(Table 1; see also the ADF&G Community Subsistence Information System (CSISY’; Sumida
1988; Sumida 1989; Sumida and Andersen 1990).

CRITERION 2: SEASONALITY
A pattern of taking or use recurring in specific seasons of each year.

In GMU 25, black bears are hunted primarily in the spring, fall, and early winter (e.g., Caulfield
1983; Nelson 1973; Nelson et al. 1982; Sumida 1988; Sumida 1989; Sumida and Andersen
1990). “Although bear hunting significantly declines after mid-winter, it does not cease entirely.
When traveling overland via snowshoes, dog team, or snowmachine, a Native hunter is always
alert to signs of possible bear dens” (Nelson et al. 1982:48). In areas within or near black bear
habitat, black bear hunting continues after bears begin to emerge from their dens in April and
extends through May. They are a notable resource in this area, often being the only large animal
available at a time when winter food stores have been depleted and fresh meat is welcome.

In the fall, from late August through Octobet, black bears are hunted in conjunction with or
incidental to moose and caribou. Snaring of black bears was a particularly useful method of
harvest during the fall (Nelson et al. 1982:44). The quality of black bear flesh is often mentioned
as a factor in the timing of the harvest. Black bears “retire to their dens by late September, but
remain fat and tasty through the winter” (Nelson 1973:116). Immediately after emerging {rom
dens in the spring, black bears have some fat for a short period of time. The flesh of black bears
is considered best in the fall and early winter, when they have been feeding primarily on berties
and when they have built up a thick layer of fat in preparation for the winter hibernation. Den
hunting, or “denning,” of black bears is still practiced; using this method, the harvest of bears
continues through the winter (Caulfield 1983; Nelson 1973:113-116; Nelson et al. 1982:48;
Sumida 1988; Sumida 1989; Sumida and Andersen 1990).

CRITERION 3: MEANS AND METHODS OF HARVEST

A pattern of taking or use consisting of methods and means of harvest that are
characterized by efficiency and economy of effort and cost.

Traditional and historical methods of taking black bears include the use of spears, lances, bow
and arrows, clubs, deadfalls, snares’ along trails, snares in trees, rifles, and the use of nooses to
take swimming bears from boats (Hadleigh-West 1959; McKennan 1965:32-34; Nelson 1973;
Osgood 1970, VanStone 1974). Dogs were sometimes used to track bears or locate dens
(McKennan 1959:49). Bears were also called by imitating the call of a raven (e.g., McKennan
1965:33). Today, bears are commonly taken with large-caliber rifles or sometimes with snares
(Nelson 1973).

Black bears are either specifically sought or harvested in conjunction with other harvesting
activities (e.g., moose or caribou hunting, duck hunting in the spring). After the spring breakup,
bears found along the edge of a river near muskrat camps are often taken from boats, or while
spring waterfow! hunting, during open-water seasons near fish camps, during fall moose hunts,

* wway.subsistence.adfg.state.ak.us/CSIS

* Black bear snaring in [nterior Alaska is well-documented in the cthnohistorical literature (e.g., Nelson 1973:116-117; Nelson et ai. 1982:44; see
also McKennan 1965:33; Sumida 1988:141; Sumida and Andersen 1990).
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and during wood cutting (e.g., Caulfield 1983:69; Nelson 1973:122,123; Nelson et al. 1982:48).
Hunters typically access hunting areas by boat, all-terrain vehicle (ATV), snowmachine, or on
foot. Formerly, snowshoes and dog teams were common means of access.

Black bears are also harvested by taking bears from the den’. Known denning sites are checked
for signs of occupancy in the late fall and early winter. Many hunters know from the size of the
den and signs around it if the occupant is a single animal or a female with cubs, but “to find a
den obligates the hunter to harvest its occupants” (Nelson et al. 1982:48),

From time to time, one may discover a den occupied by a sow bear and one or two
yearling cubs. These cubs are often two-thirds the size of a full adult. 1t is the obligation
of the hunter to take all occupants of a den. If the bears did not wish to be taken they
would not have revealed themselves, and to not take them would be an act of disrespect.
(Nelson et al. 1982:47)

Once an occupied den is located, the bear is either shot through a hole in the top of the den or
through the entrance. Sometimes the bear is disturbed and then shot as it exits the den.
Occasionally, the entrance is blocked so as to slow the exit of the bear (e.g., McKennan
1959:49). Bears taken in dens are typically butchered away from the den site to maintain the
productivity of the den and to ensure its use by bears the following year (Nelson 1973; Sumida
1988:141-142; Sumida 1989).

Black bears are also harvested by using snares®, which is typically done during the fall “when
they are fat and seem to wander along well-defined trails” (Nelson 1973:116-117), Specific bear
snaring techniques are discussed at length in Nelson (1973:116-117) and Nelson et al. (1982:44).
For example, one technique involves placing the snare in a tall, straight spruce tree near a well-
traveled black bear trail. The tree is stripped of branches on one side up to a height of
approximately 12 feet. A basket of fish is hung on a branch just above the trimmed arca and the
rawhide line of the snare forms a noose approximately 18 inches in diameter and approximately
9 feet above the ground.

A bear smelling the fish and seeing the basket hung in the tree would climb up the
trimmed area, pushing his head through the willow loop and its supported rawhide
noose, As it descended, the noose, tied with a special non-slip knot, would tighten and
kill it. Bear snares were set in the latter part of August and were checked each day by
the owner. (Nelson et al. 1982:44)

Black bears are often attracted to fish camps during the summer months when fish are being
processed and stored. In major fishing areas, fish scraps are sometimes placed on sand bars away
from the fish cutting site in an effort to divert bears away from the processing area. Occasionally,
these bears are intentionally taken, although such bears are considered less desirable for human
consumption due to the flavor of the meat during that time of year, Nuisance bears found near
villages or fish camps are shot or snared as a safety measure (e.g., Nelson 1973; Sumida
1988:141; Sumida 1989).

* Brown bears were also harvested from dens in times past (Case and Haipin 1990:84,87; Hadleigh-West 1963:140-141,343; McKennan
1965:144-145).

¢ Hadleigh-West (Hadleigh-West [963:162) observed that black bears were rarely present and therefore seldom used by the Netsi Gwich’in of the .
Arctic Village area, but did point out that snares were used to harvest bears, presumably referring to brown bears.
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CRITERION 4: GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

The area in which the noncommercial, long-term, and consistent pattern of taking, use, and
reliance upon the fish stock and game population has been established.

Community use areas for black bears tend to fall into 2 categories: 1) specific near-community
areas where black bear hunting is known to be productive at specific times of the year; and 2)
river corridor areas where fishing and moose hunting activities take place and black bears are
hunted in conjunction with or incidental to these other activities. Residents familiar with the use
of black bears report that they have caught black bears in regularly-hunted areas as long as elders
in their communities can recall and can recount stories of uses by previous generations. Hunting
areas for black bears have been mapped for many individual communities (e.g., Caulfield 1983;
Sumida 1988; Sumida 1989; Sumida and Andersen 1990).

CRITERION 5: MEANS OF HANDLING, PREPARING, PRESERVING, AND
STORING

A means of handling, preparing, preserving, and storing fish or game that has been
traditionally used by past generations, but not excluding recent technological advances
where appropriate.

Black bears provide an important source of meat, fat, and fur. Depending on particular customs,
bear meat is eaten in the household, in the context of community gatherings, or in special
celebrations.

Black bears are commonly butchered in the field and processed like other large game. The meat
is shared with relatives, especially if fresh meat has been scarce. The meat is frozen, smoked, or
canned for later use. The meat is also made into dry-meat by cutting thin strips of meat and
allowing it to air dry. Bear meat is typically prepared by boiling, frying, broiling, barbecuing, or
roasting. Black bear fat is highly valued, and is often rendered into bear grease or tallow. The
grease is then used for cooking and making “Native ice cream” (a mixture of berries, sugar, fat,
and sometimes dried fish). Bear fat is also eaten with dried meat or dried fish. The fat is often
shared with other households, especially elders.

Some sources report patterns of butchering and sharing that depend upon the number in the
hunting party, the hunter who made the kill, and the age of the hunters. The choicest parts, such
as the hindquarters or organs (heart, kidneys, and intestines), are often given to elders.

The first 3 or 4 feet of the intestines [of black or brown hears Ursus arctos]| are
discarded, and the rest is turned inside-out so the fat is inside, then it is placed on a fire
to roast. The result is a sausage-like delicacy. Only hibernating bears are used this way,
because their intestines are empty. (Nelson et al. 1982:350)

If the meat has to be transported some distance, or if return to the village is not imminent, the
meat may be dried in the field in order to decrease its weight and prevent spoilage.

According to custom, the man who actually kills a bear retains very little of the meat for
himself, perhaps only a forearm or hindquarter. The ribs, fat, and other choice cuts are
usually frozen and preserved for village potlatches. It is particularly impottant to have
large quantities of bear meat for memorial potlatches. (Nelson et al. 1982:47-48)




Bear skins are sometimes used for ruffs, mukluks, mittens, and camp or cabin bedding. The furs
are also used as insulation around doors (cf. Nelson 1973). Black bears are considered to have
the most waterproof skins (Sumida 1988; Sumida 1989).

CRITERION 6: INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF KNOWLEDGE,
SKILLS, YALUES, AND LORE

A pattern of taking or use that includes the handing down of knowledge of fishing or
hunting skills, values, and lore from generation to generation.

Gwich’in Athabascan tradition attributed great spiritual power to bears; there is an elaborate set
of beliefs and values surrounding their harvest and use (Caulficld 1983; Cruikshank 1986;
McKennan 1965:84,144-145; Mishier 1995; Nelson 1973; Peter 1981). For example, residents in
some villages follow rules that prescribe who may eat bear meat, what portions may be eaten,
how it is prepared, what should be done with the inedible parts such as the claws and skull, and
proper ways of referring to or speaking about bears (Nelson 1973).

As with many subsistence activities, teaching young men how to track, hunt, and butcher black
bears, and young women how to process and preserve bear meat and handle its products, is
accomplished through participation in these activitics under the oversight of those more
experienced. Children are included in many activities and are expected to show interest and
eventually participate in the activities, depending upon their age and acquired skills. Most
hunting is done in family-based groups, so that the learning and proficiency of younger
participants can be monitored.

CRITERION 7: DISTRIBUTION AND EXCHANGE

A pattern of taking, use, and reliance where the harvest effort or products of that harvest
are distributed or shared, including customary trade, barter, and gift-giving,

Typically, black bear meat is widely shared within hunting parties, families, communities, and
even between communities. Often, a small number of select hunters are involved in the hunting
of bears and provide bear meat to a large portion of the households in the community. Bear fat is
highly prized and commonly shared between households.

Certain prized black bear parts, such as the hindquarters, the organ meats, and the fat, are often
given to elders. Bear meat is often considered a specialty food and served at special communal
gatherings and ceremonial potlatches (e.g., Nelson et al. 1982:47-48). Traditional beliefs in some
Interior regions restrict the eating of bear meat to men and elderly women. These beliefs tend to
limit or structure the sharing and distribution practices for this resource.

CRITERION 8: DIVERSITY OF RESOURCES IN AN AREA; ECONOMIC,
CULTURAL, SOCIAL, AND NUTRITIONAL ELEMENTS
A pattern that includes taking, use, and reliance for subsistence purposes upon a wide

variety of fish and game resources and that provides substantial economic, cultural, social,
and nutritional elements of the subsistence way of life.

Black bears are just one of the many wild resources that are typically harvested for subsistence
uses by GMU 25 residents, As large game animals that are widely distributed throughout the
Interior, and that have has relatively liberal hunting seasons and bag limits, black bears often
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rank among the top resources harvested by hunters in terms of pounds of meat per houschold.
Other major resources harvested for subsistence in the interior include salmon Oncorhynchus,
moose Alces alces, caribou Rangifer tarandus, various species of whitefishes, northern pike Esox
lucius, butbot Lota lota, and a variety of small game, waterfowl, plants, and berries (see the

ADF&G CSIS).
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TABLES AND FIGURES

Table 1. — Black bear harvests, Game Management Unit 25, 1984-1987.

Percentage Estimated

of total Lbs per
households  number  capita

Community Year harvesting harvested harvest
Beaver 1985 10 10 4
Fort Yukon 1987 31 150 7
Stevens Village 1984 40 17 19

Source ADFE&G Division of Subsistence survey data.
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APPENDIX A.~LITERATURE EXCERPTS PERTAINING TO
CUSTOMARY AND TRADITIONAL BLACK BEAR HUNTING
AND USE PATTERNS IN GAME MANAGEMENT UNIT 25
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Following are quotations from selected literature pertaining to customary and traditional black
bear hunting and use patterns in Game Management Unit 25, Alaska.

Caulfield, R. A. 1983, Subsistence land use in Upper Yukon Porcupine communities,
Alaska: Dinjii Nats’aa Nan Kak Adagwaandaii. Alaska Department of Fish. and
Game, Division of Subsistence, Technicai Paper No. 16, Fairbanks.
http://www.subsistence.adfg.state.ak.us/TechPap/tp016.pdf

Black bears (shoh zhrail) are utilized by all Upper Yukon-Porcupine communities
except Arctic Village, where they are rarely found. Bears are common in the Yukon
Flats and are a frequent sight along riverbanks and near fishcamps. Generally, the
Gwich’in!!! do not consider them dangerous, except perhaps in the spring (Caulfield
1983:69).

Hunting of black bear takes place primarily in the spring and fall. In late April and early
May, bears emerge from their dens and are easily hunted because they are less shy of
humans than later in the fall. The meat at this time is desirable because bears still retain
some of their winter fat. Spring is particularly ‘lean’ time of year for human food, and
bear meat can often be an important food source until waterfowl] arrive. Often bears are
spotted along rivers after breakup near muskrat and fishing camps. At one such camp on
Beaver Creek in spring of 1980, five bears, including two cubs, were encountered by
Fort Yukon residents and two adult bears were killed. Both were shot in or near the
camp and the meat was used for human and dog food.

In fall, usually September, black bear meat is fat and desirable. Often bears are killed in
conjunction with moose hunting along rivers. Furthermore, den hunting, described by
Nelson (1973:118-122), is still occasionally undertaken today. Bear meat is generally
frozen or used fresh. It is usually boiled or fried, but in either case it must be fat to be
considered suitable for human consumption. Hides are sometimes sold or are used for
insulation around doors (Caulfield 1983:69)

Hosley, E. H. 1981. Environment and culture in the Alaska Plateau. Pages 533-545 in
Sturtevant, W. C., editor. Handbook of the North American Indians, volume 6:
Subarctic. Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.

[With respect to the Athabascan Indians of the Alaska Plateau region] Snares were used
to take a variety of other game [other than caribou], from hares to grizzly bears and Dall
sheep. In its several variations — spring pole, tossing pole, and tether snares — the snare
was one of the most sophisticated and widely applied hunting devices of the Alaskan
Athapaskans. Deadfalls and the bow...were also used to take a variety of animals, and
the lance or spear...was widely used to kill denned bears and to stab moose and caribou
from a canoe...as they crossed lakes or streams. (Hosley 1981:535)

D) «Guich*in” is the more recent spelling of the Athabascan people of the Yukon Fiats. Given the historical nature of the literature, readers will
see that “Kutchin™ was more commonly used it the past.
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McKennan, R. A. 1959. The Upper Tanana Indians. Yale University Department of
Anthropology, New Haven.

Bears were formerly hunted much more than they are today. The combat was largely a
hand-to-hand one, and the killing of a bear brought great honor to the hunter. In the
summer the animals were brought to bay, ofien with the aid of dogs, and dispatched by
spears; and the Indians maintain that the bravest hunters sometimes killed them with
heavy clubs of caribou horn (cf. Weapons). Such hand-to-hand encounters were
accepted methods of acquiring prestige among a number of the western tribes, including
the Han (Schmitter 1910:8), Peel River Kutchin (Osgood 1936b:27), Ten’a [Koyukon-
speaking people] (Jetie 1909:482); Ingalik [Deg Hi’tan, or Deg Xinag-speaking people
of Unit 21E] (Osgood 1940:200,207), Tanaina (Osgood 1937:32-33), Eyak (Birket-
Smith and de Laguna 1938:100), and Tahtan (Emmons 1911:72). (McKennan 1959:49)

A bear is sometimes lured to his death by the hunter’s imitating the call of the raven,
The bear responds thinking that some carrion is near and is promptly shot. In the winter,
bears are poked from their dens and shot as they emerge. In the old days another
interesting method was used when a bear was roused from his winter den. As he broke
out through the snow two strong men would pinch him between two poles, and while
they held him the other hunters would dispatch him with clubs or spears. This unusnal
device was also used by the Chipewyan (Birket-Smith 1930:24). (McKennan 1959:49)

Mishler, C., and W. E, Simeone, edjfors. 2006. Tanana and Chandalar: The Alaska field
journals of Robert A. McKennan. University of Alaska Press, Fairbanks.

Old Joseph. ..reports killing a monstrous silver tip ‘as big-as 2 moose.” He poked it out
of its winter den and then shot it. The bear pretty nearly got Joseph and was only about
ten feet from him when it finally went down. I [Robert A. McKennan] saw the skin and
it was a monster. (Mishler and Simeone 2006:100)

Nelson, R. K. 1973. Hunters of the northern forest: Designs for survival among the
Alaskan Kutchin. University of Chicago Press, Chicago,

Bears are of course seasonal animals, hibernating for several months during the winter.
Even during the seasons when they are active and therefore readily hunted there are
only certain periods when the Kutchin consider them fit for eating. Black bears are
hunted especially during the fall, when they build up their thickest fat. They retire to
their dens by late September, but remain fat and tasty through the winter. After they
emerge from their dens between mid-April and early May, food is scarce and they
become lean. By June they are thin, and the Indians do not hunt them. (Nelson
1973:115-116)

[With respect to bear snaring] It takes little more than the thought of facing a bear at
close range with a bow and arrow or spear fo make one understand why snares were an
important method for killing these animals in aboriginal times. Snares were highly
effective and required almost no risk to the hunter. Today’s aduit Kutchin are all
familiar with bear snaring techniques, but if they still catch bears this way they do not
consider it a matter of public information. The best time for snaring bears is during the
fall, when they are fat and seem to wander along well-defined trails. They could be
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snared during the spring as well, but no one ever mentioned doing this. (Nelson
1973:116-117)

The aboriginal Kutchin made their snares from braided strands of babiche, but in recent
times 1/8-inch or 1/4-inch aviation cable was found to be more effective. A homemade
cable snare works well unless the bear does not pull it tight and is able to slip it off with
its claws. Commercial snares are provided with one-way choking locks and cannot be
removed. The human scent is eliminated from a cable snare by boiling it with willow
bark or by rubbing it with the tips of spruce boughs.

The bear snare is usually set in a trail, either a man-made trail intended for winter travel
or a natural game trail. it is generally placed where a constriction is created by bushes
or trees, so that the snare fills the whole trail, so that the bear is forced to go underneath,
A snare set under a log is very effective, and is easily tethered to the log itseif. Instead
of using a fixed toggle or anchorage, a bear snare is attached to a flexible young tree, to
a sizable log, or to a log placed between the crotches of two trees on opposite sides of
the trail. In the last case the anchor is a crosspiece which cannot be dragged off, but the
bear may simply chew the log in half and escape. The loose log toggle is dragged away
into the brush until the bear finally chokes itself. Many a snare has been broken,
however, leaving the bear with a snare collar as a memento of this escape.

A typical snare set for black or grizzly bear would be made along the lines described
earlier for moose snares. After finding a suitable place on a trail and selecting a fixed or
loose toggle, the Indian tethers his snare so that it hangs in the middle of the pathway. It
is opened to a loop varying from 20 to 24 inches in diameter, with its bottom edge 24 to
30 inches above the ground. The cable snare is held open by tying it in several places to
slender sticks pushed in the ground beside it. Short picces of grass or thread are used to
make the ties. (Nelson 1973:117)

The trail is usually wider than the snare’s loop, and so a few sticks 4 or 5 feet long are
set up on either side of it to block the way around. One or more sticks are also pushed
into the ground right under the snare, reaching almost to its lower edge, to keep the
animal from going under it. (Nelson 1973:117)

[With respect to den hunting] Black bears spend approximately seven months of the
year hibernating, and grizzlies occupy their dens for four to five months. It is not
surprising that over the centuries northern Athapaskans have amassed great knowledge
of the bears’ denning habits and have developed effective methods of hunting them in
their winter quarters. Northern Athapaskans are masters of den hunting, just as they are
expert hunters of moose. The Koyukon Indians point out that these are the two skills in
which they surpass their neighbors, the Kobuk Eskimos.

Den hunting must have been very important in the aboriginal past, when it afforded an
casy means of killing bears with only a spear or bow and atrow. Rifles have replaced
traditional methods, but den hunting is still important. This is especially true among the
Koyukon, who live in a country rich in bears. They are highly skilled in den-hunting
techniques and enjoy bear meat so much that they put considerable effort into the early
winter hunts. Den-killed bears are the fattest and best tasting of all; so it is little wonder
that the people want them.
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As was noted earlier, black bears go into their dens by late September. The date is
variable, depending on the weather. They start working on the dens sometime in
September, and occupy them intermittently until really cold weather signals the time for
uninterrupted hibernation. Grizzly bears enter their dens much later, in November or
December, and may become active during midwinter warm spells. They seem to take
hibernation much less seriously than do black bears,

The Koyukon and Kutchin Athapaskans often find bear dens by accident, stumbling
onto them when they are traveling through the brush at any time of the year. Once they
have discovered a den they check it each fall. The Koyukon usually consider each den a
sort of property, ‘owned” by the man who discovered it or learned of it from his father,
Thus people speak of ‘Sam’s den,” ‘Henry’s den,” and so on (G. R. Bane, personal
communication). The Chalkyitsik Kutchin do not formalize ownership in this way. Each
hunter knows the location of many dens, and they are hunted on a first-come, first-
served basis. The only kind of ‘ownership’ here is established by men who find dens
and keep their locations secret, thus ensuring themselves a private potential resource.
(Nelson 1973:118)

Each fall or early winter a hunter is likely to go out and check the dens he ‘owns’ or
knows about to see if any are occupied. There are several ways to find previously
undiscovered dens or fo pinpoint known dens once their general location has been
ascertained. In the early fall, when bears have selected a hibernating site but are still
active, they will remain in the immediate area digging up the moss and dirt searching
for roots. When an Indian comes across this kind of sign in September, he knows that a
bear is probably going to hibernate in that area. This is the best indicator that a denning
site is nearby, but of course much searching may be required to find the site itself,

Black bears like to make their dens in places where they get some help from nature.
Most dens are under partly overturned trees, whose roots have lifted the earth and moss
to create a bear-sized cavern underneath. They also like to dig dens in banks, such as
along a steep-sided creek bed. Another good place for denning is a sandy knoll or ridge,
where caverns are easily dug out. In general, holes beneath upturned spruce trees seem
the most likely den sites, and these are perhaps the easiest kind to locate. One such den
that | saw was about 5 feet long, 4 feet wide, and 2 ' feet high.

A black bear prepares its den by gathering moss and grass from the surrounding areas
and lining the interior with it. The entrance will be plugged with the same material later
on. Thus, if a hunter comes across a place where the moss and grass are freshly dug up
and scraped away it is a sure sign that a bear den is nearby. If such a place is discovered
before snow falls the bear is likely to be away foraging, and so the hunter remembers its
location and returns later, When snow covers the ground, dens are much harder to find.
A small hole usually remains open in the snow above a den, however, and heavy frost
covers the surface and any vegetation around its opening. The frost is formed by
condensation from the bear’s moist breath. (Nelson 1973:119)

Sometimes very special knowledge and alertness leads to the discovery of a bear den.
For example, Simon Edwards of Huslia once came upon a set of tracks from a running
fox. He followed them a short distance and found a place where the fox had sat down
for a while, looking back over its trail. Simon wondered what had frightened it, and why
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it sat watching back the way it had come, so he followed the trail the opposite way. He
found shortly that the fox had encountered a bear den and was frightened away by its
occupant. Simon got the bear. (Nelson 1973:119-120)

Another time this same man was walking along on snowshoes and came to a place
where a marten track crossed the trail. Thinking he might find the marten in a burrow,
he sidetracked and followed it. At one point he noticed that the animal had dug into the
snow before moving on, and next to the hole he found a single blade of grass the marten
had pulled up onto the snow. The grass was a kind that bears use for bedding in their
dens, and so he poked around further and discovered that the marten had dug right into
an occupied bear den. The reward for his effort was fat black bear. (Nelson 1973:120)

The Koyukon and Kutchin use different techniques for bear den hunting. The following
account of the Koyukon method is based largely on information supplied by G. R.
Bane, who has lived among these people for several years.

Having located a denning site, the Koyukon hunter first needs to learn it if is occupied
or empty. He finds a long stick which he can shove into the den’s opening. It should be
curved because bear holes have a tendency to go down, then turn off to one side. He
pokes around inside until the stick touches the bear, disturbing it enough so its
movement can be felt. If the hunter is not sure, he holds the stick against what he thinks
is the bear and its breathing will move the stick back and forth. Listening closely, the
hunter may also hear the animal’s breathing. Once he has ascertained that a bear is
inside, the Indian puts his stick to another use. He takes note of the exact direction the
passageway runs, and just how far in the stick goes before it touches the bear. Then he
pulls it out and lays it on the ground or snow. Its end should mark a point right above
the animal.

After he knows the bear’s location, the hunter finds several large poles or logs and plugs
the entrance with them. These may be tied securely in place to be sure that the animal
cannot escape. This done, he uses his ax to chop into the roof of the den so he will have
an opening through which to shoot. This can be quite a job, since he wants an opening
about 6 inches in diameter and may have to chop through 2 feet of frozen ground. If it is
too dark in the den, he can toss a handful of snow on the bear so that a white dusting
makes it clearly visible. Once he sees it well, the Indian shoots it in the head. In former
times he would kill it with a spear. After a bear is killed in its den, a rope is used to pull
it up through the entrance. (Nelson 1973:120-121)

The Black River Kutchin use a simpler but more dangerous method of killing bears in
their winter dens. Once they are certain a bear is inside, they start poking and jabbing at
it with a long stick. Eventually the animal becomes unsettled enough to come out after
whatever is tormenting it. When it starts moving up the entryway the hunters stand
ready with their rifles. Black bears come out slowly and are either shot in the head when
they first emerge or shot in the heart after they get about halfway out.

This method is much simpler than the Koyukon technique. It requires less physical
labor, since there are no holes to chop and the dead bear does not have to be dragged
out of the hole. And the method can be used when a den is dug into a bank, where there
is no way to chop down into it. It does involve a somewhat greater risk, but so long as
the animal is a black bear the Kutchin feel that there is no danger. Herbert John said he
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once knelt on top of a den and killed the emerging bear with his knife. (Nelson
1973:121)

Grizzly bears can be killed by driving them from their winter quarters, but the Indians
treat them in a different way. Whereas a black bear comes out slowly, not looking for a
fight, the grizzly angrily charges out, trying to get anyone it can. The Kutchin say that
grizzlies do not really hibernate; ‘Maybe he don’t even go to sleep in there.’ Thus if a
grizzly den is found, the hunter must expect trouble unless he decides to be prudent and
leave it alone. One of the first things a Kutchin will do upon locating a den, therefore, is
decide whether it belongs to a black bear or a grizzly bear.

Black bear dens have fairly small openings, about 2 feet high and 3 feet wide, whereas
grizzly dens are higher and wider by about a foot. There is also a tendency for the black
bear to plug the opening of its quarters, or at least narrow its size considerably, whereas
grizzly bears leave the opening wide enough to move in and out. A grizzly is also likely
to growl when anyone walks near its hole, which black bears apparently never do.
{Nelson 1973:121)

The Chalkyitsik Kutchin say that it is often unnecessary to coax a grizzly from its den,
because the animal may charge out before a hunter has a chance to do anything.
Otherwise, a grizzly would be hunted in much the same way as a black bear. Actually,
the Kutchin fear the grizzly and rarely eat its flesh, and so they seldom take the risk of
hunting this animal from its den, (Nelson 1973:121-122)

[With respect to spring and summer hunting] Most bears are killed when encountered
by hunters traveling overland during the carly spring or going along the river in boats
during the summer and fall, or when the animals appear close to an occupied camp or
village. Spring is the best season for bears because they still retain some fat from the
winter and they are almost completely unafraid of people. In the fall they run if they
Sensc a man nearby.

The black bear usually leaves his hibernating place afier the snow disappears in late
April. If he is not well fattened when he enters his den, hunger drives him out earlier.
During May and June an Indian never goes anywhere without a rifle or shotgun because
he knows a bear could turn up unexpectedly. A number of black bears were sighted
within 200 yards of Chalkyitsik in the spring of 1970. When the people lived in
muskrat-hunting camps during the spring, they could count on frequent visits from
bears attracted by the smell of meat. The Indians also know of many areas that are
especially good for bears during the spring, and they sometimes go to these places to
hunt for them.

Some bears run when they see a snowmachine or dog team, but others will merely stand
and watch. The snowmobile hunter can stop and take a shot if he gets within range, but
with a dog team things are not so simple. If there is no snow on the lakes, a hunter
cruising the ice looking for bears cannot hope to stop his team once the dogs spot an
animal. All he can do is let them chase the bear, then jump off the sled and try to shoot
before his dogs reach it. When an Indian finds very fresh bear sign but there is not
enough snow to track the animal, he may try to attract the animal by using an old
technique. He conceals himself and imitates the call of a raven. If the bear is nearby it
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may think a raven has discovered carrion and come straight to the sound, expecting to
find a free meal. (Nelson 1973:122)

Dogs are sometimes used to run down a bear that escapes into the brush and cannot be
caught in any other way. They might be released from the team after a bear is spotted,
or a hunter might go out from the village on foot, taking his dogs along to help him. In
the old days a man would take several dogs when he hunted, and they would course
through the woods searching for a scent. When dogs catch up to a black bear it will
climb a tree to escape them. Grizzlies stay on the ground and always stop to defend
themselves against the biting dogs. If a hunter hears all of his dogs barking at one place,
he knows they have found a bear, moose, or porcupine, and he goes quickly to get
whatever game they have brought to bay. (Nelson 1973:122-123)

Bears are also hunted from boats during the open-water seasorn. A number are usually
taken during the fall moose hunt, when the Indians see them along the river. Some bears
are wary enough to run when they see a boat coming, but others are unafraid. Bears are
also shot by hunters traveling on the river in spring, often by duck hunters in their little
canoes. (Nelson 1973:123)

The Chalkyitsik Kutchin prefer to shoot bears in the heart, perhaps because this was
always the best shot with a bow and arrow. Heart shots can be very dangerous,
however, because when an animal is hit in the heart it often runs a fair distance before
dying. This could mean a charge at the hunter. The Eskimos and the Koyukon
Athapaskans warn against shooting bears in the heart, preferring shoulder or neck shots,
which instantly incapacitate the animal. They advise heart shots only if a light rifle such
as a .22 is being used, when there is no chance of shattering the animal’s shoulder or
neck bones.

The Kutchin are aware that neck and head shots are deadly, but correctly point out that
these are very small targets. If they are close to a bear, they may shoot for the neck
vertebrae or the occipital condyle (where the head and neck join). But only an expert
takes these shots, because if they miss the bone the animal is wounded and enraged. If a
bear charges or comes straight toward a hunter, he shoots it in the chest between the
forelegs, or in the head. The Kutchin prefer heavy rifles, such as .30-06 caliber, for
shooting bears. Black bears can be killed with a .22 rifle, but this requires a perfect hit
in the occipital condyle or heart. Shotguns afford good protection from bears if they are
used a close range and are aimed for the animal’s eyes, but they are not good for
ordinary hunting. (Nelson 1973:123)

The Koyukon suggest that the best shot for a big bear angles from the shoulder to the
hip. This gives maximum crippling potential and is likely to do considerable internal
damage. Like the Eskimos, they prefet shoulder, backbone, or neck shots. They advise
shooting a black bear in the ear if a .22 rifle is used. Eskimos prefer ear or heart shots
with a .22, and have killed both grizzly bears and polar bears in this way.

It is difficult to understand why the Kutchin prefer heart shots over hits which are more
deadly and crippling, particularly in view of the dangers involved. They never mention
shoulder shots as the correct way to shoot any animal, and apparently consider them
poor because they damage some of the meat. Needless to say, Kutchin hunters must
always be alert for a charge, especially if they shoot a grizzly. The Indians say that if a
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bear charges it is best to stand still and aim at the bear, waiting until it is close enough
for a certain shot. Both the Kutchin and Koyukon warn that a wounded black bear or
grizzly bear may wait in concealment for a hunter to follow, then attack when he comes
along. (Nelson 1973:124)

Nelson, R, K, K. H. Mautner, and G. R. Bane. 1982, Tracks in the wildland: A portrayal
of Koyukon and Nunamiut subsistence. University of Alaska Cooperative Park
Studies Unit Anthrepology and Historic Preservation, Fairbanks.

Before the introduction of firearms, bears were hunted and killed with spears (pana in
Eskimo). It required a particularly brave man, armed only with a spear, to rush an adult
bear and then to taunt the bear into attacking. As the bear rose up to lunge on his
tormentor, the hunter planted the butt of the spear in the ground and aimed its point so
that it would enter near the collar bone of the bear. As the bear fell onto the spear the
hunter rolled away, hoping the bear would be unable to continue the attack.
Occasionally a party of men would attack a bear, thereby increasing the chance of
success. The last known killing of bear with a primitive spear in the Koyukuk Valley
area occurred during the late 1800s, according to an elderly Native informant.

The Koyukuk Athabaskans of the past employed a special snaring technique for the
harvesting of black bears. This technique was used primarily by men too old to
participate in the more active means of taking bears. The bear snare (gaabeelh)
consisted of a rawhide line made from bearded seal skin obtained from Kobuk Eskimos,
a willow loop, and a special birch bark basket with seams overlapping in a clockwise
pattern.

The snare was placed in a tall straight spruce tree near a well-traveled bear trail. All
branches of the spruce tree were cut off of one side flush with the trunk to a height of
approximately 12 feet. The birch bark basket full of fish was hung on a branch just
above the trimmed area. The rawhide line was secured at one end around the tree trunk
under the basket with the other end extending down to an elongated willow loop which
held it out horizontally from the trunk. The rawhide line formed a noose of
approximately 18 inches in diameter, which was supported by the willow loop. This
snare was set approximately 9 feet above the ground.

A bear smelling the fish and seeing the basket hung in the tree would climb up the
trimmed area, pushing his head through the willow loop and its supported rawhide
noose. As it descended, the noose, tied with a special non-slip knot, would tighten and
kill it. Bear snares were set in the latter part of August and were checked each day by
the owner, (Nelson et al. 1982:44)

Bear hunting among the Koyukuk. Athabaskans is an activity that far transcends the
meeting of simple biological needs. To these people the bear is invested with
particularly powerful spiritual powers and, when carried out by culturally prescribed
methods, the killing, treatment, and consumption of a bear is literally a religious act.
Thus it is impossible to accurately describe Koyukuk bear hunting without including
supernatural beliefs and prescribed behavior.

According to Native custom, a man planning to hunt a bear must not verbalize his plans.
He must also never speak in a boasting manner about his successes in such hunts or in
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any way demecan the bears he has killed. To do so would insult the bears and the hunter
would soon lose all of his luck, possibly going for years without finding another bear.
According to Koyukon belief, a bear must favor a hunter before it allows him the
opportunity to kill it.

In all elements of subsistence, but particularly in bear hunting, luck plays a very large
patt in the eyes of the Koyukuk Athabaskans (see chapter 12). Without luck, or the
proper relationship with the environment, skill is worthless in bear hunting. The bear
will reveal himse!f only to those it favors. One man may walk right by a bear and never
see it while another will easily spot it as though drawn to the spot. According to the
Koyukuk Athabaskans the difference is summed up in the work ‘luck’. (Nelson et al.
1982:45)

The fali bear hunt immediately after freeze-up is the high point of the male seasonal
activities. Parties of several men leave the village on foot carrying packs containing
their necessary camp gear. Very little food will be taken, as the hunters expect to live
off the land. Light tarps are carried in place of bulky tents. The bear hunting party
roams the flats and foothills, camping in particularly promising areas and spending two
or three days carefully searching the local terrain for bear dens or signs of recent bear
activity. (Nelson et al. 1982:45-46)

Bear dens may occur in a variety of places, but Native hunters have learned that bears
tend to den on dry well-drained land. The exposed roots of large spruce, thick patches
of diamond willow, and sandy banks are particularly favored by bears. As the hunters
search, they watch for patches of moss that have been pulled from the earth or tall grass
that has been torn away. They also look for crude nests which bears often make near a
den they are excavating. All of these signs indicate that there is an occupied den in the
nearby vicinity. '

Over the years a great many bear dens have been discovered by Koyukuk hunters.
When a man discovers a new bear hole and takes a bear from it, it becomes known as
his den: that is, ‘Joe’s bear hole.” Other hunters usually allow the ‘owner’ of a known
bear den the opportunity to be first to check it each fall. The locations of particularly
productive bear holes are passed from father to son. As men search for bears in the fall
they characteristically check all known bear dens in the vicinity. Usually, a great many
old dens must be checked before one is found that is occupied.

As two or more hunters progress separately through an area, they maintain contact by
occasionally striking a tree with a stick. It is forbidden to yell back and forth as this will
frighten off any bears in the vicinity. The only time one should cry out is when
discovering an occupied den.

Once a den is discovered, and its entrance appears to be purposely plugged up, the
hunter will sometimes cut a long curving rod to poke back into its tunnel. Most den
tunnels curve before the nest area is reached. When the stick strikes something soft the
hunter will hold it against the obstruction and try to detect any breathing movement. If
the bear is not completely asleep it may rush out of the den, in which case the hunter
must be ready to quickly respond and shoot it. If the bear does not leave the end, the
hunter will carefully withdraw the rod and lay it on the roof of the end at the same angle
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it was injected into the hole. The end of the rod should be resting directly over the
sleeping bear. (Nelson et al. 1982:46)

With the hibernating bear located, the hunter and his companions will sometimes cut
heavy poles and brush and securely plug up the entrance of the den to prevent their prey
from escaping. At the spot above the den nest, they will chop and dig a hole perhaps 6
inches in diameter. If enough light can filter through the hole, it may be possible to sce
the bear and to allow the hunter to shoot it in the head. Otherwise, a rod will be lowered
to “feel’ for the bear. Once the bear is located, one hunter may hold the rod steady while
another aims and fires his rifle along its length. (Nelson et al. 1982:47)

Often bears can be hunted in their dens by a much simpler method. The hunter simply
disturbs the animal until it comes up into the den tunnel or pokes its head out the
entrance, and then he shoots it. Or in many cases a hunter looks into the den tunnel,
using a flashlight or torch to locate the animal inside. If he can see it clearly, he is able
to aim and shoot effectively from the den entrance.

From time to time, one may discover a den occupied by a sow bear and one or two
yearling cubs. These cubs are often two-thirds the size of a full adult. It is the obligation
of the hunter to take all occupants of a den. If the bears did not wish to be taken they
would not have revealed themselves, and to not take them would be an act of disrespect.

The slain bear or bears will be removed from the den and skinned on the spot. The small
bone just under the tongue will be discarded. The intestines, heart, lungs, and any bone
or other parts not to be taken should be burned to prevent other animals from defiling
them. The hide may be kept, although it usually is not. A bear hide continues to have
‘life” for three years, and so it cannot be used for clothing or anything else until this
time has passed. Only women who have experienced menopause may scrape and tan a
bear hide.

If a man or hunting party is some distance from the village and takes several bears, they
will cache the meat and pack back only a small percentage of their kill. Later they will
use dog teams-and, lately, snowmachines - to retrieve the meat. (Nelson et al. 1982:47)

According to custom, the man who actually kills a bear retains very little of the meat for
himself, perhaps only a forearm or hindquarter. The ribs, fat, and other choice cuts are
usually frozen and preserved for village potlatches. It is particularly important to have
large quantities of bear meat for memorial potlatches. Other parts of the bear such as the
neck, forearms, head, and paws are used to host a bear party in honor of the bear that
has been killed. Bear parties, by tradition, are attended by males only and are usually
held outside the village limits soon after the bear meat has been returned to the
community. (Nelson et al. 1982:47-48)

Although bear hunting significanily declines after mid-winter, it does not cease entirely.
When traveling overland via snowshoes, dog team, or snowmachine, a Native hunter is
always alert to signs of possible bear dens. An air hole often forms in the snow covering
a bear den. The snow around the hole is usually stained yellow. If a man sees such a
sign, he will dig out the den and harvest its occupant. As a man travels along a trail with
his dog team he notes the dogs’ behavior. The writer [Ray Bane] drove his team of dogs
along a well-packed trail daily for over a week and noticed the team sniffing the air and
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glancing off into a patch of birch trees each time a certain point was passed. This
observation was discussed with a local Native hunter who then spent several days
searching around the area until he found and killed a bear in a snow-concealed den.
Small predators, such as marten, weasels, and foxes, are often drawn to a bear hole by
its odor and may walk up to it and circle it out of curiosity. A hunter, seeing where such
creatures have deviated from their general path of travel and circled such a spot, will
suspect a bear den. As mentioned earlier, to find a bear den obligates the hunter to
harvest its occupants. (Nelson et al. 1982: 48)

Summer bear harvest usually consists of simple chance encounters with bears while
carrying out other activities such as checking fish nets, cutting wood, or traveling by
boat. There seems to be less emphasis on the taking of bears at this time. (Nelson et al.
1982:48)

[T]he brown bear is the one animal that is killed both for use as food and for self
protection, being considered too dangerous to have in areas where people regularly
camp or travel. It is also disliked for its habit of killing black bears in their dens.
(Nelson et al. 1982:227)

If a bear is taken from its den, the men eat certain parts together and save others for a
later “bear party’ outside the village. Some highly preferred portions are set aside for
village potlatch feasts. The successful hunter keeps only a small amount for use in his
own houschoid. Sometimes the successful hunter in a group keeps nothing at all for
himself. (cf. Loyens 1966:41; cited in Nelson et al. 1982:235)

The Koyukon have greatly elaborated their knowledge of bears, which in some past
times were the only big game animal available to them. Their fund of information on
bear denning is especially remarkable. This knowledge is used to locate dens by
recognizing subtle clues, to learn if dens are occupied and by what sort of animal, and to
succeed in taking these animals when they are found.

Expert hunters are able to find dens by detecting bear tracks in the frozen moss beneath
as much as 2 feet of undisturbed snow, and by spotting miniscule disturbances, such as
incongruous bits of grass or cracked twigs. If a den is located (and this may require days
of searching), there are equally sophisticated means of investigating its occupant and
eventually making a kill. Careful studies are made of the den and its surroundings, but
sometimes the hunter must enter an inhabited den to accomplish his task. By putting his
head just inside a den’s entrance and listening carefully, he may hear the bear licking its
chops or breathing, or he may detect its heartbeat growing steadily louder and faster. In
the latter case, he knows that he has found a young animal, its pounding heart
registering fear. Older bears do not react this way because they are unafraid. Knowing
that young animals are more likely to flee a den after disturbance, hunters keep a close
watch on the entrance until the hunt is over. (Nelson et al. 1982:246)

<t has been noted that the Koyukuk people are particutarly conservation-conscious it the harvest of most furbearers, particularly those species
which are non-migratery. Beaver are considered to be especially vulnerable to over-harvest, and most trappers will pull their sets from a
beaver hause after two adulis have been taken. Wolf, wolvering, and fox are considered to be less affected by trapping, and little effort is made
to limit the take of these predators. The custom of recognized traplines encourages men to practice conservalion s as to maintain a sustained
yield fram their territories™ (Nelson et al. 1982:60).
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Some other rules for proper behavior toward animals can be exemplified by listing a
few of the regulations for the treatment of bears. There are rules for proper butchering: a
bear’s eyes are always removed and the eyeballs slit so that it will not see if the hunter
errs in following any taboos; rules for the proper care of the meat: dogs must never eat
bear meat because it is disrespectful and because it would make the dogs mean; and the
rules governing who eats the animal or parts of it: bear brains are never eaten, because it
would cause a person to anger easily. Women cannot eat from the front quarters of
black bear, and are completely forbidden to eat brown bear meat.

There are also rules for the disposing of unusable portions: edible parts of the animals
must be used, to begin with, because waste is profoundly disrespeciful. Bear bones
should be burned or hung in a tree out in the woods. There are rules for using hides:
bear skins should never be stepped on or over by women and are often disposed of in
the woods to prevent all female contact. Another set of rules pertain to a ‘bear party’
which is similar to a funeral and must be held by men, outside the village, whenever
these animals are taken. Bear meat should be safely cached for several days or weeks so
that it is fully and completely dead before being brought to a settlement (living things
die slowly, not at the moment when normat life processes stop). Killed bears should
never be dragged over the ground, or pulled from dens with snowmachines. (Nelson et
al. 1982:260)

Spirit vengeance can be severe. For relatively minor offenses, bears become aloof or
somehow invisible to the hunter. One man did not kill a single bear for 12 years
following an infraction, another hunted unsuccessfully for 20 years. Still another man
who kicked a bear neck across the floor and spoke badly of the animal was mauled to
death soon afterward. (Nelson et al, 1982:260-261)

Taboos are often tested individually to see if they must be followed, although this is
usually limited to the less spiritually powerful animals. Six men who were bear hunting
together decided to test the taboo on eating a certain part of the bear’s stomach. Elders
warned that if young men ate this organ their moccasins would be slippery as they
trekked through the woods in search of dens. Three young men ate the tabooed part, and
three abstained. Next day the three violators had a terrible time, slipping and falling
repeatedly, while the others had no trouble at all. Seeing that the taboo was right, they
carefully followed it thereafter. (Nelson et al, 1982:263)

Implements such as sleds, fishnets, rifles, or snowshoes are also infused with luck, A
man lamented to me the troubles he had with one of his rifles, saying that it would shoot
a bear coming out of a den, at point blank range, but it only made a wound despite his
high caliber rating. Another gun had to be used to make the kill. None of these problems
were caused by malfunctioning, he explained, the gun was simply ‘out of luck.” He said
he suspected a young woman had stepped over it, rendering it useless. (Nelson et al.
1982:265)

Koyukuk people also know the landscape through a profusion of names. Some of these
names are used primarily for location, as we use street signs. Others have special
meanings derived from personal or traditional history. Hundreds of bear dens, for
example, are known throughout Koyukon country, and many of these have special
names. All of the dens that have been known for some time have personal associations,

23




and when hunters stop to check them cach fall, they often recall past experiences there.
Some of these stories go back even to previous generations, and so the dens have
become much more than just hunting places. (Nelson et al. 1982:299)

The first 3 or 4 feet of the intestines [of black bears or brown bears] are discarded, and
the rest is turned inside-out so the fat is inside, then it is placed on a fire to roast. The
result is a sausage-like delicacy. Only hibernating bears are used this way, because their
intestines are empty. (Nelson et al. 1982:350})

Osgood, C. 1970. Contributions to the ethnography of the Kutchin. Reprint of the 1936
edition, Volume No. 14, Yale University Publications in Anthropology. Human
Relations Area Files Press, New Haven.

Bears are common in the Peel River® country. The Indians either shoot them with bows
and arrows as the occasion offers, pull them out of their holes in winter and club them
to death, snare them, or in times of rare courage, spear them. It is said that when a man
discovers a bear hole, he kills the bear but tells no one. Later he may be seen to put a
little hair in the fire whereupon some smart old man says, ‘Oh, I know you found a bear
hole.” Naturally the killing of black bears most frequently occurs as they are less
ferocious and more numerous than either the brown bear or the grizzly. Grizzly bears
meet with respect because of their strength and hunters exercise more than usual care in
attacking them, but the method is the same. Dogs are not used for hunting bears.
(Osgood 1970:27)

Osgood, C. 1971. The Han Indians: A compilation of ethnographic and historical data on
the Alaska-Yukon boundary area. Yale University Department of Anthropology, New
Haven. :

Schmitter (1910:10) writes of the Han: ‘One of their most useful weapons, the spear,
was made by binding a hunting knife of caribou-horn to the end of a pole about 6 feet
long.’ This is an almost identical description of the lance described by Jones
(1872:323). Jonathan Wood at Moosehide spoke of a very similar weapon which he
called a f’at, and said that it consisted of a birch pole five to six feet long, and of a
convenient diameter to hold. At one end was a point made of caribou horn which he
guessed to be about eight inches long, but he was not sure. This implement served to
attack a bear that had been aroused from its den. Walter also knew of such a lance.

Then he [Wilson in Schwatka 1900] says of the Han of Eagle: ‘In Winter these Indians
leave the river and scatter out in different directions in quest of game, principally moose
and caribou, which, in reality, provide them with their only food. Besides these,
however, great numbers of bears are found, particularly the black variety; also deer,
mountain sheep, and rabbits. (Osgood 1971:103)

Black bears, their brown variation, and grizzlies are reported to have been killed and
gaten in the Han area. Schmitter (1910:8) provides a clear account of the classic
Athapaskan technique of killing bears with a lance. ‘A pike or spear is nearly always

B Osgood conducted fieldwork in summer 1932 among the Kuichin of Afaska and of the Yukon Territory, Canada. Information specific to
hunting of bears in this excerpt is from the Peel River, which is in Canada, but is otherwise corroborated by other literature sources from
Alaska. In short, customary and traditional uses of biack bears by Peel River Kutchin are likely very similar to those of the Kutchin peoples
located a little downriver, in Alaska.
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used in hunting bears. The hunter attracts the bear by making a raven-like noise, causing
the bear, as the Indians say, to think the raven has discovered a dead moose. They also
turther explain that the big bears only would come, as the little bears would not know
what the croaking meant. As the bear approaches the Indian holds the spear in position,
facing the bear as it draws near to him, and as the bear springs the Indian sticks the
spear into its throat at the top of the breast-bone, at the same time shoving the handle of
the pole into the ground, thus causing the bear to spear himself with his own weight,
Sometimes three men hunt in this manner, two of them attacking the bear on either side
as it rushed forward, The meat of the young bear killed in the fall, when they feed on
huckleberries, is considered a great luxury’. (Osgood 1971:110 citing Schmitter 1910:8)

Sumida, V. A. 1988. Land and resource use patterns in Stevens Village, Alaska. Alaska

Department of Fish and Game Technical Paper No. 129, Juneau.
http://www.subsistence.state.ak.us/TechPap/tp129.pdf

Certain areas of band territories were used by all members while other areas such as
beaver houses and ponds, muskrat swamps, fishing sites, bear dens, big game fences,
berrying areas adjacent to fish camps, and some bird hunting arcas were considered
family-held property. (Clark 1981:585 cited in Sumida 1988:22)

Although bears were not actively hunted in the summer [by residents of Stevens
Village], they were readily spotted along the rivers and creeks and in the hill country of
the Yukon River canyon. During this season bears were harvested in the course of travel
or during pursuit of other activities. ‘Nuisance’ bears found near the village or fish
camps were shot or snared as a safety measure. (Sumida 1988:141)

Bears were considered especially good in the fall, after accumulating a thick layer of fat
for their winter dormancy, the result of a diet consisting primarily of berries. At times,
up to four inches of fat develops along their backs. Den hunting was sometimes
undertaken during fall and early winter though not as frequently as in the past when
hunters used to do more overland travel on foot both before and after freeze-up and
were more likely to come across bear dens. (Sumida 1988:141)

When bears prepare their dens during September and October, hunters can locate
denning sites before the first snowfall by noting disturbed areas where the ground has
been dug up and where leaves, grass, and moss have been scraped and removed. Dens
are excavated from the ground or in riverbanks but can also be natural shelters created
by fallen trees or the tree roots of partially downed trees. Dens are lined with grass,
moss, leaves, and other materials, and once the bear enters the den for the duration of
the winter, the entrance is closed off with similar materials. (Sumida 1988: 141-142)

Although snow camouflages evidence of dens, often after an early snowfall, bears can
be tracked to their denning sites, ‘Old-timers’ reportedly searched for bear dens along
riverbanks during fall and early winter, looking for the steam from the bear’s breath
which emanated from the air hole in the roof of the den. (Sumida 1988: 142)

When an occupied den was found the hunter noted the location and returned later with
others. Hunters blocked the entrance to the den with poles and brush, leaving a smali
opening, If the bear could be seen from the entrance it was shot through the opening in
the blocked entrance. Otherwise, the bear was disturbed by prodding it with a stick and
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was shot as its head appeared at the entrance. Another method was to securely block the
entrance and chop a hole above the bear in its den, shooting it from that position. A
detailed description of Koyukon bear hunting methods is presented in Nelson et al.
{1982:46-47). (Sumida 1988:142)

After a bear has been killed, the den must be thoroughly cleaned out and the grass and
other materials used to line the interior of the den were removed. This was done so that
the den appeared unused and assured that another bear would occupy it the following
year. Marking or disturbing the area in any way resulted in future avoidance of the site
by other animals, (Sumida 1988:142)

Sumida, V. A. 1989. Patterns of fish and wildlife harvest and use in Beaver, Alaska.
Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence Technical Paper No.
140, Fairbanks. http://www.subsistence.adfg.state.ak.us/TechPap/tp140.pdf

The harvest and use of bear was more common in the past when families resided in
seasonal camps. At that time, den hunting was regularly undertaken during fali. A good
description of this activity is provided in Nelson et al. (1982:46-47). Currently, bear
hunting is more opportunistic and usually incidental to other activities undertaken
during open water seasons, although den hunting is still conducted on occasion. Late
summer and early fall are considered the best time to harvest bear since they have
developed a thick layer of fat for their winter hibernation.

Black bear is the species most commonly taken. A few households hunt for brown bear
although some residents considered these bears to be inedible. During the survey year
three households each reported harvesting one black bear and no brown bear were
taken. Bear meat is eaten and their fat is sometimés rendered for use in cooking or when
cating dried fish or meat. Bear hides were kept by some households. (Sumida 1989:60)

Sumida, V. A., and D. B. Andersen. 1990. Patterns of fish and wildlife use for subsistence
in Fort Yukon, Alaska. Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence
Technical Paper No. 179, Fairbanks.
http://www.subsistence.adfg.state.ak.us/TechPap/tp17%.pdf

In the past, snares were used to harvest both large and small mammals including moose,
caribou, bear, and snowshoe hare. (Osgood 1970:36; McKennan 1959:48)
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Symbols and Abbreviations

The following symbols and abbreviations, and others approved for the Systéme International d'Unités (81), are used
without definition in the following reports by the Division of Subsistence. All others, including deviations from
definitions listed below, are noted in the text at first mention, as well as in the titles or footnotes of tables, and in

figure or figure captions.

Weights and measures (metric)

centimeter
deciliter
gram
hectare
kilogram
kilometer
liter

meter
mifliliter
millimeter

cm
dL
g
ha
kg
km
L
m
mlL
mm

Weights and measures (English}

cubic feet per second
foot

gallon

inch

nile

nautical mile

aunce

pound

quart

yard

Time and temperature
day

degrees Celsius
degrees Fahrenheit
deprees kelvin

heur

mihute

second

Physics and chemistry

all atomic symbols

alternating curcent

ampere

calorie

direct current

hertz

horsepower

hydrogen ion activity
(negative log of)

parts pet million

parts per thousand

valts
watts

s
ft
sal
in
mi
nmi
0Z
b
qt
yd

AC
cal
Hz.
hp

pH

ppm
ppt,
Yo

General
Alaska Department of
Fish and Game ADF&G
Alaska Administrative
Code AAC
all commonly accepted
abbreviations e.g., Mr,
Mrs., AM,
PM, etc.
all commonly accepted
professional titles c.g., Dr.,
Ph.D.,
RN, etc.
at @
compass directions:
east E
notth N
south S
west w
copyright €
corporate suffixes:
Company Co.
Carporation Corp.
Incorporated Inc.
Limited Lid.
District of Columbia D.C.
et alii (and others) etal
et cetera {and so forth) atc.
exempli gratia
{for example) c.g.
Federal Information
Code FIC
id est {that is) ie.
latitude or longitude lat. or fong.
monetary symbols
(U.s8) ¢
months (tables and
figures}): first three
letters Jan,...,Dec
registered trademark ®
trademark ™
United States
(adjective) u.s,
United States of
America (noun) USA
USs.C. United States Cade
U.S. state use (wo-
letter
abbreviations
(e.g., AK,

WA)

Measures {fisheries)
fork length
mideye-to-fork
mideye-to-tail-fork
standard length

total ength

Mathematics, statistics
all standard mathematical
signs, symbols anc
abhreviations
alternate hypothesis
base of natural logarithm
catch per unit effort
coefficient of variation
cotruneon test statistics
confidence interval
correlation coefficient
(multiple)
correlation coefficient
(simple)
covariance
degree (angular }
degrees of freedom
expected value
greater than
greater than or equal to
harvest per unit effort
less than
less than or equal to
logaritnm (natural)
logarithm (base 10}
logarithm {specify base)
minute (angular)
not significant
null hypothesis
percent
probability
probability of a type 1 error
(rejection of the null
hypothesis when true)
probability of a type Il errar
(acceptance of the null
hypothesis when Ffalse)
second (angular}
standard deviation
standard error
variance
population
sample

FL
MEF
METF

TL

HA

c
CPUE
cv

(F, £ x2etc)
ct

ln
log
log2, etc.

NS
HO
%
P

Var
var
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INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND

Pursuant to Alaska Statute 16.05.258 (Subsistence use and allocation of fish and game) and
5 AAC 99.010 (Boards of fisheries and game subsistence procedures), the Alaska Board of
Game made a positive customary and traditional use finding for black bears Ursus americanus in
Game Management units (GMUs) 12, 19, 20, 21, and 24 at its March 2008 regulatory meeting
(ADF&G 2008a; ADF&G 2008b; ADF&G 2008c¢). At that time the board established an amount
reasonably necessary for subsistence (ANS) of 30 to 50 black bears for Game Management Unit
19, and concluded that the lack of information on harvest levels precluded making ANS findings
for the customary and traditional harvest and use of black bears in units 12, 20, 21, and 24.!

At its March 2008 Interior Region regulatory meeting, the Alaska Board of Game requested that
the ADF&G Division of Subsistence provide more detail on the customary and traditional uses
of black bears in Interior Alaska, specifically with reference to methods and means of black bear
harvests in units 12, 19, 20, 21, and 24 (Criterion 3, 5 AAC 99.010(b)(3)). The additional
information was requested so as to better evaluate a number of deferred proposals to recognize in
regulation customary and traditional harvest practices of black bears.

The revised customary and traditional use summary for black bears in units 12, 19, 20, 21, and
24 found below provides an expanded description of customary and traditional harvest and use
practices for black bears from the ethnographic and ethnohistorical literature of this region of
Interior Alaska. Appendix A is included at the end of this report to provide pertinent quotations
related to customary and traditional uses of black bears from the literature.

THE EIGHT CRITERIA
CRITERION 1: LENGTH AND CONSISTENCY OF USE

A long-term, consistent pattern of noncommercial taking, use, and reliance on the fish
stock or game population that has been established over a reasonable period of time of not
less than one generation, excluding interruption by circumstances beyond the user's
control, such as unavailability of the fish or game caused by migratory patterns.

Historically, black bears have been harvested by residents of the Interior of Alaska as an
important source of meat, fat, and fur. Today, black bears remain an important subsistence
resource (¢.g., Andersen et al. 1998; Andersen et al. 2001; Case and Halpin 1990; McKennan
1939; Mishler and Simeone 2004; Nelson 1973; Nelson et al. 1982; Osgood 1959: Osgood 1971;
VanStone 1979). In several communities, over 1/3 of the households successfully harvested
black bears (Table 1), according to recent Division of Subsistence surveys.

In communities within or near spruce woodlands, such as Lime Village, Stony River, Sleetmute,
Chuathbaluk, Hughes, Huslia, Galena, Minto, and Tanacross to name a few, hunting and use of
black bears is a well-established pattern. In other communities, black bears are most often taken

' In 2008, the Alaska Board of Game established an amount reasonably necessary for subsistence uses of black bears in Unit 19 based upon
Division of Wildlife harvest ticket teports and Division of Subsistence household surveys. According to the ADF&G harvest database, an
annual average of 29 black bears was reported harvested in Unit 19 since 1986, Division of Subsistence househotd surveys documented an
average ol 32 black bears annually by Unit 19A residents alone fram 2003 to 2006 (ADF&G 2008b).




opportunistically when targeting other animals, such as moose Alces afces or small game;
however, their use is common. Most residents familiar with the use of black bears report that
they have harvested black bears in regularly-hunted areas as long as elders in their communities
can recall, and can recount stories of uses by previous generations (e.g., Charnley 1984; Kari
1983, Kari 1985). Historical sources from the 19" century mention use of bears by residents of
this region.

CRITERION 2: SEASONALITY

A pattern of taking or use recurring in specific seasons of each year.

Black bears are hunted primarily in the spring, fall, and throughout the winter (e.g., Andersen et
al. 1998:25; Andersen et al. 2001:5; Case and Halpin 1990:88; McKennan 1959:49; Mishler and
Simeone 2004:100; Nelson 1973:115-121). In arcas within or near black bear habitat, black bear
hunting continues after bears begin venturing from their dens in April and extends through May;
or when the salmon fishing season starts. Black bears are a notable resource in these areas, often
being the only large animal reasonably available during late winter when food stores are
depleted.

In the fall, from late August through October, black bears are hunted in conjunction with or
incidental to moose and caribou Rangifer iarandus. Snaring of black bears was a particularly
useful and efficient method of harvest during the fall (Nelson et al. 1982:44). The quality of
black bear flesh is often mentioned as a factor in the timing of targeted hunting. Black bears
“retire to their dens by late September, but remain fat and tasty through the winter” (Nelson
1973:116). Den hunting (“denning”) of black bears is still practiced throughout the winter (e.g.,
Andersen et al. 1998; Andersen et al. 2001; Nelson 1973:115-116; Nelson et al. 1982:48). The
flesh of black bears is considered best, fat and palatable, in the fall and early winter, when the
bears have been feeding primarily on berries. However, food stores are often diminished in the
spring, and any fresh meat is welcome. Also, immediately after coming out of hibernation in the
spring, black bears have some fat for a short period of time.

CRITERION 3: MEANS AND METHODS OF HARVEST

A pattern of taking or use consisting of methods and means of harvest that are
characterized by efficiency and economy of effort and cost.

Traditional and historical methods of taking black bears include the use of spears, lances, bow
and arrows, clubs, deadfalls, snares along trails, snares in trees, rifles, and the use of nooses to
take swimming bears from boats (McKennan 1959:49; Nelson 1973:116-117,120-121,122;
Nelson et al. 1982:44; Osgood 1958; Osgood 1971; VanStone 1974). Dogs were sometimes used
to track bears or locate dens (McKennan 1959:49). Today, black bears are commonly taken with
large caliber rifles or sometimes with snares (Nelson 1973:116-117,118; Nelson et al. 1982).

Black bears are either specifically sought after or harvested incidental to other activities, such as
fishing, berry-picking, or hunting for moose or waterfowl. Hunters typically access hunting areas
by boat in the summer and fall and by snowmachine in the winter. Near some communities,
walking to harvest areas is common, such as in the Kuskokwim area where residents hike to the
mountains for bear hunting. All-terrain vehicles (ATVs) are also used occasionally. Formerly,
snowshoes and dog teams were a common means of access. Black bears are often attracted to
fish camps during the summer months, when fish are processed and stored. In the upper




Kuskokwim (GMU 19D) area, fish scraps are sometimes placed on distant sand bars in an effort
to divert bears from the fish processing area. Occasionally, these bears are intentionally taken,
although such bears are considered less desirable for human consumption because of the flavor
of their meat during that time of year.

Taking black bears from their dens, or “denning,” is still commonly practiced today (Andersen et
al. 1998:25; Andersen et al. 2001:5; Case and Halpin 1990:21, 88; Nelson 1973:115-116, 118)?,
Known “denning” sites are checked for signs of occupancy in the late fall and early winter.

Once they have discovered a den they check it each fall. The Koyukon usually consider
each den a sort of property, ‘owned’ by the man who discovered it or learned of it from
his father. (Nelson et al. 1982:118)

Hunters take note of grass piles and other likely denning sites in the fall. In the winter, the dens
are located by examining the areas for scratch marks and bits of fur on trees (e.g., Nelson
1973:118-121; Nelson et al. 1982:45-47), Many hunters know from the size of the den and signs
around it if a single animal or a female with cubs occupies it, but “to find a den obligates the
hunter to harvest its occupants” (Nelson et al. 1982:48).

From time to time, one may discover a den occupied by a sow bear and one or two
yearling cubs, These cubs are often two-thirds the size of a full adult. It is the obligation
of the hunter to take all occupants of a den. If the bears did not wish to be taken they
would not have revealed themselves, and to not take them would be an act of disrespect.
(Nelson et al. 1982:47)

Once an occupied den is located, the bear is either shot through a hole in the top of the den or
through the entrance. Sometimes the bear is disturbed and shot upon its exit from the den.

Often bears can be hunied in their dens by a much simpler method. The hunter simply
disturbs the animal until it comes up into the den tunnel or pokes its head out the
entrance, and then he shoots it. Or in many cases a hunter looks into the den tunnel,
using a flashlight or torch to locate the animal inside. If he can see it clearly, he is able
to aim and shoot effectively from the den entrance. (Nelson et al. 1982:47)

Occasionally the entrance is blocked to slow exiting bears (e.g., McKennan 1959:49). Bears
taken in dens are typically butchered away from the den site to maintain the productivity of the
den and to ensure its use by bears the following year (Nelson 1973; Sumida 1988:141-142,
Sumida 1989),

Black bears are also harvested by using snares, which is typically done during the fall “when
they are fat and seem to wander along well-defined trails” (Nelson 1973:116-117). In
Chuathbaluk, Sleetmute, Lime Village, and Stony River, wire snares have been set in or near
smokehouses in recent years to capture troublesome bears. Specific bear snaring techniques are
discussed at length in Nelson (1973:116-117) and Nelson et al, (1982:44). For example, one
technique involved placing the snare in a tall straight spruce tree near a well-traveled black bear
trail. The tree is stripped of branches on one side up to a height of approximately 12 feet. A
basket of fish is hung on a branch just above the trimmed area and the rawhide line of the snare
forms a noose approximately 18 inches in diameter and approximately 9 feet above the ground.

E Brown bears U, aretos were also harvested from dens in times past (Case and Halpin 1990:84,87; Hadleigh-West 1963:140-141,343; McKennan
1965:144-145).




A bear smelling the fish and seeing the basket hung in the tree would climb up the
trimmed area, pushing his head through the willow loop and its supported rawhide
noose. As it descended, the noose, tied with a special non-slip knot, would tighten and
kill it. Bear snares were set in the latter part of August and were checked each day by
the owner. (Nelson et al. 1982:44)

People in the Anvik area (GMU 21) set snares along a tree that was felled at an incline. Fish
entrails and eggs, used as bait to atiract the bears, were placed in a birch bark basket tied to the
upper end of the tree. The name of this snaring method, deoako s, literally means “fish guts up in
the air.” Kuskokwim (GMU 19D) hunters report dragging bear carcasses away from dens before
butchering in an effott to maintain the productivity of the dens. Stevens Village residents (GMU
25) report that they thoroughly clean dens to help ensure their use the following year.

The harvest of bears found swimming in the water is described in the Kuskokwim area (GMU
19) and other parts of Interior Alaska (e.g., Nelson et al. 1982:48). A noose is looped around its
neck and the animal pulled to shore. This method was reportedly used in the Lime Village area
as late as the 1950s. It is also reported that bears in the water are taken by spear in the Upper
Tanana area (GMU 12).

Bears are also hunted from boats during the open-water season. A number are usually
taken during the fall moose hunt, when the Indians see them along the river. Some bears
are wary enough to run when they see a boat coming, but others are unaftaid. Bears are
also shot by hunters traveling on the river in spring, often by duck hunters in their little
canoes. (Nelson 1973:123)

Hunters in Tok use bait stations to attract and harvest black bears.

CRITERION 4: GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

The area in which the noncommercial, long-term, and consistent pattern of taking, use, and
reliance upon the fish stock or game population has been established.

Each community typically hunts black bears in areas known to be productive. In many cases,
areas used to hunt black bears are similar to those used to hunt moose and both activities often
occur together. Information specific to black bear hunting areas does not exist for most
communities; depiction of black bear hunting areas is often combined with brown bear or moose
hunting areas. However, Figures 1 through 12 provide maps representing some of the
documented areas used for black bear hunting in Interior Alaska.

Lime Village residents hunt moose, caribou, and black bears in river flats throughout their land
use area. They hunt moose intensively along the Stony River and its side streams, including the
Stink River and Hungry Creek. They also use Caribou Snare Creek and other streams that drain
into Tundra Lake. Can Creek is an important hunting ground for both moose and black bears
(Kari 1983).

Stony River residents hunt black bears along the Kuskokwim River about 70 miles upstream and
20 miles downstream of the village, as well as along the Swift and Stony rivers and their
tributaries; and along the Tatlawiksuk, Holitna, and Big rivers (Kari 1985). Chuathbaluk
residents have hunted black bears along the Kuskokwim River from just downstream of their
community, to upstream of McGrath. Areas along the Aniak, Holokuk, and Oskawalik rivers, as
well as the lower tributaries of the Holitna River have also been hunted (Charnley 1984).




Sleetmute hunters primarily use the Holitna drainage, along with the lower reaches of the George
River, to hunt black bears (Charnley 1984),

Kwethluk hunters (from GMU 18) have used the Holokuk River drainage, especially since the
1940s, to hunt black bears. Areas of use include the Kuskokwim River as far upstrcam as
McGrath, and the Holitna River upstream to its headwaters (Coffing 1991).

Tuluksak residents (from GMU 18) have hunted bears along the Kuskokwim River from the
village upriver to the mouth of the Holitna River, as well as in a few areas near the Johnson
River, between the Yukon and Kuskokwim rivers. Tributaries of the Kuskokwim River between
the village and the Holitna River have also been hunted for bears. These include the Tuluksak
River drainage upstream to the Risher Dome area, Bogus and Ophir creeks and the area around
Whitefish Lake; the Aniak River approximately 10 miles upstream of the Kolmakof and
Holokuk rivers; the Holitna River upstream as far as Kashegelok; and the first 10 river miles of
the Hoholitna River (Andrews and Peterson 1983).

Nunapitchuk residents (from GMU 18) hunt black bears at the same time as moose. They hunt
north and east of their village, upstream to the headwaters of the Pikmiktalik, Kvichavak, and
Johnson rivers, including adjacent lakes and tributaries. They sometimes portage from the
Johnson River to the Yukon River and hunt along the Yukon River as far upstream as Paimiut
Slough. They also hunt along the Kuskokwim River as far upriver as the Stony River, 320 miles
distant (Andrews 1989).

Black bear hunting areas nsed by Russian Mission residents (from GMU 18) include the Yukon
River corridor from Chogamiut upstream to the outlet of the Bonasila River; the lower reaches of
the Bonasila River; and the Innoko River upstream to its confluence with the Shageluk River.
Northern and eastern hills along the north bank of the Yukon River were hunted as well. Areas
along the lower Atchuelinguk River are recent additions to regular black bear hunting areas, with
hunting in that area occurring while residents are at their fish camps.

CRITERION 5: MEANS OF HANDLING, PREPARING, PRESERVING, AND
STORING

A means of handling, preparing, preserving, and storing fish or game which has been
traditionally used by past generations, but not excluding recent technological advances
where appropriate.

Black bears provide an important source of meat, fat, and fur. Depending on the particular
custom, bear meat is eaten in the household in the context of community celebrations or during
feasts for special occasions, such as the “bear party” practiced along the Koyukuk River.
Valuable parts, such as the ribs and hind quarters, are saved for potlatches.

Butchering practices follow culturally-established beliefs and values. In many communities, the
skull is left in the field; either buried, as is the practice along the Kuskokwim River; hung upon a
small tree near the kill; or burned in a clean fire, as is the practice along the Koyukuk River, In
any case, it is not brought back to the village so as to show proper respect toward the animal. The
hunter cuts the eyes of the bear so that its spirit cannot see a possible violation of butchering
taboos.

Black bears are butchered in the field and processed like other large game. The meat is shared
with relatives, especially if fresh meat has been scarce. Some sources report patterns of




butchering and sharing that are dependent upon the number in the hunting party, the hunter who
made the kill, and the age of the hunters. The meat is prepared in many ways: frozen, dried,
smoked, canned for later use, or cooked by boiling, frying, broiling, barbecuing, or roasting. In
some communities, the fat is rendered for use in cooking, and for making “Native ice cream.”
The choicest parts, such as the hindquarters or organs (heart, kidneys, and intestines), are often
given to elders. If the meat has to be transported some distance, or if return to the village is not
imminent, the meat may be dried in the field in order to decrease its weight and prevent spoilage.

Bear skins are used in the Tanana area (GMU 20) for ruffs, mukluks, and cabin bedding. Their
use to insulate doors is described in the Yukon Flats arca (GMU 25). In Koyukuk River
communities, precautions are taken to ensure that bear hides do not come in contact with young
women.

CRITERION 6: INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF KNOWLEDGE,
SKILLS, VALUES, AND L.ORE

A pattern of taking or use that includes the handing down of knowledge of fishing or
hurting skills, values, and lore from generation to generation.

Athabascan tradition attributes great spiritual power to the bear. Bears feature prominently in
Interior Athabascan oral traditions and mythology (e.g., Osgood 1959:146). There is an elaborate
set of beliefs and values surrounding their harvest and use, and bear meat is often taboo for
women, For example, residents in Koyukuk River villages (GMU 24) follow proscriptions on
who may eat bears, what portions may be caten, how they are prepared, uses of the inedible
parts, such as claws and skulls, and the ways to refer to bears.

Bear hunting among the Koyukuk Athabaskans is an activity that far transcends the
meeting of simple biological needs. To these people the [black] bear is invested with
particularly powerful spiritual powers and, when carried out by culturally prescribed

methods, the killing, treatment, and consumption of a bear is literally a religious act.
(Nelson et al. 1982:45)

An example is the “bear party” practiced along the Koyukuk River (GMU 24). It is held in the
forest, away from the village, and may be attended only by men as a way of showing proper
respect to the animal after its death. In Allakaket, bear parties include cooking meat from the
head, neck, feet, and backbone; dancing; and singing special bear songs.

The knowledge of the medicinal uses of bear “grease” and other bear parts has been handed
down, but is generally not in use today.

As with many subsistence activities, teaching young men how to track, hunt, and butcher black
bears, and young women how to process and preserve bear meat and other products, is through
participant observation. Children are included in many activities, and are expected to show
interest and eventually participate in the activities, depending upon their age and acquired skills.
Most hunting is done in family-based groups, so that the learning and proficiency of younger
participants is monitored.

CRITERION 7: DISTRIBUTION AND EXCHANGE

A pattern of taking, use, and reliance where the harvest effort or products of that harvest
are distributed or shared, including customary trade, barter, and gift-giving.




Black bear meat is widely shared within and between communities, particularly when it is the
only fresh meat available during lean times, such as late winter. Certain parts, such as the
hindquarters, heart, and kidneys, are normally given to elders.

Bear meat is often considered a specialty food and served at funeral and memorial potlatches
(e.g., Minto, where the backbone, ribs and brisket are served). The fat and meat from fall hunts is
served at community-wide meals, often held on Christmas Day and New Year’s Eve (e.g.,
Minto).

The common pattern in the Native use of black bear meat is that only the men and the elder
women should eat it, This pattern is perhaps less observed in the Kuskokwim area, In Minto, the
limbs of harvested black bears apparently merit special attention as they are reportedly cut into
three pieces and each piece given to a different household.

CRITERION 8: DIVERSITY OF RESOURCES IN AN AREA; ECONOMIC,
CULTURAL, SOCIAL, AND NUTRITIONAL ELEMENTS

A pattern that includes taking, use, and reliance for subsistence purposes upon a wide
variety of the fish and game resources and that provides substantial economic, cultural,
social, and nutritional elements of the subsistence way of life.

Black bears are one of several large game species used for food by residents of these GMUs.
Although the numbers harvested annually are fewer than those of moose or caribou, black bears
are an important food source, particularly in tate spring and early summer.

In some parts of these GMUs, nonlocal foods and equipment are often very costly, and the means
of generating cash are not widely available. Residents of these communities harvest a large
variety and considerable amounts of fish and game resources, including:

the 5 species of Pacific salmon Oncorhynchus found in Alaska
whitefishes Prosopium or Coregonus

northern pike Esox lucius

burbot Lota lota

Alaska blackfish Dallia pectoralis

smelt Thaleichthys pacificus

trout Q. mykiss and Salvelinus

Arctic lampreys Lampetra japonica
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16. grouse Bonasa, Dendragapus, Tympanuchus
17. numerous species of waterfowl
18. furbearers, including;

beavers Castor canadensis

o @

mink Mustela vison

river otters Lutra canadensis

e o

muskrats Ondaira zibethicus
wolverines Gulo gulo
wolves Canus lupus

red foxes Vulpes vulpes

U R

tynx Lynx canadensis
i. martens Martes americana
Residents also harvest many varieties of plants and berries.

Much of the wild resources harvested are salmon and freshwater fishes. However, communities
further inland depend more heavily on land mammals, such as black bears. Kari (1983) reported
that Lime Village residents prefer fresh animal meat as a staple over fish and birds. Caribou,
moose, and beavers provided the most meat for Lime Village residents; in some years, black
bears may have equaled beavers in pounds consumed.
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TABLES AND FIGURES
Table 1.—Black bear harvests, Interior Region, 1982-1987.

Estimated

Percentage of total Lbs per

households number capita

Community Year harvesting harvested  harvest
Allakaket 1982 37 23 9
Anderson 1987 7 10 4
Beaver 1985 10 10 4
Bettles 1982 25 3 5
Dot Lake 1987 ‘ 8 1 1
Fort Yukon 1987 31 150 7
Galena 1985 18 36 5
Healy 1987 2 7 1
Hughes 1982 53 17 11
Huslia 1983 37 41 32
McGrath 1984 n/a 15 2
McKinley Park 1987 2 1 0.8
Minto 1984 20 16 16
Nikolai 1984 n/a 6 3
Northway 1987 9 10 2
Stevens Village 1984 40 17 19
Tanacross 1987 4 3 1
Tanana 1987 14 38 28
Tok 1987 8 40 2

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence survey data,
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Figure 1.—Areas used for black bear hunting during the lifetimes of Stony River residents as repotted
in 1983-1984.
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APPENDIX A.-LITERATURE EXCERPTS PERTAINING TO
CUSTOMARY AND TRADITIONAL BLACK BEAR HUNTING
AND USE PATTERNS IN INTERIOR ALASKA

24




Following are quotations from selected literature pertaining to customary and traditional black
bear hunting and use patterns in Interior Alaska.

Andersen, D. B,, C. J. Utermohle, and L. Brown. 1998. The 1997-98 harvest of moose,
caribou, and bear in middle Yuken and Koyukuk river communities, Alaska. Alaska
Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence Technical Paper No. 245,
Juneaun. http://www.subsistence.adfg.state.ak.us/TechPap/tp245.pdf

There is significant annual and individual variability in denning dates for bears.
However, in interior Alaska, most black bears enter their winter dens by mid-October
and emerge from dens by mid April (J. Hechtel, ADF&G, Pers. Comm). This being the
case, it is likely that some of the bears harvested in October, and most of the bears taken
in November, December, and March, represent bears taken in dens, a practice still
common among Koyukon Athabaskan''! hunters, (Andersen et al. 1998:25)

Andersen, D. B,, C. J. Utermohle, and G. Jennings. 2001. The 1999-2000 harvest of moose,
caribou, and bear in ten middle Yukon and Koyukuk river communities. Alaska
Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence Technical Paper No. 262,
Juneau. http://www.subsistence.adfg.state.ak.us/TechPap/tp262.pdf

An estimated total of 68 black bears were taken by hunters in the 10 survey
communities (Table 9). Of these, Huslia hunters took 27 bears or 40% of the overall
harvest. Black bear harvests consisted of 45 males (67%), 18 females (26%), and 5
black bears of unreported sex (Table 10). While black bear harvests were reported in all
months except December, January, and March, the 4-month period August through
November accounts for 88% of the black bear harvest (Fig. 4). Bears taken in
November and February, and perhaps some of the October harvest, can be attributed to
the regional practice of hunting bears in their dens. (Andersen et al. 2001 :5)

Case, M., and L. Halpin. 1990. Contemporary wild resource use patterns in Tanana,
Alaska, 1987, Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence Technical
Paper No. 178, Juneau.

Black and brown bear were occasionally hunted in their dens in the late fall, when the
animals were still fat. (Case and Halpin 1990:21)

At camps or in town, black bear were harvested if they became nuisances, but generally
there was little hunting of black bear at this time of year [April and early May]. (Case
and Halpin 1990:33)

Black and brown (or grizzly) bear occur in the Tanana area. Residents noted that black
bear were more numerous and visible along the river corridors and bottomlands,
proving themselves nuisances at fish camps, while brown bear occurred more often in
the uplands, and were considered to be more unpredictable and dangerous than black
bear. Athabaskan (sic.) tradition attributes to the bear much spiritual power, and local
men challenged themselves in former years by coaxing brown bear out of dens in the
spring to hunt them with spears. Certain behaviors that would involve bear, such as

! Delegates representing the member tribes of the Tanana Chiefs Conference passed a resolution regarding the variety of spellings of the term
chose “Athabascan™ as the preferred spelling. Various spellings will be found in this report due 1o the historical nature of the literature.
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women in their child-bearing years looking at or consuming bear meat, are iraditionally
hootlaanee (taboo). Both black and brown bear were hunted locally by those with a taste
for the meat and grease, and use for the fur. The latter was used as ruffs and as bedding
in trapping cabins. (Case and Halpin 1990.84,87)

Both black and brown bear were hunted primarily in fall, after light snowfall had
covered the ground and tracking was feasible, but prior to denning. Fall black bear were
preferred for their high fat content, and hunting usually occurred in late October,
although some bear hunting coincided with moose hunting somewhat earlicr. Some
hunting was done in winter by coaxing bears out of their dens, and in spring, especially
if meat for dogs was needed. The fur was considered prime in spring by some. Bears
were occasionally harvested during summer if they were bothering fishing operations.
(Case and Halpin 1990:88)

Hosley, E. H. 1981. Environment and culture in the Alaska Plateau. Pages 533-545 in
Sturtevant, W. C., editor, Handbook of the North American Indians, volume 6:
Subarctic. Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C,

[With respect to the Athabascan Indians of the Alaska Plateau region] Snares were used
to take a variety of other game [other than caribou], from hares to grizzly bears and Dall
sheep. In its several variations — spring pole, tossing pole, and tether snares — the snare
was one of the most sophisticated and widely applied hunting devices of the Alaskan
Athapaskans. Deadfalls and the bow...were also used to take a variety of animals, and
the lance or spear...was widely used to kill denned bears and to stab moose and caribou
from a canoe...as they crossed lakes or streams” (Hosley 1981:535).

McKennan, R. A. 1959. The Upper Tanana Indians. Yale University Department of
Anthropology, New Haven.

Bears were formerly hunted much more than they are today. The combat was largely a
hand-to-hand one, and the killing of a bear brought great honor to the hunter. In the
summer the animals were brought to bay, often with the aid of dogs, and dispatched by
spears; and the Indians maintain that the bravest hunters sometimes killed them with
heavy clubs of caribou horn (cf. Weapons). Such hand-to-hand encounters were
accepted methods of acquiring prestige among a number of the western tribes, including
the Han (Schmitter, 1910:8), Peel River Kutchin (Osgood 1936b:27), Ten’a [Koyukon-
speaking people] (Jette 1909:482); Ingalik [Deg Hi’tan, or Deg Xinag-speaking people
of Unit 21E] (Osgood 1940:200,207), Tanaina (Osgood 1937:32-33), Eyak (Birket-
Smith and de Laguna 1938:100), and Tahtan (Emmons 1911:72). (McKennan 1959:49)

A bear is sometimes lured to his death by the hunter’s imitating the call of the raven.
The bear responds thinking that some carrion is near and is promptly shot. In the winter,
bears are poked from their dens and shot as they emerge. In the old days another
interesting method was used when a bear was roused from his winter den. As he broke
out through the snow two strong men would pinch him between two poles, and while
they heid him the other hunters would dispatch him with clubs or spears. This unusual
device was also used by the Chipewyan (Birket-Smith 1930:24). (McKennan 1959:49)
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Mishler, C., and W, E. Simeone, edffors. 2006. Tanana and Chandalar: The Alaska field
journals of Robert A, McKennan. University of Alaska Press, Fairbanks,

Old Joseph. ..reports killing a monstrous silver tip ‘as big-as a moose.’ He poked it out
of its winter den and then shot it. The bear pretty nearly got Joseph and was only about
ten feet from him when it finally went down. I [Robert A, McKennan] saw the skin and
it was a monster. (Mishler and Simeone 2006:100)

Nelson, R. K. 1973. Hunters of the northern forest: Designs for survival among the
Alaskan Kutchin. University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

Bears are of course seasonal animals, hibernating for several months during the winter,
Even during the scasons when they are active and therefore readily hunted there are
only certain periods when the Kutchin consider them fit for cating. Black bears are
hunted especially during the fall, when they build up their thickest fat. They retire to
their dens by late September, but remain fat and tasty through the winter. After they
emerge from their dens between mid-April and early May, food is scarce and they
become lean. By June they are thin, and the Indians do not hunt them. (Nelson
1973:115-116)

[With respect to bear snaring] Tt takes little more than the thought of facing a bear at
close range with a bow and arrow or spear to make one understand why snares were an
important method for killing these animals in aboriginal times. Snares were highly
cifective and required almost no risk to the hunter. Today’s adult Kutchin are all
tamiliar with bear snaring techniques, but if they still catch bears this way they do not
consider it a matter of public information. The best time for snaring bears is during the
fall, when they are fat and secem to wander along well-defined trails, They could be
snared during the spring as well, but no one every mentioned doing this. (Nelson
1973:116-117)

The aboriginal Kutchin made their snares from braided strands of babiche, but in recent
times 1/8-inch or Yi-inch aviation cable was found to be more effective. A homemade
cable snare works well unless the bear does not pull it tight and is able to slip it off with
its claws, Commercial snares are provided with one-way choking locks and cannot be
removed. The human scent is eliminated from a cable snare by boiling it with willow
bark or by rubbing it with the tips of spruce boughs, (Nelson 1973:116-1 17}

The bear snare is usually set in a trail, either a man-made trail intended for winter travel
or & natural game trail. It is generally placed where a constriction is created by bushes
or trees, so that the snare fills the whole trail, so that the bear is forced to go underneath.,
A snare set under a log is very effective, and is easily tethered to the log itself. Instead
of using a fixed toggle or anchorage, a bear snare is attached to a flexible young tree, to
a sizable log, or to a log placed between the crotches of twa trees on opposite sides of
the trail. In the last case the anchor is a crosspiece which cannot be dragged off, but the
bear may simply chew the log in half and escape. The loose log toggle is dragged away
into the brush until the bear finally chokes itself. Many a snare has been broken,
however, leaving the bear with a snare collar as a memento of this escape. {Nelson
1973:116-117)
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A typical snare set for black or grizzly bear would be made along the lines described
earlier for moose snares. After finding a suitable place on a trail and selecting a fixed or
loose toggle, the Indian tethers his snare so that it hangs in the middle of the pathway. It
is opened to a loop varying from 20 to 24 inches in diameter, with its bottom edge 24 to
30 inches above the ground. The cable snare is held open by tying it in several places to
slender sticks pushed in the ground beside it. Short pieces of grass or thread are used to
make the ties. (Nelson 1973:117)

The trail is usually wider than the snare’s loop, and so a few sticks 4 or 5 feet long are
set up on cither side of it to block the way around. One or more sticks are also pushed
into the ground right under the snare, reaching almost to its lower edge, to keep the
animal from going under it. (Nelson 1973:117)

[With respect to den hunting] Black bears spend approximately seven months of the
year hibernating, and grizzlies occupy their dens for four to five months. It is not
surprising that over the centuries northern Athapaskans have amassed great knowledge
of the bears® denning habits and have developed effective methods of hunting them in
their winter quarters. Northern Athapaskans are masters of den hunting, just as they are
expert hunters of moose. The Koyukon Indians point out that these are the two skills in
which they surpass their neighbors, the Kobuk Eskimos.

Den hunting must have been very important in the aboriginal past, when it afforded an
easy means of killing bears with only a spear or bow and arrow. Rifles have replaced
traditional methods, but den hunting is still important. This is especially true among the
Koyukon, who live in a country rich in bears. They are highly skilled in den-hunting
techniques and enjoy bear meat so much that they put considerable effort into the carly
winter hunts. Den-killed bears are the fattest and best tasting of all; so it is little wonder
that the people want them.

As was noted earlier, black bears go into their dens by late September. The date is
variable, depending on the weather. They start working on the dens sometime in
September, and occupy them intermittently until really cold weather signals the time for
uninterrupted hibernation. Grizzly bears enter their dens much later, in November or
December, and may become active during midwinter warm spells. They seem to take
hibernation much less seriousty than do black bears.

The Koyukon and Kutchin Athapaskans often find bear dens by accident, stumbling
onto them when they are traveling through the brush at any time of the year. Once they
have discovered a den they check it each fall. The Koyukon usually consider each den a
sort of property, ‘owned’ by the man who discovered it or learned of it from his father.
Thus people speak of ‘Sam’s den,” ‘Henry’s den,” and so on (G. R. Bane, personal
communication). The Chalkyitsik Kutchin do not formalize ownership in this way. Each
hunter knows the location of many dens, and they are hunted on a first-come, first-
served basis. The only kind of ‘ownership’ here is established by men who find dens
and keep their locations secret, thus ensuring themselves a private potential resource.
(Nelson 1973:118)

Each fall or early winter a hunter is likely to go out and check the dens he ‘owns’ or
knows abaut to see if any are occupied. There are several ways to find previously
undiscovered dens or to pinpoint known dens once their general location has been
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ascertained. In the early fall, when bears have selected a hibernating site but are still
active, they will remain in the immediate area digging up the moss and dirt searching
for roots. When an Indian comes across this kind of sign in September, he knows that a
bear is probably going to hibernate in that area. This is the best indicator that a denning
site is nearby, but of course much searching may be required to find the site itself.

Black bears like to make their dens in places where they get some help from nature.
Most dens are under partly overturned trees, whose roots have lifted the earth and moss
to create a bear-sized cavern underneath. They also like to dig dens in banks, such as
along a steep-sided creek bed. Another good place for denning is a sandy knoll or ridge,
where caverns are easily dug out. In general, holes beneath upiurned spruce trees seem
the most likely den sites, and these are perhaps the easiest kind to locate. One such den
that I saw was about 5 feet long, 4 feet wide, and 2 % feet high.

A black bear prepares its den by gathering moss and grass from the surrounding areas
and lining the interior with it. The entrance will be plugged with the same material later
on. Thus, if a hunter comes across a place where the moss and grass are freshly dug up
and scraped away it is a sure sign that a bear den is nearby. If such a place is discovered
before snow falls the bear is likely to be away foraging, and so the hunter remembers its
location and returns later, When snow covers the ground, dens are much harder to find.
A small hole usually remains open in the snow above a den, however, and heavy frost
covers the surface and any vegetation around its opening. The frost is formed by
condensation from the bear’s moist breath. (Nelson 1973:119)

Sometimes very special knowledge and alertness leads to the discovery of a bear den.
For example, Simon Edwards of Huslia once came upon a set of tracks from a running
fox. He followed them a short distance and found a place where the fox had sat down
for a while, looking back over its trail. Simon wondered what had frightened it, and why
it sat watching back the way it had come, so he followed the trail the opposite way. He
found shortly that the fox had encountered a bear den and was frightened away by its
occupant. Simon got the bear. (Nelson 1973:119-120)

Another time this same man was walking along on snowshoes and came to a place
where a marten track crossed the trail. Thinking he might find the marten in a burrow,
he sidetracked and followed it. At one point he noticed that the animal had dug into the
snow before moving on, and next to the hole he found a single blade of grass the marten
had pulled up onto the snow. The grass was a kind that bears use for bedding in their
dens, and so he poked around further and discovered that the marten had dug right into
an occupied bear den, The reward for his effort was fat black bear. (Nelson 1973: 120}

The Koyukon and Kutchin use different techniques for bear den hunting. The following
account of the Koyukon method is based largely on information supplied by G. R.
Bane, who has lived among these people for several years.

Having located a denning site, the Koyukon hunter first needs to learn it if is occupied
or empty. He finds a long stick which he can shove into the den’s opening. It should be
curved because bear holes have a tendency to go down, then turn off to one side, He
pokes around inside until the stick touches the bear, disturbing it enough so its
movement can be felt. If the hunter is not sure, he holds the stick against what he thinks
is the bear and its breathing will move the stick back and forth. Listening closely, the
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hunter may also hear the animal’s breathing. Once he has ascertained that a bear is
inside, the Indian puts his stick to another use. He takes note of the exact direction the
passageway runs, and just how far in the stick goes before it touches the bear. Then he
pulls it out and lays it on the ground or snow. Its end should mark a point right above
the animal.

After he knows the bear’s location, the hunter finds several large poles or logs and plugs
the entrance with them. These may be tied securely in place to be sure that the animal
cannot escape. This done, he uses his ax to chop into the roof of the den so he will have
an opening through which to shoot. This can be quite a job, since he wants an opening
about 6 inches in diameter and may have to chop through 2 feet of frozen ground. If it is
too dark in the den, he can toss a handful of snow on the bear so that a white dusting
makes it clearly visible. Once he sees it well, the Indian shoots it in the head. In former
times he would kill it with a spear. After a bear is killed in its den, a rope is used to pull
it up through the entrance. (Nelson 1973:120-121)

The Black River Kutchin use a simpler but more dangerous method of killing bears in
their winter dens. Once they are certain a bear is inside, they start poking and jabbing at
it with a long stick. Eventually the animal becomes unsettled enough to come out after
whatever is tormenting it. When it starts moving up the entryway the hunters stand
ready with their rifles. Black bears come out slowly and are either shot in the head when
they first emerge or shot in the heart after they get about halfway out.

This method is much simpler than the Koyukon technique. It requires less physical
labor, since there are no holes to chop and the dead bear does not have to be dragged
out of the hole. And the method can be used when a den is dug into a bank, where there
is no way to chop down into it. It does involve a somewhat greater risk, but so long as
the animal is a black bear the Kutchin feel that there is no danger. Herbert John said he
once knelt on top of a den and killed the emerging bear with his knife. (Nelson
1973:121)

Grizzly bears can be killed by driving them from their winter quarters, but the Indians
treat them in a different way. Whereas a black bear comes out slowly, not looking for a
fight, the grizzly angrily charges out, trying to get anyone it can. The Kutchin say that
prizzlies do not really hibernate; ‘Maybe he don’t even go to sleep in there.” Thus if a
grizzly den is found, the hunter must expect trouble unless he decides to be prudent and
feave it alone. One of the first things a Kutchin will do upon locating a den, therefore, is
decide whether it belongs to a black bear or a grizzly bear.

Black bear dens have fairly small openings, about 2 feet high and 3 feet wide, whereas
grizzly dens are higher and wider by about a foot. There is also a tendency for the black
bear to plug the opening of its quarters, or at least narrow its size considerably, whereas
grizzly bears leave the opening wide enough to move in and out. A grizzly is also likely
to growl when anyone walks near its hole, which black bears apparently never do.
(Nelson 1973:121)

The Chalkyitsik Kutchin say that it is often unnecessary to coax a grizzly from its den,
because the animal may charge out before a hunter has a chance to do anything.
Otherwise, a grizzly would be hunted in much the same way as a black bear. Actually,
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the Kutchin fear the grizzly and rarely eat its flesh, and so they scldom take the risk of
hunting this animal from its den. (Netson 1973:121-122)

[ With respect to spring and summer hunting] Most bears are killed when encountered
by hunters traveling overland during the early spring or going along the river in boats
during the summer and fall, or when the animals appear close to an occupied camp or
village. Spring is the best season for bears because they still retain some fat from the
winter and they are almost completely unafraid of people. In the fall they run if they
sense a man nearby.

The black bear usually leaves his hibernating place after the snow disappears in late
April. If he is not well fattened when he enters his den, hunger drives him out earlier.
During May and June an Indian never goes anywhere without a rifle or shotgun because
he knows a bear could turn up unexpectedly. A number of black bears were sighted
within 200 yards of Chalkyitsik in the spring of 1970. When the people lived in
muskrat-hunting camps during the spring, they could count on frequent visits from
bears attracted by the smell of meat. The Indians also know of many areas that are
especially good for bears during the spring, and they sometimes go to these places to
hunt for them.

Some bears run when they see a snowmachine or dog team, but others will merely stand
and watch. The snowmobile hunter can stop and take a shot if he gets within range, but
with a dog team things are not so simple. If there is no snow on the lakes, a hunter
cruising the ice looking for bears cannot hope to stop his team once the dogs spot an
animal. All he can do is let them chase the bear, then jump off the sled and try to shoot
before his dogs reach it. When an Indian finds very fresh bear sign but there is not
enough snow to track the animal, he may try to attract the animal by using an old
technique. He conceals himself and imitates the call of a raven. If the bear is nearby it
may think a raven has discovered carrion and come straight to the sound, expecting to
find a free meal, (Nelson 1973:122)

Dogs are sometimes used to run down a bear that escapes into the brush and cannot be
caught in any other way. They might be released from the team after a bear is spotted,
or a hunter might go out from the village on foot, taking his dogs along to help him. In
the old days a man would take several dogs when he hunted, and they would course
through the woods searching for a scent. When dogs catch up to a black bear it will
climb a tree to escape them. Grizzlies stay on the ground and always stop to defend
themselves against the biting dogs. If a hunter hears all of his dogs barking at one place,
he knows they have found a bear, moose, or porcupine, and he goes quickly to get
whatever game they have brought to bay. (Nelson 1973:122-123)

Bears are also hunted from boats during the open-water season. A number are usually
taken during the fall moose hunt, when the Indians see them along the river. Some bears
are wary enough to run when they see a boat coming, but others are unafraid. Bears are
also shot by hunters traveling on the river in spring, often by duck hunters in their little
canoes. (Nelson 1973:123)

The Chalkyitsik Kutchin prefer to shoot bears in the heart, perhaps because this was
always the best shot with a bow and arrow. Heart shots can be very dangerous,
however, because when an animal is hit in the heart it often runs a fair distance before
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dying. This could mean a charge at the hunter. The Eskimos and the Koyukon
Athapaskans warn against shooting bears in the heart, preferring shoulder or neck shots,
which instantly incapacitate the animal. They advise heart shots only if a light rifle such
as a .22 is being used, when there is no chance of shattering the animal’s shoulder or
neck bones.

The Kutchin are aware that neck and head shots are deadly, but correctly point out that
these are very small targets. If they are close to a bear, they may shoot for the neck
vertebrae or the occipital condyle (where the head and neck join). But only an expert
takes these shots, because if they miss the bone the animal is wounded and enraged. If'a
bear charges or comes straight toward a hunter, he shoots it in the chest between the
forelegs, or in the head. The Kutchin prefer heavy rifles, such as .30-06 caliber, for
shooting bears. Black bears can be killed with a .22 rifle, but this requires a perfect hit
in the occipital condyle or heart. Shotguns afford good protection from bears if they are
used a close range and are aimed for the animal’s eyes, but they are not good for
ordinary hunting. (Nelson 1973:123)

The Koyukon suggest that the best shot for a big bear angles from the shoulder to the
hip. This gives maximum crippling potential and is likely to do considerable intcrnal
damage. Like the Eskimos, they prefer shoulder, backbone, or neck shots. They advise
shooting a black bear in the ear if a .22 rifle is used. Eskimos prefer ear or heart shots
with a .22, and have killed both grizzly bears and polar bears in this way.

It is difficult to understand why the Kutchin prefer heart shots over hits which are more
deadly and crippling, particularly in view of the dangers involved. They never mention
shoulder shots as the correct way to shoot any animal, and apparently consider them
poor because they damage some of the meat. Needless to say, Kutchin hunters must
always be alert for a charge, especially if they shoot a grizzly. The Indians say that if a
bear charges it is best to stand still and aim at the bear, waiting until it is close enough
for a certain shot. Both the Kutchin and Koyukon warn that a wounded black bear or
grizzly bear may wait in concealment for a hunter to follow, then attack when he comes
along. (Nelson 1973:124)

Nelson, R. K., K. H. Mautner, and G. R. Bane, 1982. Tracks in the wildland: A portrayal
of Koyukon and Nunamiut subsistence. University of Alaska Cooperative Park
Studies Unit Anthropolegy and Historic Preservation, Fairbanks.

Before the introduction of firearms, bears were hunted and killed with spears (pana in
Eskimo). It required a particularly brave man, armed only with a spear, to rush an adult
bear and then to taunt the bear into attacking. As the bear rose up to lunge on his
tormentor, the hunter planted the butt of the spear in the ground and aimed its point so
that it would enter near the collar bone of the bear. As the bear fell onto the spear the
hunter rolled away, hoping the bear would be unable to continue the attack.
Occasionally a party of men would attack a bear, thereby increasing the chance of
success. The last known killing of bear with a primitive spear in the Koyukuk Valley
area occurred during the late 1800s, according to an elderly Native informant.

The Koyukuk Athabaskans of the past employed a special snaring technique for the
harvesting of black bears. This technique was used primarily by men too old to
participate in the more active means of taking bears. The bear snare (gaabeelh)
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consisted of a rawhide line made from bearded seal skin obtained from Kobuk Eskimos,
a willow loop, and a special birch bark basket with seams overlapping in a clockwise
patiern,

The snare was placed in a tall straight spruce tree ncar a well-traveled bear trail. All
branches of the spruce tree were cut off of one side flush with the trunk to a height of
approximately 12 feet. The birch bark basket full of fish was hung on a branch just
above the trimmed area. The rawhide line was secured at one end around the tree trunk
under the basket with the other end extending down to an clongated willow loop which
held it out horizontally from the trunk. The rawhide line formed a noose of
approximately 18 inches in diameter, which was supported by the willow loop. This
snare was set approximately 9 feet above the ground.

A bear smelling the fish and sceing the basket hung in the tree would climb up the
trimmed area, pushing his head through the willow loop and its supported rawhide
noose. As it descended, the noose, tied with a special non-slip knot, would tighten and
kill it. Bear snares were set in the latter part of August and were checked each day by
the owner. (Nelson et al. 1982:44)

Bear hunting among the Koyukuk Athabaskans is an activity that far transcends the
meeting of simple biological needs. To these people the bear is invested with
particularly powerful spiritual powers and, when carried out by culturally prescribed
methods, the killing, treatment, and consumption of a bear is literally a religious act.
Thus it is impossible to accurately describe Koyukuk bear hunting without including
supernatural beliefs and prescribed behavior.

According to Native custom, a man planning to hunt a bear must not verbalize his plans.
He must also never speak in a boasting manner about his successes in such hunts or in
any way demean the bears he has killed. To do so would insult the bears and the hunter
would soon lose all of his luck, possibly going for years without finding another bear.
According to Koyukon belief, a bear must favor a hunter before it allows him the
opportunity to kill it.

In all elements of subsistence, but particularly in bear hunting, luck plays a very large
part in the cyes of the Koyukuk Athabaskans (see chapter 12). Without luck, or the
proper relationship with the environment, skill is worthless in bear hunting. The bear
will reveal himself only to those it favors. One man may walk right by a bear and never
see it while another will easily spot it as though drawn to the spot. According to the
Koyukuk Athabaskans the difference is summed up in the work ‘luck’. {(Nelson et al.
1982:45)

The fall bear hunt immediately after frecze-up is the high point of the male seasonal
activitics. Parties of several men leave the village on foot carrying packs containing
their necessary camp gear. Very little food will be taken, as the hunters expect to live
off the land. Light tarps are carried in place of bulky tents. The bear hunting party
roams the flats and foothills, camping in particularly promising areas and spending two
or three days carefully searching the local terrain for bear dens or signs of recent bear
activity. (Nelson et al. 1982:45-46)
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Bear dens may occur in a variety of places, but Native hunters have learned that bears
tend to den on dry well-drained land. The exposed roots of large spruce, thick patches
of diamond willow, and sandy banks are particularly favored by bears. As the hunters
search, they watch for patches of moss that have been pulled from the earth or tall grass
that has been torn away. They also ook for crude nests which bears often make near a
den they are excavating. All of these signs indicate that there is an occupied den in the
nearby vicinity.

Over the years a great many bear dens have been discovered by Koyukuk hunters.
When a man discovers a new bear hole and takes a bear from it, it becomes known as
his den: that is, ‘Joe’s bear hole.” Other hunters usually allow the ‘ownet’ of a known
bear den the opportunity to be first to check it each fall. The locations of particularly
productive bear holes are passed from father to son. As men search for bears in the fall
they characteristically check all known bear dens in the vicinity. Usually, a great many
old dens must be checked before one is found that is occupied.

As two or more hunters progress separately through an area, they maintain contact by
occasionally striking a tree with a stick. It is forbidden to yell back and forth as this will
frighten off any bears in the vicinity. The only time one should cry out is when
discovering an occupied den.

Once a den is discovered, and its entrance appears to be purposely plugged up, the
hunter will sometimes cut a fong curving rod to poke back into its tunnel. Most den
tunnels curve before the nest arca is reached. When the stick strikes something soft the
hunter will hold it against the obstruction and try to detect any breathing movement. If
the bear is not completely asleep it may rush out of the den, in which case the hunter
must be ready to quickly respond and shoot it. If the bear does not leave the den, the
hunter will carefully withdraw the rod and lay it on the roof of the end at the same angle
it was injected into the hole. The end of the rod should be resting directly over the
sleeping bear. (Nelson et al. 1982:46)

With the hibernating bear located, the hunter and his companions will sometimes cut
heavy poles and brush and securely plug up the entrance of the den to prevent their prey
from escaping. At the spot above the den nest, they will chop and dig a hole perhaps 6
inches in diameter. If enough light can filter through the hole, it may be possibie to see
the bear and to allow the hunter to shoot it in the head. Otherwise, a rod will be lowered
to “feel’ for the bear. Once the bear is located, one hunter may hold the rod steady while
another aims and fires his rifle along its length. (Nelson et al. 1982:47)

Often bears can be hunted in their dens by a much simpler method. The hunter simply
disturbs the animal until it comes up into the den tunnel or pokes its head out the
entrance, and then he shoots it. Or in many cases a hunter looks into the den tunnel,
using a flashlight or torch to locate the animal inside. If he can see it clearly, he is able
to aim and shoot effectively from the den entrance.

From time to time, one may discover a den occupied by a sow bear and one or two
yearling cubs. These cubs are often two-thirds the size of a full adult. It is the obligation
of the hunter to take all occupants of a den. If the bears did not wish to be taken they
would not have revealed themselves, and to not take them would be an act of disrespect.
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The slain bear or bears will be removed from the den and skinned on the spot. The small
bone just under the tongue wiil be discarded. The intestines, heart, lungs, and any bone
or other parts not to be taken should be burned to prevent other animals from defiling
them. The hide may be kept, although it usually is not. A bear hide continues to have
‘life’ for three years, and so it cannot be used for clothing or anything else until this

time has passed. Only women who have experienced menopause may scrape and tan a
bear hide.

If a man or hunting party is some distance from the village and takes several bears, they
will cache the meat and pack back only a small percentage of their kill. Later they will
use dog teams-and, lately, snowmachines - to retrieve the meat. (Nelson et al. 1982:47)

According to custom, the man who actually kills a bear retains very little of the meat for
himself, perhaps only a forearm or hindquarter, The ribs, fat, and other choice cuts are
usually frozen and preserved for village potlatches. It is particularly important to have
large quantities of bear meat for memorial potlatches. Other parts of the bear such as the
neck, forearms, head, and paws are used to host a bear party in honor of the bear that
has been killed. Bear partics, by tradition, are attended by males only and are usually
held outside the village limits soon after the bear meat has been rcturned to the
community. (Nelson et al. 1982:47-48)

Although bear hunting significantly declines afier mid-winter, it does not cease entirely.
When traveling overland via snowshoes, dog team, or snowmachine, a Native hunter is
always alert to signs of possible bear dens. An air hole often forms in the snow covering
a bear den. The snow around the hole is usually stained yellow. If a man sees such a
sign, he will dig out the den and harvest its occupant. As a man travels along a trail with
his dog team he notes the dogs’ behavior. The writer [Ray Bane] drove his team of dogs
along a well-packed trail daily for over a week and noticed the team sniffing the air and
glancing off into a patch of birch trees each time a certain point was passed. This
observation was discussed with a local Native hunter who then spent several days
searching around the area until he found and killed a bear in a snow-concealed den.
Small predators, such as marien, weasels, and foxes, are often drawn to a bear hole by
its odor and may walk up to it and circle it out of curiosity. A hunter, seeing where such
creatures have deviated from their general path of travel and circled such a spot, will
suspect a bear den. As mentioned earlier, to find a bear den obligates the hunter to
harvest its occupants. (Nelson et al, 1982:48)%

Summer bear harvest usually consists of simple chance encounters with bears while
carrying out other activities such as checking fish nets, cutting wood, or traveling by
boat. There seems to be less emphasis on the taking of bears at this time. (Nelson et al,
1982:48)

[T]he brown bear is the one animal that is killed both for use as food and for self
protection, being considered too dangerous to have in areas where people regularly

* It has been noted that the Koyukuk people are particularly conservation-conscious in the harvest of most furbearers, particularly those species
which are non-migratory. Beaver are considered to be especially vulnerable o over-harvest, and most trappers will pull their sets from a
beaver hause after two adults have been taken. Wolf, wolverine, and fox are considered to be less affected by trapping, and little effort is made
to limit the take of these predators. The custom of recognized traplines encourages men Lo practice conservation so ns o mainfain a sustained
vietd from their territories™ (Nelson et al. [982:60).
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camp or travel. It is also disliked for its habit of killing black bears in their dens.
(Nelson et al. 1982:227)

If a bear is taken from its den, the men eat certain parts together and save others for a
fater ‘bear party’ outside the village. Some highly preferred portions are set aside for
village potlatch feasts. The successful hunter keeps only a small amount for use in his
own household. Sometimes the successful hunter in a group keeps nothing at all for
himself. (cf. Loyens 1966:41; cited in Nelson et al. 1982:235)

The Koyukon have greatly claborated their knowledge of bears, which in some past
times wete the only big game animal available to them. Their fund of information on
bear denning is especially remarkable. This knowledge is used to locate dens by
recognizing subtle clues, to learn if dens are occupied and by what sort of animal, and to
succeed in taking these animals when they are found.

Expert hunters are able to find dens by detecting bear tracks in the frozen moss beneath
as much as 2 feet of undisturbed snow, and by spotting miniscule disturbances, such as
incongruous bits of grass or cracked twigs. If'a den is located (and this may require days
of searching), there are equally sophisticated means of investigating its occupant and
eventually making a kill. Careful studies are made of the den and its surroundings, but
sometime the hunter must enter an inhabited den to accomplish his task. By putting his
head just inside a den’s entrance and listening carefully, he may hear the bear licking its
chops or breathing, or he may detect its heartbeat growing steadily louder and faster. In
the latter case, he knows that he has found a young animal, its pounding hearl
registering fear. Older bears do not react this way because they are unafraid. Knowing
that young animals are more likely to flee a den after disturbance, hunters keep a close
watch on the entrance until the hunt is over. (Nelson et al. 1982:246)

Some other rules for proper behavior toward animals can be exemplified by listing a
few of the regulations for the treatment of bears. There are rules for proper butchering: a
beat’s eyes are always removed and the eyeballs slit so that it will not see if the hunter
errs in following any taboos; rules for the proper care of the meat: dogs must never eat
bear meat because it is disrespectful and because it would make the dogs mean; and the
rules governing who eats the animal or parts of it: bear brains are never eaten, because it
would cause a person to anger casily. Women cannot eat from the front quarters of
black bear, and are completely forbidden to eat brown bear meat.

There are also rules for the disposing of unusable portions: edible parts of the animals
must be used, to begin with, because waste is profoundly disrespectful. Bear bones
should be burned or hung in a tree out in the woods. There are rules for using hides:
bear skins should never be stepped on or over by women and are often disposed of in
the woods to prevent all female contact. Another set of rules pertain to a ‘bear party’
which is similar to a funeral and must be held by men, outside the village, whenever
these animals are taken. Bear meat should be safely cached for several days or weeks so
that it is fully and completely dead before being brought to a settlement (living things
die slowly, not at the moment when normal life processes stop). Killed bears should
never be dragged over the ground, or pulled from dens with snowmachines. (Nelson et
al. 1982:260)
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Spirit vengeance can be severe. For relatively minor offenses, bears become aloof or
somehow invisible to the hunter. One man did not kill a single bear for 12 years
following an infraction, another hunted unsuccessfully for 20 years. Still another man
who kicked a bear neck across the floor and spoke badly of the animal was mauled to
death soon afterward, (Nelson et al. 1982:260-261)

Taboos are often tested individually to see if they must be followed, although this is
usually limited to the less spiritually powerful animals. Six men who were bear hunting
together decided to test the taboo on eating a certain part of the bear’s stomach. Elders
warned that if young men ate this organ their moccasins would be slippery as they
trekked through the woods in search of dens. Three young men ate the tabooed part, and
three abstained. Next day the three violators had a terrible time, slipping and falling
repeatedly, while the others had no trouble at all. Secing that the taboo was right, they
carefully followed it thereafter. (Nelson et al. 1982:263)

Implements such as sleds, fishnets, rifles, or snowshoes are also infused with luck, A
man lamented to me the troubles he had with one of his rifles, saying that it would shoot
a bear coming out of a den, at point blank range, but it only made a wound despite his
high caliber rating. Another gun had to be used to make the kill. None of these problems
were caused by malfunctioning, he explained, the gun was simply ‘out of luck.” He said
he suspected a young woman had stepped over it, rendering it useless, (Nelson et al.
1982:265)

Koyukuk people also know the landscape through a profusion of names. Some of these
names are used primarily for location, as we use street signs. Others have special
meanings derived from personal or traditional history. Hundreds of bear dens, for
example, are known throughout Koyukon country, and many of these have special
names. All of the dens that have been known for some time have personal associations,
and when hunters stop to check them each fall, they often recall past experiences there,
Some of these stories go back even to previous generations, and so the dens have
become much more than just hunting places. (Nelson et al. 1982:299)

The first 3 or 4 feet of the intestines [of black bears or brown bears] are discarded, and
the rest is turned inside-out so the fat is inside, then it is placed on a fire to roast. The
result is a sausage-like delicacy, Only hibernating bears are used this way, because their
intestines are empty. (Nelson et al. 1982:350)

Osgood, C. 1959, Ingalik mental culture, Yale University Department of Anthropology,
New Haven,

The Man Who Slept in a Bear Hole: Once a man went out in the fall Just before the first
snow to hunt for a bear. The weather was cold. He found a bear hole at last, killing the
bear and skinning it. Then because it was too cold he crawled into the bear hole which
seemed like a nice place to stay overnight, He piled grass over the opening to keep out
the air and went to sleep. When he woke up from time to time, he turned over. At last he
woke up, but he felt strange. The flesh of his face was drawn tightly over his
cheekbones. He listened a moment and could hear flies at the door. It was spring. ‘Did |
sleep all winter?” he asked himself. Then he went out. He found the remnants of his
bear meat with flies all over it. He felt very weak and it took him a fong time to walk
home. The people were surprised to see him. They had hunted for him all winter.
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Someone asked, ‘Didn’t your father tell you not to sleep in a bear hole?” That is why
people do not go into bear holes. (Osgood 1959:146)

Osgood, C. 1971, The Han Indians: A compilation of ethnographic and historical data on
the Alaska-Yukon boundary area. Yale University Department of Anthropology, New
Haven.

Schmitter (1910:10) writes of the Han: ‘One of their most useful weapons, the spear,
was made by binding a hunting knife of caribou-horn to the end of a pole about 6 feet
long.’ This is an almost identical description of the lance described by Jones
(1872:323). Jonathan Wood at Mooschide spoke of a very similar weapon which he
¢alled a t'af, and said that it consisted of a birch pole five to six feet long, and of a
convenient diameter to hold. At one end was a point made of caribou horn which he
guessed to be about eight inches long, but he was not sure. This implement served to
attack a bear that had been aroused from its den. Walter also knew of such a lance.

Then he [Wilson in Schwatka 1900] says of the Han of Eagle: ‘In Winter these Indians
leave the river and scatter out in different directions in quest of game, principaily moose
and caribou, which, in reality, provide them with their only food. Besides these,
however, great numbers of bears are found, particularly the black variety; also deer,
mountain sheep, and rabbits. (Osgood 1971:103)

Black bears, their brown variation, and grizzlies are reported to have been killed and
eaten in the Han area. Schmitter (1910:8) provides a clear account of the classic
Athapaskan technique of killing bears with a lance. ‘A pike or spear is nearly always
used in hunting bears. The hunter attracts the bear by making a raven-like noise, causing
the bear, as the Indians say, to think the raven has discovered a dead moose. They also
further explain that the big bears only would come, as the little bears would not know
what the croaking meant. As the bear approaches the Indian holds the spear in position,
facing the bear as it draws near to him, and as the bear springs the Indian sticks the
spear into its throat at the top of the breast-bone, at the same time shoving the handle of
the pole into the ground, thus causing the bear to spear himself with his own weight.
Sometimes three men hunt in this manner, two of them attacking the bear on either side
as it rushed forward. The meat of the young bear killed in the fall, when they feed on
huckleberries, is considered a great luxury’. (Osgood 1971:110 citing Schmitter 1910:8)

VanStone, J. W. 1979. Ingalik contact ecology: an ethnohistory of the lower-middle
Yukon, 1790-1935. Field Museum of Natural History, Fieldiana, Anthropology,
Chicago.

[With respect to the Anvik-Shageluk area of Unit 21] Black bears were taken in snares
or with deadfalls during the summer. (VanStone 1979:28)
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Division of Wildlife Conservation
Wolf Pup Protocols

The Alaska Department of Fish & Game (ADF&G) implemented predator control during
spring 2008 to increase early calf survival and restore the declining Southern Alaska
Peninsula (SAP) caribou herd. Over the last six years, this herd had dropped from 4,100
to approximately 600 animals, During the last two years, calf survival through the fall
was less than one percent. In response to this extreme situation, the department
implemented a targeted wolf control program during the 2008 calving season. This
program was the first in many years to be conducted by departmen staff using
helicopters and the first to be conducted in the spring during the; Wolfx denning season.
Twenty—elght wolves were taken, including 14 pups orphaned en their mothers were

ts whenev,
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considered to be wolves that are young of the yea
den sifes.

1.

alongwith the number of pups each facility is authorized to receive.
c¢. Contact listed zoos to confirm interest and space availability.
d. Confirm with the AZ and AWCC that they can serve as temporary holding
facilities for wolf pups.
3. DWC staff will provide Permit Section staff with copies of proposed spring
control plans submitted for Board of Game (BOG) consideration.
4. Actions taken by the BOG on spring control plans will be related to Permit
Section staff as soon as outcomes are known.
5. Prior to initiation of spring control activities, Permit Section staff will notify the
appropriate DWC staff of the number of wolf pups that can be placed and develop
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plans for dealing with logistics of transferring and transporting pups from the field
to holding facilities.

6. Involved DWC field staff will make every effort to humanely live capture and
transfer orphaned pups to authorized facilities rather than euthanize them in the
field, as long as such efforts will not interfere with their other duties, activities,
and responsibilities.

7. If no placement facilities are available (or if more orphaned pups are encountered
than facilities can accommodate), and if orphaned pups can be humanely
retrieved, they will be euthanized in the field using the protocols recommended by
the American Veterinary Medical Association. o

8. Pups encountered away from dens during aerial control activities will be treated in
the same manner as adults.

Doug Larsen, Director




Kerry Howard, Director
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¢ Air, Land & Water
Quality

+« Natural Hazard Areas

v+ Historic, Prehistoric, &
Archeological Resources

Pump Truck on the North Slope




* Standards with

@ Energy Facilities

# Utility Routes and
Facilities

¢ Sand and Gravel
Extraction

® Transportation
routes and facilities }
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Jackie Timothy and John Hillman ID Fish near Hoonah, Alaska
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¥
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Tyonek Dock i

arine

Development

Homer Harbor
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~ Large Projects of |
Importance to the State;

Linke

m As mentioned before, there are 32 areas
statewide. A plan is developed for each, which
provides further detail on how the area is to be
managed.

B Plans underway are

Izembek and the
Bristol Bay CHAs

Patter Marsh, Anchorage Coastal Wildlife Refuge

‘

13




- . Badicatt Iskind, Akitky ©

¥ Section 1 encourages the development of

land and utilization of resources recognizing
the collective interests of the public

# In addition to development and utilization,
conservation is a resource management
objective in Section 2

14




- Habitat Biologists are tasked to
find the often delicate balance
between resource development
and resource protection

Article VIII, Natural Resources

15




E Assist applicants during
ptroject planning phases to
identify and resolve issues
up front

16




# Anticipate community and econ

omic growth

BMoonvy ADFSC 18105
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- Conduct fish and
wildlife studies

is neéded for

Heuding outta
s tens ﬂnﬂﬁs.h
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November 6, 2008 A E\ D:
e AT

Alaska Board of Game
1255 W. 8" Street
Juneay, Alaska 99811-5526

To Whom It May Concerm:

I am sending these comments because I am compelled, out of shock and disbelief to
eXpress my strong opposition to the possibility that the Board will legalize “denning”,
that is, the killing of newborn wolf pups, bear cubs and mothers while they rest in their
dens, along with measures to sell bear parts, allow snaring of bears and same-day
airborne hunting of bears.

I have no interest in imposing on the rights of hunters 1o enjoy the freedom to take
wildlife in the State of Alaska within reasonable boundaries of human decency and
respect for these animals as both integral components of Alaska’s ecosystem and sentient
beings that will be subjected to unnecessary suffering at the hands of these proposed
measures. | appeal to the Board of Game, to show some respect and consideration for
these animals. Denning, snaring and same-day airborne hunting are simply barbaric
practices that could further lead to overharvesting of wolves and bears. The selling of
bear parts would introduce an especially dangerous incentive to the overharvesting of
bear populations.

With greater attention to wildlife policies in Alaska brought by the recent national
election, taking such actions could also damage the state’s reputation and tourism
industry. Do we really want this to become a national 1ssue?

I hope you will consider how wildlife should be treated in this state as valid as any other

Alaska eitizen’s. [ ask you to oppose these measures.

Sincerely,

T8 Coedk

PO Box21084
Juneau, AK 99802

AT -RECETVED TIME NOY. 6. 1:34PM




November 6, 2008

Alaska Board of Game
1255 W, 8 Street

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 PR A

To Whom It May Concern:

With all due respect to the Alaska Board of Game, [ am sending these comments because
I am absolutely compelled out of shock and disbelief o express my strong opposition to
the possibility that the Board is considering legalizing “denning”, that is, the killing of
newborn wolf pups, bear cubs and mothers while they rest in their dens, along with
measures o sell bear parts, allow snaring of bears and same-day airborne hunting of
bears.

I am not a hunter, and have no interest in imposing on the rights of hunters to enjoy the
freedom to take wildlife in the State of Alaska within reasonable boundaries of human
decency and respect for these animals as both integral components of Alaska’s ecosystem
and sentient beings that will be subjecred to unnecessary suffering al the hands of these
proposed measures. 1 appeal to the Board of Game, that the interests of Alaska citizen’s
who choose not to consume the State’s wildlife resources in a direct manner, but enjoy
occasionally viewing these animals and appreciating their vital presence in the State
nonetheless, deserve sorue respect and consideration as well, Denning, snaring and
same-day airborne hunting are simply barbaric practices that could further lead 1o
ovetharvesting of wolves and bears, and the selling of bear parts would introduce an
especially dangerous incentive to the overharvesting of bear populations. With greater
attention to wildlife policies iu Alaska brought by the recent national election, taking
such actions could also damage the State’s reputation aad toudsm industry.

1 hope you will consider my views on how wildlife should be treated in this State as valid

as any other Alaska citizen’s. ask you to oppose these measures. Thank you for the
OPPOItunity to comment.

Sincerely,

widy.

Linda Shaw
9684 Moraine Way
Juneau, AK 99801

RECEIVED TIME NOY. 6. 1:05PM
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November 6, 2008 J

Dear Board Members: Sag e

I am a hunter and long time resident of Alaska. 1 am concerned with some
of the proposals being considered by the upcoming meeting of the Board
of Game.

-l am opposed to any proposals that allow the killing of wolf pups
and/or bear cubs while these animals are in their dens.

-l am opposed to same day airborne hunting of any species in
Alaska, particularly wolves and bears.

Both of the above proposals promote barbaric human behavior toward wild
animals and unethical fair chase standards. Modern day society expects
more of our human race. Furthermore, the practice of same day airborne
hunting of game animais has been illegal in all States since the passage of
the federal Airborne Hunting Act (1972). Same day airborne hunting of
bears/wolves would also promote illegal hunting of protected species; as
would the sale of bear parts.

Numerous individuals have been prosecuted in both State and Federal
Courts in the past for illegal airborne hunting and the illegal sale of bear
parts in Alaska. Allowing this practice now is not only based on poor
biological and scientific evidence, but also would be promoting unethical
hunter behavior and illegal hunting practices.

Thanks you for your consideration,

 Oah %A/ =
Bob Standish
P.O. Box 1106
Kenai, AK 99611

907-283-7594

RECEIVED TIME NOV. 6. 12:h4PM



Dear Alaska Board of Game; November 6, 2008

During the next five days (7-11) you will at some point be deliberating over the killing of wolves and
bear through an illegal predator process know as "Denning"

Please understand that this procedure not only is against Alaska State law but furthermore is totally
abhorred by a vast majority of Alaskans and wildlife propagation and protection advocates
worldwide. Your advisory and implementation authority, within the Alaska Department of Game,
does not place your board actions above State law.

Therefore, 1 feel quite confident your collective good judgement, in general, will prevail in ecanceling
this repugnant practice of killing large Alaskan predator species. Also, importantly, the practice is
not supported by current seientific information.

May I thank you all for your serious attention to this highly sensitive public issue.

Sincerely,

Alan R. Munro, 120 W, 9th St.
Juneau, Alaska 99801
586-3694

Cc: robert.hale@juneauempire.com; Mike Tobin Jenny Pursell; cmunro@gci.net;
sarah_palin@alaska.gov
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1170 Black Bear Road
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
November 6, 2008

State of Alaska )
Fish and Game Departiment
Alaska Board of Game
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Re: Opposition to the proposal to kill bear cubs and wolf pups in their dens or ‘DENNING’
Dear Sirs/Madam:

I’m writing this letter to state my concerns and oppositicn to the proposal to implement a DENNING
program through the Fish and Game to kill bear and wolf cubs in their dens. As caretakers not only of
our lands but of the creatures that live upon it I implore you to use your influence to deny this
proposal.

I’'m Alaska Natlve I use subsistence foods, but 1 still don’t think that we need to kill wolves or bear
just because they may be our competition.

Please accept this letter as my opposition to this barbaric proposal to kill baby wolves and bears in
their dens. OR ANY OTHER ANIMALS FOR THAT MATTER. These animals are in our care, its
because of humans infringing on their habitat that some people feel they need to be “thinned”’.

I also oppose Sara Palins killing of wolves and bear by aerial hunting. How much killing needs to go
on just so people can sport hunt or fish? This is unnecessary and as citizens of the United States of

America we should be setting examples for the care of our animals rather than exemplifying barbaric
behavior.

Please do not pass this proposal to slaughter wolf pups and bear cubs. Rise above this and set an
example to the rest of the world.

Thank you
Sincerely,

e L B

# Shimghet ;yt gin otherwise known as Cheryl Haven
Y Ciihngia_f:\ *h%ﬁ)

RECEIVED TIME NOV. 6. 3:19PM
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November 6. 2008 e e

Alaska Board of Game
1255 W. 8 Street
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

To Whom It May Concer:

[ am writing to you to express my strong opposition to the possibility that the
Board is considering legalizing the appalling practice of “denning”, that is, the
killing of newborn wolf pups, bear cubs and mothers while they rest in their
dens, as well as measures to allow the sale of bear parts, snaring of bears and
same-day airborme hunting of bears.

I do not wish to impose upon the rights of hunters to enjoy the freedom to take
wildlife in the State of Alaska within reasonable boundaries of human decency
sportsmanship and respect for these animals as both integral compenents of
Alaska’s ecosystern and sentient beings that will be subjected to unnecessary
suffering at the hands of these proposed measures. Denning. snaring and same-
day airborme hunting are barbaric practices that could lead o overharvesting of
wolves and bears; and the selling of bear parts would introduce an especially
dangerous incentive to the overharvesting of bear populations. With greater
attention to wildlife policies in Alaska brought by the recent national election,
taking such actions could also damage the State’s reputation and tourism
industry. I appeal to the Board of Game in the interests of those Alaskan
citizens who choose to enjoy viewing these animals and who appreciate their
vital presence in the State, but also in the interests of an economy that is
largely dependent on tourists who come to this state to experience the wonder
of our wilderness aud its creatures.

I hope you will give as much weight to my views on how wildlife should be
treated in this State as you would any other Alaska citizen's and that you will

oppose these measures.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Sincerely,
@l

Lind« Randall
P.O. Box 35260
Juneau AK 99803-5265

RECEIVED TIME NOV. 6. 4:45PM
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State of Alaska

Fish and Game Department
Alaska Board of Game
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Chergl Haven

1170 Black Bear Road
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
November 6, 2008

9”7‘4 Sps- 0T

a07-228-5217

Re: Opposition to the proposal to kill bear cubs and wolf pups in their dens or “DENNING?

Dear Sirs/Madam:

A lo-

I’'m writing this letter to state my concerns and opposition to the proposal to implement a ‘denning’
program through the Alaska Board of Game to kill bear cubs and wolf pups in their dens. As
carctakers not only of our lands but of the creatures that live upon it I implore you to use your

influence to reject this proposal and concentrate on finding a better solution.

I'm Alaska Native. I use subsistence foods, but I still don’t think that we need to kill wolves or bear

just because they may be our competition or that they bother humans.

Please accept this letter as my opposition to this barbaric proposal to kill baby wolves and bears in
their dens. OR ANY OTHER ANIMALS FOR THAT MATTER. These animals are in our care, its

because of humans infringing on their habitat that some people feel they need to be “thinned’.

Please do not pass this proposal to slaughter wolf pups and bear cubs.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Forest Haven

RECEIVED TIME NOV. 6.

3:24PY




Southeast Alaska Mainland Brown Bear Research

Brown Bear Research and Monitoring in
Berners Bay

Prasentation Outline

+ Overview of study

» Movement and spatial
relations of bears

+ Brown bear population
estimation

* Genetic comparison among
bear populations

* Management Implications

HAlaszka Cepariment of Fish,and Game
Division of Wikiifa Conservation
Douglas

Berners Bay Brown Bear Project Brown Bear Captures

* Gombination of helicopter darting & foot
snares during spring and fall,

42 brown bears caplured over 59 events;
54 GPS collars deployed.

Collect ecclogical information on
brown bears useful for our
management after the Juneau
Access road is constructed.

+ 33 collars recovered; 21 in field on
bears.

1. Determine mevements and spatial
relalionships;

2, Eslimate the number of brown bears
in lhe area;

3. Compare the genelic siruciure of
this populaticn wilh olhers in the
region.

GPS Collar Results Bear #401

25 collars, 21 bears + Adult Female

. Eisxoeosurange from 5 to + §yr.old
= ~73,000 location + 2006
+ Collars require retrieval ~ Caplured on 6/10/08
once dropped by bear ~ Died on 1419/07
— 4,452 fixes




Southeast Alaska Mainland Brown Bear Research

Bear #410

+ Adult Male
« 13 yr. ald
« 2006
— Gaplured on 6/29/06

— Gollar stepped on
11/20/06

~ 3,952 fixes
= 2007
— Captured on 7/08/07

— Collar recovered on
11/7/06 upon recapture |

— 1,971 jixes

Bear #433

+ Adult Male
+ Byr.old
« 2007

— Captured on 41/02/07 P

— Goliar dropped on
9/01/08

— 4 660 fixes

Population Estimation

+ DNA-based population estimates

— Individual bears 1D based on DNA
analysis

— DBNA collected from hair follicles or
tissue

— Nuclear microsatellites
(7-marker systam)

* Modified neck snare to collect hair
— Single catch = no duplicate samples
— Easy to set and transpert

— Mo lure or bait; uses salmon as
attractant

£

Ji

e,

b

Bear #411

Adult Female
15 yr. old

* 2006
- Caplured on 6/29/08

— Collar slopped on
10/24/06

— 2,873 fixes
« 2007

— Recaplured on 6/12/07
— Cellar still on bear

Spatial Use

« During earjy summer 75% of
all locations within 1.5 km of
road

« All brown bears using esluary

= Very lillle use of areas > 800"
elevation

Hair Collection Results

Berners Bay Hair Snaring
— 7/20/08 — 8/20/06
— 9 hair sites through out Berners Bay
— 4 “caplure” sessions, or 364 snare-days

Capture-Mark-Recapture Analysis
Lincoln-Paterson astimatar with sessians grouped into 1 caplure
and 1 recaplure sassion including July and November live-capture
sesslans.

Capture probabliity = 0.28

-
0&#




Southeast Alaska Mainland Brown Bear Research

Population Estimates 2006

Brown bears
= 60 bears (95% Cl = 47 — 96)
* 1% males, 41 females

Black bears
= 48 bears (95% Cl=40-71)
= 35 males, 15 females

Brown Bear Populations

Important Point

+ Isolated population
— Little gene flow with
adjacent brown bear
populations

— Demographically
closed

Management Implications

Patentially vuinerable

during boih spring and
fall hunting seasons
— Very littie use of areas > |
800" elevation
— conceniration of bears
on astuarine flals during
spring and fall
Estimate of 60 bears
al relatively low
density
Genetically unigue
population
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Appendix A Proposal Action

EPOW Advisory Commitiee

October 15, 2008
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Table 1. Summary of proposals EPOW Advisory Committee acted on October 15, 2008 meeting in

shaded rows. Proposals in non-shaded rows were acted on the meeting of October 24, 2008.

Proposal | Support | Oppose { Abstain | Chair calls...
3 7 0 0 Support for proposal carried
2008 Proposal 3.pdf
5 0 7 0 Opposition to proposal carried
2008 Proposal 5.pdf
6 3 A 0 Opposition to proposal carried
2008 Proposal 6.pdf
7,' _ ) ) No Action; see position for proposition 6
2008 Proposal 7.pdf
3 0 5 0 Opposition to proposal carried
, , 2008 Proposal 8.pdf
9 0 7 0 Opposition to proposal carried
- 2008 Proposal 9.pdf
Support for proposal carried
10_ 7 0, , 0 | 2008 Proposal 10.pdf
Support for proposal carried
34 / 0 0 2008 Proposal 34.pdf
Opposition to proposal carried
3 0 7 0 2008 Proposal 35.pdf
Support for proposal carried
36 7 0 0 2008 Proposal 36.pdf
Opposition for proposal carried
37 2 > 0 2008 Proposal 37.pdf
Support for proposal carried
B 7 0 O | 2008 Proposal 38.pdf
39 - 0 0 Support for proposal carried (October 15, 2008)
T - | 2008 Proposal 39.pdf = -
Opposition for proposal carried
w00 7 ® | 2008 Proposal 40.pdf
Support for proposal carried
4 7 0 0 2008 Proposal 41.pdf '
42 1 6 0 Opposition for proposal carried
2008 Proposal 42.pdf
e 0 . 0 Opposition for proposal carried
_ 2008 Proposal 43.pdf
Opposition for proposal carried
il ! O | 2008 Proposal 44.pdf
45 1 5 1 Opposition for proposal carried
2008 Proposal 45.pdf
Support for proposal carried
46 3 2 2 2008 Proposal 46.pdf
Support for proposal carried
47 6 ! 0 2008 Proposal 47.pdf
' Opposition for proposal carried
48 0 7 0 2008 Proposal 48.pdf
56 } ) ) No Action: waiting for specifics

2008 Proposal 56.ndf
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VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS
Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 09/24/08
Proposal: 3
| Reduce the bag limit for deer to 2 bucks in Alaska Support
3 | 85.030 (a)(1) | 1A | that portion of Unit 1(A) on the Cleveland Department of
Peninsula. Fish and Game
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN
Jim Beard
Ray Slayton
Lavenia Sylvia
Bryce Brucker
Jana Carpenter
Doug Black
Jim McFarland
Support:

Base on information provided by Boyd Porter, ADF&G wildlife biologist and information provided in
proposal, EPOW members decided to take a conservative approach to taking of deer in Unit 1 A.

Oppose

None.
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VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS
Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 09/24/08
Proposal: 5
Modify the black bear haiting permit . Cppose
5| 82.044 & ©2.052 2 conditions in Unit 2. Ken Vorisek
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN
Jim Beard
Ray Slayton
Lavenia Sylvia
Bryce Brucker
Jana Carpenter
Doug Black
Jim McFarland
Support
None
Oppose

The AC felt that the proposal to make voluntary the provision of bear bait station locations to
ADF&G was unjustified. Further, following discussions with Boyd Porter regarding the need to have
permits filed in person rather than by mail, the AC felt stronger bait station management regulations are
required; the proposal lacked merit.




Advisory Committee: EPOW

Date: 09/24/08

VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS

* Page 12 of 32

Proposal: 6
Close the black bear fall hunting Karen Oppose
6 85.015 2 season in Unit 2. Peterson
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN
Jim Beard
Ray Slayton

Lavenia Sylvia

_ Bryce Brucker
Jana Carpenter

Doug Black
Jim McFarland

Support

Based on AC members anecdotal experience and the presentation given by ADF&G, AC
members felt that draconian measures were HIGHLY warranted to allow the black bear population in

Unit 2 time to rebound.

Oppose

The AC members who opposed were convinced by ADF&G’s presentation in support of ADF&G
sponsored proposal 36. These members agreed that a severe problem exists, but felt that proposal 36
should be tried first rather than eliminating the hunt entirely.




Advisory Committee: EPOW

Date: 09/24/08

VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS

- Page 13 of 32

Proposal: 7
Close the black bear fall hunting season Glenn and Kay Al‘il_o
in Unit 2. ction
7 85.015 2 Kellen
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN

After discussion, this AC decided to take no action as they felt this proposal was similar in content and
intent to proposal 6 where the majority voted to oppose the proposal.




VYOTER RECORD/COMMENTS

Advisory Committee: EPOW

Date: 10/15/08

* Page 14 of 32

Proposal: 8
For Kuiu Island in Unit 3 shorten the marten Oppose
trapping season for residents, close the Alaska
8 | 84.270(6) 3 nonresident marten trapping sea'son, and Depgrtment of
create a management area that is closed to Fish and
the use of moterized vehicles for trapping Game
marten.
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN
Jim Beard
Ray Slayton
Lavenia Sylvia
Bryce Brucker
Jana Carpenter
Doug Black
Jim McFarland
Support
None
Oppose

AC opposed adoption of this proposal for Unit 3 only. Their concerns are base on the following;

e . Ifhunting period of only 1 unit is shortened, the hunters will move to the adjoining
units. This occurred with the black bears in 2006; this resulted in an increase in Unit
2’s harvest. The impact on adjoining units need to be considered.

e The high percentage of arcas inaccessible to hunters in UNIT 3ensure areas where
martens can thrive in a protected environment,




. VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS

Advisory Committee; EPOW

‘Date: 10/15/08

Proposal: 9

- Page150f32

9 | 85.035 3

Modify the hunting season for elk in Unit 3 to
provide alternate bow and rifle seasons for
etk on Etolin Island.

- ' Oppose
Richard

Olmstead

SUPPORT

OPPOSE

ABSTAIN

Jim Beard

Ray Slayton

Lavenia Sylvia

Bryce Brucker

Jana Carpenter

Doug Black

Jim McFarland

Support
None

Oppose

The AC realizes that the intent of proposal 9 is fair access for all hunters, however, all members
felt that the language was not clear as to whether the proposal is referring to alternate seasons or alternate

years.




VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS

Advisory Committee: EPOW

Date: 10/15/08

Proposal: 10

Page 16 of 32

Modify the moose antler Support
restriction in RM038 to allow
the harvest of bulls with 2
brow tines on both sides in Alaska Department
10 185.045(a)1) | 1B &3 addition to the existing spike- of Fish and Game
fork 3 or more brow tines on
one side, or 50-inch antler bag
limit.
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN
Jim Beard
Ray Slayton
Lavenia Sylvia
Bryce Brucker
Jana Carpenter
Doug Black
Jim McFarland

Support

ADF&G’s wildlife biologist described the physiognomy of the antlers of the moose; the AC
agreed with the proposal’s intent to allow quick visual recognition of harvestable moose.

Oppose

None




VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS

Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 09/24/08

Proposal: 34

- Page 17 of 32

34 | 84.270(14) | Regionwide

Shorten the wolverine
trapping season.

Alaska Department of Support
Fish and Game

SUPPORT

OPPOSE

ABSTAIN

Jim Beard

Ray Slayton

Lavenia Sylvia

Bryce Brucker

Tana Carpenfer

Doug Black

Jim McFarland

Support

Due to ADE&G’s concerns for the maintenance of sustainable populatiohs of wolverines in the
region AC members agreed to minimizing the harvest by shortening the season.

Oppose

None




Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 09/24/08

Proposal: 35

VOTER RECORDYCOMMENTS

- Page 18 of 32

35 | 92.095(17) | Regionwide

Eliminate the trap identification
requirement for Units 1-5.

Robert
Jahnke

Gppose

SUPPORT

OPPOSE

ABSTAIN

Jim Beard

Ray Slayton

Lavenia Sylvia

Bryce Brucker

Jana Carpenter

Doug Black

Jim McFarland

Support
None

Oppose

EPOW AC view trap identification as a means to increased accountability and safety; in other
words as contributive to strong and fair management practices that benefit the hunters, resource, the

public, and ADF&G.




VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS

Advisory Committee: EPOW

Date: 09/24/08

Proposal: 36

- Page 19 of 32

36 | 85.015(1) | 1,243

Delay the nonresident black
bear hunting season in Units
1A, 1B, 1C, 2 and 3.

Alaska Depariment
of Fish and Game

Suppoert

SUPPORT

OPPOSE

ABSTAIN

Jim Beard

Ray Slayton .

Lavenia Sylvia

Bryce Brucker

Jana Carpenter

Doug Black

Jim McFarland

Support

AC members felt that the overharvest of sows and cubs has negatively affected the black bear
population on Unit 2. Hopefully, by following the ADF&G’s proposal, harvest of sows and cubs should
be reduced giving the black bear population the chance to rebound.

Oppose

None




VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS

Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 09/24/08

Proposal: 37
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. Establish registration hunt . Oppose
37 1 850158 92052 | 4 2 & 3 | requirements for black bear in Units Jimmie C.
' 1, 2 and 3. Rosenbruch
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN
Jim Beard
Ray Slayton
Lavenia Sylvia
Bryce Brucker
Jana Carpenter
Doug Black
Jim McFarland

Support

The ADF&G is unable to get.a good count on the number of black bears harvested as those with
permits do not always tender a report. This inability to track hunter success rates does not lead to best
resource management practices, but reduces the ADF&G to making hard and fast decisions base on “gut

feeling”.

Oppose

The AC members who opposed this prdposal did so because this is one of two proposals which
address this issue, proposals 37 and 38. This proposal would impose the burden of additional
administrative overhead on the ADF&G, where as it is hope that proposal 38 will be just as efficient in
the process of data acquisition for this resource management task.
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VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS

Advisory Commiitee: EPOW

Date: 09/24/08

Proposal: 38

In units 1-5, individuals will be Support
required to obtain a black bear Alaska
harvest ticket prior to hunting black
bears.

38 | 85.015(1) | Regionwide Department of

Fish and Game

SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN

Jim Beard

Ray Slayton

Lavenia Sylvia

Bryce Brucker

Jana Carpenter

Doug Black

Jim McFarland

Support

After extensive discussion with the ADF&G Biologist, AC members felt that this proposal will
provide needed information of hunter harvest success rates of black bear. The use of harvest tickets and
reports will provide less of an adverse burden on the hunters than hunt registrations proposed in #37

Oppose

None




VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS

Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 09/24/08

Proposal: 39
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39| 82010 (1,2, &3

in Units 1-3; Prior to hunting black bears
individuals will be required to first obtain
a black bear harvest ticket.

Alaska
Professional
Hunters
Association

Support

SUPPORT

OPPOSE

ABSTAIN

Jim Beard

Jim McFarland

Doug Black

Jana Carpenter

Bryce Brucker

Lavenia Sylvia

Ray Slayton

* Support

The AC members initially voted to take no action; this proposal is similar to the regionwide
proposal 37. However, on revisiting this proposal on the October 15, 2008 AC meeting it was decide o
act on this proposal for the identical reasons stated in suppoit of proposal 37.

Oppose

None
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VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS
Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 09/24/08
Proposal: 40
P Medify the black bear baiting permit . Oppose
40 | 92.044 Regionwide requirements for Units 1-5. g‘:;l%it'
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN
Jim Beard
Ray Slayton
Lavenia Sylvia
Bryce Brucker
Jana Carpenter
Doug Black
Jim McFarland
Support
None
Oppose

The AC felt that the use of bear bait stations should not be restricted to just archers.




VOTER

RECORD/COMMENTS

Advisory Committee: EPOW

Date: 10/15/08

Proposal: 41
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Modify the current language to
. e g Alaska
provide clarification regarding the Department of
41 92.052 Regionwide | intended authority of this section p.
. . o . Fish and
relative fo the issuing bear baiting Game
permits in GMU 1-5.
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN
Jim Beard
Ray Slayton
{.avenia Sylvia
Bryce Brucker
Jana Carpenter
Doug Black
Jim McFarland
Support

The AC felt that this proposal allows consistency in regulating the issuance an enforcement of
bear bait permits by identifying the State ADF&G as the definitive authority in interpreting the
regulations, '

Oppose

None
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VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS
Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 09/24/08
Proposal: 42
' : L Modify the black bear baiting permit Allen Oppose
42 | 82.044 £ 92.052 | Regionwide requirements for Units 1-5. Barrette
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN
Jim Beard
Ray Slayton
Lavenia Sylvia
Bryce Brucker
Doug Black
Jim McFarland

Support

The AC member felt that once a hunter established bait station they should not be inconvenienced
to continually update the bait station information in person (They should be able to call or mail in changes
to their bait station ) : :

Oppose

The majority of the AC members felt that proper management of the black bear resource is of
paramount importance, and that updated bait station data contributes towards healthy management
practices , and reduces irresponsible or abusive bait station usage or setup. ‘




VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS

Advisory Committee: EPOW

Date: 10/15/08

Proposal: 43
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43 | 92.200 1

Allow deer to be bartered in Unit 1.

Gary Miller Oppose

SUPPORT

OPPOSE

ABSTAIN

Jim Beard

Ray Slayton

Lavenia Sylvia

Bryce Brucker

Jana Carpenter

Doug Black

Jim McFarland

Support
None

Oppose

The AC discussed merits of bartering sports kills, came to the conclusion that there was little,
therefore unanimously opposed the proposal, '
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VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS
Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 10/15/08
Proposal: 44
. — - - - 5
44 | 85.045 ’ Madify the antler restriction for moose in Unit Brta.n ppose
1. Merritt
SUPPORT OPPOSE ' ABSTAIN
Jim Beard
Ray Slayton
Lavenia Sylvia
Bryce Brucker
Jana Carpenter
Doug Black
Jim McFarland .
Support
None
Oppose

AC opposed this proposal on the grounds that it served to counter proposal 10 which AC
supports.
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VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS
Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 09/24/08
Proposal: 45
Extend the wolf hunting season dates for Brian Oppose
45 | 85.0%6 t&z Units 1 and 2. Warmuth
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN
Jim Beard
Ray Slayton
Lavenia Sylvia
Bryce Brucker
Jana Carpenter
Doug Black
Jim McFarland

Support

The AC member who supported felt that extending the wolf season would allow hunters to
exercise the option of hunting wolves in lieu of black bears on their black bear permit.

Oppose

Majority of AC members opposed this proposition as the extended hunt would carry into a period
where the quality of wolf fur declines; this would place the wolf kills into the sports kill category where
the wolves become “varmints” ; the end result, as with the black bears during the Fall hunt season, is a
negative impact on pool of harvestable resources.
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VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS
Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 10/15/08
Proposal: 46
Shorten the wolf Support

Defenders of Wildlife., Alaska Wildlife Alliace,

hunting season ,
J Alaska Center for the Environment, Tongass

46 | 85.056 | 1,3,4&5 dates for Units 1,

3,4, and 5. . Conservation Society
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN
' Jim Beard
Ray Slayton
Lavenia Sylvia
Bryce Brucker
Jana Carpenter
Doug Black
McFarland

Support:

AC members who support this proposal question the motivations of the environmental groups
who formulate this proposal, but support the intent and argument of the proposal.

Oppose:

Those who oppose strongly question the motivations of the environmental groups and feel closer

serutiny should be applied to the wording of the proposal, motivations of the, and possible negative
impact.

Abstain:

The AC abstainers had mixed reasons for abstaining. This was overall a tough proposal.
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VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS
Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: (9/24/08

Proposal: 47

Modify the season dates for hunting Kyle Suppart

47 | 85.085 | Regionwide waterfowl in Southeast Alaska. Ferguson

SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN

Jim Beard

Ray Slayton

Lavenia Sylvia

Bryce Brucker

Jana Carpenter

Doug Black

Jim McFarland

Support

The consensus among the AC members who hunt water fowl is that the current season does not
cover the period when water fowl are at their : greater numbers of waterfowl are present. There are not

many birds present between Sept 1 and Oct 1, but large numbers of birds present between Dec16 and Jan
16.

Oppose

None




Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 09/24/08

Proposal: 48

VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS
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48 892,085 1,2,3&4

Prohibit the use of 223 caliber full
metal jacket bullets for taking big
game in Units 1,2,3,4

Oppose
Bradley

Shaffer

SUPPORT

OPPOSE

ABSTAIN

Jim Beard

Ray Slayton

Lavenia Sylvia

Bryce Brucker

Jana Carpenter

Doug Black

Jim McFarland

Support
None

Oppose

AC members felt that the proposal does not explain why only the 223 full metal jacket caliber
bullets are the only caliber facing prohibition.
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VOTER RECORD/COMMENTS
Advisory Committee: EPOW
Date: 09/24/08
Proposal: 56
Establish special hunts for each big game Bruce D NO ACTION:
56 Statewide species on all military and some national : Waiting for
) Frady specifics
and state lands.
SUPPORT OPPOSE ABSTAIN

No Action:

The AC strongly supports the proposal in concept, but find the vagueness of the language to be
troubling; we are waiting for specifics. For example , is hunting from the road in a vehicle allowed and
under what circumstances?




Bli15

Selectivity of the Trap-Trapper Unit

Atrap is a mechanical device that, once set, will close only on objects heavy enough to release the trigger.
Observing this, those unfamiliar with trapping may assume that traps are not selective; that they will catch
anything. This is not a correct assumption unless the trapper — the person required to set the inanimate
device in the first place — is removed from consideration. Trap and trapper are part of the same equation;
one cannot function without the other. Once this refationship is acknowledged, it is recognized that the
trap-trapper unit is actually very selective in terms of what it will catch. Regulated trappers and wildlife
researchers invariably set their traps in such a way that only the species (or sometimes even only the indi-
vidual animal) they are targeting is likely to be captured. The numerous techniques trappers use to ensure
their trap sets are selective include the following:

% Location: Where a trap is located determines to a great extent what animals are likely to enter it.

trap.

&

Traps may be located underwater, in trees, near den sites, travel routes and loafing areas, or within
other specific habitat types where nontarget species are never found or are unlikely to be found.

% Type of Trap: The use of certain types of traps virtually eliminates the chance that certain species will
be captured. Foxes and coyotes, for instance, will rarely enter cage or kill-type traps.

% Size of Trap: The size of the trap determines to some extent what size animals it will capture.

% Pan Tension: Pan or trigger tension is adjustable on many traps. As a result, traps are often set so that
only relatively heavy animals (such as beavers or coyotes) can spring them.

+ Lure or Bait: Specific baits and lures, often used in conjunction with trap sets, are attractive to spe-
cific species of animals. Sweet corn, for instance, is attractive to raccoons, but not to bobcats. Lures in
the form of urine or scent gland extracts are particularly attractive to the species from which the
scent is derived; may even repel other species.

% Position of Trigger: Trigger configuration on kill-type traps can be set to allow nontarget species to
pass through without setting off the trap.

% Trap Set: How a trap is handled or placed influences what animals can be captured. Wary species will
avoid any trace of human scent, while others such as raccoons and skunks may be attracted to it.
Fencing or other obstructions placed around a trap can prevent some species from approaching the

» Timing: The timi.ng of when traps are set during the trapping season can influence which gender and
what age class of animals will be captured.

These same elements, all of which make traps highly selective in terms of what animals they will capture,
are used nhot only in fur harvest trapping, but also in the live capture of animals for research and conserva-
tion programs, and for problem animal control and property damage situations.

.

proper trap in the appropriate
manner and catch the intended
animal. Certainly trappers are
continually learning, but there is
a base level of knowledge that is
much easier to learn from an ex-
perienced trapper than by trial
and error on one’s own. Trapper
education programs have been in-
stituted in many states and all
Canadian provinces and territo-
ries o ensure that beginning trap-
pers acquire this fundamental
knowledge before they set traps
on their own.

Trapper education programs
teach basic trapping techniques in
both field and classroom situa-
tions with a strong focus on the
responsible treatment of animals,
trapping regulations, the avoid-

ance of nontarget animals, safety,
selective trapping, trespass laws
and ethical trapper behavior.
Trappers are taught how to select
and set the smallest and most
effective traps for whatever fur-
bearer species they wish to target. =
These programs are sirongly sup-
ported by experienced trappers
who often teach the courses in
conjunction with wildlife agency
personnel. The ethical and even
spiritual ideals of trapping — to
take every animal with dignity,
admiration and respect — are
widely embraced. Information
taught to beginning trappers pro-
vides them with a larger view of
their role and the importance of
trapping in an effective, respon-
sible, and ethical manner.

Trapping and
Public Safety

Opponents of trapping fre-
quently charge that people, espe-
cially children, are in danger of
being caught and injured in traps.
These charges naturally tend to
heighten public concern about
trapping. However, a nationwide

—

documented only three that were
‘associated with legal fur trap-
ping.®Y None resulted in seri
injury. Trapping does not threaten
public safety because the size,
placement and use of traps are
regulated to ensure the safety of
humans and animals (see box,
page 20). '

search for all recordeq mcidents
of human injuries resulting from
traps during the past 20 years
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North American Fur Auctions
2008/2008 Last Receiving Dates

| WILD FUR / FOURRURE SAUVAGE

LLAST RECEIVING DATES SALES DATES

December 8, 2008 January 6-7, 2009

January 12, 2009 February 17-23, 2008 — BAALCH Fod s, it D FER

March 30, 2009 May 15-20, 2000 —~ R s/ Fir R BEMRININ G O/ =50ED wire D Fu R
June 1, 2009 To Be Anounced

NOTE:

NAFA agents and depols may have earlier Last Receiving Dates.
Please refer to our page on Shipping to NAFA for contact information and pick-up schedules.

Copyright @ 1998-2008 North American Fur Auctions. All nights reserved.
1252|EN[TRAPPER|TRAPPER/SHIPPING /L RD_VAL 2. ASF||

http://www.nafa.ca/page.asp?trapper/shipping/lrd wild.asp 11/6/2008
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What's New at Fur Harvesters?

}  2008-2009 Wild Fur Market
Forecast

KOHTAKTEL

ur jiarvesters

CTION LN

FHA's Pelt Handling Manual
Now Available Onling!

http://www.furharvesters.com/

Fur Harvesters Auction Inc.
~ 2008-2009
AUCTION SCHEDULE

Last Receiving Date Sale Date

==;!;--»«January 18, 2009

December 7, 2008 January 9, 2009

March 13 & 14, 2009

Aprit 12, 2009 *May 24, 2009
May 23, 2009 June 18, 2009
Fall Monday to Friday 8:00 am fo 4:30 pm

Hours: Saturday to Sunday: Closed

FHA's 18th Annual Convention

Mark your calendars now! .
Qur 18th Annual Trapper's Convention will be held
April 3rd and 4th, 2009.

The Theme for this year's convention:
How do you apply new technology to your fur
harvesting and fur handling activities?

Trapping, fur handling and fur grading
demonstrations both Friday and Saturday, ALL DAY!

Canada’s Premier Supplier of
Furbearer Management & Marketing
Equipment

10/22/2008




Juneau Audubon Society Oral Comments on Proposal 47
Board of Game
November 7-11, 2008
Juneau Alaska

Mr. Chairman and members of the Board of Game. My name is Meg Cartwright and I
come before you as a representative of the Juneau Audubon Society. This local
community-based conservation group promotes sustainability of healthy ecosystems with
a focus on birds and their habitats.

The Juneau Audubon Society urges you to vote against Proposal 47 which seeks to
change the Southeast Alaska waterfowl hunting season from Sept 1 through Dec. 15™ to
early Oct. through mid-January. As intended by the author of this proposal, a region-
wide shift in the hunting season to a later season would change the hunting pressure from
a mix of migrant and resident birds to mostly resident birds. A sweeping region-wide
change in the hunting regulations without considering the specific biological and
ecosystem dynamics unique to each of waterfowl hunting area would be irresponsible in
our opinion. Before any change in the hunting season is considered, we would like to see
game managers 1) identify popular waterfowl hunting areas in the region, 2) determine if
resident bird populations are healthy and can withstand additional hunting pressure in the
winter, 3) identify and protect no-hunting areas near-by, and 4} identify other users that
may be negatively impacted by additional hunting activities.

The Juneau Audubon Society is concerned about the impact a season shift would have on
the resident bird populations in the Mendenhall Wetland State (Game Refuge in Juneau.
The later season will obviously miss some of the migrant waterfowl] but will increase the
hunting pressure on mallards and Canada geese—the two main resident bird species
using the Mendenhall Wetlands in the winter. Currently these two bird populations use
the near-by Auke Lake as a refuge from hunters during the daytime as long as the lake
remains ice-free. During the hunting season, residence who live under the flight path of
these birds have recorded a daily migration of about 500 mallards and 500 geese to the
lake in the morning and returning to the wetlands to feed in the evening. Once Auke Lake
freezes, the birds are forced to fly further away from the Refuge or remain in the
wetlands. Consequently a shift to a later hunting season would place additional energetic
costs and stress on these resident bird populations during the winter.

The Mendenhall Wetland State Game Refuge was recently designated as an Important
Bird Area of international significance. The fact that less than 5% of the Important Bird
Areas of the world are elevated to this globally significant status indicates how special
this area is to bird populations and to birders—just one of many other recreational groups
that also use the Mendenhall wetlands during the winter.

Therefore, we strongly urge you to leave the area-wide waterfow! hunting season as is:
September 1 through December 15. We encourage the author of this proposal to submit
requests to change the hunting season for specific waterfowl areas in his vicinity to the
US Fish and Wildlife Service.

ReTe




P\

United States Forest Alaska Region ' 648 Mission Street
USDA Department of ~ Service Tongass National Forest Ketchikan, AK 99901
ﬁ Agriculture ‘ _ Phone: (907) 225-3101

Fax: (907) 228-6215

File Code: 2610
Date: November 5, 2008

CIiff Judkins

Chairman _

Alaska Departmerit of Fish and Game, Boards Support
Section '

P.O. Box 115526

ATTN: BOG COMMENTS

Junean, AK 99811-5526

Dear Mr. Judkins:

My staff reviewed regulatory proposals for the Alaska Board of Game and in general, support the
recommendations from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADFG). However, we do
have specific comments on three proposals.

Proposal §

We support the need to know the GPS locations of bear baiting stations and support flexibility in
hew users report them. Making this reporting easier is certainly in the public’s best interest. We
do not believe it is necessary to go in person to the ADFG office to register the bait station.
Registering by phone, letter or over the Internet should be sufficient. This will reduce the costs
to residents hunting on Prince of Wales Island especially during this time of increased fuel costs.

However, we oppose making this voluntary and believe both the ADFG and our agency need to
have specific locations of these stations. Therefore, we oppose this part of this proposal.

Proposal 8

We agree with the ADFG that there appears to be enough concern for the population of marten
on Kuiu Island to warrant consideration in a change in regulation. The reasoning is compelling;
however, the small number of trappers using this 500,000 acre remote island does not seem to
warrant such immediate drastic changes in the regulations. We are particularly concerned about
the closure of the road system to trapping, especially since the ADFG did not work with the
Forest Service to identify whether there were other management options that could be considered
before they proposed this closure. The proposal states that the majority of trapping occurs via
salt walter access, not roads. Only the eastern portion of Kuiu Island (Rocky Pass) is accessible
during the trapping season because of the dramatic weather oscillations along Chatham Straits on
the west side of Kuiu Island. The Forest Service opposes the closure of the road system without
compelling data that proves this closure necessary. This seems unnecessary with the “no limit”
season prescribed for residents, the most likely trappers to use Kuiu Island and who are also
likely to trap via beach access.

:_v:a’
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The Forest Service favors changing the existing regulations to put protective measures in place
on Kuiu Island for the benefit of the marten population. However, we are not yet convinced that
there is a long term marten concern on Kuiu and do not agree with some of the issues raised by
ADFG, in particular the concerns regarding the impacts of future timber harvest on Kuiu,
speculation that non-resident trapping on Kutu Island would be a problem if a logging camp
were to re-open and implying that there are two species of marten on Kuiu. Currently, 90% of
the high volume productive old growth (which is considered high value marten habitat) that
existed before the onset of timber harvest is still present on Kuiu Island. While we acknowledge
that planned timber harvest will reduce this habitat, we do not believe that this will be a
significant factor affecting marten conservation on Kuin. We also believe that there is not
universal agreement that there are two species of marten in Southeast Alaska and believe more
information is needed before management changes are proposed based on uncertain taxonomy.

We believe the proposal indicates that a more conservative approach is needed with monitoring
incorporated and the judicious use of the emergency closure in lieu of road closures until more
data can be collected to provide a better understanding of what is needed to ameliorate the
problem. Twould ask that the Department work with my staff on a Marten Management Plan to
document the problems on Kuiu Island and develop other management options.

Proposal 36

We support most of this proposal and believe that concerns about black bear populations warrant
the reduction in the non-resident season. However, we do not see compelling evidence for this
season limit on Kuiu Island and indeed, believe that the non-resident cap on Kuiu is adequate,

I look forward to working more closely with the ADFG on joint management issues.

Sincerely,

/s/ Forrest Cole
FORREST COLE
Forest Supervisor

cc: Jim Brainard
David M Johnson
Steve Kessler
Winifred B Kessler
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Ken

| From: Porter, Boyd (DFG) [boyd.porter@alaska.gov]
Sent: Friday, February 15, 2008 4.29 PM
To: timberwf@gci.net
Cc: Rabe, Dale L (DFG)
Subject: Resending email dated January 18, 2008 to Ken Vorisek

Ken, This is a copy of the email | sent back fo you addressing your 2008 seasen Un:t2 bear baiting questlons At
the time | sent this note back | did not send a letter of fesponse as T felt this email was sufficient. If for some '
reason you did not receive this emall response | apologize, Please let me know if you would like this response in
official letter form. IO

After | had a discussion with you on the phone 1/21/2008 | thought your bear baiting concerns had been
addressed, but when | received your additional letter dated 2/13/2008 | decided to resend this original email for
clarification. | have also had discussions with the Fish and Game folks in Fairbanks and | understand you have
taken the issue up with them. When you spoke with Jackie Kephart in the Fairbanks Fish and Game office
{1/24/2008) she correctly suggested you contact my office if you have further questions. Staff in the other Area
offices will not be able to issue Unit 2 bait permits during the 2008 season nor will the office staff be well versed in
our local baiting issues. Consequently, questions or concerns regarding Unit 2 should be addressed directly to the
Ketchikan Fish and Game office.

You are correct the 5 AAC 92.044 code does not provide discretionary authority for registration permits. Qur
discretionary authority comes under Title 168 Section 16 05 225 in the Alaska State Statutes. Under Administrative
Code 5 AAC 92.020 provides for the conditions and procedures for permit hunis. {f we were going to completely
stop baiting in all or part of Unit 2 that would require a public process through the BOG, but we are simpiy using
our discretionary authority for this permit. The next step, if this and some of our other attempts fail to resoive the
issues surrounding baiting in Unit 2, may be to close the Unit to bear baiting. The Forest Service Iis already
concerned about the difficulty of administering bear bait permit conditions on National ForestLand. If the Forest
Service were to take over bait permlts it would likely become much more. restnctwe or stoppec‘! comp{etely We
are doing everything we can to insure we do not lose this method of hunting.

We know that hunters are currently pianning for the upcoming season and the early letter we sent to you and to
all hunters providing these new permit changes is part of our effort to prevent any undo hardships during the
spiing 2008. 1f you have hunted in Unit 2 for many years you know that we have concemns about the bear
population in some areas, and obtaining better hunter effort and harvest information is essential. With your history
of hunting on POW and using bait permits since 1989 | am sure you have foliowed our efforts during the past few
years to obtain better information regarding bait permits. | am not sure why you feel this change will prevent you
from continuing to hunt over bait in Unit 2. Unit 2 bait permits will be available over the counter in the Craig office
once you find your bait location. With the recent road improvement and pavement projects on POW the road trip
to Craig is not the several hour ordeatl it once was. The Craig office will be open 8am — 4:30pm Monday through
Friday. We realize this change will require advanced planning by anyone traveling to POW to hunt over bait, and
that is why we are giving everyone with Unit 2 hait history advanced notice.

If you have been invoived with baiting in Unit 2 for many years you may know some of the problems we are facing
with increasing demand, administrative work load, failure to obtain accurate bait site locations from permit
applications, difficulty determining the number of bears killed over bait, and bait sites used for commercial
purposes are just a few of the recent challenges. One other effort you could help with is to make sure to
accurately note when you kill a bear over bait. During the BOG several years ago when there was a statewide
Ballot Initiative to ban bear baiting. At that time we were asked how many bears are harvested over bait from Unit
2. During that period our harvest records indicated only a handful (less than 10 bears) and it was impossible to
determine if that was lack of reporting, or truly low harvest 'over bait. Qur harvest records indicate you killed a bear
in Unit 2 in 1992 and none since, yet you have registered bait sites during 5 other years sirice 1989. Please, if you
or your hunting partner harvest a bear over bait be sure to indicate that information on the sealing certificate at the
time of sealing.

These efforts are to address problems we have had with over 75% of the bait permits in Unit 2. If you have

2/16/2008




2030 Sea Leve! Drive

STATE OF ALASHA ===~

7 7 . ) h : hikan, AK.
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME R IONE: 007, 2250475
FAX: (807) 225-2771
DIVISION OF WILDLIFE CONSERVATION Emat: boyd porter@alaska,gov

October 16, 2008

Ken and Anna Vorisek
427 Crestmont Dr.
Fairbanks, AK 99709

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Vorisek:

I am responding to your October 8, 2008 letter referencing a comment I made regarding Unit 2 bait
permits. There is no state data base that references the information you have requested. My comment

“referred to a combination of poor bait site location information and poor compliance with permit
conditions. _ o u

Sincerely,

g3

Boyd Porter
Area Management Biologist
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United States . Forest Alaska Region 648 Mission Sireet
USIDA Department of Service Tongass National Forest Ketchikan, AK 99901
.
gl Agriculture _ Phone: (907) 225-3101

Fax: (907) 228-6215

File Code: 2610
Date: November 5, 2008

Chiff Judkins

Chairman

Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Boards Support
Section

P.O. Box 115526

ATTN: BOG COMMENTS

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Mr. Judkins:

My staff reviewed regulatory proposals for the Alaska Board of Game and in géneral, support the
recommendations from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADFG). However, we do
have specific comments on three proposals.

Proposal 5

We support the need to know the GPS locations of bear baiting stations and support flexibility in
how users report them. Making this reporting easier is certainly in the public’s best interest. We
do not believe it is necessary to go in person to the ADFG office to register the bait station.
Registering by phone, letter or over the Internet should be sufficient. This will reduce the costs
to residents hunting on Prince of Wales Island especially during this time of increased fuel costs.

However, we oppose making this voluntary and believe both the ADFG and our agency need to
have specific locations of these stations. Therefore, we oppose this part of this proposal.

Proposal 8

We agree with the ADFG that there appears to be enough concern for the population of marten
on Kuiu Island to warrant consideration in a change in regulation. The reasoning is compelling;
however, the small number of trappers using this 500,000 acre remote island does not seem to
warrant such immediate drastic changes in the regulations. We are particularly concerned about
the closure of the road system to trapping, especially since the ADFG did not work with the
Forest Service to identify whether there were other management options that could be considered
before they proposed this closure. The proposal states that the majority of trapping occurs via
salt water access, not roads. Only the eastern portion of Kuiu Island (Rocky Pass) is accessible
during the trapping season because of the dramatic weather oscillations along Chatham Straits on
the west side of Kuiu Island. The Forest Service opposes the closure of the road system without
compelling data that proves this closure necessary. This seems unnecessary with the “no limit”
season prescribed for residents, the most likely trappers to use Kuiu Island and who are also
likely to trap via beach access.
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The Forest Service favors changing the existing regulations to put protective measures in place
on Kuiu Island for the benefit of the marten population, However, we are not yet convinced that
there is a long term marten concern on Kuiu and do not agree with some of the 1ssues ratsed by
ADFG, in particular the concerns regarding the impacts of future timber harvest on Kuiu,
speculation that non-resident trapping on Kuiu Island would be a problem if a logging camp
were to re-open and implying that there are two species of marten on Kuiu. Currently, 90% of
the high volume productive old growth (which is considered high value marten habitat) that
existed before the onset of timber harvest is still present on Kuiu Island. While we acknowledge
that planned timber harvest will reduce this habitat, we do not believe that this will be a
significant factor affecting marten conservation on Kuiu. We also believe that there is not
universal agreement that there are two species of marten in Southeast Alaska and believe more
information is needed before management changes are proposed based on uncertain taxonomy.

We believe the proposal indicates that a more conservative approach is needed with monitoring
incorporated and the judicious use of the emergency closure in lieu of road closures until more
data can be collected to provide a better understanding of what is needed to ameliorate the
problem. T would ask that the Department work with my staff on a Marten Management Plan to
document the problems on Kuiu Island and develop other management options.

Proposal 36

We support most of this proposal and believe that concerns about black bear populations warrant
the reduction in the non-resident season. However, we do not see compelling evidence for this
season limit on Kuiu Island and indeed, believe that the non-resident cap on Kuiu is adequate.

I look forward to working more closely with the ADFG on joint management issues.

Sincerely,

/s/ Forrest Cole
FORREST COLE
Forest Supervisor

cc: Jim Brainard
David M Johnson
Steve Kessler
Winifred B Kessler
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Years agjo, when | sat down ih front of the computer to decide where to spend the rest of my life, | focused on
Juneau. One of the first things i looked at was the wildlife here.

Having vacationed in Alaska almost yearly for over thirty years, | was not completely ignorant of its wildlife. |
knew, for example, that Juneau was in bear country, and 1 knew there were no caribou here. | was, however,
surprised at the lack of moose in Juneau. The one deciding factor in Juneau's favor was an obscure website
stating that there were wolves on an istand near Juneau. it was enough for me to be close fo woives, so here |
am - no smail feat because my husband and | moved here all the way from Atlanta, Georgia, about as far away
as you can get and still be in the US. )

!
I have Ii\{ed here for two and a half years. Because of the way my husband and | speak of Alaska's scenery
and wildlife, six groups of people have vacationed here already, some of whom will return, and more are on the
way. And these people do not limit their visits to Juneau. One group last summer, for example, spent three
weeks in; Alaska, visiting many parts of the state. '

Norie of them come to see denning. None of them come to see aerial hunting. In fact, many express concern
over spending their money in a state that fosters aerial hunting (and it IS hunting). They come to see the
wilderness and the animals in it. We all know, for example, about the Denaii animal checklist, the big five. .

You can call me a tree hugger and you can call me a leaf licker (both of which I've been calied here befare, I'm !
proud to say, and many other things, too, | am sure), but how many people are moving TO Juneau rather than
away from it? And how many are responsible for so many fourist dollars being spent here?

We all know that every year, fewer and fewer people nationwide hunt, And we all know that more and more
people nationwide are choosing ecotourism. Without our wildlife, all Alaska will have to offer is a cold, remote,
hard-to-get-o place that people will not want to visit, much less live in. We must preserve and guard our
wildlife. There is no sound reason for denning or aefial hunting.

Tina Brown
B 19400 Baardsley Way

Juneau, AK 99801-8218

Friday, November 07, 2008 America Online: TMBrown3
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Tina M. Brown

19400 Beardsley Way
Juneau, AK 98801
807-523-5402

SUPPOR%T 46:
i

“This would shorten the season for the taking of wolves and reduce the bag limit. The current season is
excessive and allows wolf pups to be orphaned in summer and early fall, letting them starve and die
inhumanely, which is unethical.

OPPOSE%T, 212,13, 31, 45:

These prcé:posais are designed to extend the season for wolves and would allow wolf pups to be orphaned and
die from s;tarvation, which is unethical and immoral.

OPPOSEE 50 and 55t

These préposals would allow wolf denning, which is illegal, immoral, and unethical. Additionally, an argument
in favor of this practice because it is a traditional method of limiting wolf numbers has little, if any, veracity.
Too, people around the world abhor denning, with good reason.

OPPOSE 51 and 52:

These préposals would allow bear denning, which is illegal, immoral, and unethical. Additionally, an argument
in favor of this practice because it is a traditional method of fimiting bear numbers has little, if any, veracity.
Too, people around the world abhor denning, with good reason.

i
OPPOSE 53:

This proposal would aliow bear denning, which s illegal, immoral, and unethical. Additionally, people around
the world' abhor denning, with good reason. The use of flashlights is irrelevant.

OPPOSE 54:

This proposat allows taking of bears same-day-airborne. This proposal ignores hunting ethics and sensible
hear conservation practices. The proposal states that "tourists will have a greater chance of viewing moose
and caribou" with this proposal. Tourists come to see bears, {00.

Thursdav. November 06. 2008 America Online: TMBrown3-
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Greg R. fiBrown

12400 Beardsley Way
Juneau, AK 99801
907-523-5402

-
SUPPORT 23;
This womjld protect cream-colored bears from hunting. These bears are an important wildlife resource because
they provide enjoyment for all user groups.
SUPPORT 46:
This would shorten the season for the taking of wolves and reduce the bag limit. The current season is
excessive and allows wolf pups to be orphaned in summer and early fall, letting them starve and die
inhumanely, which is unethical and immoral.
OPPOSE 4:
The proponant states: "With a two goat bag limit maybe a few more people would go." This reasoning is not

based on the health of wildlife populations, which shouid be the management objective.

OPPOSE 15:

This proposition endeavors to extend beaver trapping by three weeks. There is no biological justification
given. The only justification given is increased profit. This proposition could be detrimental to the beaver
population.

OPFOSE 17:

This would allow "bounties” on beaver in Unit 1D. Bounties are difficult fo regulate and can negatively affect
beaver populations. Too, who will pay for thé beaver bounties?

OPPOSE 18;

This would lengthen the trapping season for land ofter in Unit 1C. No biological justification is given. The only
justification given is increased profit. '

OPPOSE 24:

This would extend spring brown bear hunting seasen by two weeks in Unit 1C. Bears are vuinerable to hunters

in the spring as they frequent intertidal/coastal areas where they can be easily seen and shot. This would be
unethical and would be detrimental to the brown bear population.

OPPOSE 32:

This proposal concerns incidental catches where the wolf and wolverine seasons open up earlier than the lynx.
season. There Is no b iclogical justification to make this change.

OPPOSE 49: %

This proposal would aliow the snaring of bears and the taking of bears in the dens. This is unethical and




mmorat.

OPPOSE 54:

This proposal allows taking of bears same-day-airborne. This proposal ignores hunting ethics and sensible
bear conservation practices. The proposal states that "tourists will have a greater chance of viewing moose

and caribou" with the implementation of this propesal, but tourists come to see bears, toa.
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3501 Halibut Pt. Hwy.
Sitka, AK 99835
Nov. 7, 2008

State of Alaska
Board of Game

Comments:

I'am troubled to read that the Board of Game is considering efforts to continue and
expand the practice of “denning” of newborn wolves and bears, | consider this to be an
inhumane and primitive method of species control.

I'also question whether the Board either invites testimony from or gives sufficient weight
to the advice of naturalists or scientists when deciding on wise species control methods.

And finally, the entire issue of species control in Alaska seems to be oblivious to the
long term effects of pootly researched methods; i.e., what will be the results of over
culling, which may only be apparent after a species is so severely decimated that it will
not recover? How does that affect the entire chain of species? Are we going to eradicate
a species before we realize it is too late?

Please reconsider the denning of any species!
Sincerely,

~ -
Aef b Seso?”

Dolores Farrell

Email: dorrief2001@yahoo.com
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Gastineau WEBSITE: www.ghspets.org E-MAIL: customerservice-ghs @gci.net
Humane Society

My name is Chava Lee h ,
1 live at 17725 Pt. Lena Loop " }{/é%

Juneau, AK 99801

[ am the Executive Director of the Gastineau Humane Society and as such am the
Director of Animal Control for the City and Borough of Juneau.

[ am testifying on Proposal 21 5 AAC 92.095 and Proposal 22 5 AAC 92.550. I amin
support of closing trapping within Y4 mile of all existing trails within the City and
Borough of Juneau. Doing so will provide a greater understanding of where trapping is
allowed for both hikers and their pets as well as to people engaged in trappers. Trapping
within % mile of an existing trail poses a serious public safety hazard. During a study by
a UAS class conducting a statistical analysis of pet owners in Juneau, it was determined
there are over 8,000 dogs in Juneau. Those 8,000 plus dogs and their owners represent a
large user group.

Proposal 21: Traps such as the one listed here are designed to maim or kill. To set these
traps within ¥ mile of trails frequented by hikers and dog walkers guarantees that
domestic animals and humans will be adversely affected. As trails in and around Juneau
continue to experience more frequent human and domestic animal use, the potential for .
disaster if traps are set close to trails is inevitable. During my 18 months as 2 member of
the CBJ Dogs on Trails Task Force, testimony from hundreds of mmdividuals who walked
and hiked Juneau trails showed that the major user group for all trails was people who
walked dogs on these trails. Tt should be noted that during that testimony there were
complaints about irresponsible dog owners and out of confrol dogs on trails. We do not
advocate by any means that dog owners should behave irresponsibly or allow their dogs
to behave that way. However, the duties, responsibilities and consequences of dogs and
dog owners are addressed under CBJ ordinances and there is a method of redress for
individuals who have problems with dogs or their owners.

GHS, a non-profit organization, caring for animals since 1963.




Proposal 22:

The trail system in Juneau is extensive. The original trail list requiring trapping to be
outside of a /4 mile corridor was enacted before many of the trails now in use were cven
developed and/or maintained. Each year trails throughout the borough draw more and
more people and domestic animals to them. I can not speak directly to how many
domestic apimals are hurt or killed by trapping. Though Animal Control does receive
calls about illegally set traps, and animals (both dogs and cats), who have been hurt or
maimed in those traps, the authority to investigate and cite if necessary falls to Alaska
State Fish and Game (with the exception of traps set specifically to hurt, maim or kill a
domestic animal and that is not the issue here. ).

The Gastinean Humane Society runs a program for dogs that includes hiking and training.
On one outing one of the dogs in the program was killed in a conibear trap. It took three
grown men to remove the trap. As you know, removing a conibear trap can be
hazardous in and of itself and if not done correctly can cause injury to those trying to
remove the trap. In this case the dog was dead and mercifully was killed instanily.
However, had the dog been alive and in a moment of panic people were trying to remove
the trap, the consegences could have been disastrous.

The confusion in the regulations of where traps are allowed and where they are not came
up during the investigation. Initially, the investigating state trooper and state wildlife
biologist both determined the trap was illegally set as it was not % mile from the trail. In
fact it was within 50 feet of the trail and a few feet from where cross country skiers had
recently been. After some research, it was determined there was not a 1/4 mile trapping
restriction on that particular portion of the trail. Though it may not have been the wisest
placement of the trap (especially one of this size and this much killing power) it was not
illegally set. Regardless, the potential for a dog or a person stepping into the trap did
occur with disastrous results. Literally dozens of people called us to say they frequented
that trail and this could have easily happened to them.

In conclusion:

Having uniform trapping regulations makes it easier for both trappers and trail users to
have a better understanding of where traps may be located. Closing trapping within a %4
mile of trails provides for greater safety to the public and their pets and makes sense for
all concerned.

Thank you for your time.,
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BOG SOUTHEAST REGION MEETING
NOVEMBER 7-11, 2008

PUBLIC TESTIMONY ROSTER

1 | Wadewini Defondors ot WildlE Denning
2 | Gary Miller Suncau Stalo Parks AV | Propesals 21,22 and 43

3 | Mavis Henricksen | Personal Area-1D; propesals-23,-36

4 | Meg-GCartwright Juneau-Audubon-Society Prepesal 4/

5 | GregRBrown Personal Propesals

86 | FinaBrown Perseral Proposals

2 | calinH Casioi P | W
8 | Ken\Morisek ABA-Alaskan Bowhunters-Assee. | Propesals 5-and-44

o | Ken \erisel o I o 6.5 and

40 | Bryce Brucker EROWAC Propesals-3;6-16,-34-48, 56, RG14
14 | Barry-Brokken Personal Unit1C; Propesal-15, 1824 RG 15
42 | Jake Miller Personal Trapping-Proposals

13 | Chava Lee 1% call | Gastineau Humane Society Proposals 21 and 22, RC23 (157 call)
14 Sael;)rge Schaaf 1 Trail Mix, Inc. Proposal 21-22 (157 call)

416 | FimBourey Personal Proposal 23-5AAC85015

17 | pmmie s Rersenal Wolf and Black Bear in-GMU-1-3

49 | Jonny Pursel Alaska Wildlife-Alliance W!‘ e TR A
20 | Charles-A-Buckhart | Personal Custavus moose-huntand
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21 Bethany Personal The direction of moose hunting in
Vanderzanden Gustavus

29 Jimmie L. Personal Black bear season. Wolf and black
Rosenbrch bear management.

23 | Brad Dennison Personal Proposal 36-39

24 | Carly Casipit Personal Gustavus moose hunt

25 | Dale Adams Personal Proposal 36

26 | Bobby Fithian Alaska professional Hunters General SE black bear predator

Association

proposals

General SE black bear predator

27 | Bobby Fithian Personal

proposals
28 | Tom Nelson Personal Gustavus moose, proposal 27 and 28
29 | Dustin Hammer Safari Club International Southern Proposal 36 and 13

Utah Chapter

30 | Dustin Hammer Personal Proposal 36 and 13

31 | Wendy Nelson Personal PC 27 and 28

32 | Alex Simon Personal Denning of wolves and bears
33 | Scott Parry Personal Proposal 36

34 | Gary Hess Upper Lynn Canal AC Proposal 16,17, 26, 30, 31
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November 7, 2008
Boord of Game:

The Defenders of Wildlife asked us to call the Board of Game to declare our outrage at
“denning”. | did so, but was then directed to fax my concerns directly to the Board.

Outrage doesn't do my emations justice at this damnable practice. | am an Alaskon
resident and | am vehemently stating that | DO NOT WANT DENNING TO BE
PRACTICED IN THE STATE OF ALASKA AT ALL. And, furthermore, | want whomever
is caught denning not only be fined, but have to serve time in jail as well,

Thank vou very much,
L 3

Kirnbarly Burrows
873 Linda Ct. #3
Homer, AK 99603
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November 7, 2008 | B’C 26

To: State of Alaska Board of Game
Fax: 907-586-5342
From Kevin Murphy 907-842-3524

ITiave been an Alaska resident since 1972.1am strongly opposed 10 the process of

“denming.” Killing wolf pups and bear cubs in their dens is an inhumane act and should
not be approved within the state of Alaska, 1 believe it is a breach of federal law.

TOTAL P.@1
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7 November 2008

TO: Board of Game

FR:  Marybeth Holleman
Anchorage, AK.

RE:  Proposals for Nov 8-9 Board Meeting in Juneau

I urge the Board of Game to vole against any and all proposals that include;

Denning (for wolves and bears)
Selling bear parts

Snaring of bears

Same-day airbome hunting of bears
Bounties on wolves

These methods are unethical and unnecessary. Please DO NOT pass any proposals
containing these methods.

Also, 1 urge the Board of Game to vote for a buffer on state lands to protect the wolf
packs within and around Depali National Park.

Aesbetl. Holleman
A q4a507
Mm\jim o (&M@ﬁ,\/\@ﬂﬂ (o
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Mavis Irene Henricksen
.5 Mile Dyea Rd.

P. O. Box 152

Skagway, Alaska 99840

75 year resident of Southeast Alaska
17 years in Ketchikan
The rest of the time in Skagway, where I was born and raised.

Number 23, 25 and 26, Area 1D

I strongly object to the protection or the changing the season for hunting
bear beyond the regulations that existed year ending June 2007, Bear were
never a problem in Skagway prior to 1990. Today, this late in the season a
sow bear and her three cubs visit Skagway every night. She is a garbage
bear and is raising at her second litter to be garbage bears also. I believe
once a garbage bear or a fed bear there is only one solution---destroy the
bears and enforce the laws governing care of peoples garbage. The City has
recently passed laws on how garbage should be handled and I feel you
should give the City the chance to clean up the situation. Sadly the present
garbage bear has color phase babies, which are very attractive, but
dangerous--they are bears, NOT TEDDY BEARS!

I feel our present problem is caused by a combination of circumstances.
The area between Taiya River to the Skagway River has been closed to goat
hunting for several years. I am told that your research has shown an
overpopulation of about 300% of the wildlife that the area should sustain. If
this area was opened to goat, maybe the predators, bear and wolf would be
hunted also. Wolf are also new to our area and the cayote which existed
seem to have disappeared. Wolf were devastating to the goat in the Upper
Dewey Lake area last year.

I understandthe Taiya River/Skagway River area is referred to as the pie. I
would suggest that you split the pie and allow three goats to be taken by
bow in the east half, which would be the easier half to access and three
goats be taken in the west half by firearms. The pie should be opened to
goat hunting and other hunting usuaily allowed in the area.




John Warder submitted the proposal for modifying the definition of white
bear in Unit 1D. He is a retired Park Service employee and the Park Service
are determined to OWN the area. 1 was on the Skagway City Council when
the Klondike Gold Rush Historical Park was created. We were promised
that this was a “different kind of park”. The National Park Service own very
little of the area and this park is a HISTORICAL PARK, the history of the
Klondike Gold Rush being the focus of the park. It was never intended to
be a wildlife park, but career Parkies do not understand a different kind of
park. I hope the State of Alaska will protect the residents of Skagway from
giving the Park Service their way and taking us over, which they spend 24/7
trying to accomplish.

People that encourage bears to stick around are also the problem. Evidently
some people think they are teddy bears and of course the old greed that goes
with a gold rush boom town also exists still in the summer boom that
happens each year with the tourists. Tour bus drivers have baited the bears
being along the Dyea Road, in order to get more tips from the tourists that
see wildlife. We all like wildlife, but I like predators wild, not in my yard
and house. I cannot enjoy feeding birds, because bears like bird food also.
They don’t seem to like my flowers, unless it is to take five lying down in
them.

For the safety of everybody we need some common sense balance, which I
feel Alaska Fish & Game do a pretty good job of if they are allowed to
scientifically do their job.
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8 November 2008

8120 Rabbit Creek Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99516

BOG---Juneau

I was shocked to see that the BOG is proposing killing wolf pups and
bear cubs in dens.

In addition to protecting these animals, protection should also be given
to wolves that inhabit the border of the NF portion of Denali. Most

visitors to Denali National Park like to see wolves as well as other
animals.

Barbara Winkley

TOTAL P.81
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Dear Alaska Board of Game, - o 11/7/2008

Proposal # 23 “OPPOSED” & 5, i
hl _)&

[ am strongly opposed to the any changes to the existing
regulation and the existing regulation itself is flawed and
unenforceable and should be changed back to reflect the traditional
color phase of black bears, black, brown, and glacier, the latter of
which this light colored bear in question actually was.

I had initially supported the issue but after rethinking the issue I
now believe that was a mistake.

In my opinion the effort to protect that single animal because of
its color is the sole teason. for its demise. The bear in question had
been habituated to garbage and people and there is evidence that

" people where feeding this bear in Skagway and habituated it into
staying in the locality as a problem bear resulting in this young
bear not moving away into new territory and away from people.
The quality of the resource was diminished.

The light colored glacier bear in question had absolutely no fear
of the hunter who took it. |

Skagway is currently having a serious bear problem that affects
public safety and not long ago Skagway addressed it in a similar
way Juneau has addressed their bear issues. The problem is not yet
under control, there is work still needed to be done. The local
Skagway police have been very active on hazing bears “in town”
this year, and literally hazing every night for about the last week.
There a high probability that the sow that produced the light
colored glacicr bear in question, has yet another glacier bear cub
(along with two black.cubs) that is now a fully habituated to
garbage and humans and is the same bear the police ate now |
hazing. So we could have a single sow that has produced light
colored glacier bears in Skagway that is habituated to garbage and
the people that think it needs protection. The garbage sow and cubs
will quite likely have to be destroyed not by hunters, but in the
interest of public safety.

RECEIVED TIME NOV. 7. 2:06PM




NOV-@7-20@8(FRI) 15:82 WHITEPASS & YUKON ROUTE SKAGWAY — (FAX)967 983 2658 P. 002/932

Does a person wanting to view it have more right than one
wanting to hunt?

Banning hunting on any black bear that is not black or brown
would unnaturally upsct the balance of the natural color phases
bears by providing a bias for more light colored bears.

The premise that the genes are eliminated from the gene pool is
inaccurate, as this is a recessive gene that resides in the relative
population in the region. Remember the sow was black.

The quality of the resource will be diminished for hunters, trophy,
sport, meat or subsistence alike by eliminating these bears from the
hunt. We are talking about hunting regulations.

Typically the viewing opportunities would not be good for the
visitors who come to the locality, unless there are bears that have
been influenced to stay visible and habituated to humans because
there natural habits would take them to inaccessible places and
keep them away from people.

The claim that this light colored glacier bear is sacred to the
native community in my belief inaccurate.

There also may be a conflict regarding Federal Subsistence
regulations.

The local Upper Lynn Canal Board of Game Advisory commlttee

“opposes” this.

Sincerely,
Mark Schaefer, Po box 297, 3.2 Mile Klondike Hiway, Skagway,

Alaska, ?40

RECEWED TIME NOV. 7. 2:06°M
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Spirit bears .
Board of Game e
Fax # (907)465-6094 Tl '

Re: " Spirit bears" (White color phased black bears or glacier bears)

| am strongly opposed to the protection of the white color phased black bears from legal
harvest. "Spirit bears”, as they have been dubbed, are not a species in and of themselves and
have no special qualities that seperate them from the existing gene pool of all other light color
phased black bears in southeast Alaska. If they were a seperate species, there would be a
distinct population of white bears here. There is no such population in this region. One can
only conclude that the genetic makeup that caused this color phase to surface is inherent in
the existing black bear / giacier bear population and therefore has an equal chance of
manifesting itself again in future white color phased black bears.

i feel that the initial protection of this color phase was erroneous and inspired by activism
and not science. Because of the "touchy, feely” rants of anti-hunting proponents and the sway
they exerted on the Board of Game, a legal harvest was denied to hunters. | can accept
having them classified as a glacier bear (a color phase of the black bear as well) which would
allow the taking of one per regulatory year. | personally think any color phase of black bears
should be considered equally, making it legal to harvest two per regulatory year here in game
management unit 1C. | doubt the glacier bear will be de-classified as it has been classified for
a number of years. However, the white color phase should be classified as a glacier bear and
not protected. It is mearly a lighter colored glacier bear which is a lighter colored black bear as
is the cinnamon bear which has no such protection or restricted status. _

| strongly urge the Board of game to remove the protected status that white color phased
black bears have been granted and allow licensed hunters to legally harvest these game
animals within the regulatory season,

Thank you,
Kirk Ziegenfuss

Kirk Ziegenfuss
P.O. Box 22442

Juneau, Alaska 99802
{907)723-0898

Page 1

RECEIVED TIME NOV. 7. 1:57PM
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Dear Alaska Board of Game, 11/7/2008
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Proposal # 23 “OPPOSED” | iy

Regulation of any animal should be based on'the “herd health,” not
a particular trait such as color. This is not only unenforceable, but
absolutely ridiculous.

Sincerely,

Robert Murphy

PO Box 176
Skagway, Ak 99840
(907) 983-3771

RECEIVED TIME NOV. 7. 1:26PM
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November 7, 2008
To: Alaska Board of Game Mambers

Via Fax 465-6095 Lo @S e
Re: Proposed Regulations Change 0 r R

From: Margargt r

224 Behrends Ave.
Juneau AK 99801

[ urge the Board of Game to not authorize and legalize the practice of killing bear cubs, wolf pups, and
their mothers in thelr dens. | find the proposed snaring of bears and same-day aerial hunting of bears,
as well as the plan to sell bear body parts equally repugnant, unethical, and unnecessary.

Surely the Board can develop management plans that respect our animal neighbors and thelr intrinsic
rights and value to Alaskans, and lessen your focus on the “needs” of (often out-of-state} sport and
trophy hunters. Outdated management models that prioritize wildiife as lucrative targets need to be
replaced in light of the new century’s realties. Qur wildlife is too valuable to us in too many ways Now
for these misgulded proposals and inhumane practices to be adopted by our state. '

Please don’t embarrass us ~ do the ethical thing and vote against these brutal proposals|

Thanks.

RECEIVED TIME NOV. 7. 4:03PM “PRINT TIME NOY. 7. 4:04PM
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November §, 2008

PO Box MXY McCarthy #20
Glennallen AKX 99588

Board of Game:

1 strongly oppose the killing of wolf and bear pups, cubs, and mothets in dens.
‘\Slﬁluerély:. r m 1 [ £ ] 1 11 T n 1 17 [ 1 T 1 1 ™M 1 n

Jeremy Pataky

Executive Director
Wrangell Mountains Center
jnpataky@yahoo.com

TOTAL P.G1
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DATE:  November 8, 2008

RE: BOG Meeting 7,8,9 November, 2008
SUBJECT: DENNING OPPOSITION

TO: Alaska Board of Game Members
huneau, Alaska

FROM: Cheri A. Murphy
PO Box 6974
Ketchikan, AK. 99901
907-225-6974

It has come to my attention that you are having a board meeting and one of the issues up for discussion
is the practice of, “denning.” | am adamantly opposed te this barbaric praciice.

I have lived in Alaska almast my entire adult life, and 1 am now 57 years old. | have lived all over this
great State from Pt. Barrow, to Anchorage, to Soldotna {where my children were born and raised) to
now living in Ketchikan. Ilove this beautiful State and all of Alaska’s wildkife. So much so, thattam a
strict vegetarian and | do not hunt nor ever kill animals. Our Alaska Wildiife represents a rare and
beautiful thing, for not only the enjoyment of Alaskans, but for the world, overall. Alaska represents
one of the very last wild places left in the world. Why on earth wouldn’t we wani to be the best
stewards of our land and wildlife that is possible? Why would we not want to protect such a valuable
resource for not only our enjoyment, but generations to come?

The State Constitution mandates that Alaskans manage our wildlife for ALL ALASKANS. t would assume
this means for even people like me that wish our wildlife na harm. | lave taking pictures of live animals,
not during a post mortern interval.

Please, when making your decisions on this very important matter, | urge you, beg you to consider not
allowing this practice to occur in Alaska, nct now, not ever. Help protect Alaska’s resources, which not

only include our land, air and water, but the most valued of all, our beautiful wildlife.

Thank you for listening, and | will hope for the best cutcome.
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To: Skagway Residents
From: Mayor Tom Cochran
Subject: Public Notice

November 7, 2008

Once again we are approaching November and have a family of black bears roaming our
community on an almost daily basis. These bears are looking for food and have a
penchant for garbage. Hopefully, the weather will soon convince them to lay up for the
winter. In the meantime, I want to stress to everyone to be aware and vigilant. Our police
department has been actively engaging these unwanted visitors on a fairly regular basis in
an effort to persuade them to leave. It is unfortunate that this particular family has grown
accustomed to and comfortable with people. Rarely, can this type of behaviour be
reversed in these animals. Hopefully, we can resolve this issue without resorting to
destroying these animals. But public safety is more important than these animals and it
may come to that. Everyone needs to be aware that these animals are roaming the alleys
and yards from 1% street to the Skagway River bridge. Please be carefu! until we are
satisfied that they have left the area.




RC 57

Dear Alaska Board of Game, 11/7/2008
Proposal # 23 “OPPOSED”

I am strongly opposed to the any changes to the existing
regulation and the existing regulation itself is flawed and
unenforceable and should be changed back to reflect the traditional
color phase of black bears, black, brown, and glacicr, the latter of
which this light colored bear in question actually was.

I had initially supported the issue but after rethinking the issue I
now believe that was a mistake.

In my opinion the effort to protect that single animal because of
its color is the sole reason for its demise. The bear in question had
been habituated to garbage and people and there is evidence that
people where feeding this bear in Skagway and habituated it into
staying in the locality as a problem bear resulting in this young
bear not moving away into new territory and away from people.
The quality of the resource was diminished.

The light colored glacier bear in question had absolutely no fear
of the hunter who took it.

Skagway is currently having a serious bear problem that affects
public safety and not long ago Skagway addressed it in a similar
way Juneau has addressed their bear issues. The problem is not yet
under control, there is work still needed to be done. The local
Skagway police have been very active on hazing bears “in town”
this year, and literally hazing every night for about the last week.
There a high probability that the sow that produced the light
colored glacier bear in question, has yet another glacier bear cub
(along with two black cubs) that is now a fully habituated to
garbage and humans and is the same bear the police are now
hazing. So we could have a single sow that has produced light
colored glacier bears in Skagway that is habituated to garbage and
the people that think it needs protection. The garbage sow and cubs
will quite likely have to be destroyed not by hunters, but in the
interest of public safety.




Docs a person wanting to view it have more right than one
wanting to hunt?

Banning hunting on any black bear that is not black or brown
would unnaturally upsct the balance of the natural color phases
bears by providing a bias for more light colored bears.

The premisc that the genes are eliminated from the gene pool is
inaccurate, as this is a recessive gene that resides in the relative
population in the region. Remember the sow was black.

The quality of the resource will be diminished for hunters, trophy,
sport, meat or subsistence alike by eliminating these bears from the
hunt. We are talking about hunting regulations.

Typically the viewing opportunities would not be good for the
visitors who come to the locality, unless there are bears that have
been influenced to stay visible and habituated to humans because
there natural habits would take them to inaccessible places and
keep them away from people.

The claim that this light colored glacier bear is sacred to the
native community in my belief inaccurate.

There also may be a conflict regarding Federal Subsistence
regulations.

The local Upper LLynn Canal Board of Game Advisory committee
“opposes” this.

Sincerely,
Mark Schaefer, Po box 297, 3.2 Mile Klondike Hiway, Skagway,
Alaska, 99840
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Game b()Zard to address new
‘cream-colored’ bear proposal

Skagway resic%lent files proposal to better protect
"Spirit Bears’ |

By JEFF BRADY ;

resident secking a bemer definition of protected white-colored black heas to prevent the Xind of shooting
incident that occurred last summer.

the board will be meeting if Juneau on Nov. 7-11, but written comments on the proposals must be
submitted by 5 p.m. toduy, Qct. 24, to be included in the board packets. Comments may be faxed to (907)
465-6094, acrording to a press release issued Lust week, Public testimony on. the proposals also will be taken
at the beginning of the first day of Imeetings, which starts at 8:30 am. on Nov. 7 in Juneap’s Centenmial
Hall.
After the testimony, the boatd will spend the next three days addsessing proposals in order. A complete list
of proposals is available at: hitp:/fwww.boards.adfg state.ak.us/gameinfo/index. php

Number 23 is the Skagway bear proposal and was submitted by Dyea Road resident John Warder, It seeks to
“modify the regulation reatricting the taking of white-phase black bear in Unit 1D as follows: We strongly
recomuend the Board of Game to direct the Department of Fish and Game to work with legal and
regulatory staff 1o develop language which will be enforceable in a court of law to the effect of ‘A light-
Phase black bear that has cnf,m coloration (or lighter) over more than 30% of its body may not he taken
irregardless of any other coloration,”™

The regulation on the books| approved 4 year ago by the board, stated that only “white-calored black bears™
in Unit 11> were o be prote¢ted. This was the result of a request from the City of Skagway to protect the
“white-phase black bear” kplown, locally as the Skagway “Spirit Bear.”

The issue, the proposal decldres, is that “cffoxts to protect the cream-cojored black bear known as the
Skagway “Spirit Bear failed this sprng when the department’s regulation for protection of white-colored
biack bears in Unit 1D provéd unenforceabls.”

On June 5, 2008, Dyea Road resident Thor Henricksen shot what he belisved was a cinnamon bear that
stared him down after snooping around a rabbit hutch on his property. It was shot in season, but many
thought it was the Spirit Bea, and the hide was initially seized by an Alaska Fish and Wildlife trooper.
However, after an insyactio:i by the trooper and several Alaska Fish and Game biologists in Juneay, none
would definitively conclude {mt the dead bear was “white.” They said it had multiple colors, including

Among the more than 50 p?ipusm before the Alaska Board of Game next month js one from a Skagway

clnpamon and black. Because Henricksen had a hunting license and shot the bear in season, no charges were
filed and the hide was released to him.

Photos circulated of the Spixﬁt Bear when it was alive attested to its multiple coloration, but photos of the
hide were never released to the public for comparison and remain sealed by the troopers. But because the

Spirit Bear was never seen a'!rvain, even biclogists said the “light-colored” dead bear was “probably” the one
intended to be protected. ,

hip:/ [w.skagwaynews.cumf1024085N5:or1ex,mm] i Page 1of D
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i
The officials decided to CGI*E to Skagway on July 17 to clear the air. They admitted that the regulation was

not enforceable on the bear that was shot. They had no explanation why the Board of Game changed the
Skagway request last yemom “white-phase™ to “white-colored.”

11/8/08 11:94 AM

They outlined steps for takiig the matter up with the Board of Game, and also said they would file a eport
on the incident for the Nov.jmeeting and would look into how the white-colored Kermode beats in Brivsh
Columbia are protected. |

Reached this week, Warder [said he was upset with the officials at the meeting for shirking their
“responsibility to pratect the bear.” He sald thar the regulation language needs 1o be changed, becanse
similar language could not ‘t}e enforced for a protected bear in Unit 1C near Junean, nor for an albing moose
near Fairbanks. |

“Basically, the pcople need _Eo know that the language the board came up with to protect our bear locally did
not work,” Warder said. “Sdmebody shot it. I was so pissed off I felt it was important to do something.”

He said he filed the proposal request soon after the meeting.

Skagway resident Jan Wrelitmore holds up photos of the "S$pirit Bear" at the July meeting. She and
others planned to send comments to the Board of Guame. Jeff Brady

Warder said his propased 1
whiter,” he said.

The proposal states it would give “a higher survivability tate to the uniusually colored spirit bears, thereby
protecting significant viewing opportunities for the more than 1 mitlion people who visit Skagway each
year. Without this regulation| these bears are selected against by individual trophy hunters and the genes are
eliminated from the gene pool, to the detriment of the far greater roajority who would enjoy viewing and
photographing them.”
1t states that those likely ben}fiting frox the proposal would be “the native corumunity who consider spirit
bears to be sacred, schiool children, visitors on tour, tour operators, professional photographers, independent
travelers, and local residents]”
It states that those likely 1o stffer from the proposed language wounld be “trophy humters looking for odd
colored black bear hides.” It concludes that the only other solution to consider would be “banning the

!

guage basically gives the state something to protect that’s ‘esgeshell white or

herp:f jwwer.Skagwiynews.com 10240 8SNssa
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huating of any black bear that is not black or very dark brown,” but when interviewed, Warder said he does
not want to see that happen '
He added that the municipality could take action by movin g the line banniag the discharge of firearms to
300 yards west of the Dyea[Road. Right now the line is on the east side of the road. The bear shot on June 5
was west of the road. Anyope who shoots a bear legally in defense of life and Propesty in that zone would
not be able to keep the hide and meat, he said.

Another proposal of interest to Skagway residents is numuber 26, which would establjsh an archery hunt for
one rnountain goat Sept. 15it0 Nov. 15 in Unit 1D between Talya Inlev/River and the WP&YR railroad. This
would allow bow hunters ageess to an area of high goat density, says the proposal, which was submitted by
the Upper Lynn Canal Fish gnd Game Advisory Committes.

Dyea emergency measures
explored

Bridge optians dwindle
By JEFF BRADY

While the borough assembly is hgeparing to make replacing the defated Taiya River bridge its top priority
for the governoi’s upcoming budgdt (see borough digest), locg emergency services and others are planning
for two years or more of reduced actess in Dyea for their hig equipment.
The bridge has been rated for 5 tons peaxle — half of itsPriginal rafting — but the results of 2 July inspection
may derate it further. A findl state report s due this wéek.
During a Public Safety Committee meeting W the Skagway Fire Hall on Mondey, Fire Chief Mark Kirko
unveiled 2 proposal for fire and ambulance calje’across the bridge.
Kirko and Deputy Chief W yie Greenstreet goured the area Jast week and did & head and building count in
Dyea. They also looked under the bridge, afid did nqr like what they saw — half-inch thick I-beams that had
corroded to a depth of just 4 eighth inglin places.
Kirko said anyone who drives a heavy g over the bridsg is taking a big risk and could be Hable if the span
fatted and if fuel got into thb river #hd caused environmemtal damage.
Right now, only the cfiief’s ompffand vehicle and a pick-uphare legal, so the department is looking at these
alternatives for fire sappresdiod: .
¢ provide smoke detectors gid a 20-pound extinguisher for cachwelling, There are about 24 structures in
Diyea, and 16 residents.
* use the forestry trailepwith a pick-up with 200 gallons of water folan attack vehicle.
* place pumps at spegified drafting (water intake) sites, and do their bedt in timing a consistent shuttie of
water to fire scene
* extend suminerfiine use of|fire protection trailers used by the National Paxk Service.
* acquire the Webb propertyl through lease or purchase to house a pumper (Bagine 19) and water tanks that
could also draft water from hearby. West Creek.
The latter is the most expensive, but the most viable, Kirko said. It would give Dyea residents their own

- listle fire hAll, and conld be watched by volunteers, Greenstreet added,

L E
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Top Derby Chinook Catch

SKAGREWS V. 824 P, 52 85

13/78/08 1141 AM

Dusty Fredricksen g ujht this 31.85-pound king saimon ep the first day of the Pat Moore

Memorial Gamefish Derby on July 10, The catch held up thyough the weekend and won

him a lot of cagh and plizes. See complete winners list and more fish pictuxes in Features

at bottom of this page.
Fhoto by Andrew Cremata

BEAR SHOQTING BRIEFING

State game biologists, trooper
discuss what went wrong

State changed regulation wording from "white phase'
to 'white color, still no positive identification it was

ht‘p:l!www.skagwavnewsxomfn725usswstogies.htmi
| H
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the ‘Skagway Spirit Bear'

By JEFF BRADY

Biologists with the Department of Fish and Game and the frooper involved in the investigation of the light-
colored black bear shot in Skagway last month met with local residents in a public forum on July 17.

After being grilled by many|in the audiepce, the state officials apologized that the so-called “Skagway Spirit
Bear” was not protected betier. They said they thought the regulation adopted by the Board of Game last fall
was adequate — until the bedr was shot

Now there is concern that without a broader definition of a white-colored bear by the Board of Game, then 2
similar bear seen north of Ninean in Unit 1C could also be hunted legally.

There still has been no posifive identification that the bear shot June 3 by Dyea Road resident Thor
Henricksen was the “Spirit Bear” that was given protection at the request of the Municipality of Skagway, A
ream of biologists and troopers inspected the hide and compared it with photos submitted by several
residents, but could not come to a conclusion, other than saying it was a light-colored cipnamon black bear.
Henricksen was not at the ecting, but has said in media interviews that he thought it wasg a cinnamon bear,
and shot it on his property Hecaiise it was a possible threat to his {amily. FHe had 8 hunting license and fhe
bear was taken in season. Np charges were filed against him,

The fact that the “Spixit Bear” has not been seen since the shooting has many, including state officials,
concluding that it was probably the bear that was intended to be protected. The Skagway News last week
filed a public records request to view the photos taken by troopers of the shot bear, and then have loca)
“Spirit Bear” observers give their opinion, since none of the state offijcals had actually seen the bear alive,
The request was forwarded o the corapissioner this week, but there had been no word as of press time.

At the meeting, Division of[Wildlife Conservation biologists Ryan Scott and Neil Barten of Junean-Donglas
said several offficals were involved in viewing the bear. Fish and Wildlife Trooper Rick Memnitt of Haines
said they looked at the hide,ll[lin several lighting conditions, both inside and outside.

“Bottom line, we could not gall it white,” Scott said. “It upsets a lot of people and makes a lot of people
Trustrated.”

Merritt agreed, saying he cquld not call the bear “white.” since it had multiple colors including cinnamon
and black,” He added that his job wag to “enforce the regulation, and the regulation said a white-colored
bear.” |

A photo of the bear taken on John and Barb Brodersen's property (ahout 2 mile south of Henrcksen's
property} on the day it wag shot was circulated. Jt showed a mostly off-white bear with black ears and
touches of blonde, cinnamoh and black on its side and hindquarters. After lovking at the photo, Merritt said
he could not be 100 percent| but “the photo looks different than the hide I saw.”

i
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This photo of the “Spirit Bear” is believed to have been the last one taken before it was ailegedly shot.

It was taken at 11:30 a.m.|on June 5, about one mile south of the Henricksen property, where a light-
colored bear was killed at|4 p.n. Caylee Anne Redford, conrtesy of Barb Brodersen

When asked by Mayor Tom Cochiran who invited the officials to come up to Skagway, Scott said they did it
on their own after it was suggested they come up. Former mayor Tim Bourcy, who helped draft the original
letter of request for protectiyn last June, said he made the call, and Scott said he volunteered.

“We could fet jt fester or we could talk about it,” Scott said.

Jan Wrentmore passed out Bourcy’s letter to the Board of Game, which specified protection for the “white-
phase black bear” seen aroupd Skagway since it was a cub in 2005. She said the Roard of Game changed
the language in the regulatidn to “white-colored.”

“Nothing personal, but soméone in the department needs to take responsibility for falling this bear and this
cormymunity,” she said. : ' .

Scott said he did not know }fgow the wording got changed. He said the team of ADF&G biologists offered no
recommendation on the request, leaving it up 1o the Roard of Game. An emergency 120-day regulation was
put into place last Angust, apd the board adopted a permanent regulation protecting the “white colored black
bear” in Unit 1D af its Southeast meeting in November.

Several thmes during the mepting, Barien described the situation as an “allocation issue” that could only be
addressed again by the Boasd of Game. A big problern inherent in the issue, he said, was the question, “Is it
a white bear?”, how they loLk in certain lighting conditions, and how they can change cojoxs as they get
older. He sajd they have heﬁ;rd that the Kermode bears in British Columbia have a broader definition, and
they are checking intoit.

Barten said anyone could pé,tition the board for a change in regulation. Proposals are due Aug. 15 for
consideration at the board’sNov. 7-11 meeting in Funean.

Several in the audience suggested the department could have done a better job identifying the bear so a
hunter would not shoot it. Ginny Sorrel], who had viewed and photographed the “ghost bear” several times
near ke home on the Dyea Xr{oad, gaid the bear could have been tagged.

Barten and Seott said individual idensification and protection was possible, but said soms people don’t like
taking photos of bears with brange tags in their ears. i

They said the commaunpity also could take action by broadening the no discharge of firearms boundares, but
a few in the audjence did ndt like that suggestion. The curzent bonndary stops at the Dyea Road, leaving the
west side okay for discharging a firearm. )
Cochran said there was a brpader issus with the community’s “bear problern” and that broadening protection
could presetve a problem. He said there are people with children on the hillside who were concemed about
the bear, “As it gets older add older, it fears less,” he said.

This drew 2 sharp reaction f_xom some in the audience. “You are calfing it a problem, it was not a problem,”
said Nola Lamken. “This ba%ar wag very special to a lot of people and there was no consequence,” she added
later.
Sorrell said the white bear always ran away when there was any noise made. She said the problem is with
people who leave garbage ofit and attract bears, Several wondered why warning shots were not fired when
the bear got near Henricksen’s daughter’s rabbit hutch and allegedly stared him down.

Tom Soucek wondered why| the bear was released back to the hunter if it was a case of protecting life and
property. That question drew a smattering of applause

Merritt replied, “He told me/he shot it in hunting season.” )
Another former mayor, Stan! Selmer, said he has two grandehildren living in the Liarsville area, and sajd
bears do not belong in fown] While he said he had favored protestion for the “Spirit Bear,” he said he had
obtained a hunter’s license dnd would shoot any bear,
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“Don't diminish hunting altpgether,” he said. “That’s not the answer.”

Bourcy said the public interbst was not protected in this case, but wanted the state to foous on how to do
better next time. :

“If & bear is a nusiance and |becomes a problem, get it out of here.” he said. “If it is a threat 1o life and
property, then it ¢can be shot.”

Keith Knorr said that whether it was or wasn’t the “Spirit Bear”, the only way it could have been protected

was 0 dart it and take 1t to & 200. “There are hunters out these who see it as a predator eoming in their
house,” he said. ‘

When asked if they could h%vc removed the bear if it became a problem, the biologists said the department

does mot typically capture agult bears, and shics away from tagging individual animals. _

Barten said they would file f repost to the Board of Ctame on the jncident and investigate the Kermode bear
regulation. !

“Voice your concerns to the Board of Game, say this is what happened, and you're mad at Fish and Game,”
he said. “Ultimately it’s in the Board of Game's lap.”

Merzitt then issued an apoln'fy,

“T apologize for this bear fntident,” he said. “After listening to you ebout the problery, thers are some things
that could be chaged.”

He said he hoped the inﬂidﬂLt would ot stop people from contacting him about fish and wildlife issues.

UPDATE: The News' requést for release of the phatos of the bear's hide was denied by the Dept. of
Public Sefety, citing that the release could constitute an “unwarranted invasion of the personal privacy
of the suspect” and possibly "endanger the life of the suspect." Wa are now going through an
adminisirative uppeal process to still have the photos released, arguing that a} privacy was never an issue
in this case since the suspect made public sturements fo print and radio media about the bear and the
color of its hide, which are |rww published, broadcast, and posied on the worldwide web; b) admissions in
Skagway by state authuﬁﬁeF that there was a problem with the "white bear" regulation which will be
brought up to the Board of Game af a public meeting in November; c) a new photo emerged of the bear
on the day it was shot that jtam officials had not seen when they made their determination that the bear
was not "white"; d) Non of the state officials i1 the case had seen the " Spirit Bear” alive, The News does
not intend to publish the photos of this dead bear, however we feel that a team of local bear observers
who have seen and photographed the "white" bear should be allowed to view the photos and see if they
agree with the conclusions pf the state officials. - Jeff Brady, editor

Skagway harbor subject to state, federal water
quality tudie;s from EPA ship\Bold

The Environmental Prof ti(Jn Agency’s premier ocean survey vessel Bbld is studying water quali
M to Alaska.

Bold was in the Skagway ar¢aNgntil July 21, according to a state Depariment
statemnent.

Two different studies were donductst.on the ship, said Tim Hoffman, from DEC" Division of Water,
which partnered with the BPA on the stindjes.

Denise Koch, manager of the DEC’s cruise'ship program, said the EPA is spearheading a study looking at
nutrients, while the DEC is v'trurkinzg on a watehdilotion stndy. The two agenoies split the\cost, with each

Environmental Consekvation

1
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LINGIT AANI

Klokwan elder Joe Hogeh *kills money’ over the head of Andrea Parent, as gatherers.
recite her new Tlingit ame four times during a ceremony thaialso named interpretitive
signs on what has always heen Linglt Aanl or Tlingit Land. See oy feature on the

Llingit Sien Dedication.
Photo by Jeff Brady

State says bear shot June 5 was a
light-colored cinnamon

|
No charges filed, 'Spirit Bear' has not turned up and
many believe it was same bear

By JEFF BRADY .

" On June 17, the state announced it would not be charging the man who shot a black bear outside his home
on June 5, saying it was a light-colored cinnamon phased type bear —not a white bear that was nader &
protection order. ! :

http:ffww.skagwaynews_mmmBz?OBSNnD:rie;s.h:ml !
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“Tt was a light color, but it f{llkio had a lot of black and brown arcund the face, paws, all over it,” said Fish
and Wildlife Officer Ricky 1 erritt of Haines.

Thor Henricksen, who lives| off the Dyca Road, said the bear he shot by his daughter’s rabbit hutch was a
cinnamon bear, not the While#phased bear that won state protection fast fall.

Meny in the town still belielve it was the so called “Spirit Bear,” (see sidebar) but the state will not say for
sure if it is the same light-colored bear that was photo gtaphed around the area over the past two years. As of
June 22, there had been no yeported sightings of that bear,

Henricksen was relieved 10 ot be charged and did not wish to discuss the incident further, though he said
the days following the incident have been very rough on bim. :

Memtt sajd that the bear that was shot “was not close to the color white,” but he could not say for sure if it
was the bear people in Skagway considered as the “Spirit Bear” since he had not scen it in person.

“There’s probably not a lot bf white-colored bears in Skagway, so itiz a possibility,” Merritt gaid,

Mertitt flew over to Skagway on June 13 and seized the hide and skull of the harvested beay, Division of
Wildlife Conservation bioldgists and wildlife troopers examined the hide of the bear to determine if the
animal met the regulatory requirements prohibiting the harvest of white-colored black bears in Unit 1D,
according to a press releage

“Based on both photographs and physical examination of the hide, it was determined that the color of the
bear s not white, the release said. “The bear in question has a multicolored pelt including white, black and
blonde-cinnamon. Neither éﬂforcemcnt, nor biclopical staff can definitively say if the harvested bear is, or is
not, the same light colored bear known to frequent the area.”

Ryan Scow, a biologist with] the Department of Fish and Game, was part of the team that inspected the bear.
When. asked if it was the behr in photos provided to hina by the News and other sources, he replied, “I can’t
tell you for sure. I'm not cofnfortable guessing, But it’s realistic that since we knew about a light-colored
bear in that area, then it could be the same bear.”

Scott noted the state was p}}tﬂcting a “white beat” based on a proposal from the Municipality of Skagway
last fatl. At the time, he said, his department made no recommendation, but the request was granted by the
Hoard of Game based op th’? viewing pleasure of people in Skagway. A 120-day texnporary order against
taking a white bear in Unit {D was granted in Angust, and then made pesmanent in November.

“We never looked at it 45 a ]‘Spixit Bear,”” Scott said. “We approached it from the biology aspect. We heard
itcalled ‘Spirit Bear’.” |

When asked what the definition of a white bear is, or if the protection order was in error, Scott said there
isn’t one definition n state Jaw about white bears. “The bear we looked at it was not 2 white bear.”

He said that he believed thete had never been a case like this in the state.

“It’s an inferesting developinent...” he said. “There was a concern with this type of regulation: What
happens when the bear shm%as up and 1t’s pot white?”

The state’s June 19 press release said the bear was taken in an area open to bear hunting, during an open
bear hunting season, and thgxt the hunter possessed the necessary license to hunt and harvest bears,

“Based on the avajlable infgrmation, the harvest was determined to be legal and the hide and skull of the
bear will be returned to the hunter,” the release concluded,
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won’t say if it was the bea} killed June S, and they have not released photos of the dead bear. Andrew

The ‘Spirit Bear’ had bladk on bis ears, face and paws in this photo taken last sumner, But the state
Cremata

Spirit Beiar gets a name

By ANDREW CREMATA

Residents and visitors to Skagway have had intimate encounters with a “Spirit Bear” along the Dyea Road
for the previous two summers. The unusual coloration of the bear, which some have described as white o
cream-colored, made the bear an atiraction of its own for locals and tourists alike.
The disappearance of the Spirit Bear at the time a light-colored bear was shot by Thor Hemticksen on bis
Dyea Road property, prompted members of the $kagway Traditional Council to hold a naming ceremony at
the uibal building on Tune 8.
Lance Twitchell presided over the ceremony which atteacted approximately two dozen people from the
copiunity on short notice. |
Twitchell sald it was ag yet lpnclear if the bear in question was the Spirit Bear, but hoped the cersmony
would help bring peace to the entire community.
Twitchell sang two ceremonial songs to start the proceedings, both based on Tlingit folklore. The second
told the story of a man wrorjgly imprisoned who years later reenters a world which has changed to the point
of being unrecognizable.
Twitchell made the comparison to the loss of the Spirit Bear, and how the lives of persons who cherished
the animal would be different if it were indeed gone.
Everyons in attendance waslgiven a chance to speak about their own personal feelings regarding the matter.
Some expressed anger towa\{'d Henricksen and how they worked through a desire for vengeance. Others
wanted dixect information fiom the Alaska Department of Fish and Game clarifying if the bear in question
was the beay refesred to by Skagwegians as the Spirit Bear,
Some suggested Henricksen|donate the bear hide to the Traditional Council when it is returned from F&G.
More than a few people said more:education snd enforcement was needed to prevem people from keeping
items on their property whidh could attract bears. Many broke down in tears.

|

i ;
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Twitchell said there was a diu‘sturbing trend of late for the dispatching of bears in Skagway, or as he put it
“ancestors.” =

Twitchel] suggested those irl attendapce donate and “kill money” over a photo of the bear and offer it to
Henricksen in an effort to bfing peace and harmony back 1o Skagway.

Henricksen would then be opligated to use the money and some additional offering to make peace with a
community that those in attdndance felt he wronged. In a year's time he could hold a potlatch for the entire
communiry. *

Twitchell wade it clear there Was still no firm evidence the bear shot by Henxicksen was the Spirit Bear, but
the naming of the bear could proceed.

The name given the animal |s Xoon Taak Yeigi Seegi, which means “Black Bear Spirit in the Noxth Wind.”
Twitchell closed with a song of loss and ended the procsedings.

Permit in haﬁd: Juneau Access Road gets go-ahead

from feds !

. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued a permit to the Alaska Lrepartment of Transpertation June 13
authorizing dischmrge of fill material info 17.5. waters to comstruct the Juneau Access ¥mprovements project.
According to a Dept. of Ax 1y press release, the permit authorizes placing vp to 1.7 million cubic yards of
dredged and fill matexal intb approximately 110 acres of waters, including foregtéd wetlands, stream
channels, deep water ha hitat] vegetated shallows, and navigable waters in copjinction with construction of a
50.8 mile Jong two-Jane highway. "

The authorized route starts aithe end of the Glacier Highway at Echo Geve and goes around Berners Bay
and along the eastem coast of Dynn Capal to a point immediately nopt of the Katzehin River defta.
Associated infrastructure indludesoadway fill, roadway slope stapilization, channel work, marine roadway
fill, marine rock digposal, fery terminal and ferry breakwaters

The permit authoxizes what is identiffedMag Altemative 2B ine permnit application, which was the state’s
preferred alternative. The Cdrps of Enginebgs issued the permit nnder its regulatory authority in Section 404
of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of theRivers apd Harbors Act. During the svajuation and public

© interest review, the Corps colnsidared & numberwf aiernatives and considered the state's application of
avaidance and minimizationito reduce impact to 28uatic resources, pursuant to these laws, the release stated,
The issuing of the perroit mqt miXed reaction jf the region. '

Dick Kuapp of Citizens Pro Road in Janeayfold the Jiheau Empire, “We’ve been holding our breath for at
Jeast four or five months.” |

However a coalition of antj-toad groyts who are challenginithe project in court quickly issued a press
release condemning the permit. The’Alaska Transportation Pridgities Project, Friends of Rormers Bay, Lymn
Canal Conservation, Skagwdy Mdrine Access Commission, and Squtheast Alaska Conservation Council
hatmmered away at the costs pf the project and jncomplete geotechnical data.

“The Junean Road and ferry project, literally a ‘road to nowhere,” has wery expensive, technically-cornplex
construction challenges,/sail Lois Epstein, an engineer with the Alaska Reansportation Priorities Praject in
Anchorage. "The statpShould not begin construction wnti] the governor and Yhe legislature have a worst-
casc cost estimate. BOT s ctfrrent low-bal] estimate js not realistic because stat stopped the geotechnical
contractor from cefmpleting its work. Governor Palin wisely expressed fiscal conclrgs with the project in a
note to the DOP Coromissioner in early May.”

As of June 22/the governor {;ad not weighed in on the permit. The latest cost estimate forthe project is
$374 millioy, which DOT says would come mostly from federal funds, though it may take tatil 2020 to
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SUNBURST OF SPEED

L

The action has beeg Hot at the ball fields this summeryeven if nature’s thermostat has
been turned downra lhntch of late, See more Little Leagu shots ox the Sports and Rec.

; page.
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Jeff Brady

The bears are back

State: bear ShOt June 5 was a light-colored cinnamen
bear

Web Updated June 17, 2008
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By JEFF BRADY
A black bear was shot ontsifle 2 hillside residence in Skagway on June 5, a day before the borough and the
state sent Ot notices warning people about bears in the area.

The warning noted that the {'spirit bear (white phased black bear) has been spotted in sevezal spots alopg the
Dyea Road. Please remember this bear is still protected,” -
This warning and the light ¢olor of the bear that was shot had prompted some in Skagway to draw
conclusions, which local police said was wrong until the state inspected the bear’s hide and remains, A Fish
and Wildlife officer shOWciﬁup on Jupe 13 and took the bear over to Haines, and then it was inspected
Monday June 16 by a state Pish and Gaine biologist from Douglas.

On Jupe 17, the state annoupiced it would not be charging the shootex, saying it was a light-colored
cinnamon phased type bear fand not a white-phased bear as defined by state regulations.

“It was a light color, but it dlso had a lot of black and brown around the face, paws, all over it,” said Fish
and Wildlife Officer Ricky Mermit of Haines.

Thor Henricksen, who lives| off the Dyea Road, said the bear he shot was hanging out by his daughter’s
rabbit huech and acted aggressively toward him. But he believed jt was a cinnamor bear, not the white-
phased bear that won state protection last fall after lobbying by the community.

“It startled me and stared ripht at me, and jput its hiead down,” be said. *“That’s not a good sign.”

He said Jast sumumer he was scared by bears, and more and more kept coming around, He said he made up
bis mind that he would shodt one in hunting season if one showed causing tronble on his property. Hunting
seagon for spring bears ends June 30.

“I feel just awful (about the|freactions i towx),” he added. “I dont know what it is. It looks to me like a
cinpamon bear... It's not blde and it’'s not white.”

SPIRIT BEAR — This phn‘f: of the protected white-phased Skagway black bear was taken onthe AB
Mountain hillside outside a residence om May 31, If you see this bear, eall police. Ginny Sorreil
Ginny Sorrell, who lives a Iitﬂa further up the hill, wrote in an e-mail that she usnally sees the small “spirit
bear” with the black ear tipg every few days. On May 31, she sent The Skagway News photos of the bear _
from that weekend, but as of Juneil] said she had not seen it for 2 while and was worried. She initially said
it had been four days, but tHen e-mailed back that it may have been a week since she had seen it.

| )
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Proposal 36A RC39

3 AAC 92.540 Controlled Use Areas. In the following areas, access for hunting is controlled as
specified:

(12) Units 2 and 3
(1) the area consists of all of Units 2 and 3;
(i1) the area is closed to the use of any motorized land vehicle for black bear hunting

Sept. 1 - 15, including the transportation of black bear hunters, their hunting gear, or parts of
black bears;




Proposal 1A RC40

5 AAC 84.270(14). Furbearer trapping.

Species and Units Open Season Bag Limit
(13) Wolf
Units 1 and 3 - 5 Nov. 1 - Apr. 30 No limit.

[NOV. 10]




Proposal 21A RC41
5 AAC 92.550. Areas closed to trapping.

The following areas are closed to the trapping of furbearers as indicated:
(1) Unit 1(C) (Juneau area):

(F) a strip within one - quarter mile of the following {rails as designated on United States
Geological Survey maps: Herbert Glacier Trail, Windfall Lake Trail, Peterson Lake Trail,
Spaulding Meadows Trail (including the loop trail), Nugget Creek Trail, Outer Point Trail, Dan
Moller Trail, Perseverance Trail, Granite Creek Trail, Mt. Roberts Trail and the Nelson Water
Supply Trail, Sheep Creek Trail, and Point Bishop Trail, however, in a strip between 100 yards
and one - quarter mile from the trail, traps with jaw spreads of 4.5 inches or less which are
set at least S feet above the ground and/or snow are allowed,;




Proposal 53A RC42

5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game; exceptions. The following methods of taking game are
prohibited:

(7) with the aid of a pit, fire, artificial light, laser sight, elecironically enhanced night vision
scope, radio communication, cellular or satellite telephone, artificial salt lick, explosive, expanding gas arrow,
bomb, smoke, chemical (excluding scent lures), or a conventional steel trap with an inside jaw spread over nine
inches, except that

(A) arangefinder may be used;
(B) a killer style trap with a jaw spread of less than 13 inches may be used;
(C) artificial light may be used
(i) for the purpose of taking furbearers under a trapping license during an open
season from November 1 — March 31 in Units 7 and 9 — 26;
(ii) by a tracking dog handler with one leashed dog to aid in tracking and
dispatching a wounded big game animai;
(iii) to aid in tracking, recovering, and dispatching a wounded game animal
without the use of a motorized vehicle;
(iv) by resident hunters under customary and traditional use activities at a
den site in Units 218, 21C, 21D, or 24 during Oct. 15 — April 30.
(D) repealed 7/1/2008;

5 AAC 92.220. Salvage of game meat, furs, and hides. (a) Subject to additional requirements in 5
AAC 84 - 5 AAC 85, a person taking game shall salvage the following parts for human use:

(4) from January 1 through May 31, the edible meat, and from June 1 through December 31,
either the hide, or the edible meat as defined in 5 AAC 92.990 , of a black bear taken in any game management
unit in which sealing is not required; however, from June 1 through December 31, the edible meat of a

black bear taken by resident hunters under customary and traditional use activities at a den site in Units
21B. 21C, 21D, or 24 must be salvaged.

5 AAC 92.260. TAKING CUB BEARS AND FEMALE BEARS WITH CUBS PROHIBITED. No person
may take a cub bear or a female bear accompanied by a cub bear; however, a cub bear or a female bear

accompanied by a cub bear may be taken by resident hunters under customary and traditional use
activities at a den site in Units 218, 21C, 21D, or 24 during Oct. 15 — April 30,




Proposal 49A RC43

5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game; exceptions. The following methods of
taking game are prohibited:

(7) with the aid of a pit, fire, artificial light, laser sight, electronically enhanced
night vision scope, radio communication, cellular or satellite telephone, artificial salt lick,
explosive, expanding gas arrow, bomb, smoke, chemical (excluding scent Iures), or a
conventional steel trap with an inside jaw spread over nine inches, except that

(A) arangefinder may be used,
(B) a killer style trap with a jaw spread of less than 13 inches may be used;
(C) artificial light may be used
(i) for the purpose of taking furbearers under a trapping license
during an open season from November 1 —March 31 in Units 7 and 9 — 26;
(i) by a tracking dog handler with one leashed dog to aid in
tracking and dispatching a wounded big game animal;
(ii1) to aid in tracking, recovering, and dispatching a wounded
game animal without the use of a motorized vehicle;
(iv) by resident hunters under customary and traditional use
activities at a den site in Unit 25D during Oct. 15 — April 30.
(D) repealed 7/1/2008;

5 AAC 92.220. Salvage of game meat, furs, and hides. (a) Subject to additional
requirements in 5 AAC 84 - 5 AAC 85, a person taking game shall salvage the following parts
for human use:

(4) from January 1 through May 31, the edible meat, and from June 1 through
December 31, either the hide, or the edible meat as defined in 5 AAC 92.990 , of a black bear
taken in any game management unit in which sealing is not required; however, from June 1
through December 31, the edible meat of a black bear taken by resident hunters under
customary and traditional use activities at a den site in Unit 25D must be salvaged.

5 AAC 92.260. TAKING CUB BEARS AND FEMALE BEARS WITH CUBS
PROHIBITED. No person may take a cub bear or a female bear accompanied by a cub bear;
however, a cub bear or a female bear accompanied by a cub bear may be taken by resident
hunters under customary and traditional use activitics at a den site in Unit 25D during Oct.

15 — April 30.




Proposal 51A RC44

5 AAC 92.080. Unlawful methods of taking game; exceptions. The following methods of
taking game are prohibited:

(7) with the aid of a pit, fire, artificial light, laser sight, electronically enhanced
night vision scope, radio communication, cellular or satellite telephone, artificial salt lick,
explosive, expanding gas arrow, bomb, smoke, chemical (excluding scent lures), or a
conventional steel trap with an inside jaw spread over nine inches, except that

(A) arangefinder may be used;
(B) a killer style trap with a jaw spread of less than 13 inches may be used;
(C) artificial light may be used
(i) for the purpose of taking furbearers under a trapping license
during an open season from November 1 — March 31 in Units 7 and 9 — 26;
(i) by a tracking dog handler with one leashed dog to aid in
tracking and dispatching a wounded big game animal;
(iii) to aid in tracking, recovering, and dispatching a wounded
game animal without the use of a motorized vehicle;
(iv) by resident hunters under customary and traditional use
activities at a den site in Units 19A or 19D-East, during Oct. 15 — April 30.
(D) repealed 7/1/2008;

5 AAC 92.220. Salvage of game meat, furs, and hides. (a) Subject to additional
requirements in 5 AAC 84 - 5 AAC 85, a person taking game shall salvage the following parts
for human use:

(4) from January I through May 31, the edible meat, and from June 1 through
December 31, either the hide, or the edible meat as defined in 5 AAC 92.990 , of a black bear
taken in any game management unit in which sealing is not required; however, from June 1
through December 31, the edible meat of a black bear taken by resident hunters under
customary and traditional use activities at a den site in Units 19A or 19D-East, must be

salvaged.

5 AAC 92.260. TAKING CUB BEARS AND FEMALE BEARS WITH CUBS
PROHIBITED. No person may take a cub bear or a female bear accompanied by a cub bear;
however, a cub bear or a female bear accompanied by a cub bear may be taken by resident
hunters under customary and traditional use activities at a den site in Units 19A or 19D-
East, during Oct. 15 — April 30.




Customary and Traditional Use
Overview:
Black Bear, GMU 21 & 24

Prepared for
Alaska Board of Game
November 2008

RC £

Proposals 52 and 53

5 AAC 92.085(6). Unlawful methods of taking blg game;
exceptions.

5 AAC 92.260. Taking cub bears and female bears with cubs
prohibited.

Allow the harvest of any bear from a den in Units 21 & 24,
52 — Allow taking of any bear from dens.
53 - Allow taking of any bear from dens with artificial light.

Department Recommendation: Amend & Adopt
Proposal 53; Take No Action on Proposal 52.




Current State Regulations,
Unit 21 & 24 Black Bear

m Positive C&T finding for black bear in Units 21
& 24.

m No closed season

a Annual limit of 3 bears in Unit 21 & 24

State Subsistence Procedures

Board Findings on black bears in Units 21 & 24:

m s there Customary and Traditional Use of black
bears in Units 21 & 247
— Yes, the Board made a positive C&T finding in March 2008.

n Is there a “Harvestable Surplus” of black bears in
Units 21 & 24?

— Yes, based on biological information.

» What is the Amount reasonably Necessary for
Subsistence uses (ANS)?

— Na finding has been made due to the lack of harvest data.

u Does the harvestable surplus ailow for all or only
some uses?

— This is a Board of Game determination.




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 1. Long-term, consistent pattern of use.

n Black bears have been harvested for food and raw materials

by people living in Units 21 & 24 since before historic contact
up to the present.

m Limited black bear harvest represented in ADF&G harvest
ficket database {an average annual harvest of 6 black bears in
Unit 21 from 1986 — 2006 and 4 from Unit 24; sealing is not
required).

» Documented harvests and uses by residents of local
communities in department household surveys (e.q., Galena,
Kaltag, Nulato, Tanana, Ruby, Huslia, Allakaket, Koyukuk,

GASH communities reported an estimated 73 black bears
harvested in 2002-03).

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 1. Long-term, consistent patfern of use, contd.

Black Bear Harvests (ADF&G, CSIS 2007)

Harvest
Community Year Estimate
Huslia 1983 | 40
Galena 1985 36
Husha 2003 20

Grayling 2003 9 e




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 2. A use pattern recurring in specific seasons
of each year.

= Black bear are hunted primarily in the spring when bears
begin emerging from their dens, opportunistically in the fall
during other hunting, fishing, or gathering activities, and in
early winter when meat is considered prime.

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 3. Methods and means of harvest
characterized by efficiency and economy of effort
and cost.

= Traditionally taken with deadfalls, snares, and pitfalls,
spearing, shooting with bows and arrows, smoking out of den,

lassoing and drowning while swimming, using dogs to track
and find dens, and baiting them with coiled baleen.

= Today, taken largely with large caliber rifles, often during
moeose hunts and using other methods.

= Access to hunting areas for local residents is by snowmachine,
dog team, boat, and walking.




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

i Criterion 4. The area in which the pattern of use has

been established.

m For local residents, black bear hunting areas are generally the
same as those for moose hunting.

m Most black bear hunting occurs along river drainages in the
productive areas around villages in GMUs 21 & 24.

» Maps of some community black bear huntin% areas used in
Units 21 & 24 are found In supporting RC 3 from the March
2008 regulatory meeting.

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

: Criterion 5. Means of hand/f?}g, preserving, and storing game

that have been traditionally used by past generations, but not
excluding recent technofogical advances.

m Traditionally, Unit 21 & 24 hunters treated black bears with
high regard due to their physical and spiritual power. Skull
often hung in a tree or burned in a clean fire. Meat is shared.
Social taboos associated with young women are found in the
Koyukuk River area,

m Black bear meat is used for food and often Included in special

events such as potlatch or “bear parties” in the Koyukuk River
area.

n Historicaliy, bear products were used as door coverin?s,
clothing, gut rain jackets, and medicine. Presently, black bear
meat and hide are most commonly used for food and rugs or
wall hangingsbrespectively; the fat sometimes used for

" h A - 10
cooking, e.g. baking pastries or making “Eskimo ice cream.”




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

| Criterion 6. The handing down of knowledge of

hunting skills, values, and lore from generatfon to
generation.

= Communities existed In Units 21 & 24 from before historic
contact until the present. Knowledge of hunting passed
generationally usually through families.

» Local oral traditions feature stories about bear hunting and
the spiritual aspects of bears.

= Young men and women learn how to hunt and process black
bear meat by ohserving beginning in childhood.

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

1 Criterion 7. The harvest effort or the products of that
harvest are distributed or shared,

= Bear meat is shared widely between Units 21 & 24
communities, particularly if it is harvested during lean times.

w In addition to %eneral community patterns of sharing black
bear, the first black bear killed by young hunters often is
shared throughout the community. ,

w Bear meat is often served at funeral and memorial potlatches
and certain parts, such as hindquarters, heart and kidneys are
normallytﬂiven to community elders. In Unit 24 and parts of

Unit 21, the common practice is for only men and older women
to eat bear meat.




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 8. A pattern that includes taking, use, and
refiance for subsistence purposes upon a wide
diversity of the fish and game resources.

w Units 21 & 24 residents harvest on average 850 Ibs of wild
resources per capita annually, representing some of the most
subsistence-dependent communities statewide.

= In 2001, for example, Huslia households used at least 32
individual resources, ranging from salmon, other fish, land
mammals, migratory birds, and various plants and berries,
inchuding 31 lbs per capita of black bear.
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Considerations

» In March 2008, the Board of Game asked for
additional detail be provided in the Customary and
Traditional Use Worksheets for Interior Alaska black
bear for the November 2008 meeting. This
information is provided in RC2, Tab E.

iq




Proposals 52 and 53

Summary:

= These proposals would allow customary and
traditional harvest of any black bear from a den using
artificial light in Units 21 & 24.

Department Recommendation: Amend & Adopt

Board may:

= Establish an amount reasonably necessary for
subsistence uses (ANS) in Units 21 & 24, but there is
little harvest information upon which to base a
finding. 15




Customary and Traditional Use
Overview:
Black Bear, GMU 25

Prepared for
Alaska Board of Game
November 2008

re b

Proposals 49

5 AAC 92,085, Unlawful methods of taking big game;
exceptions.

5 AAC 92.260. Taking cub bears and female bears with cubs
prohibited.

Allow the harvest of any bear from a den in Unit 25D, from a boat,
and allow the use of a trap or snare.

Department Recommendation: Amend & Adopt




Current State Regulations,
Unit 25 Black Bear

m Positive C&T finding for black bear in Unit 25.
m No closed season

= Annual limit of 3 bears in Unit 21 & 24

State Subsistence Procedures

Board Findings on black bears in Unit 25:

a Is there Customary and Traditional Use of black
bears in Units 21 & 24?
— Yes, the Board made a positive C&T finding in March 2002.

® Is there a “"Harvestable Surplus” of black bears in
Units 257

— Yes, based on biological information.

= What is the Amount reasonably Necessary for
Subsistence uses (ANS)?

- 'Ll]ht_at l%gard established an ANS of 150-250 black bears in
nit 25. -

m Does the harvestable surpius allow for all or only
some uses?

— This is a Board of Game determination.




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

~Criteriorr i Lorg=term;consistent patterrrof use; "
s Black bears have been harvested for food and raw materials

by people living in Unit 25 since before histotic contact up to
the present.

m Limited black bear harvest represented in ADF&G harvest
ticket database; sealing is not required.

= Various long-standing cultural traditions and beliefs surround
the proper use and treatment of harvested black bears speaks
to the length and consistency of black bear uses.

a Today, black bear continue to be an important and commonly
harvested subsistence resource in Unit 25D communities. Itis
not uncommon for 30% to 40% of households to be involved
in the hunting and harvesting of black bears 5

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 1. Long-term, consistent paltern of use, contd.

Black Bear Harvests (ADF&G, CSIS 2008)

Harvest % HH
Community Year Estimate harvesting
Beaver 1985 10 10%
Fort Yukon 1987 150 31%

Stevens Village 1984 17 40%




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 2. A use pattern recurring in specific seasons
of each year.

» Black bear are hunted primarily in the spring when bears
begin emerging from their dens, opportunistically in the fall
during other hunting, fishing, or gathering activities, and
through the winter from dens when meat is considered prime.

_C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 3. Methods and means of harvest
characterized by efficiency and economy of effort
and cost,

m Traditionally taken with deadfalls, lances, snares along bear
trails and In tress, pitfall traps, spearing, shooting with bows
and arrows, out of dens, lassoing and drowning while
swimming, using dogs to track and find dens, and baiting
them with coiled baleen or baskets of fish. Bears were also
called by imitating the call of a raven,

= Today, taken largely with large caliber rifles, often during
moose hunts and using other methods.




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 3. Methods and means of harvest

characterized by efficiency and economy of effort
and cost, continued.

= Access to hunting areas for local residents is by snowmachine,
dog team, boat, and walking.

= “From time to time, one may discover a den occupled by a
sow bear and one or two yearling cubs. These cubs are often
two-thirds the size of a full adult. It is the cobligation of the
hunter to take all occupants of a den. If the bears did not
wish to be taken they would not have revealed themselves,
and to not take them would be an act of disrespect” (Richard
Nelson et al. 1982:47).

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criteriont 4. The area in which the pattern of use has
been established.

» For local residents, black bear hunting areas are generally the

same as those for moose hunting as well as known bear
denning sites.

» Most black bear hunting occurs along river drainages in the
productive areas around villages in Unit 25D.

0




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

i Criterion 5. Means of handling, preserving, and storing game
that have been traditionally used by past generations, but not
excluding recent technological advances.

» Black bear provides an important source of meat, fat, and fur.
Depending on particular circumstances, bear meat is eaten in
the household, in the context of community gatherings, and In
special celebrations.

w Black bear are commenly butchered in the field and processed
like other 1arge %ame. he meat is shared with relatives,
especially if fresh meat has been scarce.

= The meat is frozen, dried, smoked, or canned for later use.
The meat is also made into dry-meat, but cutting thin strips of
meat and allowing it to air-dry.

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

7Crfter/'on 5. Means of handling, preserving, and storing game
that have been traditionally used by past generations, but not
excluding recent technological advances, continued.

» Preparation is typically by hoiling, frying, broiling, barbecuing,
or roasting. i

m Black bear fat is highly valued, and is often rendered into bear
grease or tallow. The grease is then used for cooking, making
Native ice cream, and eaten with dry-meat or dried fish, Bear
fat is aiso shared with other households, especially elders.

x “According to custom, the man who actually kills a bear
retains very little of the meat for himself, perhaps only a
forearm or hindquarter. The ribs, fat, and other cheice cuts
are usually frozen and preserved for village potlatches, Itis

articularly important to have large quantities of bear meat
or memorial potlatches” (Nelson et al. 1982:47-48),

12




C&T Harvest and Use Patierns

\ Criterion 6. The handing down of knowledge of

hunting skills, values, and lore from generation to
generation.

s Gwich'in Athabascan traditions attribute ?reat spiritual power
to the bear, and there is an elaborate set of beliefs and values
%\;rrounding their harvest and use (see citations in RC 2, Tab

s local oral traditions feature stories about bear hunting and
the spiritual aspects of bears. For example, residents in some
villages follow rules that prescribe who may eat bear, what

ortions may be eaten, how it is prepared, and what should
e done with the inedible parts such as the claws and skull,
and proper ways of referring to or speaking about bears.

1
w Young men and women learn how to hunt and process black
haar meat hy ohserving beainning in childhond

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

'Criterion 6. The handing down of knowledge of

hunting skills, values, and lore from generation to
generation, continued.

= Young men and women leam how to hunt and process black
bear meat by observing beginning in childhood. Children are
included in many activities and are expected to show interest
and eventually participate in the activities depending upon
their age and acquired skill.

w  Most hunting is done In family-based groups, so the leamning

and proficiency of younger participants is observed and
monitored.

14




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 7. The harvest effort or the products of that
harvest are distributed or shared.

= Bear meat is typically shared widely within hunting parties,
families, communities, and even between communities. Itis
often a small number of seiect hunters that are involved in the
hunting of bears and provide bear meat to a large proportion of
the households in @ community.

m Bear fat Is highly prized and commanly shared between
households.

» Bear meat is often served at funeral and memorial potlatches
and certain parts, such as hindguarters, heart and kidneys, and
fat are normally given to community elders,

| &

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 8. A pattern that includes taking, use, and
tefiance for subsistence purposes upon a wide
diversity of the fish and game resources.

n Black bear is just one of a whole list of wild resources that are
typically harvested for subsistence uses by Unit 25 residents.

= Black bear often ranks among the top resources harvested by
hunters in terms of pounds of meat per household because of

its ]ssrge size and relatively liberal hunting seasons and bag
imits.

» Other major resources harvested for subsistence in Unit 25
include salmon, moose, caribou, whitefish, pike, burbot, a
variety of smalfgame, waterfowl, and plants and berries.




Considerations

w In March 2008, the Beard of Game asked for
additional detail be provided in the Customary and
Traditional Use Worksheets for Unit 25 black bear
for the November 2008 meeting. This information
is provided in RC2, Tab D.

17

Proposal 49

- Surmmary:

= This proposal would allow customary and traditional
harvest of any black bear from a den in Unit 25D,
from a boat, and allow the use of a trap or snare.

Department Recommendation: Amend & Adopt

i8




Customary and Traditional Use
Overview:
Black Bear, GMU 19

Prepared for
Alaska Board of Game
November 2008

RC ﬂ

Proposal 51

i 5 AAC 92.260. Taking cub bears and female bears with cubs
prehibited.

5 AAC §2.125. Predation control areas implementation plans

Allow the harvest of any bear from a den in intensive management
areas in Unit 19 for Alaska residents with no closed season.

Department Recommendation: Amend and Adopt.




Current State Regulations,
Unit 19 Black Bear

= Positive C&T finding

m No closed season

m Annual limit of 3 bears in 19B and C
m Annual limit of 5 bears in 19A and D

n Black bears taken in portion of GMU 19D
upstream of the Selatna and Black River
drainages must be sealed.

State Subsistence Procedures

Board Findings on black bears in Unit 19:

= Is there Customary and Traditional Use of black
bears in Unit 197
~ Yes, positive finding made by the Board in March 2008.

m Is there a “Harvestable Surplus” of black bears in
Unit 197

~ Yes, based on biological information.

» What is the Amount reasonably Necessary for
Subsistence uses (ANS)?

— Board established an ANS of 30-50 black bears in Unit 19,

n Does the harvestable surplus allow for all or only
some uses?

— This is a Board of Game determination.




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 1. Long-term, consistent pattern of use.

s Black bears have been harvested for food and raw materials

by people living in Unit 19 since before historic contact up to
the present.

= An average annual harvest of 29 black bears were reported in

éngg'G harvest ticket database in Unit 19 between 1986 and

» Department household surveys documented an average 32
black bears annually harvested by Unit 19(A) residents alone,
2003-2006 (Aniak, Kalskag, Red Devil, Stony River,
Chuathbaluk, Crooked Creek, Sleetmute).

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 1. Long-term, consistent pattern of use, contd.

Black Bear Harvests (ADF&G, CSIS 2007)

Harvest
Community Year Estimate
Chuathbaluk 1583 6
McGrath 19384 15
Nikelal 1984 6

Crooked Creek 2003 8 5




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 2. A use pattern recurring in specific seasons
of each year.

m Black bears are hunted primarily in the spring when bears
begin emerging from thelr dens, opportunistically in the fall
during other hunting, fishing, or gathering activities, and in
early winter when meat is considered prime,

= Some communities also hunt black bears in the late winter,
especially when moose and caribou harvests were low the
preceding winter.

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Ctiterion 3. Methods and means of harvest
characterized by efficiency and economy of effort
and cost.

w Traditionally taken with deadfalls, snares, and pitfalls,
spearing, shooting with bows and arrows, smoking out of den,

lassoing and drowning while swimming, using dogs to track
and find dens, and baiting them with coiled baleen.

= Today, taken largely with large caliber rifles, often during
moose hunts and using other methods.

= Access to hunting areas for local residents is by snowmachine,
dog team, boat, and walking.




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 4. The area in which the pattern of use has
been established.

n For local residents, black bear hunting areas are generally the
same as those for moose hunting.

» Most black bear hunting occurs along river drainages In the
productive areas around villages in GMU 19, Including the
Stony, Stink, Swift, Tatlawiksuk, Kuskokwim, Holitna, George,
An[i)ak, Holokuk, Big, and Oskawalik Rivers and their
tributaties.

n Maps of some community black bear hunting areas used in
Unit 19 are found in supporting RC 3 from the March 2008
Board of Game meeting.

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 5. Means of handling, preserving, and
storing game that have been z‘radftionaﬁy used by
past generations, but not excluding recent
technological advances.

m Traditionally, Unit 19 hunters treated black bears with high

regard due to their physical and spiritual power, Skull often
buried in field. Meat shared.

» Black bear meat is prepared by drying, boiling, baking, and
roasting.

= Historically, bear products were used as door coverings,
clothing, gut rain jackets, and medicine. Presently, black bear
meat and hide are most commonly used for food and rugs or
wall hangings, respectively; the fat sometimes used for
cooking, e.q. Bak‘lng pastries or making “Eskimo ice cream.”
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C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 6. The handing down of knowledge of
hunting skills, values, and lore from generation to
generation.

w  Communities existed in Unit 19 from before historic contact
until the present. Knowledge of hunting passed generationally
usually through families. )

= Local oral traditions feature stories about bear hunting and
the spiritual aspects of bears,

= Young men and women learn how to hunt and process black
bear meat by observing beginning in childhood.

11

C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterion 7. The harvest effort or the products of that
harvest are distributed or shared.

a Bear meat is shared widely between Unit 19 communities,
particularly if it is harvested during lean times.

n In addition to %enerai community patterns of sharing black
bear, the first black bear killed by young hunters often is
shared throughout the community.

m Bear meat is often served at funeral and memorial potlatches
and certain parts, such as hindgquarters, heart and kidneys are
normally given to community elders.




C&T Harvest and Use Patterns

Criterfon 8. A pattern that includes taking, use, and
reffance for subsistence purposes upon a wide
diversity of the fish and game resources.

n Baseline surveys conducted in 2 communities in Unit 19
(Nikolal and McGrath). Based on these, residents harvest on
average 484 lbs of wild resources per capita annually.

= In 2001, for example, Nikolai households used at least 53
individual resources with a household average of 14 resources
used, ranging from salmon, other fish, land mammals,
migratory birds, and various plants and berries.

Considerations

= In March 2008, the Board of Game asked for
additional detail be provided in the Customary and
Traditional Use Worksheets for Interior Alaska black
bear for the November 2008 meeting. This
information is provided in RC2, Tab E.

14




Proposal 51

Summary:

This proposal would allow the customary and traditional
harvest of any bear from a den in intensive
management areas in Unit 19 for Alaska residents
with no closed season.

Department Recommendation: Amend and Adopt




TO: FROM:
Alaska Department of Fish and Game Al Gilliam RS
Boards Support Section P.O. Box 124 BT
P.0. Box 115526 Haines, Alaska 99827 e
Juneau Alaska 99811-5526 PH: 907-767-5522 S

FAX: 907-465-6094
RE: In Support of Proposal # 25 November 7, 2008
Page 1 0of2

In regards to Proposal # 25, this was submitted by me:

Please consider that nine homes directly overlook the small area affected by my proposal, plus the park
area mentioned in the proposal. Two additional homes that will overlook this location are in the
planning stages.

Also the State of Alaska is very strong on promoting “Watchable Wildlife” and because the area affected
is part of the location of the fall gathering of the largest concentration of eagles in the world, proposal #
25 will add a great deal of viewing pleasure for our non hunting visitors that travel from all over the
world to visit that area. Many of these people are world class professional and amateur photographers
that would rather photograph eagles and bears at the same time when the eagles are not feeding on a
bear carcass in view of the highway.

This location is prime salmon, eagle, and bear habitat. It has enough cover for the bears to sleep close to
their food source and they do not present a problem to the safety of the nearby residents.

Hunting guides have been known to ask photographers to vacate the area because they consider it to be
their “Territory”; this has even happened at the area where the picnic tables are located.

it is my opinion the Upper Lynn Canal Fish and Game advisory Committee is self serving and broken at
that the BOG should impose more restrictions for membership which would not atlow dominance by
family or employee status and a tougher ethical clause should be added.

In reviewing my proposal | am requesting that the BOG to consider the self serving and combative
nature of the Upper Lynn Canal Advisory Committee and cast their vote based on their own
commitment to ethical hunting standards for the State of Alaska.

In Regards to the Upper Lynn Canal Fish and Game Advisory Committee:

By regulation all advisory committees must publically advertise their next meeting ten days in advance
of the meeting. When the Upper Lynn Canal Advisory Committee met in Haines on October 10 for the
explicit purpose of discussing proposals the only public notification was provided one day prior in the
Chilkat Valley News.




Page2of 2
Al Gilliam In Support of Proposal # 25

| submitted Proposal # 25 (which was a key element of that meeting) vet ne member of the committee
attempted to contact me in person or by telephone so that | could testify in support.

Other individuals that were opposed to proposal # 25 and actually conduct guided hunts in the area
affected by proposal # 25 were contacted and encouraged to attend the committee meeting. They are,
in fact, two of three brothers that are also voting members of the committee. | was publically criticized
by Chair Person Gary Hess for not attending the meeting to discuss my proposal, even though he had an
obligation as chairperson to inform me of the meeting.

The day after the meeting | learned that my proposal was treated more as a joke hy the committee
members present and it was only superficially discussed. No reference to a conflict of user groups or
hunting ethics was mentioned.

Members of advisory committees are supposed to represent strong ethical standards for the community
they reside in and their personal backgrounds should reflect those standards.

Unfortunately the Upper Lynn Canal Advisory Committee is dominated by some individuals that are
often at odds with laws of the State of Alaska in relation to hunting and guiding violations and activities
that negatively impact habitat.

One Registered Hunting Guide has been able to retain his seat on the committee in spite of numerous
and frequent convictions, which include reckless endangerment of other hunters with the use of aircraft
and suspension of guide license because of other illegal activities.

The committee member was also convicted of poaching sheep in the Yukon Kluane National Park at one
time and has recently taken advantage of a loophole which allows him to interpret a grey area of
Canadian laws to his advantage. Evidently because of the required amount of ancestry he now claims
the right to hunt sheep in Kluane National Park with the use of a helicopter and has done so according to
law enforcement personnel.

Another person on the committeebasically became a member in order to support his brother’s position
as a tour operator that is in litigation against the State of Alaska and has a history of conflict with
environmental organizations in relation to habitat. In general that tour company gets as many of its
employees as possible on the committee.

For the most part these people all belong to the same club and network to support each other, The
local advisory committee has such a poor reputation that members of the public rarely attend meetings.




W 44

Qctober 27, 2008
Denby Lloyd, Commissioner
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Juneau, Alaska 99802-5526
Sent via email

Re: Request for trapping/hunting closure to protect Denali wolves

Dear Commissioner Lloyd:

We are writing to ask you for an immediate wolf and coyote trapping/hunting adminis-
frative closure on state lands just outside the northeast boundary of Denali National Park, to pro-
tect the highly valued Denali wolves from further human killing in this area as of the beginning of
the trapping season in November. This closure should be followed by a strong effort from your
department to convince the Board of Game to adopt the closure as a regulation. The requested
closure is shown below in red, along with the present state wolf protection ("buffer zone") areas,
shown in green. 1t would extend eastward from the west bank of Savage River (the east side of
the present north boundary closure) to the east bank of the Nenana River. We are including
coyoles in the request because it appears that some of the wolves killed in this area are being
taken in coyote snares and/or for other reasons related to mistaking woelves for coyotes. The
Denali woives need additional protection in the remainder of the cross-haiched areas as well;
however, other approaches might suffice in these areas (e.g., see "Mobile protection,” pp. 9-10

of the Oct. 2002 report on the Reports page of www.alaskawolves.org).
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The red area is largely within the eastern portion of Stampede Flats, a major wintering
area for park ungulates, especially caribou. Established groups of wolves are thus atiracted to
the area for varying winter intervals, and {rappers target them accordingly. These groups of
wolves come from adjacent areas of the park but also from as far as 60-70 miles or more away,
most notably in the Wonder Lake area and beyond. In short, the northeast park boundary area
is integral to the park ecosystem, but the present park and buffer zone boundaries are almost
irrslevant to the appropriate ecological boundaries. Current management is not working. The
requested wolf-coyote frapping/hunting closure would provide a reasonable and relatively simple
way to help fix this problem.

Last winter, at least 11 and as many as 18-19 wolves from five radio-collared Denali
study groups — including the famous Toklat/East Fork family {e.g., June 17, 2008 blog eniry and
elsewhere at www.alaskawo[ves.org) — were shared, frapped, and shot in the red map area, be-
ginning in late October or early November 2007. Since 2003, when the present state buifer
zone areas were finalized, at least seven of the nine radio collared Denali study groups known
to have spent time in that area suffered trapping and shooting losses while there. Since 1987,
when wolves were first radio-collared in Denaii, 19-20 collared wolves (among others without
collars) from 11-12 Denali study groups have been shared, trapped, or shot in the northeast
boundary area. The 11-12 groups included 3-4 groups from areas west and northwest of Won-
der lake, seven from areas within and adjacent to the state area, and one from an area be-
tween.

The Denali wolves are highly valued by Alaskans and around the world for biological,
scientific, viewing, and other reasons. Their value to Alaskans from an economic standpoint
alone is enormous, because of Denali’s importance as the state’s top tourism attraciion and the
importance of wolves as one of the park’s top atiractions. The aforementioned losses, which
included key wolves of the most visitor-accessible groups (e.g., alpha male of the Margaret fam-
ily in 2004, alpha female of the Toklat family in 2005), have translated into major impacts on all
of these values.

Further details are available at www.alaskawolves.org , especially the Blog section.
We are also attaching a July 2008 brisf to the Alaska Department of Natural Resources. This
provides pertinent details and data sources, in the context of other problems in the Denali north-
east and east boundary areas.

The wolf killing in this area is done mainly by 2-3 trappers as a sideline to other
sources of income. There is no justification whatsoever for allowing such an obviously parasitic

activity aleng the park boundary, especially given the high importance of these wolves. Alaska




Department of Fish and Game biclogists should be at the forefront in putting an end to this kill-
ing but instead have tried to defend it with inapposite arguments about healthy “populations” and
the like (e.g., at www.alaskawolves.org, see last 8 paragraphs in Dec 2, 2007 blog entry, Janu-
ary 19, 2008 blog entry, and December 2007 paper on Reports2 page).

The Board of Game has said that it will not consider this issue until 2010 at the earli-
ast. We think the board will act much sooner and decide 1o protect these wolves if you and the
other ADF&G biologist-managers with whom line authority is vested provide appropriate, strong
enough guidance. The other biclogist-managers are Doug Larsen, director of the Division of
Wildlife Conservation, David James, the Region lll supervisor in Fairbanks, and Don Young, the
Fairbanks area biologist; your deputy commissioner for wildlife should be included, once this

position is filled.

We ask that you please apply an immediate closure as indicated here and take these
follow-up actions. The problem is serious, urgent, and the stakes are high. Alaskans and many
others will be grateful for your actions in providing this long overdue protection for the Denali
wolves.

We would be glad to meet with you and your staff to discuss this if you desire.

Sincerely,

Gaordon C. Haber, FPh.D.
P.O. Box 64
Denali Park, Alaska 89755

Rick Steiner, Professor, University of Alaska

2221 E. Northern Lights Blvd, #118
Anchorage, Alaska 99508

Attachment




Proposed State Tanana Basin Area Plan Amendments

and Land Conveyances Near Denali National Park:

Comments regarding wildlife and other values

Gordon C. Haber
July 2008

The Alaska Department of Natural Resources proposas io amend the Tanana
Basin Area Plan (TBAP) and convey 24,821 acres of state land in the Anderson-
Cantwell area io the Denali Borough. Here [ comment on some of the values of certain
partions of this acreage near Denali National Park that argue for continued classification
as wildlife habitat and against conveyance. It is in the state’s best interest o prevent
these areas from becoming residential subdivisions and o protect them from other de-
velopment. Declassification from wildlife habitat in the TBAP would allow various forms
of development, including setilement, via conveyance, sale, and leasing.

The areas involved are valuable to the state on their own, as wildlife habitat.
They are also of high value 1o the state via their importance to the Denali ecosystem.
Denali National Park is one of Alaska’s, and the Denali Borough's, most important as-
sels, including from an economic standpoint as the state’s top tourism attraction. Visi-
tors to Denali are drawn largsly by the opportunity to see wolves, bears, caribou, moose,
and mountain sheep. Denali caribou, moose, and thus wolves depend heavily on wildlife
habitat in state areas outside the park. As one of the world’s longest-running and most
comprehensive sources of research on the dynamics of wolf-ungulate systerns, Denali
also provides scientific insights for quality management of wildlife throughout the state

and elsewhere. .

Otto Lake and Panguingue A
The proposed declassifications from wildlife habitat, conveyances to the Bor-

ough, and resulting higher likelihood of development would be especially problematic for
two parcels with exceptionally high wildlife values: (a), “Otto Lake” (ADL 415801), con-
sisting of 1,501 acres in section 27 and portions of sections 26, 35 in the Dry Greek
area, and (b), “Panguingue A" (ADL 415809, 415810), consisting of 1,565 acres in sec-
tion 11 and portions of sections 13, 14, 18 in the Eightmile Lake area.




Figure 1 (on p. 6) identifies an area west of Healy between the Quter and
Quter-Cuter foothills ranges known as Stampede Flats, arguably the Denali wildlife sys-
tem’s most important wintering area since at least the 1960s and one of the highest in-
tensity wildlife-use areas identified anywhere in Alaska. The wildlife patterns and values
of this area and nearby areas have been studied for more than 43 years to date (e.g.,
Haber 1977, 2002, 2007a, 2007b; Mech et al 1998; Meier et al 20086).

The proposed Otto Lake and Panguingue A declassifications and conveyances
are within eastern Stampede Flats. Denali caribou migrate northeastward to this area
from central areas of the park in most winters; see Figures 2-3 (on pp. 7-8). Use as a
wintering area by Denali caribou dates to at least the 1960s and appears io be related to
wind patterns that reduce snow depths relative to other areas (Haber 1977: Fig. 27, Ap-
pendix II). In deep show winters, there are also major northward shifts of moose and
sheep into the area, particularly the eastern half (Haber 1977: e.g., Figs. 17, 19). Dry
Creek becomes especially important as a wintering area for moose that migrate right
over the top of the Quier Range from road-corridor areas of Denali National Park (Haber
1977: Fig. 17).

Groups of wolves from adjacent areas of the park and northward hunt these
wintering ungulates, as do two resident groups and groups that migrate at least 60-70
miles from central areas of the park and elsewhere (Haber 1977: Fig. 4, 2002: Figs. 2, 4,
6, 2007a: Figs. 2-3, 2007b: Fig. 2; Mech et al 1998; Meier et al 2006: Figs. 5, 6, 9); see
also Figure 4 {on p. 9). This resuits in high levels of winter wolf activity in and near the
Otto Lake/Dry Creek and Panguingue A/Eightmile Lake areas. There is at least one es-
tablished natal den and at least one rendezvous site in upper Dry Creek (including within
the proposed conveyance), used by wolves in May-September. Wolves denned and
raised pups in this area as recently as summers 2002 and 2003 and are likely denning in
the area again this summer, based on localized GPS radio collar signals (T. Meier, pers.
comm.).

Another way to understand the importance of the area for wintering ungulates
and the wolves that hunt them is by considering the level of wolf trapping. For example,
since 2003 nine radio-collared Denali wolf study groups are known to have spent time in
the northeast park boundary area. Wolves were trapped or shot from at least seven of
these groups while they were in this area, between Savage River and Nenana River.

During winter 2007-08 alone, up to 18-19 wolves from five radio-collared groups were




trapped in the same area, mostly in the Dry Creek watershed (see various entries in the

Blog section of www.alaskawolves.org for details).

Since 1987, when wolves were first radio-collared in Denali, 19-20 radio-
collared wolves {(among others without collars) from 11-12 Denali study groups have
been trapped or shot outside the northeast park boundary on state lands bounded by the
park on the north, west, and south. The 11-12 groups included 3-4 groups from areas
west and northwest of Wonder Lake, seven from areas in and adjacent to the state area,
and one from an area between (NPS data base, T. Meier, pers. commun., updated with
the above information).

The long-term wildlife importance of the area is further illustrated by a promi-
nent hunting lookout/camp along Dry Creek that has been used since the late Pleisto-
cene, 11,000 years ago. This is one of the most important archaeological sites in Alaska

and was designated a National Landmark in 1978.

Other areas

Five other proposed wildlife habitat declassifications and conveyances shouid
be rejected because of similar high wildlife values: “Yanert” {ADL 415803, 415811 —
2,278 acres), “Montana Creek” (ADL 415802, 415804 — 460 acres), "Nenana Canyon”
(ADL 415636 — 1,737 acres), “Panguingue B” (ADL 415809 — 5,025 acres declassifica-
tion, 2,465 conveyance), and “West” (ADL 417601 — 5,760 acres).

Yanert, Montana Creek, Nenana Canyon, and Panguingue B are within areas
used heavily by eastern Denali wolves and wolves that range primarily outside the park
(e.g., Fig. 4; Haber 2002: Figs. 2-8; Meier et al 2006: Figs. 5, 6, 9). This activity and
sporadic visits by groups of wolves from 60-70 miles away (Haber 2007b: Fig. 2) are
also indicative of important caribou, moose, sheep, and habitat values. Not as much is
known about West, although the substantial use that area receives from radio-collared
caribou (Fig. 3) and wolves (Fig. 4; Meier et al 2008: Fig. 5; Haber 2007a: Fig. 2) implies
a range of wildlife and habitat values.

The Yanert River and Montana Creek valleys provide major natural corridors for
wildlife movements to and from the eastern park, movements that are essential for main-
taining genetic and other vital exchanges among populations, subpopulations, and sys-
tems. This is an important consideration for the long-term viahility of the Denali wildlife

system given the already heavy and increasing development along other segments of




the east park boundary (see affidavits and related testimony in Haber v State of Alaska
et al, Superior Court for the State of Alaska, 3AN85-17375 Civil, regarding previous state
proposals for land transfers in the Yanert River and Montana Creek areas).

Denali Borough officials have indicated they would like to use conveyances in
at least the Montana Creek area for hotels and other commercial development, to gen-
erate revenue (e.g., Fairbanks Daily News-Miner, 5/21/00). The direct, secondary, and
cumulative impacts of such development would hinder if not block cross-boundary wild-
life movements and degrade the area's capacity to support resident wildlife. More hotel
rooms along the east side of the park would mean more demand for access into the
heart of the park via relaxed bus quotas, a loop road, and/or a railroad with more de-

~mand for accommodations in the Kantishna-Wonder Lake area. What would be the
long-term wildlife and other consequences in these distant areas?

Apart from wildlife considerations, declassification and conveyance of the Yan-
ert, Montana Creek, and Nenana Canyon parcels would likely generate viewshed im-
pacts detrimental to the state’s tourism interests. Visitor facilities and other infrastructure
are important for these interests, but there are already major visitor facilities throughout
the area and large tracts of private land where further development is likely. Yanert and
Monitana Creek lie within the premier mountain vista that Denali visitors see, directly
ahead, as they exit the last 6-7 miles of the park road. It is the premier mouniain scene
that travelers who drive the Parks Highway, without entering interior areas of the park,
view for 6-7 miles. Dedicated scenic pullouts feature this view from both the park road
and Parks Highway, and photographs frequently appear in calendars and other pubiica-
tions. It is also a featured view for the thousands of rafters and kayakers who annually
float the Nenana River, one of the state’s most important recreational rivers.

MNenana Canyon lies outside the park-road viewshed but is the major view for
visitors entering or leaving the north side of the park via the Parks Highway and Alaska
Railroad. It is not difficult to visualize a northward extension of the present “Glitter
Gulch” strip development if this area is declassified and conveyed, sold, or leased (the
state is proposing to declassify the entire parcel from wildlife habitat even though the

Borough has requested conveyance of only the portions east of the Parks Highway).
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Figure 1. Eastern Denali National Park {green boundaries), adjacent siate wolf-
protection areas (blue), and cther state lands (map courtesy of National Park Service).
The gray-brown line (my addition) delineates arguably the most important ungulate (cari-
hou, moose, sheep) wintering area of the Denali ecosystem, where wolves from near
and far areas come to hunt at varying intervals and usually two resident groups of
wolves hunt year-round. The general southwest-to-northeast orientation of the mountain
ranges and foothills largely determines habitat and wildlife-use patterns. However, the
park and state boundatries are oriented east-west and exclude much of the wintering
area from full protection. Two of the propased land conveyances — Otto Lake and Pan-
guingue A — are within this core wintering area and others are nearby (see Fig. 4).
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Figure 2. Distribution of caribou (red arrows) and sheep (blue slanted lines) and related
wolf foraging variations (black). The colored areas represent the territories of 15 groups
of wolves as of late April 2006. From Haber (2007h).




Figure 3. Distribution of Denali caribou radio cellar locations (black dots}) in and near
central and northeastern areas of Denali National Park. The darkest contoured areas
are most likely to be used by Denali caribou based on these locations. Areas at upper
right primarily represent winter activity, centered in the area delineated by the gray-
brown line in Figure 1. Note, as in Figures 1-2, the basic southwest-to-northeast orienta-
tion, from movements between seasonal ranges. At least iwo of the proposed state land
conveyances are within high-use northeastern caribou areas. Map courtesy of National
Park Service.




Figure 4. Wolf radio collar locations in and near northeastern areas of Denali National
Park. These locations are indicative of important caribou, moose, and sheep as well as
wolf and habitat values, including within areas {in black) proposed for declassification

from wildlife habitat and conveyance for possible development. Map courtesy of Na-
tional Park Service.
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STATE OF ALASKA

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
DIVISION OF WILDLIFE CONSERVATION

November 4, 2008

Goirdon Haber
PO Box 64
Denali Park, AX 99755

Rick Sieiner

University of Alaska

2221 E. Northern Lighis Blvd, #118
Anchorage, AK 93508

Dear Dr, Haber and Professor Steiner:

g_g Z0O

SARAH PALIN, GOVYERNOR

F.O. BOX 115526
JUNEAU, AK 998711-5526
PHONE: (507} 465-4190
FAX: (907) 465-6142

I am responding to your request to Commissioner Lloyd seeking an administrative emergency
closure for the wolf and coyote trapping seasons just outside the northeast bonndary of Denali
Naticnal Park (park). The emergency closure you requested “would extend eastward from the
west bank of Savage River (the east side of the present north boundary closure) to the east bank
of the Nenana River.” The putpose of your request is to provide additional protection for the
highly valued Denali wolves from further human killing. You also requested that the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game {department) convince the Board of Game (board) to make the

closure permanent in regulation.

Given the messages from Professor Steiner fo Commissioner Lloyd about this matter I had my
Deputy Director — Kim Titus, contact Mr. Steiner via phone on 30 Oetober. At that iime Dr,
Titus indicated that the department would not grant your request for an emergency closure, The
Division of Wildlife Conservation does not igsue emergency closures for reasons other than the
population-based conservation concerns for hunted or trapped species, Your request does not
meet that criterion. The packs you propose to protect are part of a population that is not a

conservation concern because management objectives are being met,

As you know, there has been exfensive public discussion of the size and shape of the areas closed
to the taking of wolves along the castern edges of the park boundary. The Board created wolf
hunting/trapping closures on state lands in the western end of the “wolf townships™ in
recognition of the value of certain packs within the park and the tendency for some packs and
individual wolves to travel outside of the closed area and onto state-managed lands west of the
Savage River. The board also made it clear on the record that it did not feel it was appropriate to
implement additional closures to protect members of a particular pack when undertaking long-
range excursions beyond lands closed to the taking of wolves. Like your request in 2007 to close
the taking of wolves by emergency order, the present request would clearly be in conflict with
the board’s stated reasoning behind the establishment of the wolf closure west of the Savage

River.

Your request would have us close lands that are currently open to the taking of wolves when
there is no population-based reason to do so, Numerous studies of Interior Alaska wolves
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indicate that there is a high rate of exchange of individuals between packs and a tendency for
new individuals to establish territories that have been vacated. It is not appropriate to use
emergency closure authority in the absence of a credible biological emergency. Past discussions
between the board and public resulted in the board recognizing the value of park wolves for
viewing and the board used their best judgment in ¢stablishing the present size of the closed
areas.

As aresult, the department is declining to take the emergency action you have requested, T have
forwarded your petition to the board, and I believe it will discuss this request under
miscellaneous business during its November 7-11 meeting in Juneau.

ce:  Denby Lloyd
Kristy Tibbles
Board of Game Members
David James
Philip Hooge
Paul Anderson
Paula Cullenberg
Denis Weisenberg
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ADFaG
_ _ P.O. BOX 115528
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME PHONE. (o0 deatio "
BOARD OF FISHERIES FAX: (007) 485-8004

CIiff Judkins, Chairman
Alaska Board of Game
P. 0. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811

March 8, 2008

re: Joint Board consideration of nonsubsistence areas

Dear CHff,

The Board of Fisherics appreciates the recent opportunity to coordinate with the Board of Game in
discussing the rationale for another Joint Boawd mecting.

However, the Board of Fisheries still has questions regarding the basis for a second meeting to
consider nonsubsistence areas and the assertion that the Joint Board had insufficient information for
evaluating a nonsubsistence arca proposal dming the October 2007 meeting. The Joint Board was
provided a significant amount of information from a variety of sources including recent harvest
statistics, recent Department of Labor data, 2000 federal census data, Subsistence Division studies, and
public testimony.

At this time, the Boatd of Fisheries is not able to conclude that a second Joint Board meeting is needed
without answers to a mumber of questions. We would also like to gain a better understanding of the
practical regulatory implications of establishing a new nonsubsistence area in a portion of Unit 13,
Some of the management scenatios outlined by the Board of Game appear to be incongruent with the
stibsistence law,

1) Would the Board of Game please identify what new information is now available for a second
review of the 12 factors as they pertain to a potential nonsubsistence area Game Management Unit
13?

2) Would the board please identify what information it considers was lacking from the recent Joint
Board review of the 12 factors as they pertain to a potential nonsubsistence area Game
Management Unit 137 .

3) Are there reasons to believe that such additional information could be compiled for use by the
boards to fill these information gaps?

4) How would closing a portion of the Nelchina caribou range to subsistence hunting expand
subsistence hunting opportunity for state residents?
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5) How could uges other than subsistence uses be allowed on a game population that has an Amount
Necessary for Subsistence (ANS) sct at 100 percent of the alfowable harvest?

6) Why would closing a portion of the current hunt area to subsistence hunting not concentrate
hunting effort into a smaller geographic area?

7) What otber methods and means restrictions or Tier IT scoring changes could be applied to
accomplish the BOG's objectives?

8) What arc the implications of eliminating the subsistence priority for the use of resources other than
caribou,

Having a more complete accounting of what specitic information was missing from the previous Joint
Board cxamination of nonsubsistence arcas and having a beiter understanding of the availability of
information for addressing those gaps are both needed for an evaluation of whether io rovisit the topic
of nonsubsistence areas. Similarly, having a better understanding the regulatory consequences of
establishing a new nonsubsistence area in Unit 13 would also be helpful.

Thank you in advance for the effort in providing answers to these additional questions.

Best regards,
Mel Morris

cc Denby Lloyd, Commissioner ADF&G
Lance Nelson, Departraent of Law
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Symbols and Abbreviations

The following symbols and abbreviations, and others approved for the Systéme Infernational d'Unités (SI), are used
without definition in the reports by the Division of Subsistence. All others, including deviations from definitions
listed below, are noted in the text at first mention, as well as in the titles or footnotes of tables, and in figure or figure
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Weights and measures (mefric) General Measures (fisheries)
centimeter cm all commonly-uccepted abbreviations fork length FL
deciliter dL e.g., Mr., Mrs., AM, PM, elc. mideye-fo-fork MEF
gram g all commonly-accepted professional mideye-to-tail-fork METFE
hectare ha tiles e.g., Dr., Ph.D., RN, etc. standard length sL
kilogram ke Alaska Administrative Code AAC total length TL
kilometer km at @
liter L compass directions: Mathematics, statistics
meter m east E all standard mathematical signs, symbols
milliliter ml. narth N and abbreviations
millimeter mm south 8 alternate hypothesis Ha
west W base of natural logarithm e
Weighis and measures (English) copyright @ catch per unit effort CPUE
cubic feet per second ft'fs corporate suftixes: coefficient of variation cvy
foot ft Company Co. - common test statistics (B, £, % etc)
gatlon gal Corporation Corp. confidence interval Cl
inch in Incorporated Ine. correlation coefficient {(multiple) R
mile mi Limited Lid. carrelation coefficient (simple) r
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Physics and chemisfry U.S. state use lwo-letter abbreviations percent o
all atomic symbols (e.8., AK, WA) probability P .
alternating current AC probability of a type I error (rejection of the
ampere A null hypothesis when true) o
calorie cal probabilify of a type IF error {acceptance of
direct current DC the null hypothesis when false) [
hertz Hz second (angular) "
horsepower hp standard deviation SD
hydrogen ion activity (negative tog of} pH Sta"_‘da'd SIrOor SE
parts per million ppm vapance
parts per thousand ppt, %o population Var
volts AV sample var

watts W
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INTRODUCTION

This supplement to Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence Special
Publication No. BOG 2008-10 was prepared at the request of the Alaska Board of Game (Board).
During their November 2008 deliberations, the Board requested additional options for

determining amounts necessary for subsistence (ANS) for black bears, mountain goats, and
brown bears in Southeast Alaska.

BLACK BEARS - REVISED

Additional Options for Amount Necessary for Subsistence Findings for Black
Bears, GMU subunits 1A, 1B, 1D, and GMUs 2, 3, and 5

Following are 2 additional options for ANS findings for black bear Ursus americanus
populations in Game Management Unit (GMU) subunits 1A, 1B, 1D, and GMUs 2, 3, and 5.
These options are based on the recent 5-year and 10-year average harvests of black bears in the
spring seasons only in these GMUSs by residents of Southeast Alaska (GMUs 1, 2, 3, 4, and 3).
See Special Publication No. BOG 2008-10 (RC 2 Tab B) for additional background, and for

Options A and B. Appendix Table 1 reperts spring harvests, by GMU, by Southeast Alaska
residents from 1990 to 2007. '

Table 1 reports the recent 5-year (2003--2007) and 10-year (1998-2007) mean annual harvests of

black bears in the spring seasons only in GMUs 1A, 1B, 1D, 2, 3, and 5 by residents of the
GMUs of Southeast Alaska (GMUs 1,2, 3,4, and 5).

Table 1. Mean Harvests of Black Bears in Spring by Southeast Alaska Residents in Units 1A, 1B, iD, 2, 3, and 5, 1998 - 2007

Recent Five-Years (2003 - 2007) Recent 10-years (1998 - 2007)

Subunit Mean Low (year) High (year) Mean Low {year) High (year)
1Al 9 4 2004 17 2006 9 2 2002 17 2006
iB 4 1 2005 7 2007 4 1 2005 7 2007
1D 18 i3 2003 22 2006 20 10 2002 27 1999

2 23 19 2007 3z 2004 26 19 2007 44 1998
3 19 13 2004 31 2007 30 13 2004 50 2001
5 7 3 2004 i0 2005 7 1 1998 13 2001

! Excludes harvests within the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area.

Source: Prepared by ADFAG, Division of Subsistence, based on harvesl dala compiled by ADF&G, Divisian of Wildlife Conservalian

Tables 2 and 3 provide 2 additional options for the Board to consider for ANS findings for black
bears in each subunit of GMU 1 and in GMUs 2, 3, and 5. In Option C (Table 2), the ANS range
is based on the recent 5-year (2003-2007) mean annual harvest of black bears in the spring
seasons only by residents of the GMUSs of Southeast Alaska. The low end of the range is the

mean harvest minus 25% of the mean; the high end of the range is the mean harvest plus 25% of
the mean.




Table 2. Black Bear ANS Option C: Recent 5-year average harvests in spring

by southeast Alaska GMU residents

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean harvest in spring, 2003 - 2007 mean
1a¢ 9 bears 7 to 11 bears
1B 4 bears 3fo b hears
1D 18 bears 14 to 23 bears
2 23 bears 17 to 29 bears
3 19 bears 14 to 24 hears
5 7 bears 5to 9 bears

! Exciuding the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area

In Option D (Table 3), the ANS range is based on the recent 10-year (1998-2007) mean annual
harvest of black bears in the spring seasons only by residents of the GMUs of Southeast Alaska.
The low end of the range is the mean harvest minus 25% of the mean; the high end of the range

is the mean harvest plus 25% of the mean.

Table 3. Black Bear ANS Option D: recent 10-year average harvests in spring

- by southeast Alaska GMU residents

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest in spring, 1998 - 2007 mean

1A 9 bears 7 to 11 bears

iB 4 bears 3to 5 bears
1D 20 bears 15to 25 bears
2 26 bears 2010 33 bears
3 30 bears 23 10 38 bears

5 7 bears 510 9 bears

! Excluding the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area




BLACK BEAR APPENDIX TABLE

Appendix Table 1, Harvests of Black Bears in spring by Residents of GMUs 1, 2, 3,4, and 5

Number of Black Bears Harvested

Year 1A'| 18] 1D| 2| 3] 5
1990 15 4 20 58 57 1
1991 2 8 12 34 35 0
1992 3 8 12 31 29 2
1993 3 2 14 32 72 0
1994 1 4 11 33 867 4
1995 7 5 24 55 59 1
1996 5 3 33 38 47 1
1997 15 5 22 34 48 4
1998 6 6 25 44 44 1
1999 11 1 27 26 37 8
2000 16 6 24 24 45 2
2001 12 3 23 27 50 13
2002 2 2 10 26 27 9
2003 7 2 13 21 18 6
2004 4 3 16 32 13 3
2005 11 1 21 23 15 10
2006 17 5 22 20 17 6
2007 5 7 20 19 3 9

All years average 8 4 19 32 40 4
Recent 5-year 9 4 18 23 19 7
Recent 10-year 9 4 20 26 30 7
Total harvest 142 73 349 575 711 78

" Does not include harvests within the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area

Source: prepared by Division of Subsistence, ADF&G, based upon data from the
Division of Wildiife Conservation

MOUNTAIN GOATS - REVISED

Additional Options for Amount Necessary for Subsistence Findings for
Mountain Goats, GMU Subunits 1A, 1B, 1D, and GMU 5

Following are 2 additional options for ANS findings for mountain goat Oreamnos americanus
populations in GMU subunits 1A, 1B, 1D, and GMU 5. These options are based on the recent 5-
year and 10-year average harvests of goats in these GMUSs by residents of Southeast Alaska

(GMUs 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5). See Special Publication No. BOG 2008-10 (RC 2 Tab B) for
additional background, and for Options A and B.

Table 1 reports the recent 5-year (2003 — 2007) and 10-year (1998 — 2007) mean annual harvests
of mountain goats by GMU 1 subunit (except within the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence area) and
GMU 5 by residents of the GMUs of Southeast Alaska (GMUs 1, 2, 3,4, and 5 ).




Table 1. Mean Harvests of Mountain Goats Units 1A, 1B, 10, and 5 by Local Residents, 1998 - 2007

Recent Five-Years (2003 - 2007) Recent 10-Years {1998 - 2007)
Subunit Mean Low (year) High (year) Mean Low (year) High (year)
1A 10 6 2003 14 2005 10 2 1999 20 1998
1B 11 7 2007 13 2003 11 G 2002 13 2000
10 20 15 2008 30 2007 19 15 2006 30 2007
GMU 5 0.2 4 2006 il 2007 2 0 2006 7 1999

! Excludes harvests within the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area.
Source: Prepared by ADF&G, Division of Subsistence, based on harvest data compited by ADF&G, Divisicn of Wildlife Conservation

Tables 2 and 3 provide 2 additional options for the Board to consider for ANS findings for
mountain goats in each subunit of GMU 1 and in GMU 5. In Option A (Table 2), the ANS range
is based on the recent 5-year (2003—-2007) mean annual harvest of mountain goats by residents of
the GMUs of Southeast Alaska. The low end of the range is the mean harvest minus 25% of the
mean; the high end of the range is the mean harvest plus 25% of the mean.

Table 2. Mountain Geat ANS Option C: Recent 5-year Average
Based on harvests by southeast Alaska GMU residents

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 2003 to 2007 mean

1A' 10 goats 8 to 13 goats
1B 11 goats 8 to 14 goats
1D 20 goats 15 to 25 goats
5 0.2 goats 1 goat

! Excluding the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area

In Option D (Table 3), the ANS range is based on the recent 10-year (1998-2007) mean annual
harvest of mountain goats by residents of the GMUs of Southeast Alaska. The low end of the
range is the mean harvest minus 25% of the mean; the high end of the range is the mean harvest
plus 25% of the mean.




Table 3. Mountain Goat ANS Option D: Recent 10-year Average
Based on harvests by southeast Alaska GMU residents

Suggested ANS Range, +- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1998 to 2007 mean

1A 10 goats 8 to 13 goats
1B 11 goats 8 to 14 goats
1D 19 goats 14 to 24 goats
5 2 goats 2 {0 3 goats

! Excluding the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area

BROWN BEARS - REVISED

Additional Options for Amount Necessary for Subsistence Findings for Brown
Bears, GMU Subunits 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D

Following are 2 additional options for ANS findings for brown bear Ursus arctos populations in
GMU subunits 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D. These options are based on the recent 5-year and 10-year
average harvests of brown bears in these subunits residents of Southeast Alaska (GMUs 1, 2, 3,

4, and 5). See Special Publication No. BOG 2008-10 (RC 2 Tab B) for additional background,
and for Options A and B.

Table 1 reports the recent 5-year (2003-2007) and 10-year {1998-2007) mean annual harvests of

brown bears in GMU subunits 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D by residents of the GMUs of Southeast
Alaska (GMUs 1,2, 3,4,and 5).

Table 1. Mean Harvests of Brown Bears in Unils 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D by Local Residents 1998 - 2007

Recent S-years (2003 - 2007} Recent 10-years {1998 - 2007)

Subunit Mean Low (year) digh {year) Mean Low (year) High {year)
1A' 4 1 2007 7 2006 2 1 2007+ 7 20086
1B 1 0 2005+ 3 2006 1 0 2005+ 3 2005+
1c? 2 0 2005+ 4 2008 1 0 2005+ 4 2006
1D 5 1 2004 7 2005 4 1 2004+ 8 1999

Unit GMU 1° 11 4 2004+ 20 2008 ] 4 2004+ 20 2006

! Does not include harvesis within the Ketchikan nonsubsistence area.
2 Does not include harvests within the Junsau nonsubsistence area.
* Does not inctuds harvests within the Ketchikan and Juneau nonsubsistence areas.

Source: Prepared by ADF&G, Division of Subsistence, based on harvest data compiled by ADF&G, Division of Wildife Conservation

Tables 2 and 3 provide 2 additional options for the Board to consider for ANS findings for
brown bears in GMU subunits 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D. In Option C (Table 2), the ANS range is




based on the recent 5-year (2003—-2007) mean annual harvest of brown bears by residents of the
GMUs of Southeast Alaska. The low end of the range is the mean harvest minus 25% of the
mean,; the high end of the range is the mean harvest plus 25% of the mean.

Table 2. Brown Bear ANS Option C: recent 5-year averages
based on harvests by southeast Alaska GMU residents

Note: within this option, the board could establish an ANS range for each subunit,
or establish one ANS range for the entire GMU.

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 2003 to 2007 mean
1A 4 bears 3 to 5 bears
1B . 1 bear 1 bear
1C 2 bears 2 to 3 bears
1D 5 bears 4 to 6 bears
i ALL 11 bears 8 to 14 bears

In Option D (Table 3), the ANS range is based on the recent 10-year (1998 —2007) mean annual
harvest of brown bears by residents of the GMUs of Southeast Alaska. The low end of the range
is the mean harvest minus 25% of the mean; the high end of the range is the mean harvest plus

25% of the mean.

Table 3. Brown Bear ANS Option D: recent 10-year averages
based on harvests by southeast Alaska GMU residents

Note: within this option, the board could establish an ANS range for each subunit,
or establish one ANS range for the entire GMU.

Suggested ANS Range, +/- 25% of

Unit Mean Harvest, 1998 to 2007 mean
1A 2 bears 2to 3 bears
1B 1 bear 1 bear
1C 1 bear 1 bear
1D 4 bears 3to 5 bears
1ALL 9 bears 71011 bears




PROPOSAL 54

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Modify the Upper Yukon/Tanana predation control
implementation plan to allow taking of any black or brown bear, use of snares, same-day-
airborne, sale of tanned and untanned hides and skulls, and to establish a working group to
develop recommendations for the bear portion of the control program.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: AMEND AND ADOPT

RATIONALE: Current grizzly bear control methods have not been effective. The grizzly bear
control objective to reduce the population by 60% has not been achieved. Take has averaged 3
bears per regulatory year (range 1-6) since the program began in 2004, Permittees are currently
allowed to take an unlimited number of bears during July 1-June 30. Permittees may also use
baiting and same day airborne at bait sites during August 1-October 31 and Aprill—June 30,
provided the permittee is at least 300 ft from the airplane at the time of taking. Sale of untanned
hides and skulls is also allowed. However, taking of females with cubs and cubs is prohibited.

The department recommends adopting all the modifications proposed, except creation of a
working group. Given the ineffectiveness of the current program, substantial changes will be
required to achieve objectives. Snaring at bait sites is expected to substantially increase take.
However, use of this method will require authorization to take any sex and age of black and
grizzly bear because snares are not selective. Because black bears are likely a minor source of
moose calf mortality, the department recommends that adult take be limited to no more than 12%
of the estimated population in the control area (16 adult black bears from an estimated
population of 135). All snaring would be suspended if this limit is exceeded. Also, only "bucket"
type snares would be allowed to reduce incidental capture of animals other than bears. The
department also recommends that same-day-airborne take be allowed only if permittees are at
least 300 ft from their aircraft at the time of taking. The department does not recommend
establishing a working group because we feel the existing fish and game advisory
committee/Board of Game process provides sufficient guidance for the control program.

Intra-departmental Coordination (other area offices, Subsistence, Habitat, etc.):

Inter-departmental Coordination (Protection, federal agencies, etc.):




Ke 573

5 AAC 92.540 Controlled Use Areas. In the following areas, access for hunting is controlled as specified:

(12) Units 2 and 3

(1) the area consists of all of Units 2 and 3;

(ii) the area is closed to the use of any motorized land vehicle for black bear hunting Sept. 1 - 30,
including the transportation of black bear hunters, their hunting gear, or parts of black bears; however, this
prohibition does not apply to the transportation of black bear huniers, their hunting gear, or parts of black bears
directly to or from publicly owned airports, boat launches, or Alaska State Ferry terminals.




RC 54

ALASKA BOARD OF GAME
Southeast Region Meeting
November 7-11, 2008
Juneau, Alaska

MISCELLANOUS BUSINESS AGENDA

Predator Management Information Program

Unit 20A Moose Management Plan — Appointment of Board Member
Denali National Park Area Wolf Hunting Closure — RC 49

Unit 13 Nonsubsistence Area/Letter from Board of Fisheries - RC 51
Bonus Point System for Permit Hunts

License and Drawing Hunt Fee Structures — Letter from Board of Game

Future meeting schedules




November 11, 2008 ADF&G RC55

Bonus Point Overview

Allocation items for the Board to Consider

Necessary Allocation Decisions

1.

|8

Establish hunts for inclusion

a. Delta Bison

b. Tok Management Area Sheep
c. Other Sheep hunts?

d. Moose hunts

i. Any bull hunts?
ii. Cow hunts/urban/local hunts?
Is system “coupled” or “de-coupled” from other drawing hunts?

. Establish Number of Permits included in bonus point system

a. Based on Number of permits
b. Based on Percentage of permits
Need to establish separate hunts for residents vs. nonresidents
a. Keep all hunts the same
b. Separate hunts into sub-hunts

. Point Accumulation — how are points managed?

a, Accumulate points by hunt
b. Accumulate points by species
1. If points accumulated by species, what if not all hunts have
bonus points?
¢. Accumulate points by hunter
Point Accumulation —how are points accumulated?
a. One point added per year for unsuccessful draw
b. Square of points per year for unsuccessful draw
¢. Other system
Point Loss
a. IHow are points maintained?
i. Points lost after being drawn?
ii. Points lost only if hunt?
iii. Points lost for species?
iv. Points lost for hunt?
b. Points lost for failing to apply
i. Does hunter need to apply annually?
ii. Can hunter merely apply to keep accumulating points but not for a
hunt?
iii. Will department maintain points even if hunter does not apply?
1. One year?
2. Two years?

8. Party hunts and party applications?




a. Are party hunters allowed to accumulated bonus points?
i. Are points accumulated by party?
b. Can residents and nonresidents co-mingle bonus points?
9. Fiscal/monetary issues
a. Can bonus points be purchased? (current BOG recommendation is no)
b. Is there an additional fee for this system; e.g., annual fee?

Add a proposal to change the number of hunts per species that an applicant can apply for
from 3 to 5.
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