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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: Require hunter education for anyone wanting to hunt big game with a crossbow.
DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: The basic hunter education course curriculum would not address the issue of inadequate cross bow
equipment for the taking of big game. Alaska has separate certification courses for basic hunter education,
bowhunter, and muzzleloader hunters. Currently, if a younger hunter was to hunt in a mandatory hunter education
GMU, they are already required to have the hunter education certificate, whether they hunt with a rifle, crossbow,
bow, or shotgun.

To require special educational requirements of crosshow hunters to hunt anywhere in the State, would be
inconsistent since any archer or muzzleloader hunter can hunt in any peneral harvest season without any special
training or proof of proficiency, again, unless they are a young hunter in a mandatory hunter education GMU.
Currently, the only special requirement for bowhunters is in “bowhunter only” areas. In these areas, the State
requires the National Bowhunter Education Foundaticn card.

The issue of “inadequate crossbow equipment” is a concern. Minimum standard equipment regulations have been
adopted for using bow and arrow to take big game, but this type of regulation has not been adopted for crossbows.

The Department has developed draft standards, but 5 AAC 92.085, unlawful methods of taking big game, was not
open for this meeting, and the proposal was being held until 2012.
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PROPOSAL 2
EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Eliminate black bear harvest tickets.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADQPT

RATIONALE: The proposer feels that requiring harvest tickets will reduce incidental take of black bears, The
Department agrees that this requirement potentially could reduce some incidental take because hunters are now
required to pick up a harvest ticket before hunting. However, most other big game species have the same
requirement, harvest tickets are readily available at no cost, and the information obtained has improved management
of biack bear populations. The proposer also feels the harvest ticket requirement is counterpreductive in areas where
maximum black bear harvests are desired. In these areas, black bear baiting, sale of hides, and predation control
programs ean be considered in addition to general season hunts to increase take.

The Board began requiring harvest tickets in 2009 because of continued, long-term increases in black bear harvest
with no concurrent knowledge of hunter effort, resident versus nonresident effort and little knowledge of hunting
patterns. If this proposal is passed, registration permits may be proposed by the Department to replace harvest
tickets in several units in order to obtain these data. Harvest tickets are easier to obtain and reporting requirements
are more flexible than for registration permits.

Also, if this proposal is passed, the opportunity would be lost to simplify regulations and place fewer demands on
hunters by not requiring seeling. The Department is proposing to uncouple the sealing requirement from the harvest
ticket requirement (see proposal 3). This would allow the Board to determine, on a case-by-case basis, which units
should have harvest tickets only, or both harvest tickets and sealing. The Department has submitted a proposal for
the Region III Board meeting to eliminate black bear sealing in most Interior units where black bear harvest tickets are

required.
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PROPOSAL 3

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Housekeeping proposal to: 1) update reporting requirements, 2) clarify posscssion of
moose, sheep, and black bear harvest reports while hunting and 3} uncouple the black bear harvest report/ficket
requirement from black bear sealing.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT



RATIONALE: Staff proposal-see issue statement,
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PROPOSAL 4
EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Require hunters to submit harvest reports for deer.
DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: Deer harvest activity is currently monitored by a questionnaire sent to a random sample of
individuals who obtained deer harvest tickets. Each year approximately 30-50% of all harvest ticket holders are sent
surveys at the end of the season along with reminder letters to non-respondents. Mail surveys allow the Department
to collect more detailed information about hunting effort and harvest of each deer. The survey results are
statistically expanded on a community-fevel basis to give an estimate of deer kill, hunting effort, and success rates
for all hunters. In addition to statistically valid harvest and effort estimates, this methodology allows detailed
analysis of harvest distribution down to smaller management units like communities. Although effort and harvest
estimates are obtainable via harvest tickets, questionnaire data allows us to calculate statistically valid measures of
survey accuracy. The mail-out questionnaire survey was developed to address problems with harvest ticket

reporting and have seen used for 20 years.
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PROPOSAL 5

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Lower the minimum age for a youth hunter to have an individual bag limit from 10
years to 8 years old.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: NO RECOMMENDATION

RATIONALE: The proposal is an altocation among age groups for big game hunting. The current standard age
linit of 10 years for big game hunting has been in regulation for 8 years, and is generatly accepted and understood
by the public. This proposal as writtcn would lower that minimum age to 8.

Existing regulations that relate to youth hunting:

=  Allow hunters younger than 10 to hunt other game, such as small game and fur animals.

¢  Allow hunters younger than 10 to hunt big game, under the direct, immediate supervision of a lieensed
adult, with the animal counting as the adult’s bag limit.

e Allow all young hunters 10 years old and older to have their own bag limit in all big game hunts, after
obtaining the necessary harvest tickets or permits.

¢ Allow young hunters [0-17 who have successfully completed hunter education, to hunt on behalf of permit
holders in all permit hunts.

The Department repeatedly hears concerns about the complexity of the hunting regulations in Alaska, and is
strongly committed to encouraging the development of young hunters. The Department’s Hunter and Information
Training Program certifies over 3,000 new students each year. The pragram does not require a mimmum age to
take the Basic Hunter Education course, however, students under the age of 10 have some difficulty in the course,

particularly with shooting proficiency because of physical development.
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FROFPOSAL 6

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Housekeeping to clarify what must be presented for inspection upon request by a
Department employee or peace officer of the State, and update the regulation reference for tag fee exemptions

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT

RATIONALE: Staff proposal-see issue statement.
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PROPOSAL 7

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Modify the proxy authorization process for beneficiaries that are permanently
disabled.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: TAKE NO ACTION

RATIONALE: The proposal asks for a modification of the Department’s administration of the proxy regulation.
Proxy regulations are govemed by AS 16.05.405. The statute allows the use of a proxy for a person with physical
disabilities as defined in AS 16.05.940(26)-“A person with physical disabilities means a person who presents to the
Department either written proof that the person receives at least 70 percent disability compensation from a
government agency for a physical disability or an affidavit signed by a physician licensed to practice medicine in
the State stating that the person is at least 70 percent physically disabled.”

The statute does not require the disability to be a permanent disability and the division’s of sport fish and wildlife
conservation have developed a physician’s affidavit for use by both division’s to streamline the process. Wildlife
issues over a 1000 proxy permits a year, many to people who are not permanently disabled. If a hunter has written
documentation that the disability is permanent, we advise them they will need to show the paperwork annually and
to make copies for future use. We are unable to provide tbe security for such paperwork required by otber agencies
regulations, such as the Ilealth Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 (“HIPAA™) act. This federal
privacy rule is to assure that individuals’ bealth information is properly protected.

The division does not require disabled people to visit an office for obtaining a proxy. The proxy hunter can obtain
everything necessary and deliver it to the beneficiary for signing, then return to the office with all the required

documentation.
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PROTOSAL 8

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Expand proxy hunting to include immediate family members.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: TAKE NO ACTION

RATIONALE: Proxy regulations are governed by AS 16.05.405. The statute only allows the use of a proxy fora

person who is blind, a person with pbysical disabilities, or a person who is 65 years of age or older, regardless of

relationship.
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PROPOSAL 9

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Ailow unspecified methods and means hunting exemptions for combat disabled
veierans.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: The Board has provided additional opportunity for military personnel in recent years by allowing
reissuc of drawing permits, transfer of Tier II permits, and establishment of new drawing hunts for disabled military
in more accessible areas of the State. Expanding season dates and bags limits or designating special hunting areas
for combat disabled veterans would be more appropriately addressed in individual areas under Chapter 85.

Some of the requests made in this can be accommodated under the existing methods and means exemption
regulation 5 AAC 92.104. For example, where the Department has restricted bunter access (i.e. Controlled Use
Areas) the Department may also issue exemptions from those restrictions. However, access to private land is
conirolled by the landowner/manager, and if the landowner/manager does not allow motorized access, tbe
Department cannot issue an exemption.

Under 5 AAC 92.080(4) and (10) shooting game from a motorized vehicle is illegal unless the engine is tumed off,
progress from the engine’s power has ceased, land vehicles are parked in compliance witb Department of Public
Safety (DPS) regulations, and the hunter is off or out of the vebicle. Specific exemptions arc spelled out for some
species in specific areas. If the proposal’s intent is to allow hunters to sboot from vehicles parked on roads, the
Department can only provide such an exemption under very specific circumstances. DPS regulations also prohibit



shooting from, along, or across roads, and ADE&G may not exempt hunters from the regulations of another agency.
The Depariment may only issue methods and means exemptions allowing hunters to shoot from a vehicle parked on

a road only when the vehicle is parked on a privately maintained road on private land.
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PROPOSAL 10

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Provide a methods and means exemption to disabled individuals allowing them to
take brown bears with the use of bait.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: The Department does not support baiting of brown bears outside of predator control areas. Brown
bear baiting is a controversial method of take that should be applied only in predator control areas where
impiementation plans have been adopted by the Board. These plans require thorough analysis of predator and prey
populations and harvest, and assure that predators will be maintained as part of the ecosystem.

In addition, authorization for methods and means exemptions for persons with disabilities should be considered
after the appropriate regulation is passed authorizing the hunting of brown bears over bait. The Board is being
asked to do two things in this propasal: 1) establish the process for hunting brown bear over bait and 2) then allow it
only by disabled individuals, The Department has not supparted the taking of brown bear aver bait except as part of
a control program and does not support this proposal. However if the Board considers this proposal we recommend
they amend SAAC 92.044 ar create a new regulation similar to 92.044 prior to a change in 92.104.
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PROPOSAL 11

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This is a Depariment proposal. It would remove the words “customarily taken or
used for subsistence as identified in 5 AAC 99.025” to make it clear that it is the Board’s intent to allow the taking
of big pame for customary and traditional Alaska Native funerary and mortuary religious ceremonies in
nonsubsistence areas. The proposal would also require those taking big game outside normal seasons and bag limits
in nonsubsistence areas to obtain a “ceremonial harvest report form™ from a Department area office. Any smail
game or big game eould be taken, unless the area ar population has been identified by the Area Biologist as an area
or population where harvest is inconsistent with sustained yield principles.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: AMEND AND ADOPT

RATIONALE: Currcntly, 5 AAC 92.019 does not permit the taking of big game for Alaska Native funerary and
mortuary religious ceremonies from a population unless a positive Customary and Traditional finding has been
made by thc Board for that population {5 AAC 99.025). The Board does not make findings of Customary and
Traditional use for populations in nonsubsistence areas. However, after consultation with the Department of Law,
ADF&(G believes that excluding taking of big game for Alaska Native religious ceremonies from nonsubsistence
areas may not provide Alaska Natives with a reasonable accommodation as directed by the Alaska Supreme Court
(Frank vs State of Alaska, 1979). If after hearing evidence at this Board meeting, the Board finds that a reasonable
accommodation cannot be made if Alaska Native ceremonial harvests are excluded from non subsistence arcas,
ADF&G recommends adopting proposal 11 as amended by proposal 11A.

In 1980 the Board found that taking of moose for use in funeral potlatch ceremonies of Athabascan pcople is
protected by both the State and federal constitutions (BOG finding 8G-27). The Board also found that constifutionat
protections for the use of moose in Athabascan funeral potlatch ceremonies may also apply to the taking of other
game animals by non-Athabascans for use in traditional ceremonies. The Board reaffirmed these findings in 1996
and found that similar protections should apply to other big game animals (BOG finding 36-98).

It is the State’s view that customary and traditional taking of game for Alaska Native religious ceremonies is not a
subsistence activity. Even if this taking is considered by some to be a subsistence activity, the Alaska Supreme
Court (Rosier vs Kenaitze Indian Tribe, 1995), has determined that subsistence hunting can take place in
nonsubsistence areas, buf it cannot receive a preference and the State cannaot igsue subsistence permits.

Far education, conservation, and enforcement reasons, the Department recommends a requirement that hunters
taking game out of normal seasons in nonsubsistence areas contact an ADF&G office and obtain a “ceremonial
harvest report form”. This requirement would provide an opportunity for staff to familiarize hunters with the



requirements of 92.017 and 92.019, and other similar regulations or statutes, and direct hunters to areas where
additional harvest can be taken with the fewest user conflicts and the least effect on game populations. The
“ceremonial harvest report form™ would also protect the hunters from undue harassment from people who observe
these out-of-season takings and it would simplify enforcement and save time for enforcement officers.

Proposal 11A, 5 AAC 92,019. Taking of big game for certain religious ceremonies.

{a) The hunting and taking of game [BIG GAME, CUSTOMARILY AND TRADITIONALLY TAKEN
OR USED FOR SUBSISTENCE AS IDENTIFIED IN 5 AAC 99.025,] outside the seasons or bag limits
established in 5 AAC 85 for use as food in customary and traditional Alaska Native funerary or mortuary religious
ceremonies within 12 months preceding the ceremony is authorized if consistent with sustained yield principles.

(b) The department shall publicize a list of game [BIG GAME] populations and areas, if any, for which
the taking of game [A BIG GAME ANIMAL]} would be inconsistent with sustained yield principles. It is the
hunter’s responsibility to contact ADF&T to find out which game populations and areas are excluded from
taking under this regulation.

{c) A written permit from the department is not required for taking game [BIG GAME] under this section
£xcept a ceremonial harvest report form must be obtaiped from a department area office for taking of game
in a non-subsistence area.

{d) Before game [BIG GAME] is taken under this section;

(1) a tribal chief, village council president, or the chief’s or president’s designee, for the village in
which the religious ceremony will be held, notify the nearest office of the department that a hunt for game. [A BIG
GAME ANIMAL] will take place; the notification must include the number of animals expected to be taken, and the
location where the taking will occur; the tribal chief, village council president or designee must maintain records of
the successful hunters and the decedents for the village or tribal ceremony, and make that information available to
an authorized representative of the department upon request; the tribal chief, village council president, or designee
must notify the department of the location of the kill, and the species, sex, and number of animals taken under this
section as soon as practicable, but not more than 15 days after the taking of game [BIG GAME].

(2) a hunter outside of a village or tribal organized ceremony, must notify the ncarest office of the
depariment that game [A BIG GAME ANIMAL] will be harvested, tbe time frame when, and location where the
harvest will occur, and the name of the decedent; the notification must include the hunter’s namc, address, and the
species of [BIG GAME ANIMAL] game to be hunted; a successful hunter must notify the department of the
location of the kill, and the species, sex, and number of animals taken under this section as soon as practicable, but
not morc than 15 days after the taking. .

(&) It is an affirmativc defense to a prosecution for hunting or taking of [BIG GAME] game. outside the
season or bag limit restrictions established in 5 AAC 85 that;

(1) the person is an Alaska resident;

(2) the hunting or taking was authorized under this section and the meat was used in a customary and
traditional Alaska Native religious ceremony; and

(3) if the person took [BIG GAME] game, the requirements of (d) of this section have been met.
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PROPOSAL 12

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Although the proposal cites SAAC 92.034 (permit to take game for cultural
purposes), it appears that the proposal intends to clarify existing langnage in 5 AAC 92,019 that restricts taking of
moose for funerary religious purposes to populations of big game animals for wbich the Board has established a
positive C & T finding in 5 AAC 99.025.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: NO RECOMMENDATION

RATIONALE: The Board does not make findings of Customary and Traditional use for game populations in
nonsubsistence areas. This is a legal issue and an allocation issue. If the Board finds that allowing the taking of
moose for customary and traditional Alaska Native funerary and mortuary relipious ceremnonies only in populations
with a positive C & T finding still provides the reasonable accommodation directed by the Alaska Supreme Court in
Frank vs State of Alaska (AK Supreme Court 1979), this becoines pritnarily an allocation issue.

Alihough there is significant competition for harvestable surpluses of big game in nonsubsistence areas, from a
conservation and sustainable use perspective, the nonsubsistence areas frequently have moose populations with a

larger harvestable surplus, where limited additional take, especially of cows, can be accommodated.
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PROPOSAL 13:



EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL.: Proposal would remove “customarily and traditionally taken or used for
subsistence” language from 5 AAC 92.019, thus aflowing harvest of big game for Alaska Native funerary and
mortuary religious purposes in nonsubsistence areas and other areas for which there is a negativeornoc C & T
finding under 5 AAC 99.025.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: TAKE NO ACTION

RATIONALE: See proposals 11 and 12.
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PROPOSAL 14:

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL.: The proposal would create a new regulation that establishes gnidefines for taking
of big game animals for Ahina traditional potlatch ceremonies in Game Management Units 11, 12, 13, and 20A.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: NO RECOMMENDATION

RATIONALE: The taking of moose for funerary religious ceremonies must be accommodated (Frank vs State of
Alaska, Alaska Supreme Court 1979) and is already provided for under 5 AAC 92.019. This proposal suggests
specific guidelines for Ahtna potlatches to improve compliance and reporting, and appears to expand eligible
ceremonies beyond funerary and mortuary ceremonies now accommodated by the regulation. The Department
suggests working toward a general regulation to accommeodate all Alaska Native ceremonial funerary and mortuary
taking to address reporting and compliance issues. ADF&G’s proposal 11 with amendment (11A) will accomplish
this purpose.
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PROPOSAL 15

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Add finches of the family, Estrididae to the list of animals that may be legally
possessed without a permit from the Department.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: As written the proposal is very broad and would add 24 genera and more than 100 species to the
Clean List. The family Estrildidae is an Old World family with a natural distribution around and south of the
equator in the Ethiopian, Oriental, and Australasian biogeographic regions. Most species within this family can be
found in Africa. Among the best known as a cage bird are Zebra finches.

We have not investigated the conservation status of all species and whether the pet trade negatively affects wild
populations. However, according to the TUCN, the family Estrildidae contains six species which are considered
Near Threatened, eight which are Vuinerable, and two that have reached the status of Endangered. The reason for
the decline in most of these species' numbers is complex. Several species, including the green avadavat (dmandava
Jarmosa), the green-faced parrotfinch (Frythrura viridifacies), and the Timor sparrow (Padda fisscata), which are
all listed as Vulnerable, have suffered from habitat loss and modification in addition to trapping for the pet trade.
At least four of these species are escaped or introduced to the [sland of Hawaii, where there are now resident
breeding populations.

Below is a general evaluation of the family apainst the five criteria used to assess whether a species should be added
to the Clean List,

1) TIs the species capable of surviving in the wild in Alaska? Possibly, some members of this family may
survive year round in southern portions of the State.

2) Is the species capable of causing genetic alteration of a species indigenous to Alaska? Unknown for all
species within this family.

3) Is the species capable of causing a sigmificant reduction in the population of a species indigenous to
Alaska?, Unknown for the entirc family; probably not a significant concern due to tropical and temperate
distribution of proposed species.

4) Is the species capable of transmitting a disease to a species indigenous to Alaska?. Unknown for the entire
family; the risk of disease is probably similar to othcr domestic fowl. In some Iocations, eye infections
affecting wild finches are reported in the literature.




5) Docs the species otherwise present a threat to the health or population of a species indigenous to Alaska?,
Unknown for the entire family; probably not a threat to wild species found in Alaska.

If the Board chooses to amend and adopt this proposal, we suggest evaluating individual species against the five
criteria above and if found appropriate, adding individual species rather than entire families or genera to the Clean

List.
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PROPOSALS 16 - 18

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL Proposal 16 proposes to add capuchin monkeys and Proposal 17 proposes to add
primates (at a minimum black-capped capuchin monkeys) to the Clean List. Proposal 18 is a Department proposal to
remove chimpanzees from the list.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION FOR PROPOSALS 16 AND 17: DONOT ADOPT

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION FOR PROPOSAL 18: ADOPT

RATIONALE: These proposals all involve non-human primates. Capuchin monkeys are proposed as both pets and
service animals. The Clean List does not distinguish between the two purposes and only allows private ownership of
a species without a permit from the Department.

Capuchin monkeys are small (6-10 1bs.) neotropical monkeys. They are highly social living im groups of 6-40
animals, primarily vegetarian, and have a captive life span of 25-40 years. Capuchin monkeys in the U.S. are
primarily bred from stock that originated in the U.S. at research facilities. They may be owned without permits in 17
states and with a license or permit and sometimes a financial bonding requirement in an additional 10 states.
Nineteen states prohibit owning primates including capuchin monkeys as pets, and several states have proposed
bans on ownership.

Proposals 16 and 17 may represent an effort to add monkeys to the Clean List so that breeding stock may be legally
imported into Alaska before federal legislation prohibits interstate trade in primates. Federal legisiation (HR 80/8.
462 Captive Primate Safety Act) is currently under eonsidcration that would modify the Lacey Act to prohibit
interstate and international trade in primates as pets. That bill passed out of the House of Representatives in
February 2009 and is under consideration in the Senate.

The American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA) has a policy against private ownership of primates as pefs
or service animals, Concerns listed in AVMA policy center on primates’ potential to spread diseases and to injure
humans and other animals and on inhumane treatment of primates in private ownership. Even small primates may be
stronger than their owners, and there are hundreds of cases of captive primates seriously injuring bumans. Because
monkeys and other primates are closely related to humans, they can carry and transmit diseases to humans
including: viruses (Herpes B Virus, HIV, Ebola, measles, influenza, rabies), parasites {giardia, malaria), and bacteria
(Shigella, Salmonella, E. coli, Vibrio). There is no effective rabies vaccine for primates.

The long lifespan and social bonds formed by most primates are particular concerns because they may outlive their
owners or their owner’s interest or ability to have them as pets. Monkeys and other primates are also highly
intelligent and have complex social needs that are unrealistie for owners to meet. Failures to meet these needs and to
correctly interpret subtle behavioral cucs are most often cited as reasons why pet primates attack people.

At least one charitable organization trains and donates capuchin monkeys as service animals for the disabled. Under
the Americans with Disabilities Aet (ADA) service animals must be allowed to accompany their owners in nearly
all public settings including workplaccs, stores, restaurants and other places of business and on public transportation
such as busses and aircraft. The ADA does not currently list individual species that may be employed as service
animals or specify training necessary to qualify as a service animal. However, in response to complaints about
exotic and potenttally dangerous animals being used as service animals, the U.S. Justice Department recently
completed a rule making process that would eliminate many species including non-human primates as service
animals. Reasons for this change center on concerns about inhumane treatment of pct monkeys and human health
and safety. That rule-making process initiated under the Bush Administration is currcntly on hold while the Obama
Administration reviews the proposed final rule,

Adding any primate to the Clean List would reverse a decades-long national and international trend in restricting
private ownership of primates. Once an animal is added to the Clean List ownership, breeding, and trade in that



species is unregulated. Without permitting authority, the departments of Fish and Game and Environmental
Conservation would be unable to ensure primates are appropriately cared for or responsibly handled in public and
private seftings. Removing chimpanzees and denying inclusion of other primates to the Clean List will help ensure
the health and safety of the public and the welfare of captive primates.
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PROPOSAL 19
EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal proposes adding a variety of exotic species including sloths,
kinkajous, wallaroos, savannah cats, and surgically de-venomized (venomoid) reptiles to the Clean List, The request

to add savannah cats within this proposal will be addressed with other cat proposals (20-22) below.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE:

Sloths

There are six species of slotbs all native to the neotropics. They have relatively complex dietary requirements,
require some specialized care, may live for 20-30 years, and are likely not suitable as pets for most people.
According to tbe IUCN Red List two species are critically endangered, and the others are classified among species
of least concern, but declining. The pet trade is among the reasons listed for decline of all sloth species. Adding
sloths to the Clean List could create an additional market for the pet trade and contribute toward depletion of wild
populations. Sloths are mammals that may carry and transmit rabies. There is no approved or licensed rabies vaccine
for sloths.

Kinkajous

Kinkajous are nocturnal members of the Procyonidae (Raccoons) native to rainforests of Central and South
America. In the wild they are arboreal and live on a diet of fruit and nectar. In captivity they should be fed a variety
of tropical fruits and commercial monkey biscuits, require a large cage (4” x 6’ x 8’ recommended), and live 20-25
years. Their long lifespan and specialized dietary and care requirements would make them a poor choice as a pet for
most people. Kinkajopus are not endangered, but they are declining in the wild. One reason cited for the decline is
the pet trade. At least one country (Honduras) has requested trade restrictions under CITES. Adding kinkajous to
the Clean List could create an additional market for the pet trade and contribute toward depletion of wild
populations. Kinkajous are mammals that can carry and fransmit rabies, distemper, influenza and other pathogens
and parasites. There are no approved or licensed vaccines (rabies vaccine being the most notable) or anthelmintics
for Kinkajous.

Wallaroos

Wallaroos are marsupial macropod grazers native to tropical and sublropical Australia. They are intermediate in size
between kangaroos and wallabies. Adults weigh 50-100 Ibs and may live 15-20 years. Wallaroos are large, active
animals that require a spacious and sturdy outdoor enclosure. In Alaska they cannot be kept outdoors year-round
and would need to be confined to a heated space during colder months. They are not appropriate as pets in Alaska
and shouid not be added to the Clean List. Wallaroos are mammals with the potential to carry and transmit rabies as
well as other viruses, bacterial pathogens, and parasites that may affect domestic animals and wildlife. In addition,
over 60% of all human diseascs are zoonotic diseases and over 75% of emerging infcctious human diseases
originated from animals. There are no approved or licensed vaccines (rabies vaccine being most important) or
anthelmintics for wallaroos.

Surgically De-venomized (venomoid) Reptiles

Under AS 16.05.921 venomous reptiles or their eggs may only be imported for a valid educational purpose
including display in zoos or other institutions with a permit from the Department. The intent of this proposal

appears to be allowing private ownership of venomoid reptiles as pets and possibly for educational purposes,
Venomoid reptiles are venomous reptiles (primarily snakes) that have had their venom glands surgically removed or
venom ducts severed. Conditions under which this surgery is performed vary from veterinary facilities to untrained
individuals in their homes. Such unnecessary and painfir] surgery is considered inhumane by the American
Veterinary Medical Association. Results of the surgery are inconsistent because venom glands may not be entirely
removed and may regenerate. Venomoid reptiles require constant testing to ensure they are not producing venom,

can still inflict deep puncture wounds, and can be bred to produce venomous offspring.
ARk Rk kR A A A ARk R AN AR R AR A A AR AR R AE R AR AR ARk Ak frk ol ko kfrkkkkkdrkdh




PROPOSAL 20 -22

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: These proposals would add either all hybrids or specific hybrids of wild and
domestic cats to the Clean List.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE_All Hybrids of Domestic and Wild Cats

Adding all domestic cat hybrids to the Clean List (Proposal 20) would include hybrids with such wild species such
as the Margay (IUCN Near Threatened), the Fishing Cat (IUCN Endangered), and Rusty-spotted Cat (IUCN
Vulnerable). Creating a legal market for hybrids of rare and endangered wild cats would be irresponsible. Numerous
other concerns about adding hybrid cats to the Clean List area detailed below.

Bengal, Savannah, and Chausie Cats

The Department is aware that some Bengal cats (hybrid of Asian leopard cat, Prionailurus bengalensis), Savannah
cats (hybrid of African serval cat, Leptailurus serval) and possibly Chausie cats (hybrid of Asian jungle cat, Felis
chaus) have been imported and are currently possessed as pets in Alaska. Under § AAC 92.029 hybrids of domestic
animals with game animals may not be owned as pets or imported without & permit from the Department. The
Department does not condone viclation of regulations nor do we believe those who have knowingly done so should
be rewarded by the Board.

These proposals request the addition of hybrids of domestic and wild cat species to the Clean List because the
proponents contend the hybrids are recognized breeds of domestic cat rather than hybrids of wild cats. The
Department vigorously disagrees with this assertion. Simitar to wolf hybrids, simply because a hybrid animal shares
some characteristics of appearance and behavior with a domestic animal, does not make it a domestic animal. A
variety of wild cat species, including threatened and endangered specics, look like and sharc behavioral traits with
domestic cais, but they are not domestic cats.

The proposals contend that the wild cat bybrids are now breeds of domestic cat presumably becausc they have been
bred as hybrids and kept as pets for some number of generations. However, the number of generations bred in
captivity or proportion of wild cat ancestry below which wild cat hybrids becomes behaviorally and physiologically
indistinguishable from domestic cats is unknown. Further, the proposals as writien would make possession of nearly
pure wild cats legal because they do not stipulate any limits on the proportion of wild cat ancestry a hybrid may
have. Indeed, such requirements would be difficult for the Department or other agencies to monitor or enforce. A
brief survey of hybrid cat breeder websites indicated that in addition to cxotic appearance, large size and greater
athletic (predatory) ability are characteristics sought by buyers and targeted by breeders. This is relevant because
wild servals and jungle cats are similar in size to a lynx and can weigh 35 Ibs. Because of their larger size and less
predictable behavior, hybrid wild cats represent a greater potential threat to safety of the public and indigenous
wildlife than domestic cats.

Although the wild cat species used to produce Bengal and Savannah hybrids are not listed as threatened or
endangered by the IUCN, the pet trade is commonly mentioned as a potential threat to most species of small wild
cats, Allowing possession of bybrids could complicate enforcement of trade restrictions on other cat species. Many
small wild cat species, including endangcred species, look similar to and would be difficult for airline, Alaska Ferry
System, or Border Patrol personnel to distinguish from hybrids.

The proposals do not evaluate wild cat hybrids against the criteria in 5 AAC 92.029 (h) used by the Board to asscss
whether a species should be added to the Clean List. The Department contributes the following information.

1} Is the species capable of surviving in the wild in Alaska? Yes, We anticipate that hybrid cats would be able to

survive similar to or better than feral domestic cats. Feral domestic cats currently survive year round in warmer
coastal areas of the State and one feral Savannah cat is known to have survived the winter in the Anchorage area.
The wild species used in these hybrids are generally larger and more capable predators than domestic cats.

2) Is the species capable of causing genetic alteration of a species indigenous to Alaska? Unknown, but possible.
There are unconfirmed reporis of domestic cats hybridizing with bobcats, a close relative of the lynx and a species
with which lynx can hybridize. If the spectes involved in the proposed hybrids can breed with domestic cats,
hybrids may be able to breed with indigenous lynx,

3.} Is the species capable of causing a significant reduction in the population of a species indigenous to Alaska?.

Urnknown. Fcral hybrid cats have the potential to compete with native felids and other small to medium-sized




mammalian and avian predators and to kill considerable numbers of birds and smaller mammals. Because of their
large size and wild ancestry, hybrids likely have greater interest and ability to hunt compared with domestic cats.

4} Ts the species capable of transmitting a disease to a species indigenous to Alaska? Yes. Similar to domestic

cats, wild hybrids can carry and transmit diseases and parasites to indigenous species and the public. Rabies, an
incurable and fatal disease, is of particular concem. The Compendium of Animal Rabies Prevention and Control,
2008, published by the U.S, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention notes that “No parenteral rabies vaccines
are licensed for use in wild animals or hybrids (the offspring of wild animais crossbred to domestic animals). -
Wild animals or hybrids should not be kept as pets.”. In other words, the effectiveness of domestic cat rabies
vaccine in hybrids is unknown, and vaccinating hybrids likely provides a false sense of security regarding this fatal
disease. This is one of the major reasons why proposals to add wild cat hybrids to the Clean List should be rejected.

5) Does the species otherwise present 2 threat to the health or population of a species indigenous to Alaska?.
Unknown.

For many years Alaska has had more restrictive regulations on possession of non-indigenous and hybrid animals
than most states and adjacent Canadian provinces. These restrictive regulations have been effective at minimizing
transmission of non-indigenous diseases and genetic material to Alaskan wildlife as well as protecting the health

and safety of Alaskans. The Department opposes allowing hybrids of wild cats to be considered domestic or adding
the proposed hybrids to thc Clean List because: 1) the hybrids clearly fail two of the five criteria above, 2) as 7
written the proposals would allow nearly pure non-indigenous wild cats to be owned, bred, and sold as pets without
regulation, 3) adding hybrids could contribute to depletion of wild cat populations by creating a new market for
exotic cats, and 4) because hybrid cats represent a potential threat to the health and safety of Alaskans and Alaska’s
wildlife.

When evaluating proposals related to the Clean List, please consider the potential actions of the least responsible pet
owners who may seek these animals, The increased interest in the possession of exotic and hybrid animals as pets is
associated with an increased risk to domestic animals and wildlife, Thesc animals may be vectors for many
pathogens and parasites and the commercial vaceines and veterinary therapeutics are not generally licensed or
approved for use in these species, In addition, over 60% of all human diseases are zoonotic diseases and over 75%

of emerging infectious human diseases originated from animals.
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PROPOSAL 23

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Prevent resident guides and assistant guides from obtaining permits for taking
wolves using aircraft in predation control areas.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: The proposer believes that guides have a strong incentive for underreporting take of wolves and/or
over-reporting the number of wolves they observe while participating in wolf reduction programs. On the conirary,
all permittees have a strong incentive to accurately report wolf information, because there are checks and balances
built in to these predation control programs. The Department closely tracks permittee activity and take, investigates
kill sites as needed, and requires permiftees to submit accurate data. Additionally, the Alaska Wildlife Troopers
collaborate with Department biologists regarding permittee activity. The Department also does not rely solely on
permitted pilots, rcgardiess of their profession, to guide wolf control programs. We rely primarily on Department-
run wolf surveys, models, and monitoring throughout the year. This data is supplemented by information from wolf
conirol permittees, hunters, trappers, and others.

The proposer also believes that predation control programs risk damage to ecosystems. While no management
action is without risk, current predation control programs in Alaska are structured to avoid negatively affecting the
long-term integrity of ecosystems. Of many studies in Interior Alaska in which predator populations were
manipulated, none indicate long-teri or irreversible negative effects.
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PROPOSAL 24

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Change the number of bait stations that a licensed guide-outfitter and his assistant
guides may register in the Unit 16 Predation Control Arca as described in § AAC 92.125(d

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT



RATIONALE: Staff proposal-see issue statement,
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PROPOSAL 25

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Prohibit the use of bait or scent lures near businesses, schools or other facilities as
described. ’

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT

RATIONALE: Bear baiting regulations currently restrict using bait or scent lures witbin one mile of 2 house or
other permanent dwelling. The regulation as currently written does not encompass all scenarios pertaining to the
intent of the law. Locations such as schools and businesses should he included as restricted areas to set bait. A
school or business is not considered a *house” or “other permanent dwelling” and falls through the legal cracks and

the intent of the regulation.
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PROPOSAL 26

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: The proposal would only allow for the use of bucket snares for black bear capture
that are placed above ground level and have a breakaway release suitable for allowing and adult brown bear to
escape if caught in the snare.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: Elevated bucket snares are the current preferred method for black bear capture. The Department
desires to have the option to allow the use of other snare techniques if they are found to be effective and appropriate
as alternatives given different circumstances for capturing hlack bears. Breakaway releases suitahlc for adult brown
bears are neither practical or safe given the nature of snares set to catch black hears. Efforts to place snares in an
appropriate and specific manner (e.g., elevated bucket snares) are more effective at reducing the incidental catch of
hrown bears as well as much safer for those participating. Also, the necessity of having to dispatch charging snared
brown bears would be less if the permittee(s) or others approaching the bear knew there was no breakaway, smaller -
diameter snare cable, or other equipment designed to allow for the escape of larger bears. Given that 6 of the 8
hrown hears caught last year were sub-adults, it is likely that the proposed modification of the existing method
would do little to reduce the incidental take of brown bears and at the same time create an unnecessary safcty

hazard.
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PROPOSAL 27

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: The proposal would only allow the use of cable snares for bear capture by traimed
Department of Fish and Game employees.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: The Department’s current black bear snaring control program has been regulated and monitored hy
Department staff and an experienced professional contractor. Limited numbers of licensed trappers (permittees)
participated in the program during the first year and these seven individuals attended Department sponsored training
and orientation both in the classroom and in the field. With the level of attention given to permittees and the permit
condition requirements, the Department does not support the idea of only ADFG staff conducting snaring
operations. Also, given limited staff and budgets there is rcasonable justification to allowing for public
participation in conducting focused and controlled predator management programs such as black hear snaring. In
addition, the Department is planning to move forward with this program and hire additional staff to work

specifically with the program, increasing monitoring efforts, and evaluating the program in focused areas.
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PROPOSAL 28

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Eliminate nonresident hunting for moose and caribou within all predation control
areas.



DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: NO RECOMMENDATION

RATIONALE: This is en allocation issue that should be determined by the Board on a case-by-case basis. Among
the 6 current predation control areas, the Board has eliminated nonresident hunting for moose in 2 areas and for
caribou in 3 areas. These determinations were made based upon a variety of factors specific to each area that
included: species identified as important for providing high levels of human harvest; species benefitting from
predation control; harvestable surplus; customary and traditional use fimdings; and historical harvest by residents
and nonresidents.

If this proposal were adopted, these factors would no longer be considered, resulting in less nonresident hunting
opportunity. For example, the Unit 13 predation control program was established in 2000 to benefit moose. Since it
was implemented, the number of moose counted in fall trend counts has increased by 3-5% per year. During the
spring 2009 meeting, the Board addressed allocation of moose in Unit 13 and determined the amount needed for
subsistence was 300—600 moose and the total bull harvest had increased to more than 800. Because resident hunting
opportunity was beimg met, the Board established a nonresident drawing permit hunt for bulls with 50-inch antlers
or at least 4 brow tines. In establishing this hunt, the Board recognized that moose taken by nonresidents are often
given to resident relatives or other local residents. The 2009 nonresident harvest of 1 bulls had no influence on

moose numbers or resident hunter opportunity.
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PROPOSAL 29

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Eliminate nonresident harvest of certain big game species in active predator
control areas with positive customary and traditional use findings and change the definition of an active predator
confrol area,

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: NONRESIDENT HARVEST-NO RECOMMENDATION
ACTIVE PREDATOR CONTROL AREA DEFINITION-DO NOT
ADOPT )

RATIONALE: The Department has no recommendation concerning eliminating nonresident hunting because this is
an allocation issue that should be determined by the Board on a case-by-case basis. Alaska Statute (AS) 16.05.258
specifies procedures regarding game populations for which the Board made positive customary and traditional use
determinations. This statute requires the Board to adopt regulations that eliminatc consumptive uses other than
subsistence (AS 16.05.258(b)(4)) when the harvestable portion of the popuiation is less than the amount reasonably
necessary for subsistence and is insufficient to provide a reasonable opportunity for subsistence uses.

Among the 6 current predation controi areas, the Board has eliminated nonrcsident hunting for moose in 2 arcas and
for caribou in 3 areas. These determinations were madc based upon a variety of factors specific to each area that
included: species identified as important for providing high levels of harvest for human consumption; species
benefitting from predation control; customary and traditional use findings; harvestable surplus; amounts necessary
for subsistence use; and historical harvest by residents and nonresidents.

The Department recommends do not adopt conceming the change in definition of an active predator control area.
The proposal to add "or Department of Fish and Game personnel and/or state contractors are conducting predator
control” to the definition inserts complicated, confusing and unnecessary language. Also, changing the words
“current year” to “current regulatory year” would eliminate the ability to sell black bear skulls and untanned hides
of bears taken during July—-October and eliminate same-day-airborne take of black bears at bait stations during that

time.
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PROPOSAL 306

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Eliminate harvest of most hig game spccies by nonresidents in areas with
customary and iraditional use findings.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: TAKE NO ACTION

RATIONALE: See analysis and recornmendation for proposal 29,
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PROPOSAL 31

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Amend to change the dates that helicopters and snaring may be used in Unit 16
black bear management.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT

RATIONALE: Staff proposal-see issue statement.
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PROPOSAL 32
EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Establish a predation control plan for Units 9C and 9E.
DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT

RATIONALE: Staff proposal-see issue statement.
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PROPOSAL 33

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Modify the population objectives for the Northern Alaska Peninsula Caribou Herd
{NAP) in Unit 9C and 9E.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT

RATIONALE: Staff proposal-see issue statement.
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PROPOSAL 34
EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Establish a new intensive management plan in Unit 15A.
DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT

RATIONALE: Staff proposal-see issue statement.
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PROPOSAL 35

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would change current sealing regulations to allow the harvester at
his option, to do the required steps for sealing ““or” take the hide into a sealing agent.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: The Department requires sealing of bears in areas wbere collecting biological information on
harvested bears is important for management. Sealing means that a person brings in the hide and skull of the bear to
an authorized representative of ADF&G, at wbicb time information on the taking of the bear is recorded.
Additionally, a tag is fixed to both the hide and skull, the hide is checked for evidence of sex, and in most cases a
premolar tooth is pulled for age analysis. In some cases genetic material is also collected.

Although gefting a bear sealed in some rural areas ean be challenging for the hunter, the Department tries to meet
this need through the use of designated sealing agents. These people are trained to seal bears and are located
throughout the State in loeations where the Departrent believes they are needed to mcet the needs of hunters. The
Department also tries to accommodate hunters by allowing them 30 days after harvest to get their bear scaled.
Hunters can use a temporary sealing eertificate that allows a 2™ party to bring the bear in for sealing if the hunter
can not make it themselves.



The Department does not support this proposal because quality control of the data can not be guaranteed without
having trained individuals conducting the sealing of bears. This type of data must be collected in a systematic
manner to assure consistent and accurate data collection.
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PROPOSAL 36

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL.: This proposal would eliminate the sealing requirements for marten, beaver, otter,
wolf, and wolverine statewide except when specific biological data is needed by the Department of Fish and Game

that cannot be_collected by the trapper for the Department.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: Often the only data the Department is able to gather on furbearers comes through the sealing
process, and is important information to assess furbearer population trends and address management questions. For
the furbearers referenced in this proposal, sealing means that a person must bring the hides of these animals to a
designated sealing agent, at which time information on the taking of the furbearer is recorded. Additionally, a tag is
fixed to the hide and the hide is checked for evidence of sex. In some cases genetic material is collecied. Sealing is
also required under federal law for river otter, wolf, and wolverines. The Convention on Internaticnal Trade in
Endangered Species (CITES) requires that river otters, wolves, and wolverines be sealed and affixed with a Federal
CITES tag.

Although getting furs sealed in some rural areas can be challenging for a trapper, the Department tries to meet this
need through the use of designated sealing agents, These people are trained to seal furbearers and are located
throughout the State in locations where the Department believes they are needed to meet the needs of trappers. The -
Depariment also tries to accommodate trappers by allowing them to seal most furs up to 30 days after the close of
the season for each species. Trappers can use a temporary sealing certificate that allows a 2" party to bring their

furs in for sealing if the trapper can not make it themselves.

The Department does not support this proposal because quality control of the data can not be guaranteed without
having trained individuals conducting the sealing of furbearers. This type of data must be collected in a systcmatic

manner to assure consistent and accurate data collection.
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Proposal 37

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would modify the shcep hom sealing requirement in GUMs 6-11
and I3-17 so that the seal would be a nonpermanent mark. As written, the seal could cither be attached fo the skull
(nonpermanent after the homs detach from the hom core and skull, about 10-30 days after the death of the ram) and
not the horns or that the seal would not have to be permanently affixed to the horn and could be removed by the
taxidermist.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: The primary poal of the sealing program is to encouragc hunters and guides to be more selective
when judging sheep in the field, because the homs must later be presented to ADF&G or AWT for determination of
legality. A secondary goal of the program is to allow the department to collect much needed data. Whether the seal
is permanent or nonpermanent is primarily an enforcement issue because nonpermanent seals have a higher
potential for abuse than permanent seals. After several years of changes, the sealing program is now consistent
among all sport and many subsistence hunts statewide. Permanent scaling is also a nationwidc practice supported
by all agencies that administer sheep hunts. This proposal seeks to change the sealing regulation in only a portion

of the state, which will eliminate that consistency.
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PROFOSAL 38
EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Allow the sale of black bear gall bladders by non-profit organizations.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATICN: DO NOT ADOPT




RATIONALE: The Department recommends that sale of black bear gall bladders remain illegal. As a CITES,
Appendix II species, black bears and their parts require documentation for export so that trade in protected Asian
bear parts cannot occur by fraudulently mislabeling them as American black bear. To satisfy this requirement,
Alaska currently requires sealing of all bear hides and skulls exported from the State. Sale of gallbladders is
particularly sensitive, and has been implicated as an incentive to poaching in Alaska and other states. Ongoing law
enforcement investigations indicate that black bears in Alaska have been snared illegally and only gallbladders and
claws removed. Legalizing the sale of gallbladders would likely encourage such poaching activity, including areas -

where high black bear harvest is already a concern.
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PROPOSAIL 39
EFFECT OF THE PROPQSAL: Allow the sale or barter of tanmed bear hides.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: Currently, the fur of a bear may be used in an article of handicraft, but all other commercial uses of
parts of bears are prohibited under general hunting regulations. The Department does not support the general sale
of bear hides, except for those bears taken under control permits as necessary to meet the goals of predator control
under in intensive management plan. The sale of brown/grizzly bear parts may lead to long-term population declines
in some parts of Alaska. Transport of brown/grizzly bears arc subject to CITES regulations and would require
various state and/or federal permits to leave Alaska. The Department believes that the current regulatory system
provides ample hunting opportunity for subsistence and other uses of the species. The sale of a complete, tanned
bear hide including the head and claws, would be considered the sale of a trophy; see rationale for proposal 40.
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PROPOSAL 40
EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Allow the sale or barter of big game trophies.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: Trophy is defined in regulation as “a mount of a big game animal, including the skin of the head
{cape} or the entire skin, in a lifelike representation of the animal, including a lifclike representation made from any
part of a big game animal; ...”. BExcept for the sale of skins of some big game animals with relatively low value,
the sale of black bear hides, and the limited sale of grizzly bear hides from some areas, the Department docs not
support comnmercial use of most big game animal parts or trophies.

Alaska contains more species of trophy big game and a greater opportunity to harvest large individual animals than
all other states in the USA. Alaska is in a different ‘league’ than many states with regard to trophy-sized native big
game. The Board should consider attendant effects of allowing the sale of trophies, including the possibility for
invoking the federal commerce clause, since discriminating between residents and nonresidents might restrict access
to a potential source of income.

If the Board’s intent is to allow the purchase, sale or barter of big game trophies by removing the current
prohibition, the Board may wish to consider restricting sales to prevent large-scale commercialization. This might

include allowing a one-time sale by the original hunter as is done in some other states and provinees.
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PROPOSAL 41

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would modify the definition of “edible meat” for big game by
including disease as a factor that can render meat inedible and therefore not subject to edible meat salvage
requirements,

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: This proposal was deferred from November 2009 Board meeting and was modified to apply
statewide rather than only in Units 23 and 26A, as originaily proposed. The proponents wish to modify the
definition of edible meat to exempt meat that is inedible because of disease. The definition of “edible meat” occurs



in both State statute (AS 16.30.030) and regulation (5 AAC 92.990) so changes to definitions needs to consider the
statutory oversight to this requirement.

The Department has concerns about changing the definition of edible meat to allow “diseased” animals to be left in
the field. Because disease is broadly defined as any deviation from normal health, this could result in hunters
Jeaving meat in the field, claiming it was diseased, even thougb it is edible and safe for human consumption. This
also shifts the responsibility to comply with wanton waste statutes and regulations from the bunter to enforcement
officers to prove that the meat was not diseased. This represents a major change from the current practices where
hunters are responsible for proper care and salvage of game from the field, until it is verified that the animal, or
some portions of the animal, is not fit for human consumption.

There are very few wildlife diseases that render an animal completely inedible for human consumption and the
Department provides hunters with various educational materials to help them understand wildlife diseases, when
they represent a buman health risk and precautions for the use of meat wben disease is present or suspected in a
harvested animal. In addition, Department provides services to the public to help evaluate “diseased” animals
whenever animals are brought in for evaluation, In summary, the Department believes that the current approach
works effectively to balance the responsibilities to avoid wanton waste of wildlife and to protect people from

wildlife disease risks.
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PROPOSAL 42

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal requests regulatory changes that would impose stricter standards to
conditions that would be considered wasting of big game and broader authority for the BOG to limit uses of game
meat after it has been processed for human consumption,

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: NO RECOMMENDATION

RATIONALE: The author requests that the BOG prohibit activities that are considered wasteful after big game has
been processed for human consumption, and provides an example of using salmon fillets as ferfilizer to illustrate
that point. Requirements for ineat salvage currently include making a reasonable effort to retrieve game and meat
salvage reqnirements from the field, but regulations end at the point that game has been processcd for human
consumption. The author of this proposal suggests it would be in the best interest of sportsmen and the image of
hunting to extend control over the use of game meat to include how it is used following processing. The only area
where repulations currently restrict use of edible meat from game is for use as bait for trapping. The Depariment
does not have a recommendation on this proposal because it is not clear if the Board has the authority to regulate
uses of game meat beyond processing for human consumption in a manncr suggested by the author.
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PROPOSAL 43

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL.: This proposal would modify the salvage requirement of all harvested big game
and allow hunters to dispose of meat according to their choosing,

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: The proposal lacks a lot of specificity, but seems to suggest that the regulation should allow hunters
the ability to decide whether to salvage meat from harvested big game after recording the harvest of the animal in
tbe field. Ifthis is the intent of the proposal, it is in dircct opposition to State statute AS 16.30.010, which prohibits
wanton waste of big game and waterfowl and AS 16.30.020 (3) which defines edible meat that must be salvaged.
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PROPOSAL 44

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would change and clarify the boundary between Units 18, 19, and
21. The proposal statement of purpose in the published proposal mistakenly refers to Game Management Unit 20-
instead of Unit 21,

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: AMEND AND ADOPT



RATIONALE: As stated in the proposal, the current boundary between these game management units is imprecise.
The boundaries in the Kalskag area are particularly ambiguous with 1) no definition of precisely where the "straight
tine drawn between Lower Kalskag and Paimiut" begins and ends and 2) the large slough of the Kuskokwim River
locally known as "Old River" makes determining what is downstream of Kalskag problematic.

This proposal would provide a more precise boundary and resclve the confusion regarding this boundary for all
users and agencies. However, we believe it should be amended to better define the boundary in the Yukon and
Kuskokwim River drainages. By recommending “Amend and Adopt” we are not changing the intended boundary of
the proposal, but simply clarifying the description of the new boundary. Also, we are adding latitude and longitude
coordinates to the locations referenced in the proposal. The amended proposal will change the codified descriptions
m 5 AAC 92,450 (18); 92.450 (19) (A); and 92.450 (21) (E).

The definition of Unit 18 should read: That area draining the Kuskokwim and Yukon Rivers downstream of a line
beginnimg at the downstream boundary of Dick Nash's fish camp (61°28' 08" N 160° 25' 50" W) on the Kuskokwim
River, directly across the river to Sam Savage's fish camp (61° 28' 16" N 160° 26' 13" W), then following the
western shore of First Slough and Mud Creek to the Mud Creck to Crooked Creck tramway, then following the
tramway to Crooked Creek, then following the western bank of Crooked Creck to Arhymot Lake, then following the
western shore of Arhymot Lake to the mouth of an unnamed creek on the northwestern shore of Arhymot Lake (61°
38'45" N 160° 28' 23" W), then following a straight line to the downriver boundary of Paimiut on the Yukon River -
and the drainages flowing into the Bering Sea from Cape Newenham on the south to and including the Pastolik
River drainage on the north; Nunivak, St. Matthew and adjacent islands between Cape Newenham and the Pastolik
River. :

The amended definition of Unit 19A should read: All drainages of the Kuskokwim River upstream of a line
beginnmg at the downstream boundary of Dick Nash's fish camp (61°28' 08" N 160° 25' 50" W) on the Kuskokwim .
River, directly across the river to Sam Savage's fish camp (61° 28' 16" N 160° 26' 13" W), then following the
western shore of First Slough and Mud Creek to the Mud Creek to Crooked Creek tramway, then following the
tramway to Crooked Creek, then following the western bank of Crooked Creek to Arhymot Lake, then following the
western shore of Arhymot Lake to the mouth of an unnamed creek on the northwestcrn shore of Arhymot Lake (61°
38'45" N 160" 28' 23" W), then following a straight line to the downriver boundary of Paimiut on the Yukon River.

The amended definition of Unit 21E should read: That area draining into the Yukon River upstrcam of a line
beginning at the downstream boundary of Paimiut to the mouth of an unnamed creek on the northwestern shore of
Arhymot Lake (61° 38' 45" N 160° 28' 23" W) to, but not including, the Tozitna River drainage on the north bank
and to, but not including, the Tanana River drainage on the south bank, and excluding the Koyukuk River drainage
upstream from the Dulbi River drainage.

This proposal adds 40-60 mi” to Unit 19 by moving the boundary with Unit 18 approximatcly 5 miles downstream. -
Unit 18 contains more than 41,000 mi%, Unit 19 is more than 36,000 mi?, and Unit 21 is almost 44,000 mi?, so the
effective change of total area in cach unif is minor. This proposal also corrects an administrative error which has
incorrectly assigned UCU 21E-0101 to Unit 21E. It should be reassigned to Unit 19A because it is within the
Kuskokwim River drainage. This correction amounts to a change of less than 90 mi®. About half of the small area
heing redefined by this proposal is moose habitat, which makes the boundary change and UCU reassignment a small
fraction of the available moose habitat in the affected game management units. Therefore, we recommend
maintaining existing subsistence findings.

The Department has worked with the Central Kuskokwim Advisory Committee, particularly the chair, to assist in
the development of a boundary proposal. This proposal has not yet been discussed in detail with the other advisory
committees that it affects, specifically, the Lower Kuskokwim Advisory Commiitee. Their comments should be

considered. .
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PROPOSAL 45

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Housekeeping modifications to game management unit and subunit boundaries m
Units 6, 11, 13, 14, 16 and 25.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT

RATIONALE: Staff proposal-see issuc staiement.
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PROPOSAL 46

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would create a regulatory definition for hunting big game with a
crossbow.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DEFER

RATIONALE: The Department recommends defer on this proposal because, though the author suggests providing
the regulatory standards for hunting with a crossbow in 5 AAC 92.990, the Department believes it should be
included in 5 AAC 92.085 (Unlawful methods of taking big game; exceptions), which is not in the call for this
meeting. However, the Department is providing the following information regarding standards it feels would be
appropriate.

Recommended standard requirements: Crossbows are not considered archery equipment for “archery only hunts”
yet may be used during any general firearm season. Minimum draw weight of 100 1bs. and a minimwn draw length
of 14 inches from front of bow to back of string when in the cocked position; arrows must be at least 16 inches
long; broadheads shall have fixed metal cutting blades at least 7/8 of an inch in diameter. No optical scopes or
electronic devices may be attached to the cross bow,

Reducing the wounding loss rate leads to better management and increases future hunting opportunities for all
hunters. These guidelines fall in line with the requirement of other states that currently allow the harvest of big

game such as elk and moose with a cross bow.
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PROPOSAL 47

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would remove snowy owl from the list of unclassified game,
effectively closing the resident hunting seasons in Units 17, 18, 22, 23, and 26 where birds may be taken for food or
clothing and not sold or offered for sale.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: . DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE: Snowy owls are found in tundra environments of western and northern Alaska. Small numbers are
taken for food and ceremonial uses by local residents. The Department does not require harvest reporting.
However, harvests of snowy owls were documented in 11 of 33 community subsistence surveys in northern and
westlern Alaska from 1982 through 2007. Estimated annual harvests ranged from 0 to 29 owls per community, with
an estimated annual average of 3.6 owls per community. For the 11 communities reporting owl harvests, the
average harvest was 11 owls annually; the typical (median) harvest was 5 owls annually. For this species, the
widespread distribution of tundra nesting habitat in North America provides significant protection from overharvest
on a broad population level. Although largely unknown, the low level of harvest is not expected to have significant
detrimental effects on the microhabitats identified in the proposal.

The proponent suggests that no hunting protection through the Federal Migratory Bird Treaties with Canada and
Mexico should be applied to snowy owls, but this argument fails to recognize that the treaty was amended in 1997
to recognize customary and traditional harvests of treaty-protected species. Snowy owls {and many other species)
are allowable for harvest because traditional use is recognized and there are no current population concerns. Due to
low levels of traditionat harvest in the tundra areas of western and northern Alaska, the Department favors
maintaining the current classification with allowable hunting and does not support the “no hunting” effect of the

proposal.
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PROPOSAL 48

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: This proposal would modify the definition of a fill cur] ram {o include a ram
whose hom tips have grown past a line drawn between the lowest point of the front bases of both horns.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: DO NOT ADOPT

RATIONALE; We are sympathetic to the difficulties encountered when field judging sheep, and we agree with the
authors of the proposal that in most cases, legal sheep under this modified definition would “almost always be legal



under the current definition of a full curl...”. We also acknowledge that there are some rams with unusual horn
characteristics that are not easily classified under the current definition.

However, due to the many opiions of viewing a line from the “front”, combined with natural variability in horn
growth patterns, base shapes, and positions, the proposed definition cannot be consistently applied to the extent
needed to be legally defensible. Alternately, the current definition of full curl (the outer surface of the horn must
grow through 360° of a circle when viewed from the side), is a proven method to consistently judge sheep. This
definition has been in use for 20+ years. The department is working toward improved education and orientation of

hunters, staff, and AWT fo improve consistency among all parties when judging sheep.
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-PROPOSAL 49

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Require permittees who radiocollar wolves to report and treat any wolves they
detect that are infested with lice,

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: TAKE NO ACTION

RATIONALE: The Department already has the authority under SAAC 92.033 and AS 16.05.930 to require
agencics who are issued capture permits to report and treat wolves infected with lice. In the future, we will require
permittees fo report any lousy wolves encountered. However, treatment should be considered on a casc-by-case

basis after consuitation with the permittee and depending upon feasibility and conservation concerns.
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PROPOSAL 50

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Allows the submittal and consideration of any Tier II or subsistence related issue
for any regular Board meeting.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: PO NOT ADOPT.

RATIONALE: The Board currently considers changes to regulations on a region-based schedule, with-fiver .
regulasby schednledmeetings in a two-year cycle. Proposals concerning subsistence related issucs are considered at
the appropriate regional meeting; proposals concerning Tier II scoring and Ticr II permits are considered every four
years at the statewide regulations meeting, The public has come to rely on the predietability of the ngrmal Board

schedule whicir facilitates their partieipati FOCESS. 12 Jent~
& Department understands the author' 5 imention-is-toallow the submittal of proposals fori torrin-the-Beard

propogalbooks. Accepting any and all proposals concerning Tier II or subsistence related issucs for consideration
at any regular Board meeting has the potential to add several more issues from around the State fo be addressed at
each meeting. Unless the Board narrowed the focus, subsistence related proposals would include all hunting or
trapping proposals that impact game populations that have positive findings for customary and traditional uses.
This would result in the loss of the regional/topic focus at each of the Board mcetings and diminish the
predictability of the process. It would also add a financial cost for public and Dcpartment for participation at
additional Board meetings.

Additionally, as required by State law, when the Board addresses proposals affectig subsistence uses the Board is
required to be sure that the regulations provide a reasonablc opportunity for the subsistence uscs. Other Board
policies providing for scheduling flexibility as appropriate, such as the Joint Board Petition Policy and the

Subsistence Proposal Policy.
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PROPOSAL 51

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: Extend all trapping season dates ending on February 28 to incorporate leap ycar,
February. 29.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: ADOPT

RATIONALE: Dcpartment proposat generated at the Board’s request. See issue staterment.
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PROPOSAL 52

EFFECT OF THE PROPOSAL: At the March 2009 meeting, the Board amended this proposal (formerly Proposal
117) which decreased the resident and nonresident bag and possession limits for sea dncks in Unit 15C, Kachemak
Bay. The BOG action prompted a petition to seek an emergency regulation to increase the bag and possession limits’
on sea dncks in Unit 15C, Kachemak Bay to their former status. Upon further consideration of Proposal 117 and the
petition during a May 19, 2009 teleconference, the Board concluded that additional time for pnblic review and
analysis wonld best serve the public and the resource. The Board acted to delay the implementation of Proposal 117
to Jnly 1, 2010 and allowed for additional public review of the proposal dnring its Jannary 2010 meeting.

The original proposal does not address specific regulations, snch as bag limits, season dates, or other rules, but
presumably the desired action would restrict guided sea duck hunting or introduce more restrictive harvest

regulations in Unit 15C to control harvest rates and maintain abundance in localized areas.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: AMEND AND ADOPT

RATIONALE: Since a regulatory change has already been adopted at the March 2009 meeting, the Department.
recommendation is {o revert {maintain) sea duck harvest regulations to the 2009 resident and nonresident possession
and bag limits by amending Proposal 117 or otherwise modifying bag limits for sea ducks in Unit 15C, Kachemak
Bay. No specific regulatory cbanges are requested by the original proposal, although the intent is to prevent local
depletions of wintering sea ducks by restricting guided hunting in Kachemak Bay. The Department and Board have
considered and addressed the concerns inherent in this proposal several times over the past ten years, A key issue in
this proposal is concern about potenfial local depletions. The Department and other wildlife agencies frame
management efforts primarily at the population level, with consideration of status and trends of resources within
regions. Currently, the Department is managing waterfowl at the scale of regions, such as Cook Inlet and the Gulf
Coast regulation zone. The Department has no practical way to monitor ducks or rationale for controlling harvest at
the spalial scales suggested by the proposal, :

Surveys conducted during 1999-2003 indicate that 12,000-25,000 sea ducks winter in Kachemak Bay. State
harvest survey data from 19841996 indicate an average harvest of 1,500 sea ducks in all of Cook Inlet. More
rccent federal harvest data indicate that, statewide, approximately 5,500 hunters harvest 9,000 sea ducks annuaily.
Over 250,000 sea ducks winter in Alaska.

The Board restricted sea duck bag limits for residents and non-residents in 1999 and further reduced resident daily
bag Iimits for harlequin and long-tailed ducks from 10 to 6 in 2001, The Department docs not have evidence that
sea ducks are being overharvested. Further harvest restrictions in Kachemak Bay will not provide conservation

benefits to populations of sea ducks.
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Observations on Board of Game
Meeting Cycles and Proposal
Deadline

History of Change

= Species groupings to regional based meetings
= Attended only by regional supervisors

Include area management staff

Provide analysis and recommendations to ACs
and public before the meetings

Developing more elaborate presentations
(PowerPoint)

1/28/2010



Responsibilities of Area Wildlife
Managers

= Wide variety of services to constituents
= Conduct wildlife surveys

= Summarize harvest and survey data and
write reports

= Participate in State and Federal regulatory
meetings

What is involved in developing a
Board proposal?

» Understand what is being requested

= Review biological data related to proposal
= Analyze and summarize additional data

w Diaft initial ainalysis and recommendations
= Coordinate review with other area staff,

regional and division management, other
divisions, enforcement, etc.

= Develop formal presentation for BOG
meeting

= Attend the meeting to make presentation

1/28/2010



Overall workload for regulations
meetings

Number of
proposals
Complexity of
proposals
Length of Board
meetings

Frequency of Board
meetings

Quote from management staff

“As for the work hours, |1 find that wildlife is a full time
job. I often work evenings and weekends trying to keep
things afloat and moving. | think that is particularly
true in rural offices where the AB is a 1-man

show. Some days we can't get anything done during
the normal hours because we're sealing furs, issuing
permits, taking phone calls, attending meetings, etc.
As a consequence we end up working odd hours to
catch up on reports and papers and we never clock
out, especially if we try to do something in a public
place like going out for dinner or picking up groceries
at the store.”
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Comparisons of Proposals

Public
Proposals

521

88

17%

AC
Proposals

199

59

30%

Department
Proposals

182

164

90%

Timelines

Board Meeting

21 mo.

Proposals

Fall Hunting Season

EEarETaI

3 mo|

1/28/2010



Questions

» Is the public and the regulatory process
better served by having better quality
conversations about changes to
regulations?

s Is the Department serving the public
better by spending more time in the
regulatory process or conducting
management activities and providing local
services?

Issues to Consider

m Tradeoffs
- _Balance

= Quality vs. Quantity

1/28/2010



vovw hoards.adlg. state.ak.us

JBoards Support

Questions and Answers about Potential Changes to the
Alaska Board of Game Proposal Deadline and Meeting Cycle

Ucetober, 2840

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game is developing recommendations for consideration by
the Board of Game to address a number of workload and public process issues. The large
number of proposals and the complexity of issues addressed by the board cach year warrants
changes that will improve the process to benefit the public, advisory committees, board
members, and department staff. Specifically under discussion are ideas for changing the timing
of proposal deadlines and shifting to a three-year meeting cycle. The board currently uses a
separate proposal deadline for each meeting and operates on a two-year meeting cycle.

The following information is presented in a question and answer format. Comments from the
public on the potential changes are welcome and will benefit the department and the board as
they work through this process.

For additional information, please contact:
Kiristy Tibbles, Executive Director, Alaska Board of Game (465-4110), or
Suzan Bowen, Regulatory Program Coordinator, Division of Wildlife (244-6475)

Q: First off, where is the board in the decision making process?

A It is early in the discussion stage and no decisions have been made. During the Board of
Game's November 13-16, 2009 meeting, the board will have a discussion about the changes and
further examine the topic. The board is expected to review more information including public
comments and possibly take action during its January 29-February 1, 2010 statewide meeting.

Q: Why is the board considering changes now?

A Recent board meetings have highlighted problems with the short time periods for public and
staff review of regulatory proposals. For example, proposal books were received in the mail just
30 days before the February 2009 Board of Game meeting and advisory committee members
were frustrated with the lack of time for an adequate review.

(Q: What are some of the other issues?

A Some other issues include the heavy workloads that advisory committees and other board
participants including the Department of Fish and Game are faced with during years when both
the Board of Game and Board of Fisheries address the same region; the proposal deadline for the
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Fall regional meeting occurs in August when committees have difficulty meeting because of the
hunting and fishing seasons; and many committees have only two meetings due to large travel
expenses causing them be less involved with both boards.

Q: Are the short public review periods also a problem for department staff?

A Yes. Staff members have little flexibility in carving out time for proposal review and
developing department comments. This has often resulted in delays in making the department
recommendations available in advance of written comment deadlines and board meetings. The
workload is especially problematic in years when both the Board of Game and the Board of
Fisheries address the same region.

(Q: Is this the only problem for department staff?

A No, regional department staff now must commit significant time in the board regulatory
process every other year. Allowing this major investment of personnel resources every third
year, similar to the fisheries staff, would alleviate this workload and allow for more efficient use
of staff resources. Demands of the current schedules are impacting the ability of wildlife staff to
address core research and management responsibilities for monitoring wildlife populations.

Q: What are the advantages of an annual proposal deadline?

A Tt provides a longer timeframe for evaluating regulatory changes and allows for much greater
scheduling flexibility for all phases of the meeting preparation. Specifically, it allows time for
staff to categorize proposals and place into roadmap order well in advance of board meetings.
This will result in efficiencies and save money for the public and staff when the meeting
structure is known well in advance.

Another significant cost savings can be realized by including all proposals into a single proposal
book each year. Currently, up to three separate proposal books are published each year. Printing
and mailing a single book will result in considerable time and budget savings.

In terms of public participation in the board process, a single proposal deadline would improve
timeliness of department recommendations which will benefit the public and advisory committee
review prior to meetings.

QZ Are there disadvantages to an annual proposal deadline?

A One of the trade-offs is that for the Interior Region (Region III) and Southcentral/Southwest
Region (Region II), proposals would have to be submitted prior to the fall hunting season and
prior to late fall game population surveys. Proposals for Southeast Region (Region I) and Arctic
Region (Region V) have been due prior to fall hunts, so this is not a significant change for those
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regions. Statewide regulations (Chapter 92) are not tied to population changes. There are
several administrative remedies available to address any biological concerns that may come up
on shorter notice, including the use of “placeholder” proposals, board generated proposals,
agenda change requests, and emergency petitions. Conservation concerns would not be left
unaddressed.

(Q: When would the proposal deadline be set?

A May 10 of each year is a suggested date. It allows time for advisory committees to meet over
the winter and develop proposals. Proposal books can be compiled over the early summer
months and be distributed in July to insure an ample public review period. Note that proposals to
the Board of Fisheries are due on April 10 of each year, or the preceding Friday if the April 10
falls on the weekend.

(Q: What are the advantages of shifting to a three-year cycle?
A Dividing the board’s work load into three divisions allows for the following groups:

e Southcentral/Southwest (Region II)

¢ Interior (Region IIT)

. » Southeast (Region 1), Arctic (Region V), and “Statewide” (Chapter 92)

Each large region would become the main focus in a single year. This opens the possibility of
grouping proposals for more cohesive and shorter meetings during winter months which
promotes a more deliberate board process and prevents hurried decisions at the end of long
meetings. For example, during years when the Southcentral/Southwest (Region IT) and Interior
(Region 1II) meetings occur, issues could be broken into two separate components. This would
help to reduce the marathon meetings that currently last 10+ days. Breaking the larger regions
into multiple segments may also reduce the frequency of having to defer proposals to meetings
outside that meeting cycle. It would provide time between meetings to address the needs that
cause proposals to be unresolved. Shorter meeting segments and scheduling specific elements in
each component would also result in more efficient public participation at meetings and more
efficient use of staff time.

QZ Are there other advantages of a three-year cycle?

A Yes. A three-year cycle would eliminate those years of regional overlap between the Board
of Fisheries and the Board of Game which will improve the involvement by the advisory
committees. This is helpful especially for those advisory committees that are limited to one or
two meefings each year.

Overall, it would reduce and refocus the regional staff involvement with the board meetings from
the current two-year period to a three-year period, with resulting cost efficiencies.
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Qi Would a three-year cycle allow enough responsiveness to public concerns and allow the
board to respond to rapidly changing resource issues?

A Yes. The use of agenda change requests and board generated proposals would allow the
board to respond more quickly as needed. Moreover, the department always has the authority to
address conservation concerns. A three-year cycle would result in longer timeframes for
evaluating regulatory changes on wildlife populations and give the department the ability to
manage species with a management plan system over a longer time period. It would also favor
the board’s role in providing a more comprehensive regulatory direction, and promote more
strategic changes (proactive) rather than having to adjust season dates every other year in
response to public reaction to the previous season (reactive).

Q: Could the board consider an annual proposal deadline and a three-year meeting cycle
as separate actions?

A Yes, it could take either action independently, but there are advantages of implementing both
changes at the same time. '

Q: How would a three-year cycle for the Board of Game mesh with the three-year cycle for
the Board of Fisheries?

A Quite well if implemented correctly to avoid overlap in major regional meetings. For
example, Southcentral game topics could easily be scheduled to avoid years when the Board of
Fisheries is scheduled to address Cook Inlet fishery topics. Currently with the two-year game
cycle and three-year fishery cycle, half the years result in this “double whammy” of board
meetings causing heavy workloads and increased participation at board meetings for the local
fish and game advisory committees. This is also difficult for department staff that covers both
meectings,

QI How will the proposed changes affect the state’s participation in the federal subsistence
board process?

A The federal subsistence board and regional councils rely on active state participation by the
local fish and game advisory commiitees and Department of Fish and Game staff. The increased
review period will allow for improved coordination between the two regulatory systems and
allow for more effective participation by advisory committees and by the department.

Q: Would delaying action improve the coordination between the game and fishery cycles?

A No, it would not. Approving these two board process actions early in 2010 allows time to set
the first annual proposal deadline for thc spring of 2011 and have the "transition year" be the
201172012 cycle year. This schedule avoids having more than three years between any regional
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or statewide meeting during the transition and allow for the game cycle and fisheries to
synchronize in a pattern with the least conflict.

QQ: What would a transition period look like?

A: The next two meeting cycles (2009/2010 and 2010/2011) have already been set based on the
two-year cycle. The following cycle (2011/2012) begins the transition to the three-year cycle by
including the Statewide Cycle B meeting and the Region V meeting to avoid gaps of more than
three years between regional meetings. Beginning in 2012/2013, the transition to a three-year
cycle will be complete and the smaller regions (I and V) and statewide meeting will all occur in
the same year and Region II and Region III will occur alone within an annual cycle.

Transition Period for the Board of Game Schedule

2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014 2014/2015
Region Il Region II -Region ITT Region I Region I Region IIT
Statewide (A) | Regionl + Statewide (B) Region V

Region V + Region V Statewide (all)

Q: Does the board have to take regulatory action to implement these changes?
A No, the board schedule is a policy of the board and is not a regulatory action. Proposal
deadlines are selected by the board's executive director after soliciting input from the board.

(Q: What is the role of the advisory committees and the public in commenting on these
ideas?

A Department and board actions are always informed by public input. The schedule of holding
an initial discussion with the board during its November 2009 meeting and distributing
information on the topic this fall allows for public discussion prior to and during the board's
January 2010 meeting.

QQ: Where can I find more information?
A Staff from the Division of Wildlife Conservation, Division of Subsistence, and the Boards
Support Section are aware of these potential changes to the Board of Game's public input
process. Also, more information will be available on the Board of Game website at
www.boards.adfg.state.ak.us.. Please feel free to contact:

Kristy Tibblcs, Executive Director, Alaska Board of Game (465-4110), or

Suzan Bowen, Regulatory Program Coordinator, Division of Wildlife (244-6475)
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COMPARISON OF CURRENT TWO-YEAR CYCLE' AND PROPOSED THREE-YEAR CYCLE

Cycle year Current Proposed
Board of Game two-year cycle Board of Game three-year cycle
2009/2010 Arctic/Western (Region V) Arctic/Western (Region V)
Statewide - A list (Chapter 92) Statewide - A list (Chapter 92)
Interior (Region IIT) Interior {Region III)
2010/2011 Southeast (Region I) Southeast (Region I)
Southcentral/Southwest (Region IT) Southcentral/Southwest (Region IT)
2011/2012 Arctic/Western (Region V) Arctic/Western (Region V)
(transition Statewide - B list (Chapter 92) Statewide - B list (Chapter 92)
year) Interior (Region 11T) Interior (Region III)
2012/2013 Southeast (Region I) Southcentral/Southwest (Region IT)
Southcentral/Southwest (Region II)
201372014 Arctic/Western (Region V) Southeast (Region 1)
Statewide - A list (Chapter 92) Arctic/Western (Region V)
Interior (Region I1I) Statewide - all (Chapter 92)
2014/2015 Southeast (Region I) Interior (Region IIT)
Southcentral/Southwest (Region II)
2015/2016 Arctic/Western (Region V) Southecentral/Southwest (Region I1)
Statewide - B list (Chapter 92)
Interior (Region IIT)
2016/2017 Southeast (Region I) Southeast (Region 1)
Southcentral/Southwest (Region IT) Arctic/Western (Region V)
Statewide - all (Chapter 92)
20172018 Arctic/Western (Region V) Interior (Region III)
Statewide - A list (Chapter 92)
Interior (Reg{on I1I)
201872019 Southeast (Region I) Southcentral/Southwest (Region IT)
Southeentral/Southwest (Region IT)
2019/2020 Arctic/Western (Region V) Southeast (Region 1)
Statewide - B list (Chapter 92) Arctic/Western (Region V)
Interior (Region IIT) Statewide - all (Chapter 92)

! Statewide topics are currently on a four-year cycle.
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WILDLIFE DISEASES AND IMPLICATIONS FOR HUMAN CONSUMPTION
OF BIG GAME MEAT
Proposal 41
by
Alaska Department of Fish and Game - Division of Wildlife Conservation
Pr. Kimberlee Beckmen, Wildlife Veterinarian
Staff Report to Alaska Board of Game
January 2010

SUMMARY

1. There are NO known zoonotic diseases or parasites in the currently defined ‘edible meat’ portions
of big game in Alaska that are a risk to humans after cooking.

2. There are NO known zoonotic diseases or parasites that occur in the currently defined ‘edible
meat’ portions of big game in Alaska that a hunter or lay user can recognize consistently during
butchering that would render the all the meat of a big game animal unfit for human consumption
even if normal appearing meat portions were eaten raw.

3. The Department makes informational materials and advice readily available to user groups
regarding common wildlife diseases and parasites including what may be trimmed and when
cooking certain poertions are recommended to eliminate risk.

4. There are no Public Health reports that Alaskans have been made sick from eating meat from big
game killed, field dressed, salvaged and meat handled according to the current regulations and
recommendations to hunters.

5. Even experienced hunters have and will continue to incorrectly identify injuries and common
abnormalities of caribou and moose as a risk for human consumption even when they are not
leading to waste of edible meat.

REGULATORY BACKGRQUND — DEFINITION OF EDIBLE MEAT

2009-2010 Alaska Hunting Regulations Guide “the portions of big game that must be salvaged including
all of the neck meat, all of the chest meat, all the meat of Lheﬁbs, front quarters as fare as the distal joint of
the radius-ulna (knee), hind-quarters as far as the distal joint of the tibia-fibula (hock), all of the meat along
the hackbone between the front and hind quarter (hackstrap and tenderloins)”. In Statue we see Title 16,
chapter 30, section 16.30.030. "edible meat" means, in the case of big game animals, the meat of the ribs, neck,
brisket, front quarters as far as the distal joint of the radius-ulna (knee), hindquarters as far as the distal joint of
the tibia-fibula (hock), and that portion of the animal between the front and hindquarters; in the case of wild
fowl, the meat of the breast; however, "edible meat" of big game or wild fow! does not include

(A) meat of the head;

{B) meat that has been damaged and made inedible by the method of taking;

(C) bones, sinew, and incidental meat reasonably lost as a result of boning or a close trimming of the bones;

(D) viscera;

PERTAINENT QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER INCLUDE:
A, What constitutes “diseased meat” and what might a hunter recognize or define as “discased
meat?”
B. What are the perceived as well as potential and real risks to human health from salvaging
“diseased meat?”
C. What diseases occur in big game animals hunted in Alaska that a hunter could recognize during
the field dressing process that could affect the safety of consuming meat from that animai?
C. What benign conditions and lesions that do not affect the edibility of parts or a whole carcasses
are hunters likely to misidentify and mistakenly waste meat?
D. How hunter’s handling of the meat is the most important factor in its fitness for human
consumption?




Under current ADF&G regulations, recommendations in hunter education and informational materials,
trimming of meat damaged by the method of taking, such as blood-shot meat. Likewise, these materials
also clearly state that abscesses or other injured/abnormal parts of meat or bone be trimmed out of meat that
is salvaged for human consumption. Hunters are also cautioned what to do if they inadvertently cut into an
abscess, not to spread the pus around and wash their knife. This is prevent the potential for enhanced meat
spoilage if the salvaged meat was further mis-handled, the abscesses themselves usually do not contain
bacteria that would cause an issue of human consumption with one possible rare exception, Brucella in
certain caribou herds, if a Brucella containing abscess fluid is spread by the hunter into the meat and then
the meat is eaten raw, However, Brucella is only a very rare cause of caribou and reindeer and only in
arctic herds but because is it the one potentially serious zoonotic bacteria in caribou, I wili address Brucelia
in greater detail below.

ABSCESSES: Abscesses are by far the most common and easily recognized *diseased” tissues that hunters
see and report. Caribou, moose, and bison in particular are excellent in wailing off focal infections and
wounds and resolving them in by the process we recognize as abscessation, or formation of an abscess (aka
pus pocket}. When there is a puncture wound, blunt injury (such as a non-penetrating gore from an antler or
horn}, introduction of a foreign body like a fragment of a stick, the immune system of these animals bring
white blood cells (this is what pus is} in the area to kill any bacteria and then form a fibrous capsule around
it, over time the pus becomes drier and other parts of the immune system remove the pus, leaving the
remains of the capsule and sometimes some dark, dry material within. If the abscess is under the skin, it can
form a “boil” that will rupture the surface, drain naturally, and heal faster than an internal abscess, deeper
in the body or within the abdominal cavity. When an abscess is particularly large and pus filled, there are
generally no bacteria left that can be grown, because the pus has done its job. When an abscess has a
capsule around it, it is an indicator that the body is effectively dealing with the wound, and meat from other
parts of the animal, other than the abscess itself is unaffected. In a USDA inspected meat slaughter plant, a
cow with a few abscesses under the skin or in an organ such as the liver does not mean the carcass would
be immediately condemned. The abscess, the abscessed organ and associated fascia would be removed, and
the underlying muscle processed as usuai as meat for commercial sale.

When there is bacteria still remaining in the abscess, or early in the process before it walled off, the bacteria
we find in wildlife are bacteria thai normally reside on the skin or with the gut or environment of the
animal. These are all easily destroyed by cooking if a hunter were to spread the pus into other meat portions
because of negligence during butchering. If the hunter then continued to not handle the meat properly
allowing it to spoil, it would become unpalatable, but again, not actually unsafe if cooked. The majority of
food-borne illnesses are due to poor handling of meat by undercooking and unsanitary practices in the
kitchen rather than bacteria within the muscles of the animal before field dressing. In my experience, and
that of biologists and technicians within the department talking to hunters, they generally are aware already
or have the common sense not to cut into to an abscess or swelling in the meat and then spread pus onto
the other parts of the meat because it would render it unpalatable. The main risk for zoonotic transmission
of bacteria from an abscess to a hunter has nothing to do with edibility, it is cutting their hand with the
same knife still contaminated with pus if they did cut into an abscess and then failed to wash off the knife
or change knives before proceeding, AND didn’t flush out their wound AND had a compromised immune
system. -

I have never had a case in a hunter-killed animal where there was systemic (widespread, throughout the
body) pus that was not walled off or throughout the whole body that necessitated a declaration that no
edible meat was salvageable from that animal. It is theoretically possible that a hunter could select a sick
animal that was just about to die with a systemic bacterial infection; however, this has not happened, nor
been documented by an ADF&G employee in my tenure with the Department. If a hunter did kill an animal
with such a systemic condition, it is reasonable to assume the strangeness and odor would prompt a hunter
to submit a sample of the meat to ADF&G before the consumed it. An animal with that systemic of an
infection found at slaughter would not be put into the retail meat market, but again, it wouidn’t actuatly be
unsafe to eat if cooked. However, no one is dictating that such an animal be eaten, only that evidence of
such widespread disease that rendered all of the edibie meat portions of a carcasses unfit for human
consumption be brought into an ADF&G or Department of Public Safety office.



BRUCELLOSIS: The zoonotic diseases and parasites that do exist in some big game animal populations in
Alaska generally do no cause the animal to appear diseased, most often the animal appears healthy to the
hunter. When there are these microscopic or unrecognizable diseases and parasites present, in all cases
cooking the meat will make it safe. Even in the case of Brucella suis serovary 4, present in some northern
caribou herds, where up to 5% of the caribou in those herds may carry the bacteria, the majority of those
caribou are appear healthy and show no evidence of disease. Furthermore even infected caribou don’t
typically have bacteria in the edible, required to be salvaged, meat. Where there are Brucella bacteria
present in sufficient numbers to infect a person, they are within the uterus, placenta, fetus, testicle,
abscessed knee/hock joint capsule, or other internal organ and bone marrow, none of which are required to
be salvaged or defined as ‘edible meat’. All the educational materials and information from ADF&G
employees recommend specifically in a caribou with swollen knee/hocks or other internal organs with
swellings in them, to not cut into to these, just trim around them, if they do cut into one, wash the knife, and
as an extra precaution, if any bacteria got spread into the meat undetected, cook the meat from those
particular caribou. Since those few arctic caribou that have Brucelia don’t actually show lesions that a
hunter could detect, it is always advisable not to cut into the uterus and avoid spilling uterine fluids into the
body cavity during buichering and to refrain from eating raw bone marrow. The edible meat is not infected
with bacteria sufficient to make a person ill, even if eaten raw, as long as the meat was handled properly
and the hunter did not negligently spread infected fluids to the meat after cutting into an infected internal
organ or abscessed joint.

Despite the request in the informational materials on wildlife disease, repeated requests I have made to all
the biologists in the arctic region and directly to members of the Western Arctic Caribou Herd Working
Group, no tissues or lesions with abnormalities has contained Brucella. When biologists are capturing
caribou, observing the herd or we conduct as scientific collection, we actively seek caribou with seek o
collect any caribou with swollen knees or hocks. Even with active surveillance we have not been able to
find a case of a Brucella infected caribou in my tenure. There have been two cases of arctic caribou with a
swollen joint that were suspected by the hunter to be possible Brucelia that were submitted for
examination, In on case it was a dislocated joint, in the other, it was a fracture. Neither had any implication
for consuming the meat, both were the result of trauma and pot infectious disease. In neither case had they
been cut into, so after the cause was determined, the hunter and family were confident to consume the
caribou. According to the USDA public health veterinarian for Alaska, if a reindeer at commercial
slaughter had a swollen knee or hock, or isolated abscess that was compatible with and suspect for
Brucella, the carcass would not be condemned but held from sale until after it was determined if Brucella
could be cultured from the lesion. In the state of Wyoming, where approximately 16% of elk are infected
with Brucella abortus, a more serious form of the bacteria for humans, all the edible meat is salvaged for
human consumption without exception. In Wyoming, hunters who allow meat to spoil, which would
include spreading potentially infected uterine fluid on to edible meat,

The most common visible sign of brucellosis in arctic caribou that can be recognized by a hunter is a
remarkably swollen carpus, then second, the hock joint. These are typically recognizable in the standing
animal and can be avoided completely by not selecting that individual to kill. The next most common
lesion is the swollen testicle. Sometimes this can be seen from behind in the standing animal but is certainiy
recognizable during the butchering process and cutting into an abnormal testicle is easily avoided. The risk
of infection to a person by splashing infected fluids into eyes, nose, mother or an open skin wound, can be
largely avoided simply by not opening the uterus, testicle or swollen joints and wearing gloves while
butchering. It is important to note that caribou and reindeer can be chronically infected with Brucella suis
serovar 4 and not have any grossly apparent lesions at all, in fact appear quite healthy and normal to the
naked eye. Healthy appearing is more common than animals with obvious lesions. Therefore, leaving
caribou with obvious lesions at the kill site, does not guarantee that a caribou brought back from the kill
site will not have Brucella organisms in its blood, lymph nodes or bone marrow. Again, there are more
healthy appearing caribou with Brucella than there are caribou that a person would immediately recognize
and reject but these constitute less than 5% of caribou in the Western Arctic herd, Brucella has never heen
detected in any caribou herds around or south of the Alaska Range.



It important to emphasize that the skeletal meat of an animal is not typically infected with the Brucella
organism and is still fit for consumption as long as swollen joint’s fluid, abscess fluid or uterine fluid is not
spilled on to it by negligent actions during field dressing. If a person does not heed the advice not to cut
into the swollen joint, pus pocket, swollen testicle or uterus thereby contaminating his knife but further
more continuing to butcher meat without stopping to wash the knife with soap and water, then there would
be the potential to spread the infection into some portions of meat. However, routine cooking practices
would still kill the organism and the meat would be safe to consume. All materials about hunting and
butchering give precautions on proper game meat care...as long as normal standard butchering and meat
handling practices are fellowed, there is no risk of becoming sick by consuming meat from a carihou even
if it were to have been infected with Brucella with grossly visible signs or not. Infective parts are easily
avoided and not typically consumed or opened. If inadvertently, meat did become contaminated by the joint
or uterine fluid, then it is recommended by experts and in the information distributed to the public, to wash
the knives, trim away and discard contaminated or diseased areas, and cook the meat that is to be
consumed, All information distributed to the Alaskan public gives the cautionary message to avoid cutting
into swellings because they might contain infective fluids, avoid spelling fluids, trim away swellings or
meat contaminated with fluids/pus from swellings, and that the uncontaminated meat is edible. The
Circumarctic Rangifer Monitering and Assessment Program worked with First Nations hunters in Canada
to develop a video their own video for caribou hunters and consumers which has been distributed to caribou
user representatives from all northern countries with wild caribou or reindeer including Alaska and
currently available on the web or as a DVD without charge. Their specific recommendations are if you
suspect a caribou has Brucellosis when you are butchering it take the following precautions: 1. wear gloves
2. do not cut into pus pockets 3. Do no spill uterine fluids on meat 4. Wash knives with soap and water 5.
Cook the meat.

COMMON ABNORMALITIES: In our experience, hunters perceive potential risk and express concern the
first time they detect a normal parasite, scar or other localized (one or just a few locations) condition that is
obvious, easy to recognize, and already addressed in distributed educational materials. The most common,
are lapeworm cysts in the muscles of moose and caribou. Aboul 60-80% of caribou and moose in Alaska
have this parasite which cannot infect a person even if eating raw. It is extremely prevalent but even
experienced hunters may not see it if they take the carcasses to a meat processor. It is most often detected
when a person is slicing muscle very thinly for producing jerky. The second most common is liver
tapeworm cysts, which people can’t get even if consumed raw, and is confined to the liver. Neither of these
tapeworms effects the health of the animal. A third type of tapeworm cyst is seen in the lungs of caribou
and moose and does not affect the meat of the animal and is not transmittable to man from the lung cysts.
Only if these the cysts are consumed by a dog, wolf or fox and then a person doesn’t wash their hands after
handling the carnivores feces or feces contaminated hide before cating. All three of the tapeworms listed
above can infect dogs if they are feed raw organs or meat, but only the third and then infect man through
fecal contaminate, but not directly from the caribou/moose.

Other superficial ‘abnormalities’ that hunters have seen and requested to discard the meat of the animal
include: Most commonly it is a papilloma or wart on the skin. These are extremely common in young
moose any where on the skin, and less common on the head/antlers of deer and caribou. This is caused by a
species specific virus, meaning a different virus in moose than caribou and they can’t cross infect. The
Warts are only on the skin surface or velvet of the antlers and do not effect the meat. A person can’t get this
virus from eating the meat of the effected animal. It may be possible that if a person was
immunosuppressed (i.e. had AIDS or had an organ transplant and was on high doses of steroids) to cut into
a papilloma and then cut themselves with the same knife and get the virus into their skin and get a wart.
This is only theoretically possible under an extremely unlikely set of circumstances and never been
documented as occurring. The risk for a transmission to a person is therefore negligible and only through
direct contamination of a wound. I have seen several cases where the skin or head of a caribou or moose
was submitted for examination, the salvage meat was consumed by the hunter after the reassurance of what
the abnormality was. Another skin lump that has been noticed are demoid cysts found within or under the
skin of caribou. These are a congential defect that is circular lump, up to several inches in diameter
containing hair. At least one caribou was left in the field because the subsistence hunter believed this to be
cancer that they could acquire from consuming any of the caribou. There was one other from a huntcr



where the subsistence hunter and family had salvaged the meat and then consumed it after receiving the
information on what it was. I have also found one in a caribou collected for health surveillance. Dermoids
occur in all mammals, including people who are all born with them, they are not transmittable and usually
confined o the skin or under skin in caribou and not in the meat. Note also, that cancer cannot be acquired
by eating part of animal, even if that animal had cancer.

Hoof rot is an infection that can occur in any of our hoofed species. It is generally confined to the lower leg
and there does not affect the edible meat. However, is it possible for this infection to spread to a
generalized infection and make the animal sick. A hunter would not select this animal to kill because it
would be noticeably lame, very thin from being unable to move well for a Iong time, and be behaving
lethargic and it the stage where it has spread, the animal would be unable or at least severely reluctant to
rise. If is possible, but hasn’t ever happened that | am aware, that a hunter would shot such an il animal
despite the recommendations in the hunting regulations and hunter education materials. However, if this
did happen, I have confidence that early during the butchering process, common sense would prevail, and
the hunter would recognize such serious wide spread disease and return with an example of meat to
demonstrate the edible meat was severely compromised.

ZOONOTIC DISEASES AND PARASITES UNSEEN BY HUNTERS: There are several microscopic
diseases and parasites in big game animals that a person could acquire from eating raw meat, but again, the
hunter would not be able to see these and the animal would appear healthy and the meat look normal. Thus,
rejecting what to the hunter is ‘diseased meat’ in the field, does not protect people from getting zoonotic
diseases or parasites from Alaskan big game species, only proper handling of raw meat in focd preparation
and cooking can eliminate all risk of food-bome illness. The microscopic parasites that occur in the meat of
normal appearing, healthy animals are Trichinellosis, which is present in polar bear, black bear, brown bear
in some areas, and some walrus. Toxoplasmosis, which occurs at a very low level in a few caribou in
Alaska, and could have the potential of a flu-like illness in a person eating raw meat. The most serious
impact on human health would be if a woman had her first exposure to this parasite during pregnancy
because it could have serious consequences to the fetus.

In our wildlife health and disease surveillance, we find 95% of Dall’s sheep and 100% of caribou (tongue
and heart in particular) over 4 months of age are infected with the tiny coccidian parasite Sarcocystis. This
is not known to be transmittable to humans, If it was zoonotic, it hasn’t caused recognized illness, or every
one who has ever eaten raw or under cooked Alaskan big game would have already acquired it.

CONCLUSION; The typical *abnormalitics’ noticeable to hunters of Alaskan big game animals are not
unusual, they are easily avoided during field dressing and rarely have any consequence for humans
consuming the meat of tha¢ animal. Even in those rare circumstances were the infection has spread to edible
meat, most likely through negligence during meat processing or food preparation, risk of human illness is
completely eliminated by cooking. Current ADF&G hunting regulation and recommendations have been
cffective in aveoiding transmission of zoonotic discases from big game meat to people. Past experience with
hunters indicate that allowing them to make a correct decision in the field about the fitness of the currently
defined edible meat salvaged for human consumption beyond the trimming of abscesses/pus infected
tissues, is likely to lead to excessive waste of meat that is of negligible risk to human health.

Attachments: Excerpts from A Field Guide to Common Wildlife Diseases and Parasites as posted on the
web. Informational Handout entitled “What’s this thing in my game meat?”, Transcript of the CARMA
Caribou Health Monitoring Training Video section on abnormalities in caribou.



CARIBOU MONITORING VIDEO SCRIPT
VIDEO #3: ABNORMALITIE

00:02 (ON-SCREEN TEXT):
Common Diseases and Parasites in Caribou

Common Diseases and Parisites in Caribou.
Caribou are important and healthy sources of food for people around the North.

Although most caribou are healthy, sometimes hunters notice diseases and
parasites in caribou that they hunt and want to know if the meat is safe to eat.

Many of the things that hunters observe are normal and have always been found
in caribou.

In this video we will discuss some of the common diseases and parasites found
in caribou, how caribou get these, and what it means to you.

00:47 (ON-SCREEN TExT): Warbles
Warbles.

Warbles are very common in caribou and reindeer.

Warble larvae are found on the back of caribou under the skin during the winter
and spring. In early summer, the larvae emerge, drop to the ground, and develop
into an adult warble fly. Later in the summer, the adult fly will lay eggs on the
hairs of the caribou’s legs and lower body. The eggs hatch, and larvae will
penetrate the skin, and travel under the skin to the caribou’s back where they
grow over the winter.

When laying their eggs, warble flies can harass caribou and interfere with their
feeding. When the larvae migrate under the skin, they can cause some brusing
and discoloration on top of the meat. Once the larvae are growing under the skin
of the caribou, they do not appear to harm the caribou. Warbles do not affect
people.

01:51 (ON-SCREEN TEXT): Warble Life Cycle




02:00 (ON-SCREEN TEXT): Nose Bots

Nose bots.
Nose bots are also quite common in caribou.

Nose bots are found in the nose and throat of caribou. You may see them when
you cut off the head. Nose bot flies lay their larvae in the nose of caribou in the
fali. These develop in the back of the nose and throat through the winter. In
early summer, the larvae drop out and hatch into adulit flies.

When laying their larvae, nose bot flies harass caribou and interfere with their
feeding. The larvae may cause irritation and sneezing. Nose bots do not affect
people.

02:49 (ON-SCREEN TEXT): Nose Bots Life Cycle

02:59:00 (ON-SCREEN TEXT): Liver Tapeworm Cysts

Liver tapeworm cysts.

You may see fluid filled cysts in or on the liver of caribou. These are the
intermediate form of the tapeworm Taenia hydatigena, and are very common in
caribou. The cysts may [ater cause white, star-like scars on the surface of the
liver. Infected caribou will probably look healthy.

03:31 (ON-SCREEN: Liver Tapeworm Life Cycle)

If liver cysts are eaten by a carnivore such as wolves or dogs, they will develop
into tapeworms that live in their intestines. These tapeworms will lay eggs that
come out in the wolf's or dog's droppings, and contaminate plants that will be
eaten by caribou.

Cooking or freezing the liver Kills the cysts. The liver tapeworm cysts do not
affect people.

04:00 (ON-SCREEN TEXT: Liver Tapeworm Life Cycle)




04:12:00 (ON-SCREEN TEXT): Muscle Tapeworim Cysts

Muscle tapeworm cysts.

Muscle tapeworm cysts are very common in caribou. Cysts are generally found
in the heart and meat. These are tapeworm cysts in the muscle of a caribou.
They are the size of rice grains, round or oval and whitish or yellowish. The
muscles around the cysts usually look normal, and the caribou will probably look
healthy.

04:49 (ON-SCREEN: Muscle Tapeworm Life Cycle)

The cysts are the intermediate stage of a iwo-host tapeworm, called Taenia
krabbei. if the muscle cysts are eaten by a carnivore like a wolf or a dog, they
will develop into tapeworms that live in their intestines. Infected wolves and
dogs, will shed tapeworm eggs in their droppings. Caribou get infected by eating
the eggs.

Cooking or freezing the meat kills the cysts. The muscle tapeworm cysts do not
affect people.

05:28 (ON-SCREEN TEXT: Muscle Tapeworm Life Cycle)

05:39:00 (ON-SCREEN TEXT): Hydatid Disease

Hydatid Disease.

Some caribou may have large cysts in their lungs. The cysts have thick walls,
and are filled with a clear watery liquid and hundreds of small granules. Cysts
can be the size of your finger-nail to the size of a baseball. These cysts generally
don't hurt the caribou. Infected caribou will probably look healthy.

If hydatid cysts are eaten by a carnivore such as wolves or dogs, they will
develop into tapeworms that live in their intestines.

06:18 (ON-SCREEN: Hydatid Disease Life Cycle)

These tapeworms will lay eggs that come out in the wolf's or dog's droppings,
and contaminate plants that may be eaten by caribou. The tapeworm eggs can
also infect people. It is very important not to feed infected lungs to dogs. ltis
also important not to handle wolf, dog or fox droppings without gloves.

06:50 (ON-SCREEN TEXT: Hydatid Disease Life Cycle}




07:301:00 (ON-SCREEN TEXT): LU ngworms

Lungworms.

When cutting into the lungs, you may find adult worms within the windpipe or
airways inside the lungs. Lungworms are usually white, threadlike worms that
may be as long as your finger.

Lungworms may also cause small round grey lumps of dead tissue.

Animals infected with lungworms often appear healthy, With severe infections
they may become sick. Lungworms can cause caribou to cough and have
difficulty breathing, especially after running. They can alsc make caribou thin.

07:56 (ON-SCREEN TEXT: Lungworm Life Cycle)

08:09 (ON-SCREEN TEXT): Besnoitia

Besnoitia.

Besnoitia is a common parasite found in caribou. Many healthy caribou carry this
parasite without any signs of disease. In heavily infected animals, this parasite
can cause hair loss on the lower legs and face. The skin may look thick and
crusty. Hunters can sometimes feel the parasite when they are skinning the
caribou, usually when taking the skin off the lower legs.

The cysts are hard and feel rough like sandpaper over the bones and skin. Cysts
are sometimes visible to the naked eye. They look like very small clear to white
grains on the surface of bones, muscle, skin or on the whites of the eye.

Besnoitia do not affect people.

09:08 (ON-SCREEN TEXT): Abscesses

Abscesses.

Caribou will sometimes have abscesses, or pockets of pus, in different parts of
their body.

Abscesses are usually caused when a wound becomes infected. They can be
found anywhere on the body in muscle or other tissues. Hunters usually find
abscesses while butchering. They look like swollen areas filled with thick fluid
that is white or green.



Depending on where an abscess is and how bad it is, a caribou may or may not
appear sick.

If you find an abscess, be careful not to cut into it. The portion of the meat
containing the abscess should not be eaten, but the rest of the caribou can still
be used. If a caribou has many abscesses it may not be good to eat. Contact
your wildlife office for advice.

If you cut into an abscess by accident, wash your knife and hands.

10:16 (ON-SCREEN TEXT): FOOt Rot

Caribou can sometimes have infections of their hooves and lower legs. This is
called ‘foot rot’, and is caused by naturally occurring bacteria. Foot rot occurs
when the ground is unusually wet. It can also occur when rough damages the
caribou's feet and allows bacteria to get in. Caribou with foot root may have
swollen hooves, discharge, and may be lame. The infection can spread deep in
the foot and leg. In severe cases, the bacteria may spread to other parts of the
body and cause abscesses in different body organs. This can make the caribou
sick.

11:08 (ON-SCREEN TEXT): Brucellosis

Brucellosis.

Caribou can carry a disease caused Brucellosis. Brucellosis usually affects the
reproductive organs and leg joints of caribou, and can cause lameness and
abortion. Brucellosis is spread among caribou in the afterbirth and fluids during
calving.

Caribou with brucellosis may have swollen leg joints causing limping or
lameness, particularly in the front legs. In males, the testicles may be large and
swollen. When butchering, you may find pus-filled swelling under the skin, in the
meat or in the intemal organs.

Brucellosis can also affect people. You could be exposed by handling
contaminated parts, or by eating infected meat that has not been fully cooked. If
you think a caribou has brucellosis, you should take some Simple precautions.
Wear gloves when butchering the animal. Do not cut into diseased parts such
as swollen joints or testicles. Do not spill fluid from the womb onto the meat.
Wash your hands and knives with hot soapy water after handling the animai. You
should also report your findings to your nearest wildlife office.




12:38 (ON-SCREEN TEXT): Conclusion

In this video we have discussed a number of different parasites and diseases
that you might see in caribou.

Some of these diseases and parasites can infect people. It is important to wear
gloves whenever you suspect something a caribou might be sick.

if you do notice something unusual you can collect it and submit it to your local
wildlife office. When collecting samples, be careful not to cut into an abscess or
unusual swelling. Put the sample into a bag, keep it away from the healthy meat,
and freeze it as soon as possible. Clean your hands and knives after butchering
the animal.

Although we have talked about many different parasites and diseases in this
video, it is important to remember that most caribou are healthy and are an
excellent source of food.

If you have any questions about this video or caribou health please contact your

local wildiife officer, biologist, a wildlife veterinarian or the Canadian Cooperative
Wildlife Health Centre.

CREDITS
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Department of Fish and Game
Analysis of Species Proposed for Addition to the Clean List

Clean List Criteria 5 AAC 92,029 (h 1-5):
— Is it capable of surviving in the wild in Alaska?

— Is it capable of causing a genetic alteration of a species that is indigenous
to Alaska?

— Is it capable of causing a significant reduction in the population of a
species in indigenous to Alaska?

- — Is it capable of transmitting a disease to a species that is indigenous to
Alaska?

— Does it otherwise present a threat to the health or population of a species
that is indigenous to Alaska?
Other Considerations:

— Is the animal propagated from captive stock, or are animals captured
directly from the wild to supply the pet trade?

— Does the use of these animals as pets impact populations of wildlife in
other parts of the world, leading to concerns of endangerment?

— Can these animals reasonably be maintained in households or on farms?
— Do these animals pose a treat to human health and safety?

— Are there concerns for transmission of diseases between the animal and
humans?



Department of Fish and Game
Analysis of Species Proposed for Addition to the Clean List

Species of Consideration: Finches (Estrildidae; weaver-finches)

Proposal 15

Department Recommendation: Amend and Adopt

Evaluation Criteria

Comments

5 AAC92.029 (h 1-5)

Survive in the wild

Unknown but species dependent (native
finch species overwinter successfully).

Cause genetic alteration to native species

Unknown but unlikely

Cause reduction of indigenous
populations

Unlikely unless released, able to survive,
reproduce then may outcompete

Capable of transmitting disease to
indigenous wildlife

Yes, if caged outdoors seasonally or
released: Mycoplasma, West Nile Virus,
low path Avian Influenza, avian malaria,
Trichomonas, Salmonella, Poxvirus,
Ornithosis

Otherwise present a threat to indigenous
species

No

Other Considerations

Source of animals as pets

Unknown for most; Zebra, Society, and
Spice Finches breed in capacity

Conservation concerns for native wildlife
populations (endangerment)

6 — threatened
2 —endangered

Special husbandry or care requirement

None — those species that are breed as pets

do well in with normal care

Threat to human health and safety

No

Transmit disease to humans

Yes, West Nile Virus, Salmonella,
Ornithosis

Department recommendation is to amend the current proposal to allow only Zebra,
Society Finches, and Scaly-breasted Munia to be added to the clean list.




Department of Fish and Game
Analysis of Species Proposed for Addition to the Clean List

Species of Consideration: Primates

Proposal 16, 17, and 18

Department Recommendation: Do Not Adopt

Evaluation Criteria Comments
5 AAC92.029 (h 1-5)
Survive in the wild Unlikely.
Cause genetic alteration to native species | No.
Cause reduction of indigenous Unlikely.

populations

Capable of transmitting disease to
indigenous wildlife

Possible, if allowed direct or indirect
contact with wildlife including improper
disposal of excrement. Discascs includc
influenza, rabies, Giardia, Tuberculosis,
Shigella, Salmonella, E. coli, Vibrio.

Otherwise present a threat to indigenous
species

Unlikely

Other Considerations

Source of animals as pets

Federal legislation is pending that would
prohibit interstate and international trade in
primates, including as pets. If passed as
expected, legal pet primates will not be
available for import into Alaska.

Conservation concerns for wildlife
populations

| T T T T S - =
riindics, Cypolldily Wlld"uﬂ.uglll I Aallts OL
parents killed for bush meat or poached for
the pet trade is a recognized conservation

threat.

Special husbandry or care requirement

Yes, difficulties in mecting these
requirements have subjected pets to
inhumane conditions for prolonged periods.
Requirements for physical and mental
wellbeing include psychological
enrichment, social contact with
conspecifics, balanced diet with vitamin C,




adequate exposure to direct sunlight or
vitamin D supplementation, specialized
veterinary health care, Private practice
veterinarians that are trained and prepared
to treat primates appropriately to maintain
good health are not readily available.

Threat to human health and safety

Yes, hundreds of cases of injury to humans
have occurred especially bites.
Chimpanzees are capable of and have
inflicted serious and fatal injuries to
humans.

Transmit disease to humans

Serious and fatal diseases can be transmitted
without prior signs of illness, The most dangerous
include; Herpes B Virus, HIV, Ebola, measles,
influenza, rabies, Giardia, Tuberculosis, Shigella,
Salmonella, Those in bold are untreatable and
rapidly fatal to humans.




Department of Fish and Game
Analysis of Species Proposed for Addition to the Clean List

Species of Consideration: Sloths

Proposal 19

Department Recommendation: Do Not Adopt

Evaluation Criteria

Comments

5 AAC 92.029 (h 1-5)

Survive in the wild

No — tropical adapted species

Cause genetic alteration to native species

No -not cIosely related to any Alaska
indigenous species

Cause reduction of indigenous
populations

No — primarily vepetarian

Capable of transmitting disease to
indigenous wildlife

Unlikely but possible for Leishmania

Otherwise present a threat to indigenous
species

No

Other Considerations

Source of animals as pets

Removal of wild animals through illegal
pet trade is reported to occur

Conservation concerns for native wildlife
populations (endangerment)

One of six species is endangered

Special husbandry or care requirement

Extremely specialized requirements
difficult to achieve for a private citizen.
Arboreal; sleep 12 -16 hrs per day, leave
tree once every 3-4 days to
defecate/urinate. Native diet specialized to
vegetation of Cecropia tree. Captives are
fed fresh bamboo and grape leaves which
are not readily available in Alaska. All
species tropical and have specialized
housing requirements including sun and
shade. Outdoor temperatures in Alaska are
not acceptable, indoor housing with




appropriate temperatures and humidity
difficult to maintain. Qualified veterinary
care not readily available.

Threat to human health and safety

Wild animal — can be aggressive especially
when threatened. Bites to humans have
been serious and required hospitalization.

Transmit disease to humans

Yes, sloths may harbor and transmit
Leprosy and Leishmania




Department of Fish and Game
Analysis of Species Proposed for Addition to the Clean List

Species of Consideration: Kinkajou (Honey bear)

Proposal 19

Department Recommendation: Do Not Adopt

Evaluation Criteria

Comments

5AAC92.029 (h 1-5)

Survive in the wild

Unlikely — tropical mammal

Cause genetic alteration to native species

Not related species in Alaska

Cause reduction of indigenous
populations

Unlikely — omnivore; may eat bird eggs

Capable of transmitting disease to
indigenous wildlife

Chlamydiophilia, Baylisascaris sp., rabies,
canine distemper, Leishmania, Sarcocystis
sp.

Otherwise present a threat to indigenous
species

Unknown

Other Considerations

Source of animals as pets

Primarily animals taken from the wild

Conservation concerns for native wildlife
populations (endangerment)

Not currently threatened, but declining in
some areas because of illegal pet trade,
meat hunting, and habit destruction

Special husbandry or care requirement

Nocturnal, frugivous animals that makes
them less compatible as pets. Diet must
include 438 to 63% fresh fruit and
additionally eat insects.

Threat to human health and safety

Wild animal - risk of biting when
threatened

Transmit disease to humans

Yes, Chlamydiosis, Visceral larval migrans
(Baylisascaris sp. round worm) which
causes brain damage and blindness
especially in children, Leishmania, rabies
(no approved vaccines)




Department of Fish and Game
Analysis of Species Proposed for Addition to the Clean List

Species of Consideration: Wallaroo

Proposal 19

Department Recommendation: Do Not Adopt

Evaluation Criteria

Comments

S AAC92.029 (h 1-5)

Survive in the wild

Unlikely

Cause genetic alteration to native species

Not related to any Alaska species

Cause reduction of indigenous

No - herbivore

populations
Capable of transmitting discase to Leishmania
indigcnous wildlife
Otherwise present a threat to indigenous | Unknown but unlikely
species

Other Considerations
Source of animals as pets Unknown
Conservation concerns for native wildlife | None

populations (endangerment)

Special husbandry or care requirement

Requires large space for grazing; not suited
io be outside in Alaska winiers

Threat to human health and safety

Large wild animal — risk of personal injury

Transmit disease to humans

Leishmania, Tuberculosis, ringworm,
Haycocknema perplexumn (parasite which can
be life threatening to humans)




Department of Fish and Game
Analysis of Species Proposed for Addition to the Clean List

Species of Consideration: De-venomized Reptiles

Proposal 19

Department Recommendation: Do Not Adopt

Evaluation Criteria

Comments

5 AAC 92.029 (h 1-5)

Survive in the wild

No

Cause genetic alteration to native species

No

Cause reduction of indigenous

Eats small mammals and birds

populations

Capable of transmitting disease to no
indigenous wildlife

Otherwise present a threat to indigenous | Unknown

species

Other Considerations

Source of animals as pets

Unknown for whole group — snakes are
known to be part of tllegal pet trade.
Veterinary organizations recommend
against these snakes as pets and the AVMA
Position statement is that the de-
venomization surgery 1s inhumane.

£V e pr b s msnn S e =t 1A
Conseivation conceins {6 native wildlife

populations {(endangerment}

VEenomolus species

Special husbandry or care requirement

Similar to other non-venomous snakes.
Whole live prey or freshly killed animals.
De- venomization must be periodically
checked and verified.

Threat to human health and safety

Significant risk of injury or death. De-
venomization surgery is not always
completely successful, and snakes can still
produce some venom, especially overtime




so it must be regularly checked. Fangs are
intact and serious bite wounds can occur

Transmit disease to humans

Salmonella typhimurium, Aeromonas
shigelloides




Department of Fish and Game
Analysis of Species Proposed for Addition to the Clean List

Species of Consideration: Hybrids of wild and domestic cats (¢.g., Savannah, Bengal, Chausie

breeds)

Proposals 20 - 22

Department Recommendation: Do Not Adopt

Evaluation Criteria

Comments

S AAC 92.029 (h 1-5)

Survive in the wild

Yes, easily adapts to temperate regions, €.g., southeast,
southcentral, and southwest Alaska, including many
islands, particularly with supplemental feeding by people.
Feral cats have survived winter in Fairbanks.

Cause genetic alteration to native
species

Highly improbable. More likely to be prey of native cats
(Iynx and mountain lion).

Cause reduction of indigenous
populations

Unlikely to successfully compete with indigenous cats;
however, feral domestic cats have reduced populations of
prey species on islands around the world, contributing to
extinction of some endangered insular species.

Capable of transmitting discase to
indigenous wildlife

Yes, particularly to indigenous cats, but also rabies to any
mammal. Rabies vaccine not approved for first-generation
hybrids.

Otherwise present a threat to
indigenous species

Competition from large numbers of stray and feral cats in
other states has affected populations of indigenous
predators like gray foxes.

Other Considerations

Source of animals as pets

Breeders in Alaska and popular breed in other states;
however, high price of pedigreed cats is a limiting factor.

Conservation concerns for

Populations of indigenous or exotic wild cats are not

wildlife populations threatened or endangered by the hybrid cat pet trade.
Special husbandry or care May exhibit a high level of hunting instinct and skili.
requirement Breeders recommend a raw, whole prey diet.

Threat to human health and safety

May be more difficult to handle, more likely to act “wild”
by scratching and biting, especially early generations.

Transmit disease to humans

Harbor same diseases as domestic cats. Lack of approved
rabies vaccine increases risk to humans. Increased risk of
cat scratch fever. Any pet cats fed raw meat or allowed to
catch wildhfe increase risk of toxoplasmosis in humans
and risk of fetal death or deformity.




Proposal 15

Add domestic finches (family: Estrildidae;
weaver-finches) to the clean list

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation:
Amend and Adopt

Background

* Request to add domestic finches to clean list.
Unable to generally identify members of this
family as “domestic”

e Large family of Old World passerines
— Southern Hemispnere, Equatoriai region, Austrafia
— >100 species

e Population status
— Threatened (6)
~ Endangered (2)

1/28/2010



1/28/2010

Background

e Some species within family are commonly
available in pet trade and are breed in
captivity
— Zebra Finch
— Society Finch

Department would prefer requests be made
for individual species

Society Finch
Lonchura siriata domestica

Zebra Finch
Taeniopygia guttata




Lady Gouldian Finch
(endangered)

Scaly-breasted Munia,
Lonchura punctulata
Nutmeg Mannikin or Spice Finch

Criteria: Finches

Survive in the wild Unknown but species dependent
{native finch species overwinter
successiully).

Cause genetic alteration to native | Unknown but unlikely

species

Cause reduction of indigenous Unlikely unless released, able to

populations survive, reproduce then may
outcompete

_Capable of transmitting disease to | Yes, if caged outdoors seasonally or

indigenous wildiife released: Mycoplasma, West Nile

Virus, low path Avian Influenza, avian
malaria, Trichomonas, Salmonelia,
Poxvirus, Omithosis

Otherwise present a threat to No
indigenous species

1/28/2010



Other Considerations: Finches

Source of animals as pets

Unknown for most; Zebra,
Society, and Spice Finches
breed in capacity

Conservation concerns
for wildlife populations

Threatened (6)
Endangered (2)

Special husbandry or care
requirement

None — those species that are
breed as pets do well in with
normal care

Threat to human health
and safety

No

Transmit disease to
humans

Yes, West Nile Virus,
Salmonelfla, Ornithosis

Amendment

« Add only the species that have a long
history of being breed in captivity

— Zebra Finch, Taeniopygia guitata
— Society Finch, Lonchura striata domestica
— Scaly-breasted Munia, Lonchura punctulata

1/28/2010



Proposal 19
Add sloths, kinkajou, wallaroo, savannah

cat, and surgically de-venomized reptiles
to the clean list

Public Proposal

Department Recommendation:
Do Not Adopt

Background: Sloths
* G species all native to Neotropics
* Arboreal — slow moving

* Omnivore —~ primary diet leave of
Cecropia trees

* Live 20-30 years

* Population Status
— Endangered (1)

* Declines related to illegal capture for
ﬁet trade, habitat destruction, meat
unting

1/28/2010



Criteria: Sloths

Survive in the wild

No — tropical adapated

Cause genetic alteration to

native species

No — not closely
related to any Alaska
indigenous species

Cause reduction of indigenous | No — primarily vegetarian

populations

Capable of transmitting disease |Unlikely but possible

to indigenous wildlife

for Leishmania

Otherwise present a threat to No

indigenous species

Other Considerations: Sloths

Source of animals as pets

Removal of wild animals through
illegal pet trade is reported to oceur

Conservation concerns for
wildlife populations

One of six species is endangered

Special husbandry or care
requirement

Specialized dist

Threat to human health and
safety

Wild animal — can be aggressive
especially when threatened. Bites to
humans have been serious and
required hospitalization.

Transmit disease to humans

Yes, sloths may harbor and transmit
Leprosy and Leishmania

1/28/2010



Background: Kinkajou (honey bears)

* Rainforest, Centrai and South

America
* 4-7 pounds; 16-24 in. length

* Nocturnal; arboreal;
?mnivore —though diet 30%
ruit

* Population Status
— Not Endangered

* Hunted for illegal pet trade,
meat, and fur

Criteria: Kinkajou

Survive in the wild

Unlikely - tropical

Cause genetic alteration to native
species

Not related species in Alaska

Cause reduction of indigenous
populations

Unlikely — omnivore; may eat
bird eggs

Capable of transmitting disease fo
indigenous wildlife

Chlamydiophilia, Baylisascaris
sp., rabies, canine distemper,
Leishmania, Sarcocystis sp.

Otherwise present a threat fo
indigenous species

Unknown

1/28/2010



Other Considerations: Kinkajou

Source of animals as pets

Primarily animals taken from the wild

Conservation concerns for wildlife
populations

Not currently threatened, but daclining in
some areas hecause of illegal pet trade,
meat hunting, and habit destruction

Special husbandry or care
requirement

Nocturnal, frugivous animals that makes
them less compatible as peis. Diet must
include 48 to 63% fresh fruit and
additionally eat insects.

Threat to human health and safety

Wild animal - risk of biting when
threatened

Transmit disease to humans

Yes, Chlamydiosis, Visceral larval migrans
{Baylisascaris sp. round worm) which
causes brain damage and blindness
especially in children, Leishmania, rabies
{no approved vaccines)

Background: Wallaroo

» Australian marsupial

e 50-100 pounds; between the

size of kangaroo and

wallabies, hence their name

» Strong; not indoor animal; not

cold adapted

* Live 15-20 years

¢ Can carry and transmit rabies

1/28/2010



Criteria; Wallaroo

Survive in the wild

Unlikely

Cause genetic alteration
to native species

Not related to any Alaska
species

Cause reduction of
indigenous populations

No - herbivore

Capable of transmitting
disease to indigenous
wildlife

Leishmania

Otherwise present a
threat to indigenous
species

Unknown but unlikely

Other Considerations: Wallaroo

Source of animals as pets

Unknown

Conservation concerns for
wildlife populations

None

Special husbandry or care
requirement

Requires large space for grazing; not
suited to be outside in Alaska winters

Threat to human health and
safety

Large wild animal — risk of personal
injury

Transmit disease to humans

Leishmania, Tuberculosis, ringworm,
Haycocknema perplexum (parasite
which can be life threatening fo
humans}

1/28/2010
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Background: de-venomized reptiles

This cover a large group of animals
* Non-venomous reptiles already on the clean list

» Venomous reptiles only allowed for educational
purposes (permitted for zoos)

* Venom glands removed; requires surgery

» Require constant testing to ensure they do not produce
venom

¢ Breeding would result in venomous offspring

Criteria: de-venomized reptiles

Survive in the wild No

Cause genetic alteration |No
to native species

Cause reduction of Eats small mammals and small
indigenous populations birds

Capable of transmitting No
disease to indigenous
wildlife

Otherwise present a Unknown
threat to indigenous
species




Other Considerations: de-venomized reptiles

Source of animals as pets

Unknown for whola group — snakes ara known
10 be part of illegal pet trade, Veterinary
organizations recommend against these snakes
as pets and the AVMA Position staternent is
that the de-venomization surgery is inhumane.

Conservation concems for wildlife
populations

There are consarvation concems for some
venomous species

Special husbandry or care requirement

Similar to other non-venomous snakas. Whole
live prey or freshly killed animals. De-
venomization must be pericdically checked and
verified.

Threat {o human health and safety

Significant nisk of injury or death. De-
venomization surgery is not always completely
successful, and snakes can still produce some
venom, especiaily overlime so it must be
regularly checked. Fangs are intact and serious
bite wounds can occur

Transmit disease to humans

Salmonalfa typhimurium, Aeromonas
shigelloides

1/28/2010



Proposals 20 — 22

Add Bengal, Savannah and Chausie cats
to the clean list

Department Recommendation:

Do Not Adopt

Savannah cat

&

Savannah cat

* Weight: 10-30 Ibs

* Accepted by TICA as
Advanced New Breed
in 2001

* Not yet eligible for Savannah cat  Serval
Championship class

Sefval.
(Leptailurus serval)

1/28/2010



Bengal cat

Asian leopard cat
{Prionailurus bengalensis)

* Weight: 6-18 Ibs

* Accepted by TICA as new
breed in 1966

* F4 eligible for Championship
class since 1991

Jungle cat {Felis chaus)

» Weight: 15-30 Ibs

= Accepted as Foundation Breed
by TICA in 1995

+ Considered Advanced New
Breed since 2003; not yet eligible
for Championship class

Chausie cat

1/28/2010



Adding a “species” to the clean list requires
clear and convincing evidence that it:

Is not capable of surviving in the wild
in Alaska

Cals easily adapt to temperate
regions, particularly with
supplemental feeding. Feral cats have
survived winter in Fairbanks.

Is not capable of causing genetic
alteration of indigenous species

Highly improbable. More likely to be
prey of lynx and mountain lions.

Is not capable of causing significant
reduction in population of indigenous

Unlikely to successfully compete with
indigenous cats; however, feral cats

species

have reduced populations of prey
species, coniributing to extinction of
some insular species.

Is not capable of transmitting a

disease to an indigenous species

Can tranamit many diseases to
indigenous cats and rabies to any
mammal. Rabies vaccine not
approved for 1% generation hybrids.

species

Does not otherwise present a threat
to health or population of indigenous | stray and feral cats has affected

Competition from large numbers of

populations of predators outside AK

Other considerations

Source of animals as pets

Breeders in Alaska. Popular breed in
other states. However, high price of
pedigreed cats limits demand.

Conservation concerns for source
populations

Populations of indigenous or exotic wild
cats are not threatened or endangered by
the hybrid cat pet trade.

Special husbandry or care
requirements

May exhibit a high level of hunting
instinct and skill. Breeders recommend a
raw, whole prey diet.

Threat to human health and safety

May be more difficult to handle, more
likely to act ‘wild’ by seratching and
biting, especially early generations.

Transmit diseases to humans

Harbor same diseases as domestic cats.
Lack of approved rabies vacecine
increases risk to humans. Increased risk
of cat scratch fever. Any pet cats fed raw
meat or allowed to catch wildlife increase
risk of toxoplasmosis in humans (fetal
death or deformity).

1/28/2010



Proposed regulation

h‘\“\t}t
5 AAC 92.xxx. Possession of cat hybrid prohibited. (a) it is unlawful, without a
permit issued by the department, for a person to possess, transport, sell,

advertise or otherwise offer for sale, purchase, or offer ta purchase a cat
hybrid, insluding-but-netlimitedio-Savannah-Beagal-an ie-breeds.

(b) ltis an affirmative defense to a prosecution for illegal possession of a cat
+ hybrid under this section that

{1}-the-breed.is-recognized-by-Fhe-international-Gat-Association-asa

rbreed-eligiblefor-championshipclass;

{2) the animal is licensed as required in the jurisdiction of residence,
has a registered pedigree showing the previous four generations, and
these records are avallable for inspection by animal control officers and
other government or regulatory officials; and

{3) the animal is at least four generations removed from a wild
ancestor.

B
{c) For the purposes of this section “cat hybrid” includes
{1) the offspring from a mating of a domestic cat (Felis catus) or cat -
hygrid with any species of wild cat or hybrid of a wild and domestic cat;
an
(2) an animal represented to be a cat hybrid by any name or
description.

Wild ancestry vs. filial generations

wild cat x domestic cat = F1 or 18 generation hybrid (50% wild)

With no new wild genes...

F1 x domestic cat = F2 or 2nd generation hybrid (25% wild)
F2 x domestic cat = F3 or 3 generation hybrid (12.5% wild)
F3 x domestic cat = F4 or 4" generation hybrid (6.25% wild)

However, hybrids may be backcrossed...
F1 x wild cat = F1 (75% wild)
F4 x F3 = F4 (9.375% wild)

F1 — F3 considered “founder generations”

1/28/2010



Proposed regulation

5 AAC 92.xx. Possession of cat hybrid prohibited. (a) It is unlawful, without a
permit issued by the department, for a person to possess, transport, seil,
advertise or otherwise offer for sale, purchase, or offer to purchase a cat
hybrid, including but not limited to Savannah, Bengal, and Chausie breeds.

(b} It is an affirmative defense to a prosecution for illegal possession of a cat
hybrid under this section that

(1) the breed is recognized by The International Cat Association as a
breed eligible for championship class;

{2) the animal is licensed as required in the jurisdiction of residence,
has a registered pedigree showing the previous four generations, and
these records are available for inspection by animal control officers and
other government or regulatory officials; and

(3) the animal is at least four generations removed from a wild
ancestor.

{c) For the purposes of this section “cat hybrid” includes
&1) the offspring from a mating of a domestic cat (Felis catus) or cat
hybrid with any species of wild cat or hybrid of a wild and domestic cat in
the previous four generations; and
2) an animal represented to be a cat hybrid by any name or
description.

1/28/2010
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Boundary between northern Unit 6 and southern Unit 11.

(6) Game Management Unit 6 consists of all Gulf of Alaska and Prince William Sound drainages
from the center line of Icy Bay (excluding the Guyot Hills) to Cape Fairfield, including Kayak,
Hinchinbrook, Montague, and adjacent islands, and Middleton Island, but excluding the Copper
River drainage upstream from Miles Glacier and those drainages on the north side of Miles
Glacier, and excluding the Nellie Juan and Kings River drainages;

(11} Game Management Unit 11 consists of that area draining into [THE HEADWATERS OF]
the Copper River [SOUTH OF SUSLOTA CREEK AND THE AREA DRAINED BY ALL
TRIBUTARIES INTO THE EAST BANK OF THE COPPER RIVER BETWEEN THE
CONFLUENCE OF SUSLOTA CREEK WITH THE SLANA RIVER AND MILES GLACIER]
from the north side of Miles Glacier, and east of the eastern most bank of the Copper River
from Miles Glacier north to the Slana River, then along the east bank of the Slana River to
Suslota Creek, then south of the south bank of Suslota Creek to Noyes Mountain.

» Miles Glacier-Unit 6 £
X et . i R TN T Theear TR

The red lines north of Miles Glacier depict drainages that do not drain into the Copper River, but
instead drain into the glacier itself.

The new langunage clarifies that the area north of the glacier is included in Unit 11, not in Unit 6.
This is not a change to existing Unit boundaries-the existing boundary is depicted by the heavy blue
line along the north side of the glacier.



Boundary between northern Unit 11 and southern Unit 13.

(11) Game Management Unit 11 consists of that area draining into [THE HEADWATERS OF]
the Copper River [SOUTH OF SUSLOTA CREEK AND THE AREA DRAINED BY ALL
TRIBUTARIES INTO THE EAST BANK OF THE COPPER RIVER BETWEEN THE
CONFLUENCE OF SUSLOTA CREEK WITH THE SLANA RIVER AND MILES GLACIER]
from the north side of Miles Glacier, and east of the eastern most bank of the Copper River

from Miles Glacier north to the Slana River, then along the east bank of the Slana River to
Suslota Creek, then south of the south bank of Suslota Creek to Noyes Mountain.

(13) Game Management Unit 13 consists of that arca westerly of the eastern most [EAST] bank
of the Copper River and drained by all fributaries into the west bank of the Copper River from Miles
Glacier north_to the confluence with the Slana River, then along the east bank of the Slana
River to Suslota Creek, and that area of the Slana River drainage north of Suslota Creek

[AND INCLUDING THE SLANA RIVER DRAINAGES NORTH OF SUSLOTA CREEK]; the
drainages into the Delta River...

The map deplcts the area defined by the existing language, the area drained by Suslota Creek, and
includes areas in both Unit 11 and Unit 13.



Boundary between Unit 13A and 13D.

{A) Unit 13(A) consists of that portion of Unit 13 bounded by a line beginning at the Chickaloon
River bridge at Mile 77.7 on the Glenn Highway, then along the Glenn Highway to its junction with
the Richardson Highway, [THEN SOUTH ALONG THE RICHARDSON HIGHWAY TO THE
FOOT OF SIMPSON HILL AT MILE 111.5,] then east to the east bank of the Copper River, then
northerly along the east bank of the Copper to its junction with the Gulkana River, ...

N ! -ﬁ%“"“"‘?;?:._f: E\ A };_.‘!’x
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Current GMU boundary has always gone straight east from highway junction. The existing
codified language has been in error for years. This is just a housekeeping change.



Boundary between Unit 13B and 13C.

(B) Unit 13(B) consists of that portion of Unit 13 bounded by a line beginning at the confluence of
the Copper River and the Gulkana River, then up the east bank of the Copper River to the Gakona
River, then up the east bank of the Gakona River and Gakona Glacier to the boundary of Unit 13,
then westerly...

(C) Unit 13(C) consists of that portion of Unit 13 cast of the east bank of the Gakona River and
Gakona Glacier;

Self explanatory to clarify that the Gakona river, and all associated islands, lie within Unit 13B, and
everything east of the river is in Unit 13C.



Boundary between Unit 14A and 14C.

(14) (A) Unit 14(A) consists of drainages in Unit 14 bounded on the west [BY] beginning at
the Matanuska-Susitna Borough boundary along longitude line 150°30°00” to the mouth of
the Susitna River, then north along the east bank of the Susitna River, on the north by the
north bank of Willow Creek and Peters Creck to its headwaters, then east along the hydrologic
divide separating the Susitna River and Knik Arm drainages to the outlet creek at lake 4408, on
the east by the eastern boundary of Unit 14, and on the south by Cook Inlet, Knik Arm, and the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough boundary to the Glenn Highway bridge, then to the south
bank of Knik Arm, then to the south bank of the Knik River from its mouth to its junction with
Knik Glacier, across the face of Knik Glacier and along the north side of Knik Glacier to the
Unit 6 boundary;

“ RAIEM F LIt
AR :

Language was inexact concerning
crossing from west side of arm to south

This new language is a change to the existing GMU boundaries, but affects mainly water,
mudflats, and tidal areas,



(16) Game Management Unit 16 consists of the drainages into Cook Inlet between Redoubt
Creck and the Susitna River, including Redoubt Creck drainage, Kalgin Island, and the drainages
on the west side of the Susitna River (including the Susitna River) upstream to its junction with
the Chulitna River; the drainages into the west side of the Chulitna River (including the Chulitna
River) upstream to the Tokositna River (including the Tokositna River),, and drainages into the
south side of the Tokositna River upstream to the base of the Tokositna Glacier, including the
drainage of the Kanitula Glacier;

(25) (B) Unit 25(B) consists of the Little Black River drainage upstream from but not including
the Big Creck drainage, the Black River drainage upstream from and including the Salmon Fork
drainage, the Porcupine River drainage upstream from the confluence of the Coleen and
Porcupine Rivers, and drainages into the north bank of the Yukon River upstream from Circle,
including the Yukon River and islands in the Yukon River upstream from Circle;

Both language changes result in no change to existing GMU boundaries, just clarification
concerning rivers and islands.
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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 well as in the titles or footnotes of tables, and in figure or figure

captions.

Weights and measures {metric)

General

Measures (fisheries)

centimeter cm all commonly-accepted abbreviations fork length FL
deciliter dL e.g. Mr., Mrs., AM, PM, efc. mideye-to-fork MEF
gram g all commonly-accepted professional mideye-to-tail-fork METF
hectare ha fitles e.g., Dr., PhD, 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 ail standeard mathematical signs, symbols
milliliter mL north N and abbreviations
millimeter mm south S alternate hypothesis .
west w base of natural logarithm &
Weights and measures (English) copyright ® catch per unit cffort CPUE
cubic feet per second ft'rs corporatc suffixes: coefficient of variation Cv
foot ft Company Co. commoa fest statistics (F, t, %%, etc.)
gallon gal Corporation Corp. confidence interval CI
inch in Incorporated Inc, correlation cocfficient {multiple) R
mile mi Lirnited Lid. correlation coefFicient (simple) r
nautical mile Ami District of Columbia D.C. covariance cov
ounce oz et alii (and others) et al. degrec (angular ) °
pound ib et cetera (and so forth) etc. degrees of freedom df
quart qt excmypli gratia (for example) e.g. expected value E
yard yd Federal Infocmation Code FIC greater than >
id est (that is) Le. greater than or equat to >
Time and temperature latitude or longitude lat. or long. harvest per unit effort HPUE
day d monetary symbols (U.S.) 3¢ less than <
degrees Celsivs °c months (tables and figures):  first three less than or cqual to o=
degrees Fahrenheit ) °F ] ~ Tetters (Jan,...,Dec) logarithm (natural) In
degrees kelvin K registered trademark ® logarithm (base 10) log
hour h trademark ™ logarithm (specify base) tog,, etc.
mimute min United States (adjective) Us. minute (angular) :
sccond 5 United States of America {noun)  USA not significant NS
Us.C. United States Code null hypothesis Ho
Physics and chemistry U.S, state use two-letter abbreviations perecat 0,
all atomic symibols (eg., AK, WA) probability P
alternafivg current AC probability of a type I error {rejection of the
ampere A nuil hypethesis when true) o
calorie cal probability of a type Il error (acceptance of
direct cutcent DC the nuii hypothesis when false) B
heriz Hz second {(angular) "
horsepower hp standard deviation SD
hydrogen inn activity (negative log of) pH star.ldard erroc SE
parts per million pom vanance
parts per thonsand ppt, %o population Var
volts v sample var
walls W
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INTRODUCTION

In January 2010, the Alaska Board of Game (BOG) will consider 4 proposals that address
hunting for Alaska Native religious ceremonies that are part of a funerary or mortuary cycle.
These ceremonies are often referred to as “potlatches.” This report provides background for these
proposals and is organized into 2 parts. Part 1 provides general background on Alaska Native
funerary ceremonies and includes a chronology of BOG actions regarding this issue as well as
some definitions. Part 2 is a brief description of the potlatch as practiced by Athabascan groups
living in east central Alaska. This report is not intended to be a comprehensive account but rather
an outline of the ceremony to orient BOG members and provide context for the discussion.

The use of wild game for funeral potlatches, memorial potlatches, and other funerary ceremonies
is a longstanding practice within some Alaska Native groups, particularly Athabascan and Tlingit
groups. Every year, wildlife is harvested for these ceremonies. Existing regulations
accommodate specific ceremonies, such as the Kowyukon Athabascan celebration of the
Nuchalawoyya (5 AAC 92.053) or the ceremony known as “Stickdance” (5 AAC 92.055). The
former is a celebration practiced only at Tanana, Alaska, and the latter is practiced at either
Kaltag or Nulato. Other regulations allow for the harvest of big game for cultural or educational
purposes (5 AAC 92.033, 5 AAC 52.034).

THE PROPOSALS

Three of the proposals address the issue of ceremonial harvest of moose Alces americanus and
other big game in nonsubsistence arcas (see Appendix A for maps of nonsubsistence areas). This
issue 1s addressed in regulation at 5 AAC 92.019, “Taking of big game for certain religious
ceremonies,” which differs from the regulations mentioned above in several ways: First, itis a
statewide provision; second, it is not permit based; third, it requires reporting within a specific
period of time (15 days) following the ceremony; and fourth, it requires that hunters notify the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) prior to hunting. '

1. Proposal 11, submitted by ADF&G, would remove the reference to customary and
traditional use findings in 5 AAC 92.019. See Preliminary recommendations: Board of
Game proposals, January 2010 (ADF&G 2010) for a revised version of the proposal.

2. Proposal 12, submitted by the Matanuska Valley Fish & Game Advisory Committee,
would allow the taking of moose only from game populations that have been identified as
having customary and traditional uses. This proposal would eliminate the ceremonial
harvest of moose in nonsubsistence areas.

3. Proposal 13, submitted by the Tanana Chiefs Conference, would remove the reference to
customary and traditional use findings in 5 AAC 92.019.

4. Proposal 14, submitted by the Ahtna Tene Nene' Customary and Traditional Use
Committee, would establish Ahtna criteria (tribal rules) for the ceremonial harvest of big
game in Game Management Units (GMUs) 13, 11, 12 and 20A. According to the
proposal, the intent is to ensure that the ceremonial harvests in these GMUs are linked to
traditional Ahtna ceremonies.



PART 1: GENERAL BACKGROUND, CHRONOLOGY, AND
DEFINITIONS

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE BACKGROUND

In 1979, the Alaska Supreme Court determined that the First Amendment to the U.S.
Constitution and Article 1, Section 4 of the Alaska Constitution provide protection for the taking
of moose for use in Athabascan funeral potlatch ceremonies (Frank v. State, 604 P.2d 1068
1979) (Appendix B). The Alaska Constitution states “No law shall be made respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof” (Article I, Section 4, Freedom
of Religion). The state’s constitution also mandates that “Fish, forests, wildlife, grasslands, and
all other replenishable resources belonging to the State shall be utilized, developed, and
maintained on the sustained yield principle, subject to preferences among beneficial uses”
(Article VIII, Section 4, Sustained Yield) (see Appendix C for a chronology of BOG actions).

1980 Board of Game Finding 80-27-GB

In 1980, the BOG noted that in Frank v State the Alaska Supreme Court held that the taking of
moose for use in traditional funeral potlatch ceremonics of Alaska’s Athabascan people is
protected by both the state and federal constitutions. The BOG filed a letter of intent (08-27-GB,
Appendix D) in which it stated:

Before meaningful regulations governing the taking of game for religious
ceremony can be adopted, it would be desirable to have an authoritative study of
all religious ceremonies in which game meat is used, for all Native groups and
subgroups, from all communities in the state where such religious ceremonies are
practiced.

The BOG concluded that it was preferable not to adopt regulations governing the taking of game
for religious ceremontes until definitive guidelines could be established. The BOG also
recommended that the taking of game for religious ceremony should be informally administered
by the Alaska Department of Public Safety Division of Fish and Wildlife Protection. In the
interim, the BOG decided, guidelines established by the court in the Frank v. State case provided
sufficient direction for the Division of Fish and Wildlife Protection and ADF&G to allow the
taking of game for religious purposes.

Based upon this letter of intent, the BOG subsequently adopted in regulation 5 AAC 92.015
[1980 numbering], “Funeral potlatch report.” This regulation provided that "... any person who
takes a moose for a funeral potlatch as authorized by Frank v. State 604 P.2d 1068 (Alaska 1979)
shall, as soon as practicable, and not later than 15 days after the taking of the moose, submit a
report to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, P.O. Box 3-2000, Juneau, Alaska 99802, or
the nearest office of the department, specifying the name and address of the person taking the
moose, the date and location of take, and the name of the decedent for whom the potlatch was
held.” This regulation remamed in effect until 1996, when it was substantially revised based on
input by affected parties, the public, and ADF&G.

In 1995, the ADF&G commissioner advanced an initiative that explored regulations on the

taking of wildlife for use in Alaska Native religious ceremonies. This was in response to an
effort by the Tanana Chiefs Conference to amend the federal Native American Religious

Freedom Act.

@



1996 Board of Game Finding 96-98-BOG

In 1996, the BOG determined that protections for the use of moose in Athabascan funeral
potlatch ceremonies should be extended to other big game animals used as food (Appendix E),
and extended to all Alaskan residents for use in Alaska Native funerary and mortuary
ceremonies. The BOG also adopted regulations that provided for a harvest report due after the
ceremony.

2002 Board of Game Actions

In 2002, the BOG added a requirement to 5 AAC 92.019, “Taking of big game for certain
religious ceremonies,” for prior notification when taking game for religious ceremonies. In
addition, the BOG also established the Koyukon Potlatch Ceremony regulation (5 AAC 92.017),
which does not require prior notification. The BOG directed ADF&G to publicize the game
populations for which the taking of a big game animal would be inconsistent with sustained yield
principals. The BOG also added a reference to 5 AAC 99.025, “Customary and traditional uses
of game populations” to 5 AAC 92.019, as well as the requirement of a positive customary and
traditional finding before a species could be taken for religious ceremonies.

Current Regulations

Currently there are 4 regulations governing the taking of big game for religious ceremonies. Two
do not require a permit;

e 5 AAC 92.019 Taking of big game for certain religious ceremonies (Eff. 8/8/87,
Register 103; am 6/28/96, Register 138; am 7/1/2002, Register 162; am 7/1/2003,
Register 166).).

e 5AAC92.017 Koyukon Potlatch Ceremony (Eff. 7/1/2003, Register 166).
Permits are required for the following ceremonies:

¢ 5 AAC 92,053 Permit to take moose for Nuchalawoyya Potlatch. This regulation
provides for a permit for up to 3 moose per regulatory year for this potlatch ceremony
practiced only in Tanana (Eff. 6/14/89, Register 110; am 8/10/91, Register 119; readopt
5/13/93, Register 126).

e 5 AAC 92.055 Stickdance permit, which provides for up to 3 moose per regulatory year
for this ceremony which is held alternatively in either Kaltag or Nulato, with a year
between each ceremony (Eff. 10/27/90, Register 116; am 8/10/91, Register 119).

It should be noied thai in addition to Frank v. State there have been other legal challenges to the
taking of moose for potlatches. In 1985, the Tanana Chiefs Conference brought suit against the
State of Alaska to challénge the ban on hunting moose out of season for memorial potlatches. In
1989, a federal court ruled that the taking of moose for memonal potlatches is a religious
freedom protected under the First Amendment.

Similarly, legal sanction of taking moose for the Nuchalawoyya potlatch also began in court (cf.
Native Village of Tanana v. Cowper, U.S. Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit, No. 90-35454, W.
945 F2d 409). After an agreement by both parties to dismiss the case and provide the BOG the
opportunity to develop appropriate regulations, the BOG adopted 5 AAC 92.055 in response to a



1989 proposal These regulations allow for the taking of up to 3 moose for the ceremony known
as Nuchalawoyya.

While not based on a legal challenge, regulations providing for the taking of up to 3 moose per
regulatory year for the potlatch ceremony known as Stickdance were adopted in 1990.

DEFINITIONS

The ADF&G Division of Subsistence offers the following definitions, as found in the American
Heritage Dictionary (American Heritage Dictionary 2004 [Dell reissue edition]). In all cases, the
primary definition is presented here.

Ceremony — A formal act performed as prescribed by ritual, custom, or etiquette.
Rite — The prescribed form for conducting a religious or other solemn ceremony.

Ritual —The prescribed form of a ceremony (note: the fourth definition offered is “A customary
or regular procedure™). '

Religion — Belief in and reverence for a supernatural power or powers regarded as a creator or
governor of the universe.

The division suggests that religious ceremonies, potlatches, or rituals might be defined as
“sacred, set apart, and formal sets of rites with religious expressions established by custom or
authority within a group, distinguished from the ordinary day-to-day taking of wild fish and
game by families for food.”

ALASKA NATIVE FUNERARY CEREMONIES

There are several types of Alaska Native funerary ceremeonies in Alaska. The terms “funerary”
and “morfuary” are used interchangeably in the literature, and refer to ceremonies connected
with the death or burial of a person, or the commemoration of a deceased person. Types of
formalized funerary ceremenies practiced in Alaska Native communities include, but are not
limited to:

¢ Funeral potlatches,
o 20-day feasts,
e 40-day feasts,
e Memonial potlatches, and
e Pay-off potlatches.
Principal Alaska Native Groups with Formal Funerary Ceremonies
Figure 1 presents a map of groups by language area.
Athabascan
Ahtna
Dena'ina or Tanaina
Deg Hit'an and Holikachuk
Han



Gwitch’in
Koyukon
Tanana
Upper Kuskokwim
Upper Tanana
Tanacross

Eyak

Tlingit

Haida

Tsimshian

Yup'ik (in the Middle Kuskokwim River—Lower Yukon River area)

Slberian

Yupik ‘\

Hq-"{l- -

Figure 1.—Map of Alaska Native language groups.

The funeral potlatch is usually held shortly after the death of a family member. Funeral
potlatches are generally unanticipated events. A central feature of the ceremony 1s the immediate
and proper treatment of the remains of the deceased.



The other types of funerary ceremonies listed above represent a second ceremony held after a
period of time after the death of a family member. These ceremonies often complete the funeral
cycle of special observances. Many participants have reported that they believe that the spirit of
the deceased completes the transition from the living to the spiritual world through these
ceremonies, which have several names, including “memorial potlatch,” “20-day” feast or
potlatch, “40-day” feast or potlatch, and “pay-off” potlatch, feast, or party. Their observance may
be after a specified period of grieving, such as the 20-day or 40-day feast, or it may be related to
the status of the person—imore time may be needed to prepare for the final commemoration of
important persons. People who have supported the immediate family through the time of their
loss receive formal thanks and recompense. The rift in the community created by the death of an
individual 1s made whole again.

PART 2: THE ATHABASCAN POTLATCH AS PRACTICED IN
EAST CENTRAL ALASKA

The potlatch 1s a religious and social event of unparalleled significance in Athabascan culture.
The word “potlatch” refers to a ritualized distribution of gifts and food.!

Wild foods are vital element of the potlatch. Moose-head soup is often the culinary centerpiece,
but every kind of wild food is served, including various species of ducks, geese, whitefishes,
salmon, sheep, caribou, beavers, muskrats, bears, and berries.

For centuries, Alaska Natives have sustained themselves on wild foods, and these foods continue
to play an important role in the contemporary economy and culture. Most Alaska Native cultures
hold that meat is the source of human life; thus, animals and fish are treated with great respect.
According to one Athabascan elder, game was “put on this earth by God to feed Nativc people.”
She went on to say that when she was growing up, people “lived by the land,” and that her
parents worked hard to get food, which was why she still cared about the animals. In most
traditional Alaska Native cultures, hunting requires a strict code of ethics, which one Athabascan
elder characterized as “kind of like the Bible.” Another elder expressed it this way:

[T]f we don’t treat the animal right, that’s been teached to us, we will not get so
gasy the animals...if we don’t treat the animal right, anything right, you will
never get animals no more...

The traditional rules governing hunting are strict: many preclude hunters, for example, from
announcing their intention to hunt or even from referring to animals by name.

Some traditional rules relate to the correct treatment of humans, and it is in this arena that food
has become woven into the social fabric that binds humans together for survival. The sharing of
food is a cardinal virtue in Athabascan culture, as it is in most Alaska Native cultures. Tradition
says that successful hunters should share moose or caribou meat with the entire community.
People raised in this tradition learn the importance of sharing at early age. After a child harvests

his or her first wild game animal, he or she is expected to give all of the meat to elders.

Wild foods are also shared at potlatches, which can be given for many reasons, the most
important of which among the Athabascan are to bury and memorialize the dead. A funeral

! Such distributions occur in almost every Alaskan Native culture but the informatian presented here pertains specifically to Athabascan cultures
of east central Alaska. This information is from an ADF&G Division of Subsistence Resource Specialisi’s personal attendance at Athabascan
potlatches from the early 19705 to tbe present, and from research conducted for his doctoral degree in anthropology.
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potlatch is always held immediately following a funeral and the memorial potlatch is usually
held within one year of the funeral. Both funeral and memorial potlatches are often attended by
hundreds of people. Funeral or memorial potlatches held in the upper Tanana River and Copper
River areas often draw guests from as far as Whitehorse, Nenana, Minto, Eagle, Anchorage, and
Fairbanks.

The sequence of events for a funeral or memorial potlatch follows a prescribed pattern that
includes feasting, oratory, singing, dancing, and a distribution of gifts. When a member of the
community dies, the decedent’s family, who are the potlatch hosts, announce the death, then
people gather to console the grieving relatives. Hunters are designated by the grieving family to
harvest moose or caribou. Meanwhile, the host family gathers additional food, gifts, and money
necessaty to hold the event. In addition to the fresh meat, there is often fish, waterfowl, an
assortment of small game, and berries. The potlatch hosts are expected to feed all of the guests 3
times per day for each day of the event.

Both funeral and memorial potlatches usually last 3 days, and are often held during a weekend so
as to accommodate the 5-day work week and to give more people the opportunity to attend. A
memorial potlatch is similar to the funeral potlatch, but because it is a planned event, memorial
potlatches are often much larger in terms of the amount of food and gifts distributed.

Feasts are held every night and all of the food prepared that day is served. Most wild foods are
prepared outdoors, by the men. This relates to traditional rules associated with the harvesting and
processing of large animals, where it is considered bad luck for young women to handle fresh
meat. Moose meat is cut up and boiled in large, industrial sized pots, although some of the meat
may be fried outdoors and served at lunches. The meat from the head, including the nose and the
tongue, is made into a soup. Fish are fried or boiled, a rich soup is made from ducks, beavers are
baked or roasted, and muskrats are boiled or roasted. Any leftovers are distributed to the guests:
no food is retained by the hosts. .

After the food 1s prepared, it is brought to the community hall. A large pot of moose-head soup is
usually placed on the floor, near a long table on which the other food has been placed. Aisle-
wide rolls of paper are laid, like carpet runners, on the floor between the rows of guests, and
utensils and plates are distributed. Servers walk the aisles between the guests and serve boiled
moose meat from cardboard boxes, berries in Styrofoam cups, and hot tea from steaming pots.
Food is often piled high on plates so guests can take it home to eat later. In fact, aluminum foil is
often distributed at the end of the feast so that guests can wrap their food. Five-pound coffee cans
of moose-head soup are handed out to all of the elders present.

Once the feast is over, the ceremony continues. On the first and second night there are speeches,

usually eulogies for the deceased, followed by dancing and singing. On the third and final night,
there 1s the feast, followed by dancing and singing and then a distribution of gifts, which includes
blankets, rifles, beadwork, and money, which the guests use to purchase fuel for their trip home.

One purpose of the potlatch is to help the relatives of the decedent grieve; another is to assist the
decedent in making the transition from the living to the spiritual world. One way to assist in this
transition is for the potlatch host to feed the spirit of the decedent by throwing bits of food into
the fire, another is to show respect for the decedent by sharing large amounts of food with the
potlatch guests. '



Traditionally the decedent’s blood relatives are forbidden to handle the corpse: that is the
responsibility of the decedent’s in-laws. They are responsible for taking care of all the funeral
arrangements, including digging the grave, building the coffin and grave fence, and performing
the burial. This must all be done very carefully in order to show proper respect for the deceased.
In addition, all of the potlatch guests are invited to share the burden of grief with the decedent’s
blood relatives. To repay their in-laws and all of those who attended the funeral and potlatch the
decedent’s relatives shower the guests with food and gifts. The blankets given away in the
potlatch symbolize warmth and affection while the rifles symbolize the ability to feed oneself.

Within a year after the death and funeral, a memorial potlatch must be held. This is similar to the
funeral potlatch, but because it is a planned event, memorial potlatches are often much larger in
terms of the amount of food and gifts distributed.

Funerary/mortuary rituals are part of the religious tradition of many Alaska Natives. Most of the
published information about these ceremonies was collected in the early 20™ century, and
contemporary ceremonies are generally not well documented. The information about
contemporary Athabascan potlatches presented in this report was offered to illustrate a specific
funerary/mortuary tradition especially related to the uses of wild foods. In summary, funeral and
memorial potlatches are events of unparallel significance in the spiritual and soctal life of the
Athabascan people of east central Alaska. Wild foods are vital elements of these ceremonies,
which follow a rich tradition of preparing and sharing these foods.
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APPENDIX A: MAPS OF NONSUBSISTENCE AREAS
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The Anchorage-Matsu-Kenai Nensubsistands
Area iz comprised of the following: Units 7, as
definad by 5 AAC 92.450(7} {except the Kenai
Fjords National Park tands), 14, ag defined by §
AAC 82.450Q014),15, as defined by 8 AAC
92.450415) (except that parfion south and west of
4 line beginning at the mauth of Rocky River up
the Rocky and Windy Rivers acrosg the Windy
RiverfJakolof Creak divida and down Jakolof
Creak to iis maouth, including the jslands between
the sastern most peint of Jakolof Bay and the
easten mast paint of Rocky Bay), 16(A), as
defined by 5 AAC §2.450(16} {A); all waters of
Alaska in the Cook Intet Area, as defined by 5
AAC 21,100 {except thesa waless rorth of Point
Beade which are weat of & fina from the eastern
most pornt of Jakolof Bay north to the western
maost point of Hesketh Istand incheding Jakolof
Bay and south of a ina west from Hazkath
lsland, the waters south of Point Bede which are
wes! of the aasiarn most paint of Rﬂ’ﬁ? Bay; and
those walera deacribed in & AAG 01.555(h),
known as the Tyonek subdistrict),
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The Juneau Nensubsistance Area ls comprised
of the following: within Unit 1{C}, as defined hr 5
AAL 52 45001) (T}, all draihages on the mainfand
east of Lynn Canal and Stephens Passage from
the fatitude of Eldred Rock to Palnt Coke, and an
Lincodn, Shehter, and Douglas lstands; within Unit
4, as defined by 6 AAC 92.450(4}, that portion of
Admiralty sland that Includes the Glass Peninsuia,
all dralna%e'as into Seymour Canal north of and
including Pleasant Bay, all deainages Into
Stephens Fassage wast of Polnt Arden, the
Manzbeld Penlnsula, all drainages Into Chatham
Stralt north of Point Marsden; all marine waters of
Sectlons 11-A and 11-B, as defined in § AAC
33.200(k) (1) and (k)sz)‘ Section 12-B, as defined
in § AAC 33_200(1} (2}, and that portlon of Section
12-A, as defined [n -5 AAC 33,200 {1). north of
the latlude of Point Marsden and that portion of
District 15, as defined in § AAC 33.200 (o), zouth
of the latitude of the northein eéntrance 0 Bemers
Bay, and incfuding Befners Bay.
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Aren s compeised of the following:
withiry Unit 20(A}, as defined by &
AAC 92 450(20) {A), east of the
Wood River drainage and south of
the Rex Trail but induding the up-
per Wood River drainage south of
its confluence with Chicken Creek;
within Unit 20(B}, as defined by §
AAC 92 .450(20} (B), the North Star
Boreugh and that portion of the
Washington Creek drainage east of
the Elliot Highway; within Unit 20D}
a3 defned by 5 AAC 82 450(20} (D,
west of the Tanana River between
its confluence with the Johnson and
Deita Rivers, west of the easthank
of the Johnson River, and north and
west of the Volkmar drainage. includ-
ing the Goodpaster River drainage;
and within Unit 25C), as defmed by
5 AAC 92 430(25) (C), the Preacher
and Beaver Craek drainages.
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Area is comprised of the
following: within Unit 1{A), as
defined in 5 AAC 92.450(1) (A), all
drainages of the Cleveland
Peninsula between Niblack Point
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Island and within one mile of the
mainland and the Gravina and
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Westlaw:

604 P.2d 1063
(Cite as: 604 P.2d 1068)

Supreme Court of Alaska.
Carlos FRANK, Appellant,
v.

STATE of Alaska, Appellee,
No. 3689,

Dec. 21, 1979.

Defendant was comvicted in the District Coust,
Fourth Judicial District, Monroe Clayton, J., of un-
lawful transponation of game, a moose, illegaily
taken and he appealed The Superior Court, Fourth
Judicial District, Fairbanks, Gerald J. ¥an Hoomis-
sen, I, affirmed and defendant appealed, The Su-
preme Court, Matthews, I, held that: (1} evidence
eslablished that nse of moose meat at religious fu-
n2ral ceremony was a practice deeply rooted iu de-
fendant's religion and that defendant was sincere in
his religious beliels, and (2) State did not meet its
burden of proving a compelling state interest which
would justify curtailing the religiously based prac-
lice.

Judgment reversed and case remanded with instruc-
tiens to dismiss complaint.

Comnnor, J., dissented ard filed opinion.
West Headnotes
[1] Constitutional Law 92 €=1304

92 Constitutional Law
92X10 Freedom of Religion ard Conscience
92 X1II(A) In General
92k1302 Free Exercise of Religion
92k1304 k. Freedom to Belicve. Most
Cited Cases
{Formerly 92%84,1, 92k84(1}, 92k84)
Freedom 1o believe is prmotected absolutely by
United States and Alaska Constitutions which pro-
hibit laws restrcling free exercise of religion.
Const. ar. 1, § 4; US.C.A.Const. Amend. i.

Page |

[2] Coustitutional Law 92 €1290

92 Constifutional Law

92XIIK Freedom of Religion and Conscience

92Xt A) In General
92k1290 k. In General. Most Ciled Cases

(Formerly 92k84.1, 92k84(1), 92k84) )
Freedom to act on one's religious beliefs is protec-
ied, but such pratection may be overcome by com-
pelling state interest. Const. arl 1, § 4; US.C.A.
Amend. 1.

[3] Constitutional Law 92 €=21290

92 Constitutional Law

92 X111 Freedom of Religion and Conscience

92X11E(A} In General
92k1290 k. [n General. Most Cited Cases

(Formerty 92k84.1, 92k84(1), 92k84)
Religiously impefled actons can be forbidden only
where they pose some substantial threat to public
safety, peace or onder, or where there are competing
governmental interests that are of the highest order
and are not otherwise served.-Const. arl. 1, § 4;
U.5.C. A Coust. Amend. I

{4] Constitutional Law 92 €-1305

92 Constitutional Law

92XI1IT Freedom of Religion aud Conscicuce

92XIMM(A) In General
92k 1302 Free Bxemise of Religion
92k1305 k Belicfs Protecled; Inquiry

Into Beliefs. Most Cited Cases

(Formerly 92k84.2, 92k84(2), 92k84)
Free exercise clause may be imvoked only where
there is religion involved, where conduct in ques-
tion is religiously bascd aud where claimant is sin-
cere. Consy atl. 1, § 4; U.S.C. A.Const. Amend. 1.

{5] Coanstitutional Law 92 €21305

02 Constilutional Law
92XIII Freedom of Religion and Conscience
92XIII(A) In General

© 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works.
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604 P.2d 1068
(Cite as: 604 P.2d 1068)

92k1302 Free Exercise of Religion

92k1305 k. Beliefs Protected, Inquiry

Into Behefs. Most Cited Cases
(Formerly 92k84.2, 92k84(2), 92k34)

For religious practice to be within ambit of free ex-
ercise clause, it is not required that it be absolutely
essential to religion and it is sufficient that the
practice be deeply rocted in religious belief. Const.
art. 1, §4; U.S.C.AConst. Amend. 1.

6] Game 187 €9

187 Game

1879 k. Criminal Prosecutions. Most Cited
Cases
In prosecution for unlawful transportation of game,
a moose, illegally taken, wherein defendant conten-
ded that the moose had been shot for use in reli-
gious funeral ceremony, evidence established that
use of moose meat at the ceremony was & practice
deeply rooted in defendant's religion and that de-
fendant was sincere in his religious beliefs. Const.
art. 1, § 4, US.C.AConst. Amend. 1.

[7] Constitutional Law 92 £1190

92 Constitutional Law

92X Freedom of Religion and Conscience

92XATI(A) In General
92ki29C k. In General. Most Cited Cases

(Formerly 92kB4.1, 92k84(1), 92k84)
State has burden of demonstrating a compelling
state interest to justify curtailing a religiously based
practice. Const art. 1, § 4, U.S.C. A Const. Amend.
1.

[8] Game 187 €29

187 Game

187k$ k. Criminal Prosecutions. Most Cited
Cases
In prosceution for unlawful transportation of game
illepally 1aken, wherein defendants estabiished that
the game had been taken for use in religious cere-
mony, State did not meet its burden of proving a
compelling state interest which would justify cur-
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tailing, the religiously based practice. Const. arl. 1,
§ 4. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 1.

[9] Constitutional Law 92 €£=21311

92 Constitutional Law

92X Freedom of Religion and Conscience

$2XTII(B) Particular Issues and Applications
92k1311 k Indians in General Most

Cited Cases

(Formerly 92k84.5(19), 92k84)
Accommodating religious beliefs of Indiens by per-
mitting killing of moose out of season for funeral
ceremonies will not violate the establishment of re-
ligion clauses of United States and State Constitu-
tions, since purpose of accommodation is merely to
permit observance of ancient traditions of Indians
and, as such, the excmption reflects nothing more
than governmental obligation of neutrality in face
of religious differences and does not represent in-
volvement of religious with secular institutions.
Const. art. 1, §4; U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 1.

[10] Constitutional Law 92 €-—=1292

92 Constitutional Law

92X1I] Freedom of Religion and Conscience

92XII(A) In General
92k1292 k. Beliefs Protected; Inquiry Into

Beliefs. Most Cited Cases

(Formerly 92k84.2, 52k84(2), 92k84)
There can be no judicial examination of truth of re-
ligious belief, but whether religious belief is sin-
cerely held is proper subject of adjudication. Const.
art. 1, § 4, US.C.AConst Amend. |.
*1069% R. Collin Middleton, Robert H. Wagstaff,
Wegstall & Middieton, Anchorage, for appellant.

Geoffrey Haynes, Asst. Atty. Gen, Avrum M
Gross, Alty. Gen., Juncau, for appellee.

Before RABINOWITZ, C. I, and CONNOR,
BOOCHEVER, BURKE and MATTHEWS, JI.
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OPINION
MATTHEWS, Justice.

In October of 1975, Delnor Charlie, a young man
from Minto, died. Immediately preparations were
made for a ritual that had been performed countless
times in Minto and other Central Alaska Athabas-
can villages. It is called the funeral potlatch, a cere-
mony of several days' duration culminating in a
feast, eaten after burial of the deceased, which is
shared by members of the village and others who
come from sometimes distant locations.

Delnor Charlie's burial, as is traditional, was
delayed until friends and relatives living elsewhere
could reach Minto and until the [oods necessary for
the potiatch could be prepared. With the food pre-
paration under way, Carlos Frank and twenty-five
to thirty other men from the village formed several
hunting parties for the purpose of Laking a moose. It
was their belief that there was insufficieni moose
meat available for a proper potlatch. One cow
moose was shot, which Frank assisted in transport-
ing to Minto. Some 200 to 250 people attended the
final fcast.

A passerby took note of one of the hunting parties
and reported it to state officials, who investipated
and subsequently charged Frank with unlawful
transportation of game illegally taken, in violation
of 5 AAC 81.140(h). [FNT] The season for moose
hunting was closed and in any event there was no
open season for cow moose n 1975, 5 AAC s
81.320 (Repister 54 at 5-136, July 1975).

FN1.5 AAC B1.140(b) states:

No person may possess Or transport any
gamc or parts of game itlegally taken.

In the district court Frank admitted ransporting the
moose. He raised the defense that application of the
game regulation to him, under the circumstances,
amounted to an abridgment of his freedom of reli-
gion. After an extensive evidentiary hearing, Judge
Clayton found that “the funeral potlatch is an inieg-
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ral part of the cultural religious belief of the central
Alaska Athabescan Indian” He found further “that
moose is an integral part of the diet and “the stafl of
life" to these Athabascan Indians;” that the food for
such a potlatch “is primarily required to be native
food;” that moose is “more desirable” for such a
celebration than any other native food; but that it is
not “specifically required for this ceremonial occa-
sion however desirable it may be.” Judge Ciayton
thus concluded that Frank had not been denied his
religious privileges. Frank was thereupon convicted
and sentenced to a forty-five day jail term with
thirty days suspended, a §500 fine with $250 sus-
pended, one year probation, and a suspension of his
huniing license for one year. Judge Clayton noted at
sentencing that Frank was sincere in his beliefs and
it was these beliefs which had carried him into a
criminal viclation.

On appeal Superior Court Judge Van Hoomissen
also determined “that the potlatch is an activity
rooted in religious belief and a very integral part of
the religious *1070 tcnets of the Athabascan Indian.
... The sincerity of the natives of Minto in their re-
ligious beliefs is not doubted.” However, he agreed
with Judge Clayton that fresh moose meat was not
such an “absclute necessity . . . as to overide the
compelling state interest of the State of Alaska in
the management and control ol its game for the be-
nefit of all its people, native and white," and af-
firmed the conviction.

We have conciuded that the free exercise clauses of
the first ainendment to the United States Constitu-
tion,[FN2} and article I, seciion 4 of the Alaska
Constitution,[FN3] protect Frank's conduct and that
the state has not demonstrated reasons which justify
prohibiting it. We therefore reverse the conviction.
Qur reasons follow.

FN2Z. U.S.Const. amend. I states in part:

Congress shali make no law respecting
an establishment of zeligion, or prohibit-
ing the free exercise thereof.
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FN3I. Art T, 5 4 states:

No law shall be made respecting an es-
tablishment of religion, or prohibiting
the free exercise thereof,

I

[1][2](3] Mo value has a higher place in cur consti-
tutjonal system of government than that of religious
freedom. The freedom to believe is protected abso-
lutely. Cantweli v. Connecticut, 310 U_S. 296, 303,
60 3.Ct. 900, 903, 84 L.Ed. 1213, 1218 (1940). The
freedom to act on one's religious beliefs is also pro-
tected, but such protection may be overcome by
compeliing state inferests. Sherbert v. Verner, 374
U.S. 398, 406, 83 S.Ct. 1790, 1795, 10 L.Ed2d
965, 972 (1963). [FN4] A law imposing criminal or
other penalties on the performance of acts which
conscience compels, pressures the underlying be-
lefs and infringes to thet extent the freedom to be-
lieve. As one commentafor hes stated:

FN4. Mr. Justice Brennan has recently
questioned whether a sharp distinction can
be made between religicus beliefs and
practices, quoting from Otiver Cromwell's
directive reparding religious Lliberty for
Catholics in Ireland:

As to freedom of conscience, I meddle
with no man's conseience; but if you
mean by that, liberty to celchbrate the
Mass, I would have you understand that
in no place where the power of the Par-
liament of England prevails shall that be
permitted.

McDaniel v. Paty, 435 TU.5. 618, 631 n.
2,98 S.Cu 1322, 1330 n. 2, 55 LEd2d
593, 604 n. 2 (1978) (concurring opin-
ion) {citation omitted}. See also L. Tribe,
American  Constituticnal  Law  79-30
(Supp.1979).

The violation of a man's religion or conscience of-
ten works an exceptionai harm to him which, unless
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justified by the most stringent social needs, consti-
tutes a moral wrong in and of itself, far more than
would the tmpairment of his freedoms of speech,
press or assembly. The argument is not merely that
avoiding compulsion of a man's conscience pro-
duces the greatest good for the greatest number, but
that such compulsion is its¢lf unfair to the individu-
al concerned The moral condemnation implicit in
the threat of criminal sanctions is likely to be very
painful to one motivated by belief. Furthermore, the
cost o a principled individual of failing to do his
moral duty is generally severe, in terms of super-
natural sanction or the loss of moral self-respect. In
the face of these costs, the individual's refusal to
obey the law may be inevitable, and therefore in
some perhaps unusual sense of the word, involun-
tary.

1. Clark, Guidelines for the Free Exercise Clause,
83 Harv L.Rev. 327, 337 (1969). Because of the
close relationship between conduct and belief and
because of the high value we assign to religious be-
liefs, religicusly impelled actions can be forbidden
only where they pose “some substantial threat to
public safety, peace or order,” Sherbert v. Vemer,
374 U.5. 398, 403, 83 S.Ct. 1790, 1793, 10L.Ed.2d
965, 970 (1963), or where there are competing gov-
emmental interests that are “of the highest order
and . . . {are) not otherwise served . . . .” Wisconsin
v. Yoder, 406 U.S. 205, 215, 92 3.Ct. 1526, 1533,
32L.Ed.2d 15(1972).

It has been clear at least since Sherbert v. Vemer
that in certain cases the free exercise clause re-
quires govemment to accommodate religicus prac-
tices by creating exemptions from general laws.
Sherbert was *1071 fired because she would not
work on Saturday, the sabbath of her religion. Her
claim for uncmployment compensation was denied
in the state courts because there was a condition of
eligibility that a worker be available for work
Monday through Saturday. The Supreme Court held
that the state had a duty to make an excepiion to
this policy so that Sherbert's exercise of her religion
would not be penalized. 374 U.S. at 406, 83 S.Ct at
1795, 10 L.Ed.2d at 971,
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Sherbert was followed in Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406
U.S. 205, 92 S.Ct. 1526, 32 L.Ed.2d 15 (1972). In
Yader there was involved a conflict between re-
spondents' belief, rooted in the religion of the otd
order Amish, that children should not attend public
school beyond the eighth grade, and a Wisconsin
statute requiring all children to attend public
schools through the age of sixteen. The court held
that an exemption must be pranted. Id at 236, 92
5.Cr. at 1543, 32 L Ed.2d at 37. Other courts, fol-
lowing Sherbert, have also required exceptions to
facially neutral laws in order to protect religiously
based conduct. [FN5}

FNS5. See, e. g, In re Jenison, 375 U.S. 14,
84 S5.Ct. 63, 11 L.Ed.2d 39 (Per curiam )
(state court decision vacated and remanded
in light of Sherbert ), On remand, 267
Minn. 136, 125 N.W.2d 588 (Minn.1963)
(exemption from jury dufy required to ac-
commodate religious belief); Native Amer.
Ch. of New York v. United States, 468
F.Supp. 1247 (SD.N.Y.1979) (cxcmption
for religicus use of peyote available to any
bona fide religious organization};, Michael-
son ex el Lewws v. Booth, 437 F.Supp.
439 (D.R.1.1977) (municipal election may
not be held on religious holy day), Stevens
v. Berper, 428 F.Supp. 896
(EDN.Y.1977) (religious believers ex-
empted from requirement of obtaining so-
cial security numbers for their children);
Geller v. Sec'y of Defense, 423 F.Supp. 16
(DD.C.1976) (Jewish chaplain must be
permitted to wear beard), People v.
Waoody, 61 Cal.2d 716, 40 Cal.Rptr. 69,
394 P.2d 813 (1964) (exempting Navajo
sect’s use of peyote from criminal drug
laws). In addition, numerous courts have
found various prison regulations unneces-
sarily restrictive on prisoners' religious be-
liefs regarding: diet, See, e. g, Kahane v.
Carlson, 527 F.2d 492 (2nd Cir. 1975);
Chapman v. Kleindienst, 507 F.2d 1246
(7th Cir. 1974), observance of holy days,
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See X v. Brierley, 457 F.Supp. 350
(E.DD.Pa.1978); and hair, See, . g., Teterud
v. Bumns, 522 F.2d 357 {8th Cir. 1975)
(native American's braids), Wright v.
Raines, 457 F.Supp. 1082 (D.Kan.1978)
(beard).

I

[4] The free exercise clause may be invoked only
where there is a religion involved, only where the
conduct in question is refigiously based, and only
where the claimant is sincere. Wisconsin v. Yoder,
406 U.S. 205, 215, 216, 92 S.Ci. 1526, 1533-1534,
32 L.Ed.2d 15, 25 (1972). These requirements are
readily present here. We shali examine them in or-
der.

The appellant presented impressive evidence con-
cerning the religion of the Central Alaskan Ath-
abascan people. Several Athabascans and expert an-
thropologists testified and anthropological works
were received in evidence. The evidence was unre-
futed, and in summary it shows the following.

Athabascan culture is highly individualized. From a
complex belief system individual sclection is toler-
ated and 1s the norm. Yet, there is a distinct beliel
system recognizable in Athabascan villages many
miles apart. These beliefs have blended comfort-
ably with Christianity which was inlroduced in the
19th century.

Death is the life crisis receiving the greatest atten-
tion in current Athabascan culture. While it may be
awaited with equanimity, it is an event of predom-
inant significance, whose repercussions are leng
felt in the village.

The funeral potlatch is the most important institu-
tion in Athabascan life. It is mandatory. Peter John,
sevenly-six, a former tribal chicf in Minto, could
not remember a death that was not followed by a
funeral potlatch. It is apparently an obscenity to
suggest that possibility. While a potlatch may be
held to celebrate sceular oceasions, the funeral pot-
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latch is distinguished by its fundamentially sacred
aspect, The ritual has its origins in antiquity and it
has not changed in any important respset since an-
thropologists first began to describe it.

Food is the comerstone of the ritual. From the mo-
ment the desth is leamed of, food preparation be-
gins. People begin to *1072 amive in the village
from nearby and remote places. Food is brought by
all participants to one or several houses associated
with the deceased and is shared in several pre-
burial meals. The body will not be buried until a
sufficient quantity of the proper food is prepared
for the post buria! feast. In the case of Delnor
Charlie this took four to [ive days.

Athabascans believe that the funeral potlatch is the
last meal shared by the living with the deceased. It
is a communion meal. The deceased is discussed
and sonps of eulogy arc sung. The deceased is
thought to partake of the meal and this helps his
spirit on its journey [FNG]

. FN6. As the district ¢ourt found:

Mo sharp line of demarcation separates
the living from the dead it is believed
that the kunkubidza (“similar to dead but
still the same™) of the person who died is
present at the funeral potlatch where he
partakes of the communal feast by food
which is burned and where he is honored
by those who knew him and help him on
his journey to yoyeet (“like up in the
sky™).

The funcral potlaich serves other functions. The
griel of the family is to be eased, The community
becomes involved and the sharing of food is the
comnmunal lie. Prayers are said for the dead and the
living. All who have come and contributed are
thanked. Tt is hoped that the funeral potlaich and
one that is to follow, often mare than a year later,
the memorial potlatch, will assuage the spirits and
prevent future deaths.

Page 6

Fromn the foregoing 1t is clear, and consistent with
the findings of the courts below, that the funeral
potlatch is a religious ceremony. The role of moose
meat in that ceremony must next be examined.

Native foods comprise almost all of the foods
served at the funera! potlatch. In 2 culture without
meny formal rules this is an absoiute requirement.
Native food means moose, bear, caribou, porcupine,
fish, duck and berry dishes.

Of the native foods moose 15 at the apex. The most
common big game animal is required, and in Cent-
ral Alaska this is moose. As the district court found,
it is the staff of life; it is the meet which the people
regard as most important for their sustenance.
However, the district court found that although the
evidence indicated that moose is the most desirable
of foods to be served, it is not “an essential require-
ment.”

The district court's finding that moose was not es-
sential for a funeral potlatch is based primarly on
the foll owing testimony of Chief Peter John:

Q. Could there be a potlatch without wild meat?

A. Well, it could be, maybe, but then I don't think
T'li enjoy it.

However, John also stated that he had been to hun-
dreds of potlatches and had never attended one n
which there was no moose meat, a recollection
shared by Catherine Attla, fifty-two, and Carlos
Frank. Barbara Lane, an anthropologist, provided
this gloss on John's statcments:

A. If 2 Roman Catholic priest were in some bush
area up here and found himself without the proper
wafers and wine, he could still perform his function
with some substitute, but it wouldn't do in the sense
If at all possible to have the proper foods, that's
what you would use.

Q. But nevertheless if conld be accomplished?

A T believe so. As a dire strait, in some unusual
circumstance,
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Other witnesses stated that moose meat is a neces-
sary requirement having the sacramental equivalent
to the wine and wafer in Christianity. Frank and all
of the Athabascan witnesses, including Peter John,
testified that they could not risk showing disrespect
to the dead by failing to provide moose for the post
burial ritual,

[5] Thus we would be inclined to hold that the dis-
trict court was clearly erroneous in concluding that
moose meat was not essential for the observance of
a funeral potlatch. However, ahsolute necessity is a
standard stricter than that which the law imposes. It
is sufficient that the practice be deeply rooted in re-
ligious belief to bring *1073 it within the ambit of
the free excreise clause and place on the state ils
burden of justification. The determination of reli-
gious orthodoxy is not the business of a secular
court. Teterud v. Burns, 522 F.2d 357, 360 (8th
Cir. 1975); Moskowitz v. Wilkinson, 432 F.Supp.
947, 949-50 (D.Conn.1977); Geller v. Secretary of
Defense, 423 F.Supp. 16, 17 (D.D.C.1976); Monroe
v. Bombard, 422 F.Supp. 211, 215 n 4
(S.D.N.Y.1976).

[6] We think the evidence is inescapable that the
utilization of moose meat at a funeral potlatch is a
practice deeply rooted in the Athabascan religion.
While moose itseif is not sacred, it is nceded for
proper observance of a sacred ritval which must
take place soon after death occurs.[FIN7] Moose is
the centerpiece of the most important ritual in Ath-
abascan life and is the equivalent of sacred symbols
in other religions.[FN8]

FNT. Of course the need to take a moose
out of season anses because deaths in a
village may take placce at any time of year
and it is not part of Athabascan cullure to
plan for them. By contrast, the timing of
the memorial potlatch, which follows the
funeral potlatch often by more than a ycar,
is controllable and it does not give rise to
the same exigency as the funeral potlatch.

FN8. Qur dissenting colleague has sugges-
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ted that there was moose meat enough in
the village to fulfill a symbolic role. The
arresting officer, upon his arrival in Minto,
did note some old, somewhat dried out,
moose meat hanging outdoors, but there
was no evidence that this was owned by
someone who would make it available for
use in the potlatch. In addition, there was
evidence that there was a piece of moose
meat which was served a¢ one of the pre-
burial meals. However, except for the
meose which Frank transported, there was
no moose meat availahle for the final feast
The only witnesses who spoke to this sub-
ject stated that there was not enough
moose meat zvailable for a proper potlatch.
On this record it would be clearly inappro-
priate for us to take a contrary view.

The question of sincerity requires no extended dis-
cussion. The district court found Frank to be sin-
cere in his beliefs. That conclusion is abundantly
supported in the record.

I

Having established that protacted religious conduct
is involved, we turn next to an evaluation of the
competing state inferest. There can be no question
but that there is a very strong state interest underly-
ing hunting restrictions. The game resources of
Aleska occupy a place in the iifestyle of Alaskans
which is unparalleled elsewhere in the United
States. Rural Alaska natives are acutely aware of
this. As we nofed in State v. Tanana Valley Spozls-
men's Association :

For hundreds of years, many of the Native people
aof Alaska depended on hunting tao obtain the neces-
sities of life. To this day, despite incursions of
those of different cultures, many Alaska Eskimos,
Indians and Aleuts, €ke out a livelihood by reliance
on fish and game. . . . Not only is the game of
prime importance in fumnishing the bare necessities
of life, but subsistence hunting is at the core of the
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cultural tradition of many of these people. It has
been claimed that their very lifestyle is threatened
if they are deprived of this traditional method of
abtaining the wherewithat for existence.

583 P.2d 854, 859 n. 18 (Alaska 1978) (citations
omitted). [llustrative of the impartance of wildlife
in Alaska is the fact that our state constitution con-
tains specific requirements goveming its use and
management. See Alaska Constitution, articie VI,
sections 2, 3 and 4.

Tt is not enough, however, simply to conclude that
there is a compelling state interest in maintaining a
healthy moose populetion. The question is whether
that interest, or any other, wiil suffer if an exemp-
tion is granted to accommodate the zeligious prac-
tice ot issue.[FN9] Thus, in Wisconsin v. Yeder,
*1074 406 U.S. 205, 92 5.Ct. 1526, 32 LEd2d 15
(1972), the inquiry was not iimited to the import-
ance of compulsory schocl attendance generally.
Also needed was an examination of “the impedi-
nent to those objectives that would How from re-
cognizing the claimed . . _ exemption ” Id. at 221,
92 S.Ct. at 1536, 32 L.Ed.2d at 28.

FNS. Congress' recent enactment of 42
US.CA. s 1996 (Supp.i97), which
provides in part that

it shall be the policy of the United States
to protect and preserve for American In-
dians thetr inherent right of freedom fo
belicve, express, and exercise the tradi-
tional religions of the American Indian,
BEskimo, Aleut, and Native Hawaiians,
including but not limited to access to
sites, use and possession of sacred ob-
jects, and the f[reedom to worship
through ceremcnials and traditional
rites(,)

was largely motivated by laws such as
those sceking to preserve endangered
species. The House report accompanying
42 U.S.C.A s 1996, notes that Indisn
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peoples have long sought protective le-
gisiation for certain species and yet

such laws, when combined with more re-
strictive regulations, insensitive enforce-
ment procedures and edministrative

policy directives, . . . have interfered
severely with the culture and religion of
American Indians.

H.R.RepNo.1308, 95th Cong., 2nd Sess.
3, Reprinted in 1978 U.S.Code Cong. &
Ad News 1262, 1263. 1t is suggested by
the House report that such impacts
“upon the exercise of traditional Indian
religious  practices™ are not in
“compliance with the constitutional in-
junction that Congress shall make no
laws abridging the free exercise of reli-
glon.” Id at 1262. Sec also 16
U.S.C.A. s 668a (Supp.1979), which au-
thorizes the taking of bald eagles “for
the religious purposes of Indian tribes,”
and 25 C.F.R s 11.87H (1978), which
deciares it to be law{ul for one to “buy,
sell, possess, or use peyote in any form
i conneclion with the religious prac-
tices, sacraments or services of the Nat-
ive American Church” 2I CFR. s
1307.31 (1979) also exempts the reli-
gious use of peyote.

The state contends that widespread civil disobedi-
ence will result if Athabascans are allowed to take
moose out of season when necessary for a funeral
potiatch. As the state's brief colorfully puts it:
“Alaskans seem to have a marked tendency to come
unglued over [ish and wildlife allocation issues.”
The state predicts as a result, general non-
observance of the game laws, a “downward spiral
into anarchy”, “poaching and creek robbing,” and
“tragic  confrontations” between rcereational
hunters and Athabascans.

We give no credence to this argument. It is, first of
all, not supported by any evidence. Mareover, ils
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prediction of general lawlessness is an extreme and
unwarranted comment on the general character of
the state's citizens. Interests which justify limita-
tions on refigious practices must be far mare defin-
ite than these. “Justifications founded only on fear
and apprehension are insufficient to overcome
rights asserted under the First Amendment™
Teterud v. Bumns, 522 F.2d 357, 361-62 (8th Cir.
1975). See Tinker v. Des Moines Independent
Cemmunity School District, 393 U.S. 503, 308, 89
S.Ct. 733, 737, 21 L.Ed.2d 731, 739 (1969).

[7]{#) The state does not urge that an exemption
granted to Athabascans needing moose meat for a
funerat potlatch will result in s0 many moose taken
as to jeopardize appropriate population levels. The
trial record is silent on that question. We are not ad-
vised as to how many funeml potlatches are held
each year, nor how many moose are lepally taken,
nor the level of harvest which would cause a popu-
lation decline. All the record reveals is that there
was but one funeral potiatch in Minto in 1575, and
that one moose was needed for it. The burden of
demonstrating a compelling state interest which
justifies curtailing a religiously based practice lies
with the state [FN10] On this record, that burden
has not been met.

FN10. Sherbert v. Verner, 374 11.5, 398,
407, 83 S.Ct. 1790, 1795, 10 L.Ed.2d 965,
972 (1963).

v

[9]{10} Finally, we tum to the state's argument that
granting an exemplion i this case would amount to
an establishment of religion contravening the estab-
lishment clauses of the first amendment to the
United States Constitation and article I, section 4 of
the Alaska Conshtution. [FN11} These clauses are
designed 1o prevent “sponsorship, financial support,
and active involvement of the sovereign in religious
activity.” Walz v. Tax Commission, 397 U.S. 654,
G668, 90 S.Ct. 1409, 1411, 25 L Ed2d 697, 701
(1970). See Bonjour v. Bonjour, 592 P.2d 1233,
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1241-42 (Alaska 1979). Accommodating the reli-
glous beliefs of Athabascans by permitting the
killing of 3 moose for a funeral potlatch does not
rise to the level of these *1075 interests. The pur-
pose of such an accommodation is merely to permit
the observance of the ancient traditions of the Ath-
abascans.[FN12] As such, the exemption “reflects
nothing more than the governmental obligation of
neutrality in the face of religious differences, and
does not represent that invelvement of religious
with secular institutions which it is the object of the
Establishment Clause to forestall.” Wisconsin v.
Yoder, 406 U.S. 205, 234, n. 22, 92 5.Ct. 1526,
1543 n 22, 32 L.Ed.2d 15, 36, n. 22 (1972), quot-
ing Sherbert v. Vemer, 374 U.5. 398, 409, 83 5.Ct.
1750, 1796, 10 L.Ed.2d 965, 974 (1963).[FN13]
Arguments similar to the state’s were dismissed as
plainly wrong in Sherbert and Yoder {FN14]

FN11. See notes 2 and 3 Supre.

FNI12. See, e. g., Jones v. Butz, 374
F.Supp. 1284, 1292 (S.DN.Y), AIffd.
mem., 419 U.5. 806, 95 S.Ct 22, 42
L.Ed.2d 36 (1974), holding 7 U.S.C.A. s
1502(b) (Supp.1979), which exempts cer-
tain religiously prescribed methods of an-
imal slaughter from the requirements of the
Humane Slaughter Act, to be consistent
with the establishment clause.

FNi3. One commentator has suggestad
that no accommodation which is even
“arguably compelied™ by the free exercisc
clause can violats the establishment ¢lause:

In attempting to distinguish between
situations where accommodating pro-
grams to religious needs has been held
excessive and those where it has been
held permissible or even mandatory, it is
helpful to posit a2 dichotomy between
Govemmental actions arguably (even if
not beyond doubf) compelled by the free
exercise clause, and Governmental ac-
fions supportive of religion i ways

© 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works.
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clearly not mandated by free exercise.
Actions “argusbly compelled” by free
exercise are not forbidden by the estab-
lishment clause.

L. Tobe, Amencan Constitutional Law
822 (1978) (emphasis in original). See
also Wondzell v. Alaska Wood Products,
Inc, 601 P.2d 584, Opn. No. 1720
(Alaska, 1979).

FN14. As a part of its argument concerning
the establishment clause the state contends
that the state, and the courts, will become
unduly entangled in religion by the neces-
sity of separating spurious claims from
genuine ones. While it is correct that there
can be no judicial examination of the truth
of a religious belief, United States v. Bal-
lard, 322 U.S. 78, 86-87, 64 S.Ct 882,
836-887, 88 L.Ed 1148, 1154 (i944),
whether a religious belief is sincerely held
is a proper subject of adjudication. United
States v. Sceger, 380 1UI.3. 143, 185, 85
S.Ct. 850, 863, 13 L.Ed.2d 733, 747
(1965); Peopie v. Woody, 61 Cal.2d 716,
40 CalRptr. 69, 77, 394 P2d 813, 821
(1964);, In re Grady, 61 Cal.2d 887, 39
CalRpu, 912, 913, 394 P.2d 728, 729
(1964).

v

If the reason the state did not urge that excmptions
for funeral potlaches wili endanger moose popula-
tions is that such a showing cannot be made, the
state may be well advised to adopt regulations gov-
emning the taking of moose for such purposes. Care-
fully designed regutations would have the elfect of
guarding against abuses and aid in record keeping,
which would be of value in determining the impact
of the exemption on moose populations. There exist
models for similar religious accommodations. For
example, 16 U.S.C.A. s 668a (Supp.1979), author-
izes the Secretary of the Intedior to allow eagles to
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be taken “for the religious puposes of Indian
tribes,” upon a finding that the taking is compatible
with the preservation of the species. Regulations
have been published implementing this. 50 C.ER. s
22.22 (1978). Similarly, the Wisconsin legislature
nhas recently enacted a statute permitting the taking
of deer by Winnebago Indians for religious cere-
monies, and has directed the state Department of
MNatural Resources to promulgate appropnate regu-
lations fFIN15]

FN15, Wis.Stat. Ann. 5 29.106 (West Supp.
1978-79). Delailed administrative regula-
tions, promulgated prior to the statute had
achieved the same end. See Wis. Dep't. of
Nat. Resources, Sec'y's Directive, “Taking
of Deer by Winnebapo Indians for Reli-
gious Purposes™ (Dec. 15, 1976).

In view of the result we have resched we have no
occasion ta consider the appeliant's other ¢laims.

The judgment is reversed and this case is remanded
with instructions to dismiss the complaint.

CONNOR, I, dissents.
CONNOR, Justice, dissenting.
I must respectfully dissent.

On the record [ am unable to conclude that a freshly
kitled moose was necessary to *1076 conduct the
funeral potlatch. While it is traditional that as many
native foods as possible should be served, it has not
been established by the cvidence in this case that
fresh moose meat is indispensible for such a cere-
mony [FN1]} It is merely desirable that such meat be
served at those functions [FN2] For this particular
potlatch there was already on hand a moose hind
quarter, bear meat, and fish. No ducks, porcupine,
rabbit or caribou were used, although they are also
considered native food which may be served at a
funerzl potlatch. To the extent that moose meat was
desirable because it had magico-religious, i e,
symbolic, significance, it was already available

FN1. Although the anthropoifogists presen-

© 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim lo Crip. US Gov. Works.
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ted by appellant testified that, on the basis
of their personal observations, they be-
lieved the use of fresh moose meat at a fu-
neral potlatch is an important tradition of
the Athabascan culture, they were not
aware of any documentation showing that
it is essential or required.

FN2. Former Tribal Chief Peter John testi-
fied that there could be a potlatch without
wild meat, “but then I don't think I'l enjoy
it” He also testified that although “it
would be best to have . . . fresh meat,” it
would not be a disgrace to serve frozen
moose meat.

Unless the use of fresh moose meat rises to the
level of 2 cardinal religieus principle, unless it is
central to a religious observance, it cannat qualify
as a practice pratected by the “free exercise”
clauses of eithcr the state or federal constitutions.
See Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 U.S. 205, 219, 92
3.Ct. 1526, 1535, 32 L.Ed.2d 15, 27 {1972); Sher-
bert v. Vemer, 374 U.S. 3198, 406, 83 S.Ct 1750,
1795, 10 L.Ed.2d 965, 971 (1963).

Because there was not a sufficient showing made
here a case for the application of those clauses was
not made out.

For these reasons, I would affirm the judgments of
the district and superior courts.

Alaske, 1979.
Frank v. State
604 P.2d 1068

END OF DOCUMENT
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APPENDIX C: CHRONOLOGY OF ADMINISTRATIVE
ACTIONS
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Date

Administrative summary regarding the taking of big game for religious ceremonies

Action

1979

In 1979, the Alaska Supreme Court determined that the First Amendment to the U.S.
Constitution and Article 1, Section 4 of the Alaska constitution provide protection for
the taking of moose for use in Athabaskan funeral potlatch ceremontes (Frank v. State,
604 P.2d 1068 (Alaska 1979)).

1980

Board of Game Finding 80-27-GB. Based on the Alaska Supreme Court decision (in
Frank v State ; 1979) the BOG filed a letter of intent, concluding that it was preferable
not to adopt regulations govermning the taking of game needed for religious ceremonies
and until definitive guidelines could be established, the taking of game for religious
ceremony should be informally administered by the Division of Fish and Wildlife
Protection. In the interim, guidelines established by the court in the Frank case provide
sufficient direction for the Division of Fish and Wildlife Protection and the
Department of Fish and Game to allow the taking of game for religious purposes.

1887

Based upon their letter of intent, the BOG subsequently adopted in regulation SAAC
92.015, Funeral Potlatch Report. This regulation provided that "... any person who
takes a moose for a funeral potlatch as authorized by Frank v. State 604 P.2d 1068
(Alaska 1979) shall, as soon as practicable, and not later than 15 days after the taking
of the moose, submit a report to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, P.O. Box 3-|
2000, Juncau, Alaska 99802, or the nearest office of the department, specifying the
name and address of the person taking the moose, the date and location of take, and the
name of the decedent for whom the potlatch was held."

1995

The Commissioner of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game advanced an initiative
that would explore regulations dealing with the taking of wildlife for use in Alaska
Native religious ceremonies. '

1996

Board of Game Finding 96-98-BOG. The BOG determined that protections for the use
of moose in Athabaskan funeral potlatch ceremonies should be extended to other big
game animals used as food, and extended to all Alaskan residents. Board of Game
adopted regulations that provide for a harvest report after the ceremony.

2002

The BOG clarified which game populations were allowed for use in religious
ceremonies. In doing so the Board added reference to 5 AAC 99.025 within regulation
5 AAC 92.019 (Taking of big game for certain religious ceremonies) and added a
requirement of a positive customary and traditional finding before a species could be
taken under the provision for taking big game for religious ceremonies.

The Board of Game added a requirement for prior notification when taking game for
religious ceremonies in S AAC 92.019.

The BOG also established the Koyukon Potlatch Ceremony regulation 5 AAC 92.017,
which does not require prior notification.
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APPENDIX D: ALASKA BOARD OF GAME FINDING 80-27-GB
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#80-27-GB
) Page 1 of 2 pages
ALASFA BOARD OF GAME

LETTER OF INTENT REGARDING
USE OF ALASFA®S GAME FOR RELIGTIOUS CEREMONY -

The Alaska Board of Game recognizes and respects traditional religions
practices of Alsska's Indians, Eskimos, sud Aleuts, some of whom use
pane animal meat during re]igioua ceremonies.

During its }hrch-April, 1980, meating in Fairbanks, tha Board receiwved
extensive written and oral testimony from diverse members of the Alagpks
Nativa community on proposed regulations that would govern taking of
game for meat to be uwsed during religious caremonies.

The number end variety of religious ceremonies.invelving use of game
meat by Alagka's Mitives may vary from group to group, within groups,
gnd from area to ares, These variances include:

1. reasons for holding religious ceremonies;

2. a-need for differant foods for religious ceremony within =&
’ reglon, and from raglon to region;

3. acceptance of mest from highway kills for ceremonies by some
groups or individusls, and objections to such meat from othars
who aay it 18 nbt suitable for religious ceremonies;

in the case of funeral ceremonies, length of time after death, -
the number of religious ceremonies held to henor a daceased
individosal, and the relationghip to the deceased (i.e., clan,
relatives, friemds) of individuals whe assume responaibility
for arranging religious ceremonies at the time of a death, or
at some later data,

e

In Frank v. Stats, 604 P.2d 1068 (Alaska 1979), the Alashks Supreme Court
held that taking of moosa when mooge meat is not otherwise available for
uge in'traditional funeral potleteh caremonies of Alaska's Athabascan
people is protectad by both the state and federal constitutions——at

least where the person tsking the mnose 1s sincere in his or hexr religious
beliefs and where the takiog will not Jecpardize appropriate resource
poepulation 1e.vels. Theae constitutional protections also may apply to

the taking of other gama spscles by non-Athabsscans £or use in traditiunal
cerannni.e.s acc!ording to the following principles:

1. there must be a religionm Involved;

2. the conduct iIn question mnat be religlously baged; and

3. the parsan claiming canatitutional protection must be sincara
in his or her beliefs. .

Because of the complexity mnd variety of the traditienal religious
practices of Alaska's Natives, and in order to protect all of these
religinug beliefs, the Board concludes that it ia preferahle at this
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« #80-27-GE
Page 2 of 2 pages

time to not adopt regulations governing the taking of gume needed for
religious ceremony. Such regulations could bave en inflvence on the
date, place, time, and extent of some religious ceremonies. Regulations
could have an adverse dmpact on the religious experience.

Before meaningful regulations governimg the taking of geme for religlous
" ceremony ean be adopted, it wonld be desirable to have-an authoritative
ptudy of all religious ceremonies In which game meat 1a wsed, for ell
Native groups and subgroups, from 2ll communities in the state where
guch religious. .ceremenies are practiced. R

Until definitive guidelinee can be established, the Board belleves that

the taking of geme for religious ceremony should he informally administered
by the Diviselon of Fish and Wildlife Protection., In the interim, the
guidelines eatablished by the court in the Frenk cese provide sufficient
direction for the Diviesion of Fish and Wildlife Protection and the’
Department of Fish and Game to allow the taking of geme for religlous

purposes.

Game meat used in rellgious ceremonies that csn be scheduled and planned
in advance should be obtained during ragnlarly schedvled liunting seasons
when feasible and consistent with religlous practicas and beliefs,

Full cooperation muat exist between State officilals and Natives whe
participate in the taking of game to be used in religious ceremonies.

To the maximum extent possible and practicable, Native participants

should provide adyence netice to the nearest Fish and Wildlife Protection
offica, or officlal, when a need exists for the taking of game putside

of tha regulsr seafon. In all cases, a full aceounting gf such game

must be made to the Department of Fish and Game sfter theg faet if the
nonregulatory approéch 1ls to succeed, either me a tempors.;::y O a permanent

arrangement. \

ADOPTED: Fairbanks, Alagkn
April &, 1980

YOTE: &/0

Dr. Samuel J. Hay] Halrman-—
Alaska Board of/6zme
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ALASKA BOARD OF GAME FINDINGS
Taldng of Big Game for Certaln Religious Ceremonies
96-98-BOG

During the publicly convened Board of Game meeting in March 1996, the Board heard
public and edvisory committee testimony and ADF&G staff reparts on the taking of big
game for certain religious ceremonies. Based on testimony and reports, and after due
consideration, the Board finds that:

1) Protection for the use of moose as part of the Athabascan funeral potlatch ceremony,
ps antharized in Frank v. State 604 P.2d 1068 (Alaska 1979), should extend to other big
game animals used as food in custamary and traditional Alaska Native funersry or
mortuary religions ceremonies. The Board heard testimony from several residents and
advisory committee representatives describing the nse of big game species as part of
fuperary and mortnary practices in Alaska Native religions ceremonies. The Board also
heard ADF&G staff reports describing the harvest pattems, use of big game in these
ceremonies, and associated practices with respect to the taking of big pame for religious
purposes. ) .

. 2) There is a compelling state interest in regulating the take of big game for any reason.

Provisicns for allowing and regulating the take of big game are important and necessary
for menaging game consistent with the copstitttionally mandated sustained yisld
prnciple. Testimony by ADF&G staff indicates that there are no Imown cases where
sustained yieid has been threatenad by taking of big game for Alaska Native religious
ceremonies. The ADF&G will notify the public of any big geme populations for which
the taking of a big geme animal would be inconsistent with sustained yield principles and
which are closed ta taking., Notification by the wsers to the department of the number of
big game animals taken from a population is necessary end important as part of

. responsible management of the big game populations.

~3) The adoption of this proposal provides reguiations which are reasonable and least

intrusive with respect to Alaska Native religious practices. The regnlations adopted by
the Board provide for a harvest report after the ceremony. The Board heard testimony in
suppert of & harvest report only after the taking of big game or after the cersmony, within

-~ 8 speaified amount of time. The regulations provide for an annval cycle.of twelve months_ ...

in which to barvest hig game for religious ceremonies, described as a necessary and
customary practice in some of the mortuary and funerary ceremonies. The regolations -
adapted by the Board provide that the big game harvest for funeral or martvary religious
ceremonies does not coumt as a hunter's individual bag under general or subsistence
regulations, because the Board heard testimony that the harvest for a ceremony is an
additional harvest sbovs that normally used to feed ope's family during a yearly eycle.
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Potlatch Harvest of Moose, Caribou, and Deer
by Game Management Unit

2004-2008

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Division of Wildlife Conservation

Values in the report represent best available information based on user
reporting, which may vary by Game Management Unit
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6BA - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6C - - 1 - - 1 - - 1 - - 1 - - - - 5 5
6D - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9B - - - - - - - - - 1 - - 2 - 3 - - 3
9C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9D - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
9E - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
11 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
13 ** - 2 - 1 3 2 3 3 - 3 2 1 3 5 10| 15 4 29
16B - - - -
17A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
17B | - -1 - - - - -] - - - - - - - - - - -
17c | - - - - . : - - - - - 1] - - - - 1 1
12 3 3 - 2 1 4 2 - 5 3 6 4 1 16| 1 10 7
19A fn/a |nfa |nfa Infa {n/a |n/a 1 1 2 3 2 5] 15 4 19 7 9 35
18D |n/a |nfa fn/a |{nfa |nfa {nfa 1 1 - 1 - - 1 1 4 1 6
20A 1 - - - - - 1 - - - 1 - 1 - 3 1 - 4
20B - 3 - - 1 - 2 5 - 7 8 - 6| 15 15 32 - 47
20D 1 1 - 1 2 - 1 - - 3 5 1 3 2 91 10 2 21
20E 2 - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - 3 - - 3
21B - - - - 1 - - 1 - - - 2 - - - 2 2 4
21D 1 5 4 1 5 6 2 4 8 6 8 9 - 3 10 25| 31 66
21E |nfa |nfa |n/a - 3 - 1 - 1 5 5 1 1 7 71 12 2 21
24 - - 1 - - 4 - 2 3 - 1 5 2 1 2 41 13 19
25C - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - 1 1 1 - 2
25D - - - 1 - - - - - - - - 2 - 3 - - 3
18 5 2 - 7 4 - 7 9 3 71 1 1 3] 7 321 33 4 69
22 - - - 1 - - i - - 1 - - - - 3 - - 3
23 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
26A - - - - - - - “ - - - - - - - - - -
Total 13 ] 16 6| 16| 20 17| 231 30| 19 44| 47| 34 48 | 47 144 | 157 | 85 386
TOTAL 35 53 72 125 104 386

Prepared by ADF Division of Wildlife Gonservation, January 2009
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Bi* - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Total | - | - | 8| - - o - - 71 -V - 7V - -1 s -1 - 13| 36
TOTAL 8 9 7 7 5 36

Prepared by ADF Division of Wildlife Conservation, January 2009
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14B,
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15A 363 N!A Ehkk ik 363
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150 331IN/A *RAE ki 331

Total 3308 158 300 158

Moose

Take

* Other includes DLP, incidental trap take and other.
** 14 A, B and 16A combined, but mostly from 14A
*** Estimate based on annual averages.

**** No estimate available.

Prapared by ADF Division of Wildlife Conservation, January 2009






7 - - - n/a n/a n/a - - -
14A n/a n/a nfa wa | nfa n/a - - -
148 - - - n/a n/a n/a - - -
15A - n/a n/a na - -
158 - nfa n/a n/a - - -
15C - n/a n‘a n/a - -
16A - nfa n/a n/a - -

Total - - - n‘a n/a n/a - -
TOTAL 0 0 0
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7
14A* - 9 41 n/a n/a n/a - 9 4 13
14B** - 1 - n/a n/a n/a - 1 - 1
14C - - - {nfa n/a n/a - - - -
15A 35" in/a n/a n/a 35 35
15B - - - In/a n/a n/a - - - -
15C - - - - - - - -
16A* - - - In/a n/a nfa - - - -
Total 10 39 10 39 49
Total
Moose
Harvest 49 0 49
ed

* Take is suspected to be underreported.
** 74 Requests for potiatch were received in the Palmer Area Office during this period.

*** Estimated based on 7/year annual average.

20A 3 1 - - 4 1 - 5
208 17 29 - 14 21 43 - 64
20D 13 12 3 - 13 12 3 28
25C - 1 - - 1 1 - 2

Total 33 43 3 14 39 57 3 99

Total

Moose
Harvest 79 20 99
ed

Prepared by ADF Division of Wildlife Conservation, January 2009






| RECEIVEDR
January 19, 2010 JAN26 251@

Alaska Board of Game BOARDS

c/0 ADF&G Boards Support Section
P.O. Box 115526 C 3

Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Chairman and Members, Alaska Board of Game,

This letter is to provide written comments on Proposal 52 regarding bag limits for sea ducks in
Kachemak Bay, on the agenda for the January meeting in Anchorage. I oppose new restrictions
on sea duck hunting in Kachemak Bay and urge the Board to rescind the amendment adopted in
March.

Background - I am a resident of Alaska and an owner of a waterfowl guide service, Alaska
Wildfowl Adventures, We offer guided waterfowl and upland game bird hunts throughout the
state in Fairbanks, Valdez, and Adak from September 1 through January 22, and we are currently
completing our sixth scason. The majority of our business is for sea duck hunting. We have
made major capital investments from specialty boats and equipment to lodging for our wildfowl
hunters. My company has hosted writers and TV hosts from Wildfowl Magazine, Ducks
Unlimited Magazine, Ducks Unlimited Television and Larry Csonka’s North to Alaska.

Concerns - Our business is not directly affected by this proposal, as we do not guide in the
Kachemak Bay area. My concern, however, lies in how our waterfowl are being managed. 1
believe in using real data gathered in our state by our state biologists, USFWS and individual
observations to make educated decisions when changing regulations, not changes driven by an
individual’s personal views and wishes. In brief here are my observations and comments on a
few of the statements made within the proposal:

- Local Populations & Over Harvest. Firstly, duck hunters are not solely harvesting
local waterfow] populations. It is true that telemetry research done by ADF&G has
shown that many sea ducks winter-over in the same general areas annually, but it is also
true that those birds are only part of the entire system. Waterfowl ecology is not a closed
system, and many sea ducks seen in an area have not necessarily reached their final
wintering grounds, they merely stop over and continue to migrate through. I have
personally observed large migratory flocks coming through our region all through the
hunting season, their movement dependant on weather patterns and pressure. Therefore,
hunting pressure on local populations is distributed through the migrating populations.
Also, it is my experience that if one location is over-pressured one day, the birds adapt
and move to another area the next day. I believe that with the current bag limits, and
three-shell limit in shotguns, it is difficult for hunters to over-pressure one local
population as this proposal suggests. A few birds are taken from the flock, and the flock
adapts by moving across the bay, and a new flock comes into the unoccupied food
source,

- Areas Cannot Recover. Stating that “areas cannot recover” is merely a scare tactic to
restrict hunting. This goes against all biological data from any type of game management
study. The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill, for example, is one of the worst case scenarios for sea



duck population collapse in an area. The populations of sea ducks, including the Harlequin
Duck, plummeted in western Prince William Sound due to the effects of oil in the intertidal
zone where the ducks fed. This brought about extensive studies on the harlequin, and their
recovery has been documented through the years, to the point where now the population
outlook is for full recovery. This is because the habitat is recovering. Hunting has no
effect on the habitat; it doesn’t destroy the ducks’ food source, or obliterate their shelter, so
to say an area could never recover is a false statement. No matter what as long as the
habitat is in good shape, more ducks will immigrate, such as harlequins and other species
are now occupying PWS,

- Wanton Waste. The suggestion that sea ducks are not used for food and discarded illegally
after hunting is completely erroneous and un-validated. Having personally harvested all
the species of North American sea ducks, I can attest they are much better table fare than
most people give them credit for, especially when consumed fresh after harvest. I know
many hunters that specifically harvest sea ducks for their taste. And if wanton waste is
truly the problem, I would hope we would regulate consumption with enforcement and
fines, instead of changing bag limits. Many people do not like moose meat either, so
should we close an area to moose hunting? It is a personal choice. People who don’t like
moose don’t hunt for moose. People who don’t like sea ducks don’t invest the time and
money into harvesting sea ducks., My wife and I both prefer duck over moose any day,
along with many of our friends.

More Research. If we are truly concerned about sea duck populations in Alaska, more
studies should be conducted. As of now, data, including winter bird counts, show that
populations are historically steady, Why would we ignore current ecological data and
trends? There are other management options that could be implemented, such as sea duck
registration cards, a program the state of Washington has used to keep track of the annual
sea duck harvest. This option would provide greater hunter data, from which regulations
can then be assessed and amended. With the current federal HIP program we have
statewide data which shows no need to reduce bag limits, if the current data did the
USFWS would be considering this also. It seems a bit impulsive and reckless to drastically
change the bag limits based on the cwrent lack-of-data, especially when it would abolish
the livelihood of local hardworking Alaskan waterfowl guides. I heavily urge the board to
consider alternatives before radically changing regulations based on presumption.

U.S. Fish & Wildfowl Service. Overall our regulations for waterfowl are governed by the
USFWS. They collect data from both wild bird surveys and hunter harvest records to
determine if over-harvesting by hunters is occurring. The state has very little control over
the management of waterfowl because the birds are part of an interstate and national
ecology system. With all the data they have found no issues with over-harvest of sea ducks
in Alaska, else they would be moving forward with regulation changes. If USFWS and the
biologist at ADFG do not see a problem, why would we see a problem that is not there? We
should follow the data they have collected and allow them to regulate the waterfow] harvest
as always has been done.

In conclusion, itis my opinion that the board keep the sea duck limit the same as it has been
stnce 2001. Proposal 52 contains a tremendous lack of evidence to suggest changing the
regulations, and an overwhelming amount of biased and misleading conjecture. Alternative



methods should first be emplaced to determine the state of sea duck populations.
Management and regulations for all game in Alaska should be created based on biological
and ecological data, not on personal beliefs and vendettas. If at one point the data show that
sea duck populations are declining, many of us hunters will be first in line to change the
regulations. This resource is extremely important to many of us Alaskans, both as a food
source and a business industry.

Thank you for considering my comments on Proposal 52 and I encourage you to reject the
new restrictions proposed on the sea duck limit.

Sincerely,

Tim Bouchard

Alaska Wildfowl Adventures
tim@akduckhunts.com
(907) 322 - 3825
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FROM: WARREN (BUCK) BROWN

RO6 Cdwods—
1/25/2010 | %gwm :

RE: PROPOSAL 52 ?.Q.L'f

1AM WARREN, BUCK BROWN, MEMBER OF THE SELDOVIA ADVISORY COMMITTEE:
TIHE SELDOVIA ADVISORY COMMITTEE VOTED UNANIMOUSLY AGAINST PROPOSAL 52,
WE FELT IT WAS AN UNNECESSARY INFRINGEMENT ON OUR HUNTING AND
SUBSISTANCE WAY OF LIFE, '

TO DATE THERE HAS BEEN NO DATA TO SUPPORT THIS PROPOSAL, NOTHING BUT
OPINIONS. DECISIONS ON WILDLIFE SHOULDNT BE MADE ON BIASED OPINIONS.

. WHERE IS THE BIOLOGICAL JUSTIFICATION TO SUPPORT ANY REDUCTION IN BAG

LIMITS? .

LOCALS DONT WANT OUR WAY OF LIFE TAKEN AWAY, NOT BEING ABLE TO TEACH OUR
CHILDREN HOW TO HUNT DUCKS TO FEED THEIR FAMILY. THERE IS VIRTUALLY NO BIG
GAME AVAILABLE IN THE SELDOVIA AREA AFTER THE BEARS GO TO SLEEP.

PEOPLE DO SHOOT SEADUCKS FOR FOOD BY THE WAY. THEY MAY NOT BE CORN FED
MALLARDS BUT THEY ARE PLENTY EDIBLE AND THEY ARENT HARD TO FIND.
SELDOVIAIS A SMALL SECLUDED TOWN NOT ACCESABLE BY ROAD. WE DONT HAVE A
SAFEWAY OR COSTCO TO GO TO. ALL OUR GROCERIES MUST BE SHIPPED OR FLOWN IN,
AND ITS VERY EXPENSIVE. ANY MEAT WE CAN HARVEST LOCALLY KEEPS OUR
EXPENSES DOWN.

THERE IS VIRTUALLY NO TOURISM IN NOV AND DEC, EXCEPT FOR THE FEW DUCK
HUNTERS THAT COME TO TOWN. THEY SPEND MONEY ON LODGING, FOOD,
ATIRFARE,THE L.OCAL TAYERN AND SOUVENIERS. THE HUNTERS ARE GOOD FOR THE
ECONOMY.

- THE MAYOR OF SELDOVIA SENT IN HIS OPPOSITION OF PROP 117 LAST SFRING DURING

THE APPEAL PROCESS,117 IS THIS YEARS PROPOSAL 52., HE IS AGAINST THIS PROPOSAL
FOR ALL THE SAME REASONS STATED.. THERE WERE HUNDREDS OF PEOPLE WHO
SIGNED THE PETITION AND SENT IN LETTERS OPPOSING PROPOSAL 117, 3 SHEETS OF
SIGNATURES FROM HOMER, SO THERE ARE PLENTY OF PEOPLE IN HOMER AND OTHER
PARTS OF THE STATE THAT ARE AGAINST THIS PROPOSAL.

JAN 28 2010

BOARDS
ANCHOR AR

SUdeuia AC A
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FROM: WA : '
sion T O QJ\O\&/M@ JAN 2§ 2010

RE: PROPOSAL 52 BOARDS
ANCHORAGE

IAM WARREN BUCK BROWN, RESIDENT OF SELDOVIA , ALASKA FOR 35 YEARS. I HAVE
HUNTED DUCKS IN ALASKA SINCE THE DAY I GOT HERE AND WAS AMAZED AT THE
AMOUNT OF DUCKS AND SO LITTLE HUNTING PRESSURE; NOT MUCH HAS CHANGED IN
THAT RESPECT. THERE ARE STILL LOTS OF DUCKS IN KACHEMAK BAY AND ITS
SMALLER BAYS AND COVES.

PEOPLE TALK OF THE BIG RAFTS OF SEADUCKS THEY USED TOQ SEE, ALOT OF THEM
INSIDE THE SMALLER BAYS AND READILY ACCESSIBLE TO HUNT OR VIEW. THAT HAS
CHANGED SOME. NO LONGER ARE THESE BIG RAFTS OF MOSTLY SCOTERS SEEN IN
CLOSE, BUT THAT DOESNT MEAN THE DUCKS ARENT THERE IN GOOD NUMBERS.
MAYBE 30 YEARS AGO THE NUMBERS WERE TOO HIGH LOCALLY TO SUPPORT THAT
MANY BIRDS.

ITISNT LIKE K-BAY IS EVERY SEADUCKS FINAL RESTING SPOT ON THEIR MIGRATION. IF
THEY DONT FIND THE FEED HERE ONE YEAR THEY MOVE TILL THEY DO. AND THE
NEXT YEAR THEY ARE SMART ENOUGH TO GO BACK TO THE PLACES THAT CAN

SUSTAIN THEM ON THEIR JOURNEY. THATS WIY DUCKS ARE MANAGED BY THE BIG
PICTURE, THE WHOLE NORTH GULF COAST, NOT ONE ISOLATED BAY., THAT WOQULD NOT
MAKE SENSE AS THE BIRDS CAN AND DO MOVE ON, WE ARE NOT COUNTING BULL
MOOSE IN THE HOMER HILLS. '

ITS LIKE THE WHITE FRONT GOOSE, KACHEMAK BAY ONLY SEES LESS THAN A
HUNDRED WHITE FRONTS IN THE FALL. HOW CAN THAT BE, ARE THEY BECOMING

EXTINCT? NO, THERE IS HALF A MILLION WHITE FRONTS THAT NEST ON THE NORTH
SLOPE EVERY SPRING BUT THEY DONT STOP OVER HERE FOR WHATEVER REASONS.
WE KNOW THIS BECAUSE WE MANAGE ON THE BIG PICTURE.

I CANT TELL YOU HOW MANY SEADUCKS THERE USED TO BE, BUT I CAN TELL YOU
THAT IN THE 18 YEARS IVE BEEN GUIDING, THE TOTAL POPULATION HAS STAYED
STABLE. Il WOULDNT BE ABLE TO CARRY ON MY BUSINESS IF THEY DIDNT.

THE DIFFERENT DUCK SPECIES SWING LIKE ANY OTHER ANIMAL, THE OLDSQUAWS
ARE DOWN BUT THE GREATER SCAUP ARE UP. THE HARLEQUINS ARE MORE PLENTIFUL
NOW THAN 18 YEARS AGO. IVE NEVER SEEN MANY EIDERS HERE ,EVER. THIS ISNT
THEIR RANGE. '

IF YOU WANT TO SEE LARGE RAFTS OF SEADUCKS, EXCEPT FOR AFEW INSIDE PLACES,
YOU HAVE TO GO OUT ON THE BIG WATER WHERE THEY FEED ON SMALL FISH AND
DIVE AND FORAGE IN RELATIVLY DEEP WATER.

YOU PROBABLY WONT SEE THEM FROM YOUR CAR ON THE HOMER SPIT. THE BIRDS
HAVE CHANGED THEIR FEEDING HABITS AND NOW THEY HANG OUT IN PLACES
HUNTERS AND VIEWERS DONT SEE THEM, UNLESS YOU ARE OUT ON A BOAT IN NOV TO
DEC.

THIS HAS BENEFITED THE BIRDS AS THEY ARE VIRTUALLY IMPOSSIBLE TO HUNT OUT
ON THE MAIN BAY.  HAVE TO WAIT FOR THEM TO GET BLOWN IN BY A STORM TO SEE
BIG NUMBERS IN INSIDE WATERS WHERE I HUNT, THIS 1S MOSTLY SCOTERS,
HARLEQUINS AND OLDSQUAWS IM TALKING ABOUT. ALL THE OTHER SPECIES DO
HANG OUT IN THE SMALLER BAYS.DONT GET ME WRONG, THERE IS STILL PLENTY OF
SEADUCKS TO HUNT INSIDE, BUT THE BIG NUMBERS DONT EVER COME IN CLOSE

Pz



Jan 26 2010 11:01AM HP LASERJET FAX P

'ENOUGH TO HUNT.
THE MAIN SUBJECT MISSING FROM THIS DEBATE IS BIOLOGICAL JUSTIFICATION.
WHERE ARE THE HARD FACTS TO SUPPORT A REDUCTION IN BAG LIMITS. ALLS WE
HAVE IS PEOPLES OPNIONS, SOME BIASED.THAT ISNT GOOD ENOUGH TO MAKE SUCH A
RADICAL CUT IN BAG LIMITS IN MY OPINION. THE SURVEYS THAT WERE DONE IN THE
PAST SHOWED A STABLE POPULATION, AND THAT HASNT CHANGED. PLEASE LISTEN TO
THE WATERFOWL BIOLOGISTS WHOS JOB IT IS TO MANAGE WATERFOWL.

I SEE THAT ANOTHER ADVISORY COMMITTEE HAS RECOMMENDED A ZERO SEADUCK
BAG LIMIT UNTIL. MORE STUDIES ARE DONE. AND THEY HAVE ADDED GOLDENEYES TO
THE SEADUCK DEBATE. GOLDENEYES ARE NOT SEADUCKS.THEY HANGOUT IN LAKES,
RIVERS AND SALTWATER. THEY ARE ALSO THE MOST PROLIFIC DUCK IN ALASKA. THEY
ARE IN VIRTUALLY EVERY BAY FROM THE WEST SIDE OF THE ALASKA PENINSULATO
KODIAK TO THE KENAI PENINSULA TO THE OUTER GULF COAST BAYS TO SEWARD
DOWN TO JUNEAU. I HAVE HUNTED MOST OF THESE AREAS AND KNOW FIRST HAND
THAT GOLDENEYES ARE PLENTIFUL, SO WHY ARE THEY BEING ADDED TO THE MIX?
WHATS NEXT, NOT ENOUGH MALLARDS FOR THEM? IT IS OBVIOUS TO ME THAT THE

" INTENT IS TO OUTLAW DUCK HUNTING COMPLETLEY IN K-BAY. READ THE MINUTES OF
THEIR MEETING ONE MEMBER STATED THEY THOUGHT GUIDED DUCK HUNTS SHOULD
BE OUTLAWED..
IF AND WHEN THERE IS A SERIOUS COLLAPSE OF ANY DUCK POPULATION, I WILL BE
THE FIRST TO ADDRESS THE ISSUE BECAUSE BESIDES BEING A HUNTERI AM A
CONSERVATIONALIST, I DONT WANT ANYTHING TO DISAPEAR.
THE IDEA OF MORE GUIDED HUNTS COMING INTO K-BAY HAS ALREADY HAPPENED.
MANY CHARTER BOAT OPERATORS OVER THE YEARS HAVE TRIED IT, ALL
UNSUCCESSFULLY. ITS NOT SOME THING A HALIBUT CHARTER BOAT OPERATOR WITH
NO EXPERIENCE IN SEADUCK HUNTING CAN DO, AS THEY HAVE FOUND OUT. ITS JUST
NOT THAT EASY OR PROFITABLE.
IF THERE IS A BAG LIMIT REDUCTION IN K-BAY, IT WILL PUT ME OUT OF BUSINESS.
THERE ARE TOO MANY OTHER PLACES LIKE VALDEZ AND KODIAK. WHERE THE BAG
LIMITS HAVENT BEEN LOWERED AND ARE MORE ATTRACTIVE TO THE HUNTER. THE
LAST TIME THERE WAS A SEADUCK BAG LIMIT REDUCTION IT WAS STATE WIDE AND
AFFECTED EVERYONE THE SAME, THIS TIME IT IS AIMED AT ME AND THE OTHER
PEOPLE WHOQO UTILIZE THIS RESOURCE IN KACHEMAK BAY.

RECEIVED
JAN 2 & 2010

BOARDS
ANCHORAGE
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments

Alaska Department of Flsh & Game ;
PO Box 115526 |
- Juneau, AK 99811-5526

I am writing in favor of adopting Proposal
16, adding capuchin monkeys to the clean
list.

In Alaska Statute S5AAC 92.029 Section “h"“,
and Section “i“.there are 5 criteria for ;
animals to be added or removed from the clean
list. There is no part of this law that |
gives the Alaska Department of Fish & Game 5
the mandate or jurisdiction to deny private
ownership based on a health and safety issue |
to the public or on a welfare concern for the;
animal. The assumptive and inaccurate |
concerns for health and welfare issues
betwean monkeys and the public are only a
diversion. Concerns between monkeays and
indigenous specias are non-existent. Someonsa
in the Fish & Game has determined an '
unwritten policy that there will be no
privately owned monkeys in Alaska. Howevar,
thare is no science to justify that and no
other way to enforce that policy than through
S5AAC 92~ 029 Section “h”. g
In the Alaska Department of Fish & Game’'s
reconmendation to not adopt Proposal 16, it |
was stated that the Alaska Department of Fish
& Game thinks they are responsible for the i
health and safety of the public even in |
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private settings and for the welfare of E
captive animsls. In that case, the Alaska |
Department of Fish & Game is assuming |
responsibility and liability for all safety |
and welfare issues with all captive animals
allowed on the clean list. That is way |
beyond the scope of S5AAC 92,029 Bection “h” |
and “i”.

Capuchin monkeys meet the 5 criteria in 5AAC
$2.029 Section “h” to allow their inclusion
on the ¢lean list. As board members who
represent the people of Alaska, you have the
legal responsihility to comply with that law.
It should be that simple.

Steve Nelson
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Mr. Cliff Judkins, Chairman, and board members, Alaska Board of Game

[ am making a request that the Board of Game deveiop set of written findings which recognize the
intrinsic value of naturally occurring Alaskan wild game meat as a means of providing high quality
subsistence for the physical body and emotional health to the people of the state of Alaska and those
nenresidents who harvest wild game animals with in Alaska,

Several points that [ believe these findings should be based on are:

&

Years of testimony in front of this board and at other venues, by Alaska natives and all Alaskans
whoe use big game meat, who have stated that historically and presently, the taking and use of
wild game meat by Alaskans is highly sought after for subsistence food for the human body.
That the pursuit, taking, gathering and consumption of the wild game, individually, and in
aggregate with other family members and friends aids in providing positive emotional health.
The taking, and use of wild game for funerary and mortuary purposes by many Alaska native
tribes and the subsequent events that follow, is equally as important as the use of game for
basic human survival.

The Alaska Legislature has enacted statutes found in AS 16. 30. That put such a high regard on
Alaskan big game meat that the legislature has placed significant penalties for the waste of big
game meat including presumptive sentencing that requires the implementation of significant
fines and jail time for those convicted.

The Alaska Board of Game has enacted several regulations which include but not limited to:
required salvage of game meat from the field to the place of human consumptien, prohibiting
the possession of antlers with out the meat, requiring meat to be naturally attached to the bane
to aid in the prevention of spoilage, and by defining those portions of the harvested animal that
must be salvaged.

The State of Alaska, from the Governors office, through the Alaska Legislature, ADF&G, state
advisory committees, and resource users have worked long and hard to implement and carry
out multiple levels of predator contrel to continue to provide basic levels of big game
pepulations which will insure harvest of these animals for human consumption.

| am requesting that the board make a strong statement to the pecple of Alaska stating that the Board
recognizes the high value placed an Alaskan game meat by residents of the state and that the board
opposes the practice of taking individual or multiple game animals and then leaving them in the field to
waste because of persconal judgments by the hunter that the animal is diseased.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

David Lorring

3530 Holden Rd.
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709
907-687-4858
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Copper River/ Prince William Sound Advisory Committee J&
PO BOX 1663
CORDOVA, ALASKA F\(/
99574 Re. 7 (;r
(907)424.3101
Committee Action: opposed 0-9 Proposal 2

Proposal: = Repeal the black bear harvest ticket requirement.

Issue: This committee opposes this proposal for several reasons. This
harvest ticket was just implemented in 2008 and has not had a chance to
show its potential, This tool also gives ADFG its first indication of effort,
number of days hunted and area. This tool is vital to management of black
bears in Prince William Sound.

What will happen if nothing is done: lose of important information.
Who is likely to benefit: _species, ADFG

Who is likely to suffer: hunters having to fill out one more report at the
end of the season.

Committee Action: passed 9-0 Proposal 4
Proposal: Require harvest report cards for deer.

Issue: This committee favors this, once again giving ADFG free
information. This will ultimately save the department money by not having
to mail out surveys. Between 1000-2000 in Prince William Sound, with only
a 50% return rate. This will lead to a greater return of information at less
cost.

What will happen if nothing is done: less information for management
Who is likely to benefit: all users

Who is likely to suffer: hunters who will have to fill out one more report at
the end of the season.

Committee Action; opposed 0-9 | Propasal # 5.

Proposal:  Lower the age for youth hunters to eight.

Issue; This committee opposes this as legal age of Ten is adequate, safe,
and ahs worked well since 2002, Individuals that are of iegal age have the
option under state law currently to allow any youth hunter to harvest under
supervision an animal under there permit.

What will happen if nothing is done: more accidents, violations

Who is likely to suffer: individuals trying to increase there odds of there
housechold drawing a permit.

Page 1 of 2
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Copper River/ Prince William Sound Advisory Committee

PO BOX 1663
CORDOVA, ALASKA
99574
(907)424.3101
Committee Action: opposed 0-9 Proposal # 10

Proposal: _Provide a permit to disabled individuals for taking brown bear

with the use of bait.
Issue: This committee opposes this proposal bases on the fact that brown

bears will become habituated to human food, are far more aggressive, and
the state already has plans in place to allow disabled 1nd1v1duals increased

opportunity.

Page 2 of 2
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PETERSBURG FISE AND GAMF ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING JANUARY

2010 .

State Board of Game Statewide Proposals

Eropogal #  Vote

#2

#3
#4

#5

7
#8
#9

#1.0
#23

#27

#28

11 members now present,

#36 Favor-0 Oppose-11

$37 Favor-0 Oppose-ll

$38

Favor—-0

Favor-8

Favor-0

Favor—7

Favor—g
Favor—-0

Favar-Q

Tavor-(

Favor-0

Favor—-8
Favor-0Q

Favor-0

Favor=Q
Favor-0

Favor=0

faver—-0 Oppose-11

Commeant s

Oppose=8 Adapted imformation on black bears; northern
unit hunters {especially in predater contreol
areas)want it abolished. Unit by unit
raguirements make more sense. Want te keep it
in 8.E.~gensral consensus.

Opposer0 Housekerping by state,

Oppozeni State says info may not be worth the effort.
Unit 2 State/Faderal reperting for deer has
provided very good info.DoStumentation could ke
veary beneflcial for future take.{C&T findings)

Cppose=-1- Most feel the system is working as is.8cme 8
yzar olds may be ready but not all.

Opposa-i Should net be necessary for permanent disabled

Oppose-8 Some against bescause of potential abuse.There
ars federal regs you <an uge if you're rural.

Oppose—8 Asking for a lot=-very general-there's already
provizions in place for vets.

Oppose—B Baiting brown bears is not a good idea.

OUppose-8 Guilds should not get acrial welf hunting
permits.

Cppo=ze=-Q Housekseping

Opposea=38 State is againstine discussion,

Oppose-B Not always a serious problem in active
pradator control arasas.Where there iz a
"Zetrious problem,then it may be ok to exclude
nen-residents. ’

Oppose-§ . No discussion

Oppoge-8 No discussion

Oppase-§ Not much of a burden to get capes & skulls

Saalaed as 1t is now.

The state gets most info, on furbearers from
sealing.Not that hard to get animal sealed.
Some apimzls mist be sealed by federal law.

No discussion

There was a general feeling that if the state
could figure out a way to do this it ceuld be
a good thing,
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#39 Favor-Q Oppose-11 Could result in harvest of bears just to sell
hides,

#40 Favor-0 Cppose-1l Didn't seem like 2 good thing to start.
#4171 FPavor-0 Cppeose-1l Could encourage waste.

#42 Favor-0 Oppose~ll Would be enforcement nightmare;Does the board
 have authority after processing?

$#43 Favor-0 Opposs—-1ll Must keep track of meat disposal after killing.
; Doss net necessgarily oppose wanton waste?

The last discussion we took up was c¢hanging to a three year cycle.We
felt it wag important to make sure the BOG will address emergencies out
of cycle.if we do changs,we don't want to get locksd in with the BCOF on
game cycle year.

Thank you for considering our comments,

Michael Bangs
Chairman;Petersburg AC

F3



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1011 E. Tudor Road
IN REFLY REFER TO: Anchorage, Alaska 99503-6199

FWS/OSM/10006/CA

JAN 20 700

Mr. Cliff Judkins, Chair
Alaska Board of Game

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

Dear Chairman Judkins;

The Alaska Board of Game is scheduled to meet January 29— February 1, 2010, to deliberate on
proposals concerning changes to Statewide regulations, Cycle ”A” schedule. We have reviewed
the 52 proposals the Board will be considering at this meeting,

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, working with other
Federal agencies, has developed preliminary recommendations on those proposals that have
potential impacts on both Federal Subsistence users and wildlife resources. Our comments are
enclosed.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these important regulatory matters and look
forward to working with your Board and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game on these
issues. Please contact Mr. Chuck Ardizzone, Wildlife Liaison, 907-786-3871, with any
questions you may have concerning this material,

Smcerely} o
("" b
‘2*” M PEZNL g

Peter J. Probasco,
Assistant Regional Director

Enclosure

cc: Denby Lloyd, ADF&G
Mike Fleagle, Chair, FSB
Kristy Tibbles, Board Support Section
Tina Cunning, ADF&G
Interagency Staff Committee

Chuck Ardizzone, OSMrake PRI DE m
INAMERICA



RECOMMENDATIONS

ALASKA BOARD OF GAME PROPOSALS

Statewide Regulations, Cycle A
January 29 — February 1, 2010
Anchorage, Alaska

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office of Subsistence Management (OSM)



PROPOSAL 2 - 5 AAC 92,010 Harvest tickets and reports. Repeal the black bear harvest ticket
requirement as follows:

No black bear harvest tickets are required, especially in areas where intensive management
objectives for ungulates remain below objectives.

Current Federal Regulation:
§ 100.6 Licenses, permits, harvest tickets, tags, and reports,

(a)(3) Possess and comply with the provisions of any pertinent permits, harvest tickets, or tags
required by the State unless any of these documents or individual provisions in them are
superseded by the requirements in subpart D of this part.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is oppose the propdsal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would rescind the harvest reporting requirements

~ instituted by the Alaska Board of Game in 2009. The data gathered from harvest ticket reports are
important as they provide State and Federal wildlife managers with valuable information to aid
black bear population management decisions. However, because harvest reporting and sealing
are now required in some areas, redundant reporting requirements should be addressed. This
issue is addressed in comments for Proposal 3.
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PROPOSAL 3 - 5SAAC 92.010. Harvest tickets and reports. Housekeeping proposal to: 1) update
reporting requirements, 2) clarify possession of moose, sheep, and black bear harvest reports while
hunting and 3) uncouple the black bear harvest report/ticket requirement from black bear sealing,

5 AAC 92,010. Harvest tickets and reports

(c) Within 15 days after taking the bag limit for a species or, if the hunter does not take the bag
limit, within 15 days after the close of the season, the hunter shall submit a completed harvest
report [COMPLETE THE HARVEST REPORT AND MATL 1] to the department.

(h) For moose and sheep, a person may not hunt moose or sheep, except in a permit hunt or in the
Gates of the Arctic National Park, unless the person has in possession a harvest ticket for the
species and has obtained a harvest report (issued with the harvest ticket); however, a person who
is hunting Dall sheep in the Gates of the Arctic National Park must register with the department.

(f) For black bear, a person may not hunt black bear in Units 1-7, 11-17, 19D, and 20 [A UNIT
WITH BLACK BEAR SEALING REQUIREMENTS], except when a permit is required, unless
the person has in possession a harvest ticket for the species and has obtained a harvest report
(issued with the harvest ticket).

Current Federal Regulation:

§ 100.6 Licenses, permits, harvest tickets, tags, and reports.



(a)(3) Possess and comply with the provisions of any pertinent permits, harvest tickets, or tags
required by the State unless any of these documents or individual provisions in them are
superseded by the requirements in subpart D of this part,

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is suppert the proposal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would clarify and simplify reporting options and
possession of harvest reports while hunting for moose, sheep, and black bear. It would also
uncouple the new general season black bear harvest reports/tickets from black bear sealing
requirements, which would allow the Board of Game and the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game the flexibility to evaluate whether both sealing and harvest reports are need in each unit.
This could help eliminate redundant reporting requirements for black bears in units where both
sealing and harvest ticket are necessary.
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PROPOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92.010. Harvest tickets and reporting. Require hunters to submit harvest
reports for deer.

This proposal would require harvest report cards be submitted by all hunters who get deer harvest
tickets, and those data would be considered by managers in setting seasons, bag limits, etc.

Current Federal Regulation:
&§ 100.6 Licenses, permits, harvest tickets, tags, and reports.

(a)(3) Possess and comply with the provisions of any pertinent permits, harvest tickets, or fags
required by the State unless any of these documents or individual provisions in them are
superseded by the requirements in subpart D of this part.

is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistencc Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is oppose the proposal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would require harvest reports be submitted by deer
hunters. Deer harvest is currently monitored by a survey questionnaire sent to a random sample
of individuals that obtain deer harvest tickets. These surveys allow the collection of more
detailed information about hunting effort and harvest of each deer than harvest ticket reports, The
survey results are statistically expanded on a community-level to give an estimate of deer harvest,
hunting effort and success rates for hunters. The mail-out questionnaire survey has been in use
for over 20 years and was developed to address problems with harvest ticket reporting. Managers
are satisfied with the information they get through the mait out survey and feel that it is sufficient
for management.

B e e a a a

Proposal 11: SAAC 92.019. Taking of big game for certain religicus ceremonies. Remove the
reference requiring game taken for certain religious ceremonies to be defined as customarily and
traditionally taken or used for subsistence; and limit the take to moose, deer and caribou. In non-
subsistence areas, a letter of authorization must be obtained from the department.




This department proposal would change the reguiations around the taking of big game for funerary
and mortuary religious ceremonies to make clear the Board of Game’s intent to allow the taking of
big game for funerary or morfuary ceremonies in non subsistence areas.

Current Federal Regulations:

§ .26 Subsistence taking of wildiife.

(m) You may take wildlife, outside of established season or harvest limits, for food in traditional
religious ceremonies, that are part of a funerary or mortuary cycle, including memorial
potlatches, under the following provisions:

(1) The harvest does not violate recognized principles of wildlife conservation and uses the
methods and means allowable for the particular species published in the applicable Federal
regulations. The appropriate Federal land manager will establish the number, species, sex, or
location of harvest, if necessary, for conservation purposes. Other regulations relating to
ceremonial harvest may be found in the unit-specific regulations in §242.26(n).

(2) No permit or harvest ticket is required for harvesting under this section, however, the
harvester must be a federally qualified subsistence user with customary and traditional use in the
area where the harvesting will occur.

(3) In Units 1-26 (except for Koyukon/Gwich'in potlatch ceremonies in Units 20F, 21, 24, or 25):

(i) 4 tribal chief, village or tribal council president, or the chief's or president's designee for the
village in which the religious/cultural ceremony will be held, or a Federally qualified subsistence
user outside of a village or tribal-organized ceremony, must notify the nearest Federal land
manager that a wildlife harvest will take place. The notification must include the species, harvest
location, and number of animals expected to be taken.

(ii} Immediately after the wildlife is taken, the tribal chief, village or tribal council president or
designee, or other Federally qualified subsistence user must create a list of the successful hunters
and maintain these records, including the name of the decedent for whom the ceremony will be
held. If requested, this information must be available to an authorized representative of the
Federal land manager.

(iii) The tribal chief, village or tribal council president or designee, or other Federally qualified
subsistence user outside of the village in which the religious/cultural ceremony will be held must
report to the Federal land manager the harvest location, species, sex, and number of animals
taken as soon as practicable, but not more than 15 days after the wildlife is taken.

(4) In Units 20F, 21, 24, and 25 (for Koyukon/Gwich'in potlatch ceremonies only):
(1) Taking wildlife outside of established season and harvest limits is authorized if it is for food
Jor the traditional Koyukon/Gwich'in Potlatch Funerary or Mortuary ceremony and if it is

consistent with conservation of healthy populations.

(ii) Immediately after the wildlife is taken, the tribal chief, village or tribal council president, or
the chief's or president's designee for the village in which the religious ceremony will be held



must create a list of the successful hunters and maintain these records. The list must be made
available, after the harvest is completed, to a Federal land manager upon request.

(iii) As soon as practical, but not more than 15 days after the harvest, the tribal chief, village
council president, or designee must notify the Federal land manager about the harvest location,
species, sex, and number of animals taken.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action; The OSM is neutral on the proposal.

Rationale: Current Federal regulations allow for the taking of wildlife for cultural or religious
ceremonies on federal public lands throughout the state according to the parameters set forth in
regulation (§ .26 (m) (1-4)... While it is recognized that the taking of wildlife for cultural or
religious ceremonies is not subsistence take per se, it is part of the customary and traditional
‘pattern of life for which Congress mandated protection under the Alaska National Interests Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA) and is thus covered under federal subsistence management
regulations.
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Proposal 12: SAAC 92.034. Permit to take game for cultural purpeses. Modify the permit
fequirements for taking potlatch moose.
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The proposal intends to clarify existing language in 5 AAC 92.019 that restricts the taking of moose
for funerary religious purposes to populations of big game animals for which the Board has
established a positive C&T finding in 5 AACC 99.025. :

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM is neutral on the proposal. See comments
on proposal 11.

Proposal 13: SAAC 92.019. Taking of big game for certain religious ceremonies. Modify the
language concerning the take of big game for religious ceremonies.

Proposal would remove “customarily and traditionally taken or used for subsistence™ language
from 5 AAC 92.019, thus allowing harvest of big game for Alaska Native funerary and mortuary
religious purposes in nou subsistence areas and other areas for which there is a negative or no
C&T finding under SAAC 92.025.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsisteuce Board? No

Federai Position /Recommended Actlon The OSM is neutral on the proposal. See comments
on proposal 11.
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Proposal 14: SAAC 92.XXX, Create a new regulation regarding traditional potlatch, Establish
an Ahtna traditional Potlatch Religious Ceremonies Use of Big Game.




The proposal would create a new regulation that establishes guidelines for taking of big game
animals for Ahtna traditional potlatch ceremonies in Game Management Units 11, 12, 13 and 20A,

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM is neutral on the proposal. See comments
on proposal 11.
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PROPOSAL 35 - 5 AAC 92.165 Sealing of bear skins and skulls. Provide hunters the option for
sealing hides.

The proposal would change current sealing regulations to allow the harvester at his/her option, to
either do the required steps to seal the hide him or her self, or take the hide into a sealing agent.

Current Federal Regulations:
§ .26 Subsistence taking of wildiife.

(i) Sealing of bear skins and skulls.

(1) Sealing requirements for bear apply to brown bears taken in all Units, except as
specified in this paragraph, and black bears of all color phases taken in Units 1-7, 11-17, and
20.

(2) You may not possess or transport from Alaska the untanned skin or skull of a bear
unless the skin and skull have been sealed by an authorized representative of ADF&G in
accordance with State or Federal regulations, except that the skin and skull of a brown bear
taken under a registration permit in Units 5, 9B, 9E, 17, 18, 194 and 19B downstream of and
including the Aniak River drainage, 21D, 22, 23, 24, and 264 need not be sealed unless removed
from the area. :

{3) You must keep a bear skin and skull together until a representative of the ADF&G ha,

- removed a rudimentary premolar tooth from the skull and sealed both the skull and the skin;
however, this provision does not apply to brown bears taken within Units 5, 9B, 9E, 17, 18, 194
and 19B downstream of and including the Aniak River drainage, 21D, 22, 23, 24, and 264 and
which are not removed from the Unit. '

(i) In areas where sealing is required by Federal regulations, you may not possess or
transport the hide of a bear that does not have the penis sheath or vaginal orifice naturally
attached to indicate conclusively the sex of the bear.

(i) If the skin or skull of a bear taken in Units 9B, 17, 18, and 194 and 198 downstream
of and including the Aniak River drainage is removed from the area, you must first have it sealed
by an ADF &G representative in Bethel, Dillingham, or McGrath; af the time of sealing, the
ADF&G representative must remove and refain the skin of the skull and front claws of the bear.

(iii) If you remove the skin or skull of a bear taken in Units 21D, 22, 23, 24, and 264
from the area or present it for commercial tanning within the area, you must first have it sealed -
by an ADF&G representative in Barvow, Galena, Nome, or Kotzebue; at the time of sealing, the
ADF&G representative must remove and retain the skin of the skull and front claws of the bear.

(iv) If you remove the skin or skull of a bear taken in Unit 3 from the avea, you must first
have it sealed by an ADF&G represeniative in Yakutat, '

{v) If you remove the skin or skull of a bear taken in Unit 9E from Unit 9, you must first have it
sealed by an authorized sealing representative. At the time of sealing, the representative muist
remove and retain the skin of the skull and fromt claws of the bear.



Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is oppose the proposal.

Rationale: Information collected from skull measurements, examination of the hide and in some
cases the pulling of a premolar for age analysis, during the sealing process, provides important
data which aids in the management of bear populations in some areas. The Office of Subsistence
Management supports the consistent and accurate collection of data, which is currently collected
by Department staff trained in Department protocols. The collection, analysis and archiving of
data is best accomplished by one entity, On the other hand, it is recognized that in some cases,
sealing presents a burden to remote hunters, The Department has tried to ameliorate this burden
by allowing the use of a temporary certificate that allows a second party to bring the bear in for
sealing if the hunter is unable fo do it themselves.
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PROPOSAL 36 - 5 AAC 92.170 Sealing of marten, lynx, beaver, otter, wolf and wolverine

Eliminate the sealing requirements for certain furbearers.

Eliminate sealing requirements for marten, beaver, otter, wolf, and wolverine statewide except
when specific biological data is needed by the Department of Fish and Game that cannot be
collected by the trapper for the department.

Current Federal Regulations:
§ .26 Subsistence taking of wildlife.

(k) Sealing of beaver, lynx, marten, otter, wolf, and wolverine. You may not possess or fransport
from Alaska the untanned skin of @ marten taken in Units 1-5, 7, 13E, or 14-16 or the untanned
skin of a beaver, lynx, otter, wolf, or wolverine, whether taken inside or outside the State, unless
the skin has been sealed by an authorized representative in accordance with State or Federal
regulations, 7
(1) In Unit 18, you must obtain an ADF&G seal for beaver skins only if they are fo be sold or
commercially tanned. (2) In Unit 2, you must seal any wolf taken on or before the 30th day after
the date of taking. ‘

(1) If you take a species listed in paragraph (k) of this section but are unable to present the skin in
person, you must complete and sign a temporary sealing form and ensure that the completed
temporary sealing form and skin are presented (o an authorized representative of ADF&G for
sealing consistent with requirements listed in paragraph (k) of this section.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Snbsistence Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is oppose the proposal.

Rationale: The data gathered through the sealing process is often the only information that
Alaska Department of Fish and Game is able to obtain to assess furbearer population trends and
to address management questions. The Office of Subsistence Management supports the
consistent and accurate collection of data, which is curtently collected by Department staff
trained in Department protocols. The collection, analysis and archiving of data is best
accomplished by one entity. '
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PROPOSAL 37 - 5 AAC 92.171 Sealing of Dall sheep horns. Modify the sheep sealing
requirement as follows:

A person may not possess, transport, or export from the state the horns and skull (naturally
attached) of a Dall sheep ram taken in any hunt where there is a horn configuration bag limit, or
the skull and horns of a Dall sheep ram taken in Units 6-11 and Units 13-17, unfess the skull
has been sealed by a department representative within 30 days after the taking, or a lesser time if
designated by the department.

A, Horns must be naturally attached to skull;

B. Head must be skinned out for sealing;

C. Marker must stay attached until the start of taxidermy, as defined in AS 16.05.940(35).

Current Federal Regulation:
§ .14 Relationship to State procedures and regulations,

(a) State fish and game regulations apply to public lands and such laws are hereby adopted and
made a part of the regulations in this part to the extent they are not inconsistent with, or
superseded by, the regudations in this part,

§ . .26 Subsistence taking of wildlife,

(g) Evidence of sex and identity. (1) If subsistence take of Dall sheep is restricted to a ram, you
may not possess or transport a harvested sheep unless both horns accompany the animal.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? Yes, a similar proposeﬂ
to clarify the requirements for harvest salvage, reporting and sealing for Dall sheep in Units 11
and 12 has been submitted to the Federal Subsistence Board.

Federal Position /Recommeuded Action: The OSM is neutral on the proposal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would modify the sheep sealing requirements in Uuits 6-
11 and 13-17 so the seal would be nonpermanent. [nformation collected during the sealing
process, provides important data which aids in the management of sheep populations in some
areas. The Office of Subsistence Management supports the consistent and accurate collection of
data, which is currently collected by Department staff trained in Department protocols. The way
sheep are sealed, either by a permanent or nonpermanent method is of less importance.
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PROPOSAL 38 - 5 AAC 92.031 Permit for selling skins, skulls and trophies. Allow the sale of
black bear gall bladders by non-profit organizations.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game shall at its discretion issue permits to non-profit
conservation organizations to sell black bear gall bladders that have been removed from legally
harvested bears and donated to such organizations.



Current Federal Regulation:

§ 100.7 Restriction on use.

(a) You may not use fish or wildlife or their parts, taken pursuant to the regulations in this part,
unless provided for in this part.

Note: There is no Federal regulation authorizing the sale of black bear gall bladders.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is oppose the proposal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would allow the sale of black bear gall bladders by non-
profit organizations. Commercialization of black bear parts such as gall bladders is a nationwide
and worldwide conservation and law enforcement problem. The sale of gallbladders has been
implicated as an incentive to poaching in Alaska and other states.
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- PROPOSAL 39 - 5 AAC 92.200(b)(1) Purchase and sale of game. Allow the sale or barter of
tanned bear hides.

The sale of tanned bear hide can be bought, sold, traded, or bartered. Or the sale of tanned bear
hides without face or claws attached can be bought, sold, traded, or bartered.

Current Federal Regulations:
§ .25 Subsistence taking of fish, wildlife, and shelifish: general regulations.
() Utilization of fish, wildlife, or shellfish.

(8) If you are a Federally qualified subsistence user, you may sell the raw fur or tanned pelt with
or without claws attached from legally harvested furbearers.

(13) You may sell the raw/untanned and tanned hide or cape firom a legally harvested caribou,
deer, elk, goat, moose, musk ox, and sheep.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistenice Board? Yes, a similar proposal
to reclassify black bears as furbearers in Units 12, 20 and 25, would allow the sale of the raw fur
or tanned pelt from black bear legally harvested under Federal wildlife regulations, has been
submitted to the Federal Subsistence Board.

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is oppase the proposal.
Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would allow the general sale of bear hides and could [ead

large scale commercial sales. Bears have low reproductive rates and a moderate increase in
harvest could lead to long-term population declines in some areas. The Federal Subsistence



Board has provided for the sale of handicrafts made from the skin, hide, pelt, fur, claws, bones,
teeth, sinew, or skulls of brown bears by Federally qualified subsistence users where appropriate.
The intent of the Board in passing these regulations was to provide for the customary and
traditional use, by Federally qualified subsistence users the opportunity to fully utilize the above-
listed parts of bears legally harvested under Federal subsistence regulations.
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PROPOSAL 44 - SAAC 92.450. Description of Game Management Units. Modify the
boundaries for Units 18, 19 and 20 as follows:

Create new boundary language for Unit 18 to read: That area draining into the Yukon River
downstream from the ‘down river’ boundary of; and that area draining into the Kuskokwim River
downstream from the ‘down river’ boundary of Dick Nash’s fish camp, on the South bank of the
river and the ‘down river’ boundary of Sam Savage’s fish camp on the North side of the river
(both located five miles downriver of Lower Kalskag); and that area draining into Crooked Creek
(also known as Johnson River) downstream from the northern terminus of the Mud Creek to
Crooked Creek (also known as J ohnson River) tramway (also known as Mud Creek to Johnson
River Portage).

Create new boundary language for Unit 19 to read: That area draining into the Kuskokwim River
upstream from the ‘down river boundary of Dick Nash’s fish camp, on the South bank of the river
and the ‘down river’ boundary of Sam Savage’s fish camp, on the North bank of the river; and
that area draining into Crooked Creek (also known as Johnson River) upstream from the northern
terminus of the Mud Creek to Crooked Creek {also known as Johnson Rwer) tramway (also
known as Mud Creek to Johnson River Portage).

Create new boundary language for Unit 21 to read: That area draining into the Yukon River
upstream from the “down river” boundary of...

(Note: All of the above-mentioned land marks are well known to all hunters in Units 18, 19, and
21. They are also very easy to locate on “up-to-date” maps. It would also make it casier for the
“map makers” to draw in the affected drainages.)

Current Federal Regulations:

§ .26 Subsistence taking of wildlife.

(n) Unit regulations.

(18) Unit 18 consists of that area draining into the Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers downstream
Sfrom a straight line drawn between Lower Kalskag and Paimiut and the drainages flowing into
the Bering Sea from Cape Newenham on the south to and including the Pastolik River drainage
on the north; Nunivak, Si. Matthew, and adjacent islands between Cape Newenham and the
Pastolik River. :

(19) Unit 19 consists of the Kuskokwim River drainage upstream from a straight line drawn
between Lower Kalskag and Fiamiut.

(21) Unit 21 consists of drainages into.the Yukon River upstream from Paimiut to, but not
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inclua’ing, the Tozitna River drainage on the north bank, and fo, but not including, the Tanana
River drainage on the south bank, and excluding the Koyukuk River drainage upstream from the
Dulbi River drainage:

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is neutral on this
proposal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted, the geographic descriptions for Units 18, 19 and 21 would
differ between the State and Federal regulations. Note: if the Board adopts these changes, the
Federal Subsistence Board would need to take parallel action in order for boundary descriptions
to correspond.
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PROPOSAL, 45 - 5 AAC 92.450 Game Management Units. Housekeeping modifications to game
management unit and subunit boundaries in Units 6, 11, 13, 14, 16 and 25.

(6) Game Management Unit 6 consists of all Gulf of Alaska and Prince William Sound drainages
from-the center line of Iey Bay (excluding the Guyot Hills) to Cape Fairfield, including Kayak,
Hinchinbrook, Montague, and adjacent islands, and Middleton Island, but excluding the Copper
River drainage upstream from Miles Glacier and those drainages on the north side of Miles
Glacier, and excluding the Nellie Juan and Kings River drainages;

(11) Game Management Unit 11 consists of that area draining into [THE HEADWATERS OF] the
Copper River [SOUTH OF SUSLOTA CREEK AND THE AREA DRAINED BY ALL
TRIBUTARIES INTO THE EAST BANK OF THE COPPER RIVER BETWEEN THE
CONFLUENCE OF SUSLOTA CREEK WITH THE SLANA RIVER AND MILES GLACIER]
from the north side of Miles Glacier, and east of the eastern most bank of the Copper River
from Miles Glacier north to the Slana River, then along the east bauk of the Slana River to
Suslota Creek, then south of the south bank of Suslota Creek to Noyes Mountain,

(13) Game Management Unit 13 consists of that area westerly of the eastern most [EAST] bank
of the Copper River and drained by all tributaries into the west bank of the Copper River from Miles
Glacier north_to the confluence with the Slana River, then along the east bank of the Slana
River to Suslota Creek, and that area of the Slana River drainage north of Suslota Creek
[AND INCLUDING THE SLANA RIVER DRAINAGES NORTH OF SUSLOTA CREEK]; the
drainages into the Delta River..

(A) Unit 13(A) consists of that portion of Unit 13 bounded by a line beginning at the Chickaloon
River bridge at Mile 77.7 on the Glenn Highway, then along the Glenn Highway to ifs junction with
the Richardson Highway, [THEN SOUTH ALONG THE RICHARDSON HIGHWAY TO THE
FOOT OF SIMPSON HILL AT MILE 111.5,} then east to the cast bank of the Copper River, then
northerly along the east bank of the Copper to its junction with the Gulkana River, ...

(B) Unit 13(B) consists of that portion of Unit 13 bounded by a line beginning at the confluence of
the Copper River and the Gulkana River, then up the east bank of the Copper River to the Gakona
River, then up the east bank of the Gakona River and Gakona Glacier to the boundary of Unit 13,
then westerly...
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(C) Unit 13(C} consists of that portion of Unit 13 east of the east bank of the Gakona River and
Gakona Glacier;

(14) (A) Unit 14(A) consists of drainages in Unit 14 bounded on the west [BY] beginning at the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough boundary along longitude line 150°36°00” to the mouth of the
Susitna River, then north along the east bank of the Susitna River, on the north by the north
bank of Willow Creek and Peters Creek to its headwaters, then east along the hydrologic divide
separating the Susitna River and Knik Arm drainages to the outlet creek at lake 4408, on the east
by the eastern boundary of Unit 14, and on the south by Cook Inlet, Knik Arm, and the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough boundary to the Glenn Highway bridge, then to the south
bank of Knik Arm, then to the south bank of the Knik River from its mouth to its junction with
Knik Glacier, across the face of Knik Glacier and along the north side of Knik Glacier to the Unit
6 boundary;

(16) Game Management Unit 16 consists of the drainages into Cook Inlet between Redoubt Creek
and the Susitna River, including Redoubt Creek drainage, Kalgin Island, and the drainages on the
west side of the Susitna River (including the Susitna River) upstream to its junction with the
Chulitna River; the drainages into the west side of the Chulitna River (including the Chulitna
River) upstream to the Tokositna River (including the Tokositna River),, and drainages into the
south side of the Tokositna River upstream to the base of the Tokositna Glacier, including the
drainage of the Kanitula Glacier;

(25) (B) Unit 25(B) consists of the Little Black River drainage upsiream from but not including
the Big Creek drainage, the Black River drainage upstream from and including the Salmon Fork
drainage, the Porcupine River drainage upstream from the confluence of the Coleen and
Porcupine Rivers, and drainages into the north bank of the Yukon River upstream {rom Circle,
including the Yukon River and islands in the Yukon River upstream from Circle;

Current Federal Regulations:
§_;26 Subsistence taking of wildlife.
(n) Unit regulations.

(6)Unit 6 consisis of all Gulf of Alaska and Prince William Sound drainages from the center line
of Icy Bay (excluding the Guyot Hills) to Cape Fairfield including Kayak, Hinchinbrook,
Montague, and adjacent islands, and Middleton Island, but excluding the Copper River drainage
upstream from Miles Glacier, and excluding the Nellie Juan and Kings River drainages:

(11) Unit 11 consists of that area draining into the headwaters of the Copper River south of
Suslota Creek and the area drained by all tributaries into the east bank of the Copper River
between the confluence of Suslota Creek with the Slana River and Miles Glacier.

(13) Unit 13 consists of that area westerly of the east bank of the Copper River and drained by all
tributaries info the west bank of the Copper River from Miles Glacier and including the Slana
River drainages north of Suslota Creek; the drainages into the Delta River upstream from Falls
Creek and Black Rapids Glacier, the drainages into the Nenana River upstream from the
southeast corner of Denali National Park at Windy, the drainage into the Susitna River upstrecm
from its junction with the Chulitna River; the drainage info the east bank of the Chulitna River
upstream to its confluence with Tokositna River; the drainages of the Chulitna River (south of
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Denali National Park) upstream from its confluence with the Tokositna River; the drainages info
the north bank of the Tokositna River upstream to the base of the Tokositna Glacier; the

. drainages into the Tokositna Glacier; the drainages into the east bank of the Susitna River
between its confluences with the Talkeetna and Chulitna Rivers; the drainages into the north and
east bank of the Talkeetna River including the Talkeetna River to its confluence with Clear Creek,
the eastside drainages of a line going up the south bank of Clear Creek to the first unnamed creek
on the south, then up that creek fo lake 4408, along the northeast shore of lake 4408, then
southeast in a straight line to the northern most fork of the Chickaloon River; the drainages into
the east bank of the Chickaloon River below the line from lake 4408; the drainages of the
Matanuska River above its confluence with the Chickaloon River:

(13)(A) Unit 134 consists of that portion of Unit 13 bounded by a line beginning at the
Chickaloon River bridge at Mile 77.7 on the Glenn Highway, then along the Glenn Highway to its
Junction with the Richardson Highway, then south along the Richardson Highway to the foot of
Simpson Hill at Mile 111.5; then east to the east bank of the Copper River, then northerly along
the east bank of the Copper River to its junction with the Gulkana River, then northerly along the
west bank of the Gulkana River to its junction with the West Fork of the Gulkana River, then
westerly along the west bank of the West Fork of the Gulkana River to its source, an unnamed
lake, then across the divide into the Tyone River drainage, down an unnamed stream into the
Tyone River, then down the Tyone River to the Susitna River, then down the southern bank of the
Susitna River to the mouth of Kosina Creek, then up Kosina Creek to its headwaters, then across
the divide and down Aspen Creek to the Talkeetna River, then southerly along the boundary of
Unit 13 to the Chickaloon River bridge, the point of beginning,

(13)(B) Unit 13B consists of that portion of Unit 13 bounded by a line beginning at the
confluence of the Copper River and the Gulkana River, then up the east bank of the Copper River
to the Gakona River, then up the Gakona River and Gakona Glacier to the boundary of Unit 13,
then westerly along the boundary of Unit 13 to the Susitna Glacier, then southerly along the west
bank of the  Susitna Glacier and the Susitna River to the Tyone River, then up the Tyone River
and across the divide to the headwaters of the West Fork of the Gulkana River, then down the
West Fork of the Gulkana River to the confluence of the Gulkana River and the Copper River, the
point of beginning;

(13)(C) Unit 13C consists of that portion of Unit 13 east of the Gakona River and Gakona
© Glacier,

(14)(4) Unit 144 consists of drainages in Unit 14 bounded on the west by the east bank of the
Susitna River, on the north by the north bank of Willow Creek and Peters Creek to its
headwaters, then east along the hydrologic divide separating the Susitna River and Knik Arm
drainages 1o the outlet creek at lake 4408, on the east by the eastern boundary of Unit 14, and on
the south by Cook Inlet, Knik Avm, the south bank of the Knik River from its mouth to its junction
with Knik Glacier, across the face of Knik Glacier and along the north side of Knik Glacier to the
Unit 6 boundary;

(16) Unit 16 consists of the drainages into Cook Inlet berween Redoubt Creek and the Susitha
River, including Redoubt Creek drainage, Kalgin Island, and the drainages on the west side of
the Susitna River (including the Susitna River) upstream to its confluence with the Chulitna
River; the drainages into the west side of the Chulitna River (including the Chulitna River)
upstream to the Tokositna River, and drainages into the south side of the Tokositna River
upstream to the base of the Tokositma Glacier, including the drainage of the Kahiltna Glacier:
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(25)(B)Unit 25B consists of the Little Black River drainage upstream from but not including the
Big Creek drainage, the Black River drainage upsiream from and including the Salmon Fork
drainage, the Porcupine River drainage upsiream firom the confluence of the Coleen and
Porcupine Rivers, and drainages into the north bank of the Yukon River upstream from Circle,
including the islands in the Yukon River,

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM is neutral on the proposal.

Rationatle: If this proposal is adopted, the geographic descriptions for Units 6, 11, 13, 134, 13B,
13C, 14A 16 and 25B would differ between the State and Federal regulations. Note: if the Board
adopts these changes, the Federal Subsistence Board would need to take parallel action in order
for boundary descriptions to align,
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Proposal 51 - 5 AAC 84.270. Furbearer trapping. Extend all trapping season dates ending on
February 28 to incorporate leap year, February. 29. '

Species and Units Open Season Bag Limit
(2) Coyote
Unit 14(C) Nov. 10 —Feb, 29 No limit.
[FEB. 28}

(3) Fox, arctic, white, or blue

Units 9 and 10 Nov. 10 - Feb. 29 No limit.
(FEB. 28]
Units 24 and 25 Nov. I -Feb. 29 No limit, .
[FEB. 28]

(4) Fox, red (including the
cross, black, or silver color phases)

Units 6,9 - 11, 13, 14, Nov. 10 - Feb. 29 No limit.
excluding Chugach State [FEB. 28]

Park, and 16

Units 7, 14(C) within Nov. 10 - Feb. 29 One per season,
Chugach State Park, and 15 [FEB. 28]

Unit 8 : Nov. 10 - Mar. 31 No limit.

Units 20, except 20(E), Nov. | - Feb. 29 No limit.

21, 24, and 25 [FEB. 28]
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(5) Lynx

Units 7, 11, and 13 - 16

Units & and 10

Units 6 and ©

Units 20(A), 20(B), 20(C)
east of the Teklanika
River, 20(D}, and 25(C)

Unit 20(F) and remainder

of Unit 20(C)

Unit 19

Unit 21

Units 22, 23, and 26

Unit 24

Remainder of Unit 25

{6) Marten

Units 6,9, 11, 13,

and 17

Units 12, 19 - 21, 24, and 25

(7 Mink and weasel

Units 6,9, 10, 11, 13 and 17

Unit 18

Units 12, 19 - 21, 24, and 25

(9) Otter, land

Nov.

10 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

No open season.

Nov.

Nov.

Dec.

Nov.

Nov.
Nov.
Nov.
Nov.

Nov.

Nov,

Nov.

No*;f.
Nov.

Nov.

15

10 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

1 —Nov,. 30
1 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

1 — Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

[ - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

| - Feb, 29
fFEB. 28]

1-Apr. 15

1 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

1 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

10 - Feb, 29
[FEB. 28]

| - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

10 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]
10 - Mar. 31

1 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

No limit;
season may be
closed by
emergency
order,

No limit.

2 lynx
No limit

No limit.

No limit.
No limit.
No Iimit.
No limit.

No limit.

No limit.

No Timit.

No limit,
No limit.

No limit.



Units 7 and 14(C)

Unit 15

(13) Wolf

Unit 14(C)

{14) Wolverine
Units 6 - 10, 15, and 16(B)

Units 20, except 20(E),
and 25(C)

Current Federal Regulation:

Coyote

Unit 14C

Arctic Fox

Um;t 9

Red Fox

Units 6, 7, 9, 11, 13 and 16
Unit 10

Units 12, 20, 21, 24 and 25
Unit 14C and 15

Lynx

Unit 9

Units 11 and 13

Units 19, 21, 24 and 25
Units 20 F and 20C remainder
Marten

Units 6, 9, 11, 13, 16 and 17

Nov. 10 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov. 10 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov. 10 - Feb, 29

[FEB. 28]

Nov. 10 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov. 1 - Feb, 29
[FEB. 28]

No Himit.

No limit.

No limit.

No limit.

No limit.

No limit

No limit

No limit

2 ved foxes
No limit

1 fox

No limit
No limit
No limit

No limit

No limit

16

Nov 10— Feb 28

Nov 10— Feb 28

Nov 10 — Feb 28
Sept 1 — Feb 28

Nov 1 —Feb 28

Nov 10 - Feb 28

Nov 10— Feb 28
Nov 10— Feb 28
Nov [ —Feb 28
Nov I—-Feb 28

Nov 10} — Feb 28



Units 12, 19, 20, 21, 24, and 25 No limit Nov I — Fep 28

Mink and Weasel

Units 9, 10, 11, I3gnd 17 No limit Nov 10— Feb 28
Units 12, 19, 20, 21, 24, and 25~ No limit . Nov I — Feb 28
Muskrat

Unit 17 2 muskrat Nov 10— Feb 28
River Otter |

Units 7, 14C and 15 No limit Nov 10 — Feb 28
Wolf

Unit 14C No limit Nov 10 -Feb 28
Weolverine

Units 6, 7, 9, 10, 14C, 158, 15C, 16 No limit Nov [0 -Feb 28
and 17

Unit 11 No limit Nov 10 -Feb 28
Units 12, 20 and 25C No limit Nov 1 —~Feb 28

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is support the proposal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would provide trappers an additional day to harvest
during leap years. There should be minimal impacts the wildlife populations being trapped by
adding an additional day to the harvest season every four years. If this proposal is adopted the
Federal Subsistence Board should consider taking parallel action in order for the seasons to be in
alighment.

B N A A A e v e e e
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Board of Game Comments, Missa Pilcher

Alagka Dapartment of Fish and Gama
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115528 fax 465-6094
Juneau, AK. 99811-5525

Dear AK Fish and Game,

1 armn a Healy resident, and | support Propesal: 72, Log #-108-G-018 and urge the Fairbanks Board of
Game to approve it at thair meeting Feb 26-March 6. | and my family have had pate/sled dogs in our care caught
in traps set IN public trails. Once a trap in a trail endangered my family and tumed a five day Dog Sled /Snow
Machine trip into a two day exergige in survival. | believe this proposal Is the minimum needead to protect us from
irrasponsible trapping.

I alse support PROPOSAL 3 Log number: HG-105-G-028, pages 3 & 4 in tha proposal booklet, | believe t is
irresponsible and cruel for irappers not to check thair traps reguiary for fur-bearars as well as for accidentally caught pats.

Wi B v

David P. Braun
55% 22

ety A G577 2
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T whom o 19 Lonieh

My name is Theresa Bauer and I am writing concerning the proposition that is before the
Board allowing Hybred cats such as the Bengal, Savannah etc,..I belong to a
Serval/Caracal group that have these wonderful cats down in the lower 48, there has
never been a case of Rabies in any Hybred, and these owners keep their cats vaccinated
yearly! To own one of these magnificent cats runs around $1,000 and up to $25,000 I
know for a fact when a person pays this much for a kitten they are going to do everything
in their power to keep this cat safe and very well taken care of.

I have had the pleasure of meeting two Bengal cats that were born up here in Alaska, the
first one is 4 years old and she weighs 6.5 lbs and is a house cat. The other Bengal I was
introduced to is a | year old and will probably weigh 8 1bs as an adult so not all Hybreds
are large cats, these cats have been vaccinated for Rabies of course as all houschold and
domesticated animals should be.

Please pass the law allowing these wonderful cats in Alaska, have the owners microchip
them, register them whatever it takes for these owners to be able to have and keep their
“family members” home and safe and not worry about having them ripped away from the
only-safe home’s they have!

Sincerely,




Thomas C. Rothe ' R C) iz

11828 Broadwater Drive
Eagle River, Alaska 99577
Tel: (907) 694-9068 Fax: (907) 694-9069
E-mail: tom.halcyon@egmail.com

January 15, 2010

Alaska Board of Game

c/o ADF&G Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526 Advance by Fax

Chairman and Members, Alaska Board of Game;

This letter is to provide written comments on Proposal 52 regarding bag limits for sea ducks
in Kachemak Bay, on the agenda for your January meeting in Anchorage. I oppose new
restrictions on sea duck hunting in Kachemak Bay and urge the Board to rescind the
amendment adopted in March.

Fot the record, T am a 32-year resident of Eagle River, Alaska. Thave hunted waterfowlin -
Alaska for at least 28 years. In addition, T recently retired from a 30-year federal and state
career as a professional waterfowl biologist and migratory game bird manager—I have:
extensive knowledge of sea duck biology and management as well as 1nf0rmat10n on sea
duck hunters and harvest in Alaska.

My wife and I have hunted sea ducks in Kachemak Bay for at least 16 years. We highly value
this unique opportunity to hunt ducks in November and December when most migrant
ducks are gone, and to maintain a special seasonal social and economic tradition of these
hunts. We have invested in special hunting equipment for sea duck hunting, including
clothing and decoys, and my wife has inade a tremendous investment in raising and training
a Chesapeake Bay retriever specifically for sea duck hunting. Our hunts also contribute
income to businesses in Homer and Seldovia.

Procedural Concerns—My opposition to Proposal 52 (and March Proposal 117) is based on
several procedural concerns, as well as technical issues. First, I believe the proponent’s
primary motivation for over 10 years has been to eliminate duck hunting in Sadie Cove
where she has a cabin. As such, her efforts to restrict sea duck hunting regulations are a
misguided means to address a user conflict with hunters and an inappropriate tool for a local
zoning issue. I don’t know if the Board has latitude to develop hunting regulations to resolve
such a problem; a more traditional zoning solution seems hindered by the lack of a borough
government or jurisdiction from Homer or village governments in Kachemak Bay.

The second procedural concern I have is that the original Proposal 117 did not recommend a
specific regulatory change (e.g., bag limits or seasons) to address the-claims of high -

~ exploitation rates and potential depletion. Yet the Board adopted a regulatlon reducmg the
resident sea duck bag limit in Kachemak Bay from 10 daily, 20 in pgssession to 2 daily, 4 in
possession (current Proposal 52). This arbitrary action was not based on a close



examination of available data on sea duck stocks in the bay, local or regional harvest levels,
conservation concerns for any particular species, or the impacts of hunting restrictions on
local residents or visitors. The reduction in bag limit adopted by the Board is unjustifiably
drastic and is likely to eliminate waterfowl guiding in the bay, as well as taking nearly all the
public value out of this traditional hunt.

Third, the Board’s excessive bag limit restriction for sea ducks, in essence, removes any
reasonable provision for traditional subsistence waterfowl hunting by residents of Kachemak
Bay. Inthe mid-1990s, the state and federal government negotiated amendments to-the
Migratory Bird Treaty with Canada to legalize and regulate subsisténce hunting in Alaska.
Based on federal direction, the U.S. negotiating team developed guiding principles for
preferential spring and summer subsistence hunting by rural residents under federal rules,
but they did not support creation of preferential subsistence regulations during the fall and
winter season. There was no desire to expand the concept of “dual management” to
migratory birds when state regulations adopted by the Board of Game (under federal
frameworks in 50 CFR 20) were deemed to provide reasonable subsistence harvest
opportunity in fall and winter. Implementation of Proposal 52 would largely eliminate sea
duck harvest for all hunters and rightly be perceived as taking away subsistence opportunity.

Technical Concerns—I won't go into extensive detail on my concerns that calls for restricting
sea duck regulations in Kachemak Bay are based on lots of inaccurate statements and faulty
rationalizations. However, I encourage the Board to thoroughly consider all of the relevant
data available from Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADFG) and the U.S. Fish and
wildlife Service (USFWS) on the status of sea ducks wintering in Kachemak Bay, current
harvest levels, and the impacts of hunting regulations on traditional harvests and the local
economy. Here, in brief, are my assessments of the key technical issues, based on the best
available science:

e Sea duck stocks wintering in Kachemak Bay can sustain current levels of harvest without
becoming depleted. On average, 20-30,000 ducks winter in Kachemak Bay. In general,
state and federal survey data do not indicate declines in sea ducks since the early 1990s.
State and federal harvest data indicate that relatively few sea duck hunters take low
numbers of sea ducks annually.

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

e Sea duck populations are not structured in discrete localized units that can be depleted.
Proponents of restrictions claim that wintering sea ducks occur in discrete units (closed
populations) that are strictly faithful to specific wintering sites and are vehierable to
extirpation. Although sea ducks exhibit site fidelity, it is not absolute, and there is
sufficient evidence that there are annual shifts in distribution and interchange among
areas within regions. Thus, wildlife agencies appropriately manage waterfowl at the



broad scale of populations—in practical terms, it is not feasible or necessary to monitor
ducks or regulate harvest at the fine scale of local marshes, bays, and coves.

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

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

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

In summary, I urge the Board to rescind the sea duck bag limit restriction for Kachemak Bay
as adopted in March and described in Proposal 52. I believe that the best available
information on sea duck status and harvest provides a strong justification for retaining the
regulations as they have been since 2001. In the absence of a definable wildlife resource
problem, and with no evidence that harvest is detrimental, T ask the Board to maintain the
sea duck hunting opportunities that are currently sustainable and are valuable to me and
many other Alaskans.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Proposal 52. I would be pleased to provide
more information on request. I plan to provide personal testimony at your meeting in
Anchorage.,

Sincerely,

s BB

Thomas C. Rothe
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In addition to the risk of attack, because we are so similar, human and nonhuman
primates can spread disease to aach other. For example, macaque monkeyé in captivity
typicatly carry Herpes B virus. Research published by the U.S. Centers for Disease
Control and Preventian (CDC) concludes the disease risk makes macaques unsuitable as
pets. At professionally run 2005 and research facilities, workers take precautions to
minimize contact with these animals, especially sinte a researcher died In 1997 after
hiologlc matter from a miacaque splashad into her eye.

When kept in captivity, primates require spacialized care, the campanionship of other
nonhurman primates, and housing in very large enclosures that allow for climbing and
swinging -- in short, the kind of environment provided by their natural habitat, The
average pet owner cahnot provide for these needs. Primates in the pet trade are taken
from their mothers long before they would separate in the wild. These social, intelligent,
and lang-lived animals may spend the bulk of their lives canfined to barren cages,
isolated from others of their kind.

Proposal 19: We strongly agree with the Department’s recommendation and opposg
Proposal 19 (which would add sioths, kinkajous, wallarocs, savannah cats, and surgically
de-venomized venomous reptiles to the list of animals that may be possessed in Alaska).

Whether capturad inthe wild or brad in captivity, wild animals maintain their wild
instincts. Keeping them as pets threatens both public safety and animal welfare. Alaska
has been a {eader in protecting wild animals from the exotic pet trade and should
maintain the existing policy,

Proposals 20-22; We strongly agrée with the Departmant's recornmendation and
oppose Proposals 20-22 {which would allow hybrid cats; Bengal and Savannah cats; and
Bengal, Savannah and Chausie cats, respectively, to the list of animals that may be
possassed as pets in Alaska).

The Department lists numerous reasans why prohibitions on hybrid cats should be
maintained including the potential threat to the health and safety of Alaskans and
Alaska’s wildlife. With hybrid cats, people hope for the bast of hoth worlds - a house cat
with the coat pattern of a wild cat. Instead, hybrid cats don’t fit well in either world.
They are often difficult as pets -- demanding, loud, and prone to get loose - but they
cannot be reieased to the wild. The cats may be passed from owner to owner, but thay
do not adapt well to such changes. Many cats may be bred to ¢reate the one who might
turn out to be a good companion, teaving a trail of hard-to-place animals.

Celebrating Animals | Confronting Cruelty

2100 L Street, NW  Wachingtom, DC 20037 ©202.482.0100 £202,778.6132  hurnanesaciety.org
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The Department notes it is aware that some Bengal cats {(hybrid of Asian leopard cat),
Savannah cats (hybrid of serval), and possibly Chausie cats (hybrid of jungle cat) are
currently passessed as pets in Alagka, contrary to current regulations. Should illegally
owned cats be [ocated, we encourage the Department to assist in placing them in
aceredited sanctuaries that can provide proper care far the animals and maintain them

‘sacurely to prevent escapss. People owning these cats illegally should contribute toward

their lifetime care.

The Humane Society of the United States applauds Alaska's feadership in keeping exotic
animals out of the pet trade. By adopting Proposal 18 and rejecting Proposals 16, 17, 18,
20, 21, and 22, the state will continue to protect public health and safety , the
environment, and the welfare of the apimals.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and would be glad to provide any additional
information you may need.

Sincerely,

ﬂw-k&__,,_._—»

Beth Preiss

Captive Wildlife Regulatory Specialist
The Humane society of the United States
2100 L Street, NW

Washington, DC 20037

301-258-3167

bpreiss@humanesociety.org

Celebratimg Animals | Confronting Cruelty

2100 L Stredt, NW - Washington, DC 20037 $302.452. 1100 £202.778.6132 humanesotiely,org
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ARLA Ranch
37500 Old Sterling Highway
Anchor Point, AK 99556

January 25, 2010

ATTN; Board of Game

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

RE: Board of Game statewide meeting--Permit for possessing live game. Add Bactrian camels to the list
of animals that may be possessed in Alaska without a parmit.

Dear Board of Game Members:

1 am petitioning the Board to add the Bactrian Camel, Camelus bactrianus, the domestic two-humped
camel, on the Alaska Department of Fish and Game’s clean list.

The Issue; Bactrian camels are in the in the family, Camelidae, along with alpacas, llamas, and dromedary
camels, which are all currently on the clean list. Domesticated Bactrian camels are commeon, more than a
million worldwide, and are used for pulling or carrying heavy loads, As herbivores, their main diet is grass
or hay, but they also may eat shrubs. These deep brown to beige colored animals are even-toed like alpacas
and llamas. They are roughly 660 to 1518 pounds and are between 7.4 to 11.3 feet in height. In the wild
they generally live in desert or steppe grasslands where temperatures vary from -40 degrees F to above 100
degrees F. They can live up to 50 years. They have been domesticated for thousands of years. The Alaska
Zoo currently has one Bactrian camel, so there is a precedent for allowing these animals in the state,
Bactrian camels would fit in well with ranches that presently raise other camelids like alpacas and llamas.
They would be usetul in helping with some of the heavy carrying chores that are beyond the limits of a
llama.

Here are the guidelines in which to add a species and my evidence as follows:

1. That the species is not capable of surviving in the wild in Alaska; Alaska has a significantly different
climate from the steppes and deserts of Mongolia where wild Bactrian camels still live. Significantly more
snow falls in most parts of Alaska, making it difficult for herbivores to obtain grass. It is not very likely
that they would be ablé to survive a winter without access to their main food. This species would also be
preyed upon by large carnivores, such as bears or wolves, Without a large herd to protect them, it is
unlikely they would be abte to survive attacks by large carnivores. Furthermore, they are easily contained,
confined and controlied.

2. That the species is not capable of causing a genetic alteration of a species indigenous to Alaska; It is
very unlikely that Bactrian camels would interbreed with any species in Alaska, not even moose, It is very
improbable that any species in Alaska is genetically simitar enough to allow reproduction or any genetic
alteration in an indigenous species.

3. That the species is not capable of causing a significant reduction in the population of a species that is
indigenous to Alaska;, Not being a carnivore, there would not be an impact to other species. Furthermore,
the Bactrian camel’s ahility to survive is not likely so there would not be conipetition for vegetation food
sources.

4, That the species is not capable of transmitting a disease to a species that is indigenous to Alaska; The



State Veterinarian oversees importation of livestock such as llamas and alpacas. The rules and regulations
pertaining to these camelids should be sufficient to prevent any importation of diseases from Bactrian
camels. State statutes already sufficiently cover this aspect of consideration for approval of Bactrian
camels for the clean list.

and, 5. That the species does not otherwise present a threat to the health or population of a species that is
indigenous to Alaska. Since Bactrian camels would be managed as confined livestock, it is unlikely they
would present a threat to indigenous species. They would be certified clean before importation to Alaska
as required of other camelid livestock like llamas and alpacas, Once in Alaska, they would be susceptible
to mauny of the same parasites that llama and alpacas are, such as tapeworms. Good veterinary care would
keep the Bactrian camels healthy and able to do well in a domestic setting as do the other allowed camelids.

Owning a Bactrian camel as part of our llama and alpaca ranch weuld enhance our business and allow us to
do more public education about the fascinating camelid family., With current veterinarian regulations
already in place for llamas and alpacas, adding Bactrian camel to the list seems like a natural,

Sincerely,

Kathy Simpson



~United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
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Mr. Cliff Judkins, Chair
Alaska Board of Game

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

Dear Chairman Judkins:

The Alaska Board of Game is scheduled to meet January 29 — February 1, 2010, to deliberate on

proposals concerning changes to Statewide regulations, Cycle "A” schedule. We have reviewed
the 52 proposals the Board will be considering at this meeting,

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management, working with other
Federal agencies, has developed preliminary recommendations on those proposals that have

potential impacts on both Federal Subsistence users and wildlife resources. Our comments are
enclosed.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these important regulatory matters and look
forward to working with your Board and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game on these
issues. Please contact Mr. Chuck Ardizzone, Wildlife Liaison, 907- 786 3871, with any
questions you may have concerning this material.

. Sincerely, .

07 Do

Peter J. Probasco,
Assistant Regional Director

Enclosure

cc.  DcenbyLloyd, ADF&G
Mike Fleagle, Chair, FSB
Kristy Tibbles, Board Support Section
Tina Cunning, ADF&G
Interagency Staff Committee

Chuck Ardizzone, OSMra KE PRl DE k ’
INAM ERICA



RECOMMENDATIONS

ALASKA BOARD OF GAME PROPOSALS

Statewide Regulations, Cycle A
January 29 — February 1, 2010
Anchorage, Alaska

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office of Subsistence Management (OSM)



PROPOSAL 2 - 5 AAC 92.010 Harvest tickets and 'repor'ts. Repeal the black bear harvest ticket
requirement as follows:

No black bear harvest tickets are required, especially in areas where iniensive management
objectives for ungulates remain below objectives,

Current Federal Regulation:
§ 100.6 Licenses, permits, harvest tickets, tags, and reports.

(a)(3) Possess and comply with the provisions of any pertinent permits, harvest tickets, or tags
required by the State unless any of these documents or individual provisions in them are
superseded by the requirements in subpart D of this part.

Is a similar issne being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is oppose the proposal.'

Ratjonale: If this proposal is adopted it would rescind the harvest reporting requirements
instituted by the Alaska Board of Game in 2009. The data gathered from harvest ticket reports are
important as they provide State and Federal wildlife managers with valuable information to aid
black bear population management decisions. However, because harvest reporting and sealing

are now required in some areas, redundant reporting requirements should be addressed. This
issue is addressed in comments for Proposal 3.

PROPOSAL 3 - SAAC 92.010. Harvest tickets and reports. Housekeepmg proposal to: 1Jupdate
reporting requirements, 2) clarify possession of moose, sheep, and black bear harvest reports while
hunting and 3) uncouple the black bear harvest report/ticket requirement from black bear sealing.

5 AAC 92.010, Harvest tickets and reports

(c) Within 15 days after taking the bag limit for a species or, if the hunter does not take the bag
limit, within 15 days after the close of the seasen, the hunter shall submit a_completed harvest
report [COMPLETE THE HARVEST REPORT AND MAIL IT] to the department.

(h) For moose and sheep, a person may not hunt moose or sheep, except in a permit hunt or in the
Gates of the Arctic National Park, unless the person has in possession a harvest ticket for the
species and has obtained a harvest report (issued with the harvest ticket); however, a person who
is hunting Dall sheep in the Gates of the Arctic National Park must register with the department.

(/) For black bear, a person may not hunt black bear in Units 1-7, 11-17, 19D, and 20 [A UNIT
WITH BLACK BEAR SEALING REQUIREMENTS], except when a permit is required, unless

the person has in possession a harvest ticket for the species and has obtained a harvest report
(issued with the harvest ticket).

Current Federal Regutation:

§ 100.6 Licenses, permits, harvest tickets, tags, and reports,



(a)(3) Possess and comply with the provisions of any pertinent permits, harvest tickets, or tags
required by the State unless any of these documents or individual provisions in them are
superseded by the requirements in subpart D of this part.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recomniendation is support the proposal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would clarify and simplify reporting options and
possession of harvest reports while hunting for moose, sheep, and black bear. It would also
uncouple the new general season black bear harvest reports/tickets from black bear sealing
requirements, which would allow the Board of Game and the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game the flexibility to evaluate whether both sealing and harvest reports are need in each unit,

This could help eliminate redundant reportmg requirements for black bears i in umts where both
sealing and harvest ticket are necessary.
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PROPOSAL 4 - 5 AAC 92.010. Harvest tickets and reporting, Require huniers to submit harvest
reports for deer.

This proposal would require harvest report cards be submitted by all hunters who get deer harvest
tickets, and those data would be considered by menagers in setting seasons, bag limits, etc.

_Current Federal Regulation:
§ 100.6 Licenses, permits, harvest tickets, tags, and reports,

(a)(3) Possess and comply with the provisions of any pertinent permits, harvest tickets, or tags
required by the State unless any of these documents or individual provisions in them are
superseded by the requirements in subpart D of ithis part.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is oppose the proposal. '

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would require harvest reports be submitted by deer
hunters. Deer harvest is currently monitored by a survey questionnaire sent to a random sample
of individuals that obtain deer harvest tickets, These surveys allow the collection of more
detailed information about hunting effort and harvest of each deer than harvest ticket reports. The
survey results are statistically expanded on a community-level to give an estimate of deer harvest,
hunting effort and success rates for hunters. The mail-out questionnaire survey has been in use
for over 20 years and was developed to address problems with harvest ticket reporting. Managers

are satisfied with the information they get through the mail out survey and feel that it is sufficient
for management,
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Proposal 11: SAAC 92.019. Taking of big game for certain religious ceremonies. Remove the
reference requiring game taken for certain religious ceremonies to be defined as customarily and
traditionally taken or used for subsistence; and limit the take to moose, deer and caribou. In non-
subsistence areas, a letter of authorization must be obtained from the dcpartment




This departrment proposal would change the regulations around the taking of big game for funerary
and mortuary religious ceremonies to make clear the Board of Game’s intent to allow the taking of
big game for funerary or morivuary ceremonies in non subsistence areas.

.Current Federal Regulations:

§ .26 Subsistence taking of wildlife.

(m) You may take wildlife, outside of established season or harvest limits, for food in traditional

religious ceremonies, that are part of a funerary or mortuary cycle, inchiding memorial
potlatches, under the following provisions:

(1) The harvest does not violate recognized principles of wildlife conservation and uses the
methods and means allowable for the particular species published in the applicable Federal
regulations. The appropriate Federal land manager will establish the number, species, sex, or
location of harvest, if necessary, for conservation purposes. Other regulations relating to
ceremonial harvest may be found in the unit-specific regulations in §242.26(n).

(2) No permit or harvest ticket is required for harvesting under this section; however, the
harvester must be a Federally qualified subsistence user with customary and traditional use in
the area where the harvesting will occur.

(3) In Units 1-26 (except for Koyukon/Gwich'in potlatch ceremonies in Units 20F, 21, 24, or 25):

(i) A tribal chief, village or tribal council president, or the chief's or president’s designee for the
village in which the religious/cultural ceremony will be held, or a Federally qualified subsistence
user outside of a village or tribal-organized ceremony, must notify the nearest Federal land
manager that a wildlife harvest will take place. The notification must include the species, harvest
location, and number of animals expected to be taken.

(i) Immediately after the wildlife is taken, the tribal chief, village or tribal council president or
designee, or other Federally qualified subsistence user must create a list of the successful hunters
and maintain these records, ncluding the name of the decedent for whom the ceremony will be

held. If reguested, this information must be available to an authorized represeniative of the
Federal land manager.

(iii) The tribal chigf, village or tribal council president or designee, or other Federally qualified
subsistence user outside of the village in which the religious/cultural ceremony will be held must
report to the Federal land manager the harvest location, species, sex, and number of animals
taken as soon as practicable, but not more than 15 days afier the wildlife is taken.

{4) In Units 20F, 21, 24, and 25 (for Koyukon/Gwich'in potlatch ceremonies only):

(i) Taking wildlife outside of established seasom and harvest limits is authorized if it is for food
Jor the traditional Koyukon/Gwich'in Potlatch Funerary or Mortuary ceremony and rf itis
consistent with conservation of healthy populatrons

(it) Immediately after the wildlife is taken, the tribal chief, Vvilfage or tribal council president, or
the chicf's or president's de;:'gr{r'ee Jor the village in which the religious ceremony will be held



must create a list of the successful hunters and maintain these records. The list must be made
available, after the harvest is completed, to a Federal land manager upon request,

(iti} As soon as practical, but not more than 15 days after the harvest, the tribal chief, village
council president, or designee must notify the Federal land manager about the harvest localron
species, sex, and number of animals taken,

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No~
Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM is neutral on the proposal..

Rationale: Current Federal regulations allow for the taking of wildlife for cultural or religious
ceremonies on federal public lands throughout the state according to the parameters set forth in
regulation (§ .26 (m)(1-4).. While it is recognized that the taking of wildlife for cultural or
religious ceremonies is not subsistence take per se, it is part of the customary and traditional
pattern of life for which Congress mandated protection under the Alaska National Interests Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA) and is thus covered under federal subsistence management
regulations.
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Proposal 12: SAAC 92.034. Permit to_take game for cultural _purposes. Modify the permit
requirements for taking potlatch moose.

The proposal intends to clarify existing language in 5 AAC 92.019 that restricts the taking of moose

for funerary religious purposes to populations of big game animals for which the Board has
established a positive C&T finding in 5 AACC 99.025.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federil Subsistence Board? No

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM is neutral on the proposal. See comments
on proposal 11.

e e Pk P e o b o o b A ot e e e e e e e o b ol e S ot e o P e ot e o 1 e o o et oo o oo

Proposal 13: SAAC 92,019, Taking of big pame for certain religious ceremonies. Modify the
language concerning the take of big gameé for religious ceremonies.

Proposal would remove “customarily and traditionally taken or used for subsistence” language
from 5 AAC 92.019, thus allowing harvest of big game for Alaska Native funerary and mortuary
religious purposes in non subsistence areas and other areas for which there is a negative or no
C&T finding under SAAC 92.025.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM is neutral on the proposal Sec comments
on proposal 11,
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Proposal 14: SAAC 92.XXX. Create a new regulation regarding traditional potlatch Establish
an Ahtna traditional Potlatch Religious Ceremonies Use of Big Game.




The proposal would create a new regulation that establishes guidelines for taking of big game
animals for Ahtna traditional potlatch ceremonies in Game Management Units 11, 12, 13 and 204,

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM is neutral on the proposal. See comments
on proposal 11.
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PROPOSAL 35 - 5 AAC 92.165 Sealing of bear skins and skulls, Provide hunters the option for
sealing hides.

The proposal would change current sealing regulations to allow the harvester at his/her option, to
either do the required steps to seal the hide him or her self, or take the hide into a sealing agent.

Current Federal Regulations:
§ .26 Subsistence taking of wildiife.

(j) Sealing of bear skins and skulls.

(1) Sealing requirements for bear apply to brown bears taken in all Units, except as
specified in this paragraph, and black bears of all color phases taken in Units 1-7, 11-17, and
20. ' ‘ o

(2) You may not possess or transport from Alaska the untanned skin or skull of a bear
unless the skin and skull have been sealed by an authorized represeniative of ADF&G in
accordance with State or Federal regulations, except that the skin and skull of a brown bear
taken under a registration permit in Units 5, 98, 9E, 17, 18, 194 and 19B downstream of and
including the Aniak River drainage, 21D, 22, 23, 24, and 264 need not be sealed unless removed
firom the area.

(3} You must keep a bear skin and skull together until a representative of the ADF&G has
removed a rudimentary premolar tooth from the skull and sealed both the skull and the skin;
however, this provision does not apply to brown bears taken within Units 5, 98, 9E, 17, 18, 194
and 19B downsiream of and including the Aniak River drainage, 21D, 22, 23, 24, and 264 and
which are not removed from the Unit.

(i) In areas where sealing is required by Federal regulations, you may not possess or
transport the hide of @ bear that does not have the penis sheath or vaginal orifice naturally
attached to indicate conclusively the sex of the bear.

(i) If the skin or skull of a bear taken in Units 9B, 17, 18, and 194 and 19B downstream
of and including the Aniak River drainage is vemoved from the area, you must first have it sealed
by an ADF &G representative in Bethel, Dillingham, or McGrath; at the time of sealing, the
ADF&G representative must remove and retain the skin of the skull and front claws of the bear.

(iii} If vou remove the skin or skull of a bear taken in Units 21D, 22, 23, 24, and 264
Jrom the area or present il for commercial lanning within the area, you must first have it sealed
by an ADF&G representative in Barrow, Galena, Nome, or Kotzebue; al the time of sealing, the
ADF&G representative must remove and retain the skin of the skull and front claws of the bear.

(iv} If vou remove the skin or skull of a bear taken in Unit 5 from the area, you must first
have it sealed by an ADF&G representative in Yakutal.

(v) If you remove the skin or skull of a bear taken in Unit 9E from Unit 9, you must first have it
sealed by an authorized sealing representative. At the time of sealing, the representative must
remove and retain the skin of the skull and front claws of the bear.



Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Federal Position /[Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is oppose the proposal.

Rationale: Information collected from skull measurements, examination of the hide and in some
cases the pulling of a premolar for age analysis, during the sealing process, provides important
data which aids in the management of bear populations in some areas. The Office of Subsistence
Management supports the consistent and accurate collection of data, which is currently collected
by Department staff trained in Department protocols. The collection, analysis and archiving of
data is best accomplished by one entity. On the other hand, it is recognized that in some cases,
sealing presents a burden to remote hunters. The Department has tried to ameliorate this burden

by allowing the use of a temparary certificate that allows a second party to bring the bear in for
sealing if the hunter is unable to do it themselves.
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PROPOSAL 36 - 5 AAC 92.170 Sealing of marten, lyni, beaver, otter, wolf and wolverine

Eliminate the sealing requirements for certain furbearers.

Eliminate sealing requirements for marten, beaver, otter, wolf, and wolverine statewide except
“when specific biological data is needed by the Department of F]Sh and Game that cannot be
collected by the trapper for the department.

Current Federal Regulations:
§ .26 Subsistence taking of wildlife.

(k) Sealing of beaver, Iynx, mariten, otter, wolf, and wolverine, You may not possess or transport
from Alaska the untanned skin of a marten taken in Units 1-5, 7, 13E, or 14-16 or the untanned
skin of a beaver, lynx, otter, wolf, or wolverine, whether taken inside or outside the State, unless
the skin has been sealed by an aufhor ized representative in accordance with State or Federal
regulations.

(1) In Unit 18, you must obram an ADF&G seal for beaver skins only if they are to be sold or
commercially tanned. (2} In Unit 2, you must seal any wolf taken on or before the 3()rh day after-
the date of taking.

(D) If you take a species listed in paragraph (k) of this section but are unable to present the skin in
person, you must complete and sign a temporary sealing form and ensure that the completed
temporary sealing form and skin are presented to an authorized representative of ADF&G for
sealing consistent with requirements listed in paragraph (k) of this section.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is oppose the proposal.

Rationale: The data gathered through the sealing process is often the only information that
Alaska Department of Fish and Game is able to obtain to assess furbearer population trends and
to addréss management questions. The Qffice of Subsistence Management supports the
consistent and accurate collection of data, which is currently collected by Department staff

trained in Department protocals. The'collection, analysm and archlvmg of data is best
acconplished by one entity.



ree

R S S R S A e

.PROPOSAL 37 - 5 AAC 92,171 Sealing of Dall sheep horns. Modify the sheep sealing

requirement as follows:

A person may not possess, transport, or export from the state the horns and_sku]l (naturaliv
attached) of a Dall sheep ram taken in any hunt where there is a horh configuration bag limit, or
the skull and horns of a Dall sheep ram taken in Units 6-11 and Units 13-17, unless the skull

has been sealed by a department representative within 30 days after the taking, or a lesser time if
designated by the department.

A. Horns must be naturally attached to skull;
B. Head must be skinned out for sealing;
C. Marker must stay attached until the start of taxidermy, as defined in AS 16.05. 940(35)

Current Federal Regulation:
§ .14 Relationship to State procedures and regulations.

(a) State fish and game regulations apply to public lands and such laws are hereby adopted and
made a part of the regulations in this part to the extent they are not inconsistent with, or
superseded by, the regulations in this part.

§ .26 Subsistence taking of wildlife,

(g) Evidence of sex and identity. (1) If subsistence take of Dall sheep is restricted to a ram, you
may not possess or transport a harvested sheep unless both horns accompany the animal.

Is a shinilar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? Yes, a similar proposal
to clarify the requirements for harvest salvage, reporting and sealing for Dall sheep in Units 11
and 12 has been submitted to the Federal Subsistence Board.

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM is neutral on the proposal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would modify the sheep sealing requirements in Units 6-
11 and 13-17 so the seal would be nonpermanent. Information collected during the sealing
process, provides important data which aids in the management of sheep populations in some
areas, The Office of Subsistence Management supports the consistent and accurate collection of
data, which is currently collected by Department staff trained in Department protocols. The way
sheep are sealed, either by a permanent or nonpermanent method is of less importance.
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PROPOSAL 38 - 5 AAC 92.031 Permit for sclling skins, skulls and trophies. Allow the sale of
black bear gall bladders by non-profit organizations.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game shall at its discretion issue permits to non-profit

conservation organizations to sell black bear gall bladders that have been removed from legally
harvested bears and donated to such organizations.



Current Federal Regulation:

§ I00.7 Restriction on use,

(0} You may not use fish or wildlife or their parts, taken pursuant to the regulations in this part,
unless provided for in this part.

Note: There is no Federal regulation authorizing the sale of black bear gall bladders.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No
Federal Position /Recommended Action: Tﬁe OSM recommendation is oppose the proposal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would allow the sale of black bear gall bladders by non-
profit organizations. Commercialization of black bear parts such as gall bladders is a nationwide
and worldwide conservation and law enforcement problem. The sale of gallbladders has been
implicated as an incentive to poaching in Alaska and other states.
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PROPOSAL 39 - 5 AAC 92.200(b)(1) Purchase and sale of game. Aflow the sale or barter of -
tanned bear hides,

The sale of tanned bear hide can be bought, sold, traded, or bartered. Or the sale of tanned bear
hides without face or claws attached can be bought, sold, traded, or bartered.

Current Federal Regulations:

§ .25 Subsistence taking of fish, wildlife, and shellfish: general regulations.

(i) Utilization of fish, wildlife, or shellfish.

{8) If you are a Federally qualified subsistence user, you may sell the raw Jur or tanned pelt with
or without claws attached ﬁ‘om legally harvested [ furbearers.

(13) You may sell the raw/untanned and tanned hide or cape from a legally harvested caribou,
deer, elk, goat, moose, musk ox, and sheep.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federa} Subsistence Board? Yes, a similar proposal
to reclassify black bears as furbearers in Units 12, 20 and 25, would allow the sale of the raw fur

or tanned pelt from black bear legally harvested under Federal wildlife regulations, has been
submitted to the Federal Subsistence Board.

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is oppose the proposal.
Rationale: If this proposal is adopted it would allow the general sale of bear hides and could lead

large scale commercial sales. Bears have low reproductive rates and a moderate increase in
“harvest could lead to long-term population declines in some areas. The Federal Subsistence



Board has provided for the sale of handicrafts made from the skin, hide, pelt, fur, claws, bones,
teeth, sinew, or skulls of bears by Federally qualified subsistence users where appropriate. The
intent of the Board in passing these regulations was to provide for the customary and traditional
use, by Federally qualified subsistence users the opportunity to fully utilize the above-listed parts
of bears legally harvested under Federal subsistence regulations.
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PROPOSAL 44 - SAAC 92.450. Description of Game Management Units. Modify the
boundaries for Units 18, 19 and 20 as follows:

Create new boundary language for Unit 18 to read: That area draining into the Yukon River
downstream from the ‘down river’ boundary of and that area draining into the Kuskokwim River
downstream from the ‘down river’ boundary of Dick Nash’s fish camp, on the South bank of the
river and the ‘down river’ boundary of Sam Savage’s fish camp on the North side of the river
{both located five miles downriver of Lower Kalskag); and that area draining into Crooked Creek
(also known as Johnson River) downstream from the northem' terminus of the Mud Creek to

Crooked Creek (also known as Johnson River) tramway (also known as Mud Creek to Johnson
River Portage).

Create new boundary langnage for Unit 19 to read: That area draining into the Kuskokwim River
upstream from the ‘down river boundary of Dick Nash’s fish camp, on the South bank of the river
and the “down river’ boundary of Sam Savagé’s fish camp, on the North bank of the river; and
that area draining into Crooked Creek (also known as Johnson River) upstream from the northern
terminus of the Mud Creek to Crooked Creek (also known as Johnson River) tramway {also
known as Mud Creek to Johnson River Portage).

Create new boundary language for Unit 21 to read: That area draining into the Yukon River
upstream from the “down river” boundary of...

(Note: All of the above-mentioned land marks are well known to all hunters in Units 18, 19, and
21. They are also very easy to locate on “up-to-date™ maps. It would also make it easier for the
“map makers” to draw in the affected drainages.)

Current Federal Regulations:

§ .26 Subsistence taking of wildlife.

{n} Unit regulations.

(18) Unit 18 consisis of that area draining into the Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers downstream
JSrom a straight line drawn between Lower Kalskag and Paimiut and the drainages flowing into

the Bering Sea from Cape Newenhain on the south to and including the Pastolik River drainage

on the north; Nunivak, St. Matthew, and aaﬂvacent islands between Cape Newenham and the
Pastolik River.

{1 9) Unit 19 consists of the Kuskokwim River drainage upstream ﬁ'om a straight line drawn
between Lower Kalskag and Piamiut: :

(21) Unit 21 consists of dramages into the Yukon River upstream from Paimiut to, bul not

10



including, the Tozitna River drainage on the north bank, and o, but not including, the Tanana
River drainage on the south bank; and excluding the Koyukuk River drainage upstream from the
Dulbi River drainage:

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is neutral on this
proposal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted, the geographic descriptions for Units 18, 19 and 21 would
differ between the State and Federal regulations, Note: if the Board adopts these changes, the

Federal Subsistence Board would need to take parallel action in order for boundary descriptions
to correspond,
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PROPOSAL 45 — 5 AAC 92,450 Game Management Units. Housekeeping mod:ficatlons to game
management unit and subunit boundaries in Units 6, 11, 13, 14, 16 and 25.

(6) Game Management Unit 6 consists of all Gulf of Alaska and Prince William Sound drainages
from the center line of lcy Bay (excluding the Guyot Hills) to Cape Fairfield, including Kayak,
Hinchinbrook, Montague, and adjacent islands, and Middleton Island, but excluding the Copper
River drainage upstream from Miles Glacier and those drainages on the north side of Miles
Glacier, and excluding the Nellie Juan and Kings River drainages;

(11) Game Management Unit 11 consists of that area draining into [THE HEADWATERS OF] the
Copper River [SOUTH OF SUSLOTA CREEK AND THE AREA DRAINED BY ALL
TRIBUTARIES INTO THE EAST BANK OF THE COPPER RIVER BETWEEN THE
CONFLUENCE OF SUSLOTA CREEK WITH THE SLLANA RIVER AND MILES GLACIER]
from the north side of Miles Glacier, and east of the eastern most bank of the Copper River
from Miles Glacier north to the Slana River, then along the east bank of the Slana River to
Suslota Creek, then south of the south bank of Suslota Creek to Noyes Mountain,

(13) Game Management Unit 13 consists of that arca westerly of the eastern most [EAST] bank
of the Copper River and drained by all tributaries into the west bank of the Copper River from Miles
Glacier north to the confluence with the Slana River, then along the east bank of the Slana
River to Suslota Creek, and that area of the Slana River drainage north of Suslota Creek

[AND INCLUDING THE SLANA RIVER DRAINAGES NORTH OF SUSLOTA CREEK]; the
drainages into the Delta River..

(A) Unit 13(A) consists of that portion of Unit 13 bounded by a line beginning at the Chickaloon
River bridge at Mile 77.7 on the Glenn Highway, then along the Glenn Highway to its junction with
the Richardson Highway, {THEN SOUTH ALONG THE RICHARDSON HIGHWAY TO THE
FOOT OF SIMPSON HILL AT MILE 111.5,] then east to the east bank of the Copper River, then
northerly along the east bank of the Copper to its junction with the Gulkana River, ...

(B) Unit 13(B) consists of that portion of Unit 13 bounded by a line beginning at the confluence of
the Copper River and the Gulkana River, then up the east bank of the Copper River to the Gakona

River, then up the east bank of the Gakona River and Gakona Glacier to the boundary of Unit 13,
then westerly...
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(C) Unit 13(C) consists of that portion of Unit 13 east of the east bank of the Gakona River and
Gakona Glacier;

(14) (A) Unit 14(A) consists of drainages in Unit 14 bounded on the west [BY] beginning at the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough boundary along Jongitude line 150°30°00” to the mouth of the
Susitna River, then north along the east bank of the Susitna River, on the north by the north
bank of Willow Creek and Peters Creek to its headwaters, then east along the hydrologic divide
separating the Susitna River and Knik Amm drainages to the outlet creek at lake 4408, on the east
by the eastern boundary of Unit 14, and on the south by Cook Inlet, Knik Arm, and the
Matanuska-Susitua Borough boundary to the Glenn Highway hridge, then to the south
bank of Knik Arm, then_to the south banlk of the Knik River from its mouth to its junction with
Kuik Glacjer, across the face of Knik Glacier and along the north side of Knik Glacier to the Unit
6 boundary;

(16) Game Management Unit 16 consists of the drainages into Coock Inlet between Redoubt Creek
and the Susitna River, including Redoubt Creek drainage, Kalgin Island, and the drainages on the
west side of the Susitna River (including the Susitna River) upstream to its junction with the
Chulitna River; the drainages into the west side of the Chulitna River (including the Chulitna
River) upstream to the Tokositna River (including the Tokesitna River),, and drainages into the
south side of the Tokositna River upstream to the base of the Tokositna Glacier, including the
drainage of the Kanitula Glacier; ‘ | '

(25) (B) Unit 25(B) consists of the Little Black River drainage upstream from but not including
the Big Creek drainage, the Black River drainage upstream from and including the Salmon Fork
drainage, the Porcupine River drainage upstream from the conflyence of the Coleen and
Porcupine Rivers, and drainages into the north bank of the Yukon River upstream from Circle,
including the Yukon River and islands in the Yukon River upstream from Circle;

Current Federal Regulations:
§ .26 Subsistence taking of wildlife.

(n) Unit regulations.

(6)Unit 6 consists of all Gulf of Alaska and Prince William Sound drainages from the. center line
of Icy Bay (éxcluding the Guyot Hills) to Cape Fairfield including Kayak, Hinchinbrook,
Montague, and adjacent islands, and Middleton Island, but excluding the Copper River drainage
upstrean from Miles Glacier, and excluding the Nellie Juan and Kings River drainages:

(11) Unit 11 consists of that area draining into the headwaters of the Copper River south of
Suslota Creek and the area drained by all tributaries into the east bank of the Copper River
berween the confluence of Suslota Creek with the Slana River and Miles Glacier.

(13} Unit 13 consists of that area westerly of the east bank of the Copper River and drained by all
tributaries into the west bank of the Copper River from Miles Glacier and including the Slana
River drainages norith of Suslota Creek; the drainages inlo the Delta River upstream from Falls
Creek and Black Rapids Glacier; the drainages into the Nenana River upstream from the
southeast corner of Denali National Park at Windy, the drainage into the Susitna River upstream
Jfrom its junction with the Chulitna River; the drainage into the east bank of the Chulitna River
upsitream to its confluence with Tokositna River; the drainages of the Chulitna River (south of
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Denali National Park) upstream from its confluence with the Tokositna River; the drainages into
the north bank of the Tokositna River upstream to the base of the Tokositna Glacier; the
drainages into the Tokositna Glacier; the drainages into the east bank of the Susitna River
between its confluences with the Talkeetna and Chulitna Rivers, the drainages into the north and
east bank of the Talkeetna River including the Talkeetna River to its confluence with Clear Creek,
the eastside drainages of a line going up the south bank of Clear Creék to the firss unnamed creek
on the south, then up that creek to lake 4408, along the northeast shore of lake 4408, then
southeast in a straight line o the northern most fork of the Chickaloon River, the drainages into
the east bank of the Chickaloon River below the line from lake 4408 the drainages of the
Matanuska River above its confluence with the Chickaloon River:

(13)(4) Unit 134 consists of that portion of Unit 13 bounded by a line beginning at the
Chickaloon River bridge at Mile 77.7 on the Glenn Highway, then along the Glenn Highway to its
Junction with the Richardson Highway, then south along the Richardson Highway to the foot of
Simpson Hill at Mile 111.5, then east to the east bank of the Copper River, then northerly along
the east bank of the Copper River to its junction with the Gulkana River, then northerly along the
west bank of the Gulkana River to its junction with the West Fork of the Gulkana River, then
westerly along the west bank of the West Fork of the Gulkana River to its source, an unnamed
lake, then across the divide into the Tyone River drainage, down an unnamed stream into the
Tyone River, then down the Tyone River to the Susitna River, then down the southern bank of the
Susitna River to the mouth of Kosina Creek, then up Kosina Creek to ils headwaters, then across
the divide and down Aspen Creek to the Talkeetna River, then southerly along the boundary of
Unit 13 to the Chickaloon River bridge, the point of beginning;

(13)(B) Unit 13B consists of that portion of Unit 13 bounded by a line begmnmg af the
confluence of the Copper River and the Gulkana River, then up the east bank of the Copper River
to the Gakona River, then up the Gakona River and Gakona Glacier to the boundary of Unit 13,
then westerly along the boundary of Unit 13 to the Susitna Glacier, then southerly along the west
barnk of the  Susitna Glacier and the Susitna River to the Tvone River, then up the Tyone River
and across the divide to the headwaters of the West Fork of the Gullana River, then down the

West Fork of the Gulkana River o the confluence of the Gulkana River and the Copper szer the
point of beginning;

(13)(C} Unit 13C consists of that portion of Unit 13 east of the Gakona River and Gakona
Glacier;

(14)(A) Unit 144 consists of drainages in Unit 14 bounded on the west by the east bank of the
Susitna River, on the north by the north bank of Willow Creek and Peters Creek to its
headwaters, then east along the hydrologic divide separating the Susitna River and Knik Arm
drainages to the outlet creek at lake 4408, on the east by the eastern boundary of Unit 14, and on
the south by Cook Inlet, Knik Arm, the south bank of the Knik River from its mouth to its junction

with Knik Glacier, across the face of Knik Glacier and along the north side of Knik Glacier 1o the
Unit 6 boundary;

(16) Unit 16 consists of the drainages into Cook Inlet between Redoubt Creek and the Susitna
River, including Redoubt Creek drainage, Kalgin Island, and the drainages on the west side of
the Susitna River (including the Susitna River) upstream to its confluence with the Chulitna
River, the drainages into the west side of the Chulitna River (including the Chulitna River)
upstream to the Tokositna River, and drainages into the south side of the Tokositma River
upstream to the base of the Tokositna Glacier, including the drainage of the Kahiltna Glacier:
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(25)(B)Unit 258 consists of the Litile Black River drainage upstream from but not includfng the
Big Creek drainage, the Black River drainage upstream from and including the Salmon Fork
drainage, the Porcupine River drainage upstream from the confluence of the Coleen and

Porcupine Rivers, and drainages into the north bank of the Yukon River upstream from Czrcle,
including the islands in the Yukon River;

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? No

Federal Position /Recommended Action: The OSM is neutral on the proposal.

Rationale: If this proposal is adopted, the geographic descriptions for Units 6, 11, 13, 134, 13B,
13C, 14A 16 and 25B would differ between the State and Federal regulations. Note: if the Board
adopts these changes, the Federal Subsistence Board would need to take parallel action in order
for boundary descriptions to align.

Bt ot oo ot P ot P (o P o oo oo o oo Pt o P P oo oot el o' e R ]

Proposal 51 - 5 AAC 84.270. Furbearer trapping. Extend all trapping season dates ending on
February 28 to incorporate leap year, February. 29.

Species and Units Open Season Bag Limit-
(2) Coyote
Unit 14(C) Nov. 10 - Feb. 29 No limit.
: [FEB. 28] .

(3) Fox, arctic, white, or blue

Units 9 and 10 Nov. 10 - Feb. 29 No limit,
[FEB. 28]
Units 24 and 25 * Nov.1- Feb. 29 No limit.
[FEB. 28]

(4) Fox, red (including the
cross, black, or silver color phases)

Units 6,9~ 11, 13, 14, Nov. 10 - Feb. 29 No limit.
- excluding Chugach State [FEB. 28] -
Park, and 16
Units 7, 14(C) within Nov. 10 - Feb, 29 One per season,
Chugach State Park, and 15 [FEB. 28]
Unit8 Nov. 10 - Mar. 31 No limit.
Units 20, except 20(E), Nov. | - Feb. 29 No limit.
21, 24, and 25 - [FEB. 28]
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(5) Lynx

Units 7, 11, and 13 - 16

Units 8 and 10
TUnits 6 and 9
Units 20(A), 20(B), 20(C)

east of the Teklanika
River, 20(D), and 25(C)

Unit 20(F) and remainder
of Unit 20(C)

Unit 19

Unit 21

Units 22, 23, and 26

Unit 24

Remainder of Unit 25
(6) Marten

Units 6, 9, 11, 13,

and 17

Units 12, 19 - 21, 24, and 25

(7) Mink and weasel

Units 6, 9, 10, 11, 13 and 17
Unit 18

Units 12, 19 - 21, 24, and 25

(9) Otter, land

Nov. 10 - Feh, 29
[FEB. 28]

No open season,

Nov. 10 - Feb, 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov.1 - Noy. 30
Dec, 1 - Feb, 29 -
{FEB. 28]

Nov. 1 — Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov. 1 - Feb, 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov. 1 - Feb, 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov. 1 - Apr. 15

Nov. | - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov. 1 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov, 10 - Feb. 29
{FEB. 28]

Nov. 1 - Feb, 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov, 10 - Feb, 29
[FEB. 28]
Nov. 10 - Mar. 31

Nov. 1 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

15

No limit; _
season may be

‘closed by
-emergency

order.

No limit.

2 lynx
No limit

No limit.

No limit.

No limit,

‘No limit.

No limit.

No limit.

No limit.

No limit.

No limit.
No limit,

No limit.



Units 7 and 14(C)

Unit 15

(13) Wolf

Unit 14(C)

(14) Wolverine
Units 6 - 10, 15, and 16(B)

Units 20, except 20(E),
and 25(C)

Current Federa! Regulation:

Coyote

Unit 14C

Arctic Fox

Unit 9

Red Fox

Units 6,7, 9,11, 13and 16
Unit 10

Units 12, 20, 21, 24 and 25
Unit 14Cand 15

Lynx

Unit 9

Units 11 and 13

Units 19, 21, 24 and 25
Units 20 F and 20C remainder
Marten

Units 6,9, 11, 13, 16 and 17

Nov. 10 - Feb, 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov, 10 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov. 10 - Feb, 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov. 10 - Feb. 29
[FEB. 28]

Nov. | - Feh. 29
[FEB. 28]

No limit,

No limit.

No limit.

No limit.

No limit.

No limit
No limit

No limit

2 red foxes
No limit

1 fox

No limit
No limit
No limit

No limit

No limit
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Nov I0— Feb 28
Nov 10— Feb 28

Nov ]O—Feb 28
Sept ] —Feb 28
Nov]—Feb 28
Nov ]0—Feb 28

Nov 10— Feb 28
Nov 10— Feb 28
Nov 1 —Feb 28
Nov 1 —Feb 28

Nov 10 — Feb 28



Units 12, 19, 20, 21, 24, and 25

Mink and Weasel

Units 9,10, 11, 13 and 17

Units 12, 19, 20, 21, 24, and 25
Muskrat

 Unit 17

River Otter

Units 7, 14C and 15

Wolf

Unit 14C

Wolverine

Units 6,7, 9, 10, 14C, 15B, 15C, 16

and 17
Unit 11
Units 12, 20 and 25C

No limit

No limit

No limii

2 muskrat

No limit

No limit

No limit

No limit
No limit

"Novl-—Feb 28

Nov 10— Feb 28

. Nov 1 —Feb28

Nov 10— Feb 28
Nov 10~ Feb ?_8
Nov 10 -Feb 28
Nov 10 -Feb 28

Nov 10 —Feb 28
Nov I —Feb 28

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistenee Board? No

Federal Position /Recommended Action; The OSM recommendation is support the proposal.

Rationale; If this proposal is adopted it would provide trappers an additional day to harvest
during leap years. There should be minimal impacts the wildlife populations being trapped by
adding an additional day to the harvest season every four years. If this proposal is adopted the
Federal Subsistence Board should consider taking parallel action in order for the seasons to be in

alignment.
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STATE OF ALASKA

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
DIVISION OF WILDLIFE CONSERVATION

May 1, 2006
Kathy Simpson

P.O. Box 856
Anchor Point, AK 99556

FRANK H. MURKQWSK]I
GOVERNOR

P.O. BOX 115526
JUNEALL AK 99811-5528
PHONE: (907} 465-4190
FAX: (007) 465-6142

Thark you for your inquiry regarding possession of two-humped camels in Alaska. Asl
mentioned on the phone the other day, two-humpad camels are not on the “clean list” of specics
that may be possessed as a pet in Alaska. [ have enclosed a copy of the “clean list” as well as the
text of the regulation. Section (It) describes the conditions that imust be met before a species can
be added to the clean list. The Board of Game will not consider requests to add new specms until

the statewide meeting in 2010,

If you have any other questions, pleasc feel free to contact me at 907-465-4148 or by email at

karen_blejwas@fishgame state.ak.us.

Sincerely,

(A =V
Karen Blejwas
Wildlife Biologist, Permits Section



Document compiled by
Edith Wilson
Anchorage Alaska
(907)771-9808
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Comments:
Regarding proposal 20-22

Board Members:

I wish to respond to the recommendation by the State of Alaska to deny the adoption of our
proposal to de-list Bengal and Savannah cats. I will argue that the author of the States proposal
did insufficient research to justify his recommendation.

The author of the States Recommendation argues;

“The proponents contend the hybrids are recognized breeds of domestic cat rather than hybrids
of wild cats. The Department vigorously disagrees with this assertion. Similar to wolf hybrids,
simply because a hybrid animal shares some characteristics of appearance and behavior of a
domestic animal, does not make it a domestic animal.” This statement is inaccurate.

The author could not have been given the time to properly research these new cat breeds. The
author also fails to recognize that the majority of the United States, Europe and much of the
World recognize the domestic nature of these cats and list them as a domestic breed. By the
3rd generation, very little of the wild gene remains, and since the “wild™ progenitors are widely
recognized as the ancestors of the domestic cat. no aberrant or “wild behavior™ has been
identified. Please keep in mind, by the 3rd generation, a savannah male generally weighs
around 14-15 lbs; the females much less. Contrast that if you will, with my male ragdoll cat,
which weighs 20 lbs or a Maine Coon, which may weigh 30 Ibs.

Please also keep in mind that even the common house cat is considered “tame” and not truly
“domestic”. Any feline left to its own devices readily returns to a feral state. Who has not heard
of a house cat which, having delivered in some secret place, reared a feral brood?

As you consider our requests to amend state regulations and allow these new breeds to be owned
in Alaska, please review the regulations of states listed as a guide of how the Board might
proceed. (This is a partial list given the limit of research time and the problematic issue of
finding regulatory information for a breed classified as domestic by most states)

California - no restrictions in CA on *any*
generation hybrid.

CT- No hybrids other than Bengals
registered with an International cat registry
up to the 4th  generation; after that no
restrictions.

D.C. - No cats descended from ocelots or
margays.

GA - No restrictions on cats recognized by
registration in a National or International cat
registry, no restrictions of any kind after 4th
generation.

ID - Only 1st generation hybrids are
prohibited.

IN - Only Ist and 2nd generations
prohibited.

KS - Small domestic hybrid cats are not
prohibited.

MASS - No prohibition after 3rd
generation.

MD - No hybrids over 304.

NH - No prohibition on 4th generation and
beyond.

NY - Any cat breed registered by T.I.C.A.,
A.F.C. or C.F.A. are not prohibited.

UT - Bans any hybrid not recognized by
T.I.C.A.

VT - Cats F4 and beyond are considered
domestic.



Please also consider the following information which was collected from the International
Bengal Cat Society (TIBCS) when considering that the countries below do not prohibit cat
breeds recognized by national and international registries. (TICA, TIBS, AFC, CFA)
Those with a star (*) are rabies free countries.

* Australia Canada Mexico
*Denmark Colombia Netherlands
*Finland Czech Republic Oman
*[celand Estonia Poland
¥*Norway France Portugal
*New Zealand Germany Russia
*United Kingdom Indonesia Singapore
*Sweden Italy South Africa
Austria Japan Spain
Belgium Malaysia Switzerland
Brazil Malta

Thailand America

United States of America

I would agree that the State of Alaska should consider carefully how to proceed. I agree
that hybrids of the large panthera species, and certainly endangered felines, should be
carefully regulated. You may also wish to follow others by requiring license to own the first
generation (F1) hybrid; however, I feel a wise compromise regarding the f2 and lower
generations, would best serve the State without alienating the general public. Rather than
giving into the misunderstandings of, and the misinformation unwittingly supplied by the author
of The Department of F&G’s recommendation; I implore you to read the articles and review the
expert testimony provided with an open mind. It would be a shame to needlessly burden the
department of Fish and Game with unnecessary action; as these hard working individuals are
pressed enough keeping us safe from threat and fulfilling their mandate.

Please allow me to add at this point that the author of the State recommendation states, “...the
department does not condone violation of regulations nor do we believe those who have
knowingly done so should be rewarded by the state.”

Let me bear witness; when | researched buying a savannah cat and, at the request of the breeder,
notified the department of fish and game about my interest in buying a new domestic breed with

2

intent to import to Alaska; I was told that there are no regulations against owning a domestic cat.

Therein lies the rub; what is recognized by my home state and much of the world as a domestic
cat, Alaska does not. So please understand, none of us intended to do wrong, we were
misinformed and mislead by a confusion in terminology and inconsistent regulation. It is my
hope that the Board with understand the problem we face is more about semantics than
science.



Allow me address the States arguments point by point:

1) Is the species capable of surviving the wild in Alaska?
The states position is YES and gives the example of a “feral” Savannah cat which
survived a winter in Alaska. This statement is inaccurate. The cat referred to was new
to the owner, bolted through the legs of a visitor and became lost in a new environment.
It was lost in the summer, and was nearly dead when captured in the fall; having lost
approximately 50% of its body mass, the treating Veterinarian stated (as relayed by the
owner) it was very near death and would surely have died before winter arrived. Please
know; this cat is an earlier generation, had probably been bottle reared and would have
had to teach it’s self to hunt. Far from being feral, it was a lost and frightened adolescent.
Also bear in mind; as a “new” breed, these cats are extremely expensive and no owner
would intentionally risk their investment by allowing one outside without restraint.
The point is then made, by the author that cross breeding with native lynx may result in
more capable predators.
The author fails to take into consideration that hybrid males are infertile to the 4™
generation and would be unable to breed anything. All male and female pets must be
spayed or neutered before ownership is approved. Crossbreeding therefore is not an
issue. Breeding males and females are extremely expensive and once again, very unlikely
to be allowed out of doors without restraint. You should also be made aware that this
breed is most often the result of pairing with oriental short hair breeds, and have very
fine, thin, short coats; coats completely inadequate to protect them during an Alaskan
winter.

2) Is the species capable of causing genetic alteration of a species indigenous to
Alaska?

The author states: Unknown. It is Known; No. Once again; because males are
heterogametic, they are sterile to the 4™ generation. Please take a moment to familiarize
yourselves with Haldane’s Rule of gamete inheritance. An explanation of this effect is
readily available on the web.
Because the males are infertile they are most often offered up as pets, and the breeding
quality females are withheld by TICA breeders to further the breed. It is also important
That you realize only the first generation (F1) females inherit increased size. Size
diminishes rapidly with each succeeding generation until by the 2™ generation; they are
no larger than the common house cat. Please, again note; all pet quality savannah,
bengal and chaussie cats must be spayed or neutered before ownership is approved.
Because breeding quality females are still rare and expensive, it is unlikely anyone
would offer one up to a lynx. There is no documentation that it has even been attempted.
However it is known that Lynx have taken domestic cats as prey. It’s no stretch to
conclude that if a female “hybrid” found herself confronted by a lynx, she would more
likely be “dinner than date.”

3) Is the species capable of causing a significant reduction in the population of a
species indigenous to Alaska? The author states; Unknown.
Again, it is known; No. Once again the author did not thoroughly research the breeds
and the requirements of ownership. One condition of ownership, and an article of a
contract cach potential owner must sign, is that the pet will be an indoor cat only;



allowed out of doors only under restraint and subject to confiscation by the breeder if the
contract is not honored. I cannot stress enough that these new breeds are still rare and
quite costly. One must contrast this with the common domestic cat, which can be seen
on any given day wondering freely about town; then conclude that the common
domestic cat is the greater threat.

The author then goes so far as to suggest these cats, if loosed, would hunt other cats for
food. This is completely spurious. With the exception of the F1 there is no significant
size difference. In the wild, the progenitor occupies the same ecological niche as any
other small feline. It preys on small rodents and birds; they do not prey on each other.
All my research indicates that far from being aggressive with other cats, an escaped
early generation savannah would likely revert to the reclusive and nocturnal habits of the
progenitor species until death from exposure to this harsh climate.

4) Is the species capable of transmitting a disease to species indigenous to Alaska? The
Author states: Yes. He then adds it is quite worrisome. Again, 1 must disagree with
this author. It is clear that these cats present no greater, and perhaps even less
danger, than the common house cat. Not only do these breeds exhibit hybrid vigor,
they are thoroughly vetted from birth. As to the threat of rabies, [ will provide
research to indicate the state need not be any more concerned than with any other
domestic pet.

Please consider carefully the arguments below.

Addressing Rabies Fears:

The author quotes the CDC as saying; because of rabies fears no hybrid animal should be owned.
This statement is too general to use in this context. Which hybrid animals? The author chose to
focus on the term hybrid rather than do further research.

According to Ron Hines DVM PhD; The “Grand Masters” of wildlife disease, Drs. Richard
J.Montali of Johns Hopkins University, Murry E. Fowler, The College of Veterinary
Medicine, Davis CA and Mitch Bush of the Smithsonian National Zoo reported being able
to produce antibody titers in large wild cats equal to those expected in domestic cats.

Dr. Hines reports; “I use Emrab-3 by Merial (888 637-4251) ( http://www.merial.com), at 12-18
weeks of age and then yearly. In some countries, Emrab-3 is marketed under the name,
RABISIN. Others use Ft. Dodge’s Rabvac-3 (800 447-1365)
(http://abbott.com/animal_health/animal health.html). Both products are killed virus.

Dr. Mitch Bush of the National Zoo, Washington, found that the 1 ml vial prepared for
domestic cats produced serum titers (immunity) in tigers equal to those that protect house
cats.

The Alaska State Veterinarian has related than no vaccines are approved by the FDA for use in
wild animals. Dr. Hines article contradicts that information by reporting; “however no vaccines
are approved by the United States F.D.A. for use in wild animals - with the exception of
Merial’s Raboral V-RG oral rabies vaccine (raboral@merial.com)”.



So; having established that;

1) Large wild cats will seroconvert with rabies vaccine

2) An appr ved vaccine exists; let’s revisit the so called threat of our small hybrid domestic
cats. Bear in mind, after the first one or two generations, there is no difference in body mass
from the common house cat, and that the felis species used in these programs are not large wild
cats, but are referred to by taxonomists as small wild cats or “the lesser wild cat™.

Where do breeders procure the “wild” progenitors? The author seems to fear that these
animals arc being snatched from the wild; far from it. Breeding animals are from captive
breeding programs already in place in the United States and Europe, or, they are zoo surplus
animals needing to be re-homed. As such they have been; 1) Subject to the stringent laws and
regulations governing such programs. 2) Never run free or been placed in danger of encountering
another rabid animal. All kittens are given the full complement of vaccines and are under
veterinary care. Remember, these Kittens command a high price, the breeders are very
careful to fully vet all animals as per TICA mandate. Please note that after reading the States
Recommendation, I checked with my own Veterinarian of many years, and she was shocked that
Pfizer Pharmaceuticals’ research and claims of protection would be challenged by the state of
Alaska.
The United states Department of Agriculture classifies our cats as domestic animals. As
such, it is apparent they would fall under the same protection as.any other domestic animal.
The author of the States proposal invoked the name of the CDC; let us take a look as what the
CDC has to say about rabies protection in small animals such as these cats.

‘Within 28 days after initial vaccination, a peak rabies virus antibody titer is reached, and the
animal can be considered immunized. An animal is considered currently vaccinated and
immunized if the initial vaccination was administered at least 28 days previously or booster
vaccinations have been administered in accordance with this compendium. Regardless of the age
of the animal at inttial vaccination, a booster vaccination should be administered | year later (see
Parts II and III for vaccines and procedures). No laboratory or epidemiologic data exist to
support the annual or biennial administration of 3 or 4 year vaccines following the initial series.
Because a rapid anamnestic response is expected, an animal is considered currently vaccinated
immediately after a booster vaccination.
a. Dogs, Cats, and Ferrets. All dogs, cats, and ferret should be vaccinated and revaccinated
against rabies in accordance with Part III of this compendium. If a previously vaccinated animal
is overdue for a booster, it should be revaccinated. Immediately following the booster, the animal
is considered currently vaccinated and should be placed on a vaccination schedule according to
the labeled duration of the vaccine used.
Finally. the members of the Board must be made aware the state Veterinarian failed to report;
testing exists to verify seroconversion (the development of antibodies) after the administration
of the rabies vaccine. These tests are known as: RFFIT or Rapid Fluorescent Focus Inhibition
Test and FAVN, Fluorescent Antibody Virus Neutralization. Both these tests measure rabies
virus neutralizing antibody titers. Im short: these tests are widely used to screen animals for
import and export to rabies free zones such as Hawaii and Australia. These tests are readily
available. Please see the laboratory testing menu of Kansas State Veterinary Diagnostic
Laboratories at.



Please also consider the following; Australia, the United Kingdom, New Zealand, and the
Scandinavian countries, which are all rabies free zones, accept these breeds of cats under
the same inoculation and quarantine restrictions as any other domestic cat.

There have been NO reported vaccine failures in these cats in the decades these breeds have
been in existence, and NO reports of rabies in any of these breeds.

In conclusion, members of the Board Review 1 believe, having read this research, you now
realize
s Most of the nation, Europe and many other countries have awarded domestic status to
these new breeds, some choosing only to regulate the F1-F2 generations.
e They pose no greater threat to wildlife or domestic animals then the common house cat.
e They cannot influence the genetic integrity of indigenous species.
s They are not, intentionally, allowed to roam unrestrained therefore pose no threat to
indigenous small animals. ‘
¢ They can easily be tested to confirm seroconversion afier receiving rabies vaccination

Finally Board Members, | must ask you; why is the department of Fish and Game refusing to
constder the mountains of empirical data regarding the lack of rabies in these breeds? Let’s
forget the lower 48 and the rest of the world for a moment. Let’s forget the 20 plus years of
empirical data gleaned by those governments. Let’s assume at the borders of Alaska the virus
mutates in some mysterious way and overcomes the immune system. Let’s assume the vaccine
which protects without question in the rest of the civilized world fails as the amimal crosses the
49" parallel. By some miracle, in spite of the hundreds of plague ridden bengal and savannah
cats in the state; some of which have lived here almost a decade, not one case of rabies has been
identified and not a single one of the owners is frothing at the mouth. Now I must ask; why is
the state refusing to consider the irrefutable value of the immune mediated response in evaluating
the effectiveness of the rabies vaccines? It’s the accepted standard of care when humans are
tested. It’s the same test, measuring the same response by the same pathways.

Now, | am confident; after reading this document and taking time to verify the information
provided, your concerns will be put to rest and you will; you must, grant our request to add these
beloved pets to the list of domestic animals we may own in Alaska.

Please realize that the arguments made by the author of the States recommendation were
inadequately researched and perhaps prejudiced due to the term “hybrid”.

Respectfully, hopefully yours,

it af? (,Ozc,/
Edith L. Wilson

Anchorage, Alaska
(907) 771-9808



Appendix

Jan. 27,2010

Recent TICA news letter sent to “Save Alaska’s Cats” reports;

“It’s time to announce the top three favorite breed based on registrations”.

The Bengal is the most popular breed for 2009. After steady registrations of cats and litters, the
Bengal was crowned TICA’s most popular cat during 2009 with 6,264 cats and 2,974 litters
registered; followed by

Sphynx - 1,107 cats, 681 litters

Siberian- 819 cats, 563 litters

NFoundation Savannah — 580 cats, 454 litters......

Board Members, 2 of the cat species currently illegal to own in Alaska are;

Among the top ten most popular cats in the nation; and yet, not a single case of rabies has
been reported.

Comparative filial generation size as compared to common house cat

Filial Group Breed Average weight Compare to

F1) savannah approx 25 lbs maine coon breed
F2 savannah approx 17 lbs ragdoll breed

F3 savannah approx 15 lbs domestic short hair

Larger sizes are reported for each generation, but for the most part; sizes provided on
Breeder’s pages tend to stress the largest male known of each filial group.
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Alaska Native
Funerary
Ceremonies
And Hunting
Regulations

Proposals

» Proposal 11 and 13 would remove
reference to customary and traditional use
findings in SAAC 92.019

» Proposal 12 only allow taking of moose for
ceremonial purposes from game
populations with positive C&T findings




Proposals Il

« Proposal 14 would establish Ahtna criteria
(tribal rules) for the ceremonial harvest of
game in GMUs 13, 11, 12, and 20A.

Current Regulations

1. 5SAAC 92.019 Taking big game for certain
religious ceremonies, no permit required
but pre-notification required

1. 5 AAC 92.017 Koyukon Potlatch
Ceremony, no permit required and no pre-
notification required

2. 5 AAC 92.053 Permit to take moose for
Nuchalawoyya Potlatch, permit required

3. 5AAC 92.055 Stickdance, permit required

4




Administrative background |
Frank Decision, 1979

«Carlos Frank arrested 1975

«Convicted in district court, and conviction upheld
by appeals court: although moose was desirable,
not specifically required for a potlatch.

*In 1979 Alaska Supreme Court reversed the
conviction, concluding that Frank's conduct was
protected by the first amendment to the United
States Constitution, and article | section 4 of the
Alaska State Constitution.

Administrative background |l
1980 Board of Game Finding
80-27-GB

Following the Frank decision the Board issued a
" letter of intent stating:

*lt was preferable not to adopt regulations
governing the taking of game for religious
ceremonies

*An authoritative study religious ceremonies
should be undertaken

*Taking of game for religious ceremonies should
be informally administered by division of fish and

wildlife protection. 5




Administrative background Il
1987
Funeral Potlatch Report

Regulation 5 AAC 92.015 Funeral Potlatch report

+Submit a report not later than 15 days after the
potlatch specifying

«Name and address of person taking the moose
Location of take

*Name of decedent for whom the potlatch was held

Administrative background IV
5AAC 92.019 Taking of big game for certain

religious ceremonies

 In 1996 the Board adopted regulations
governing the taking of big game for certain
religious ceremonies. The result was 5AAC
92.019 which included a provision for
reporting the harvest after the ceremony, but
no prior notification.




Administrative Background V
2002 - 5 AAC 92.019 amended

The Board clarified which game populations
were allowed for use in religious ceremonies
by adding language requiring a positive
customary and traditional finding before a
species could be taken for religious
ceremonies.

Administrative Background VI
2002 Further Board Actions

« Board amended 5AAC 92.019 again by requiring
prior notification by a tribal chief, village council
president, or their designee, or a hunter outside
a village or tribal organization and reporting
within 15 days of completion of hunt.

* The Board also established the Koyukon
Potlatch Ceremony regulation 5 AAC 92.017,
which does not require prior notification.

10




Definitions

Ceremony — A formal act performed as
prescribed by ritual or custom.

Rite — The prescribed form for a religious or
other solemn ceremony (as in burial rites).

Ritual —The prescribed form of a ceremony,
or customary or regular procedure.

Religion — Belief in and reverence for a
supernatural power or powers regarded as a
creator or governor of the universe (American
Heritage Dictionary 4th ed.).

11

Alaska Native groups with known

Sibesian
Yuplk

funerary ceremonies

Ahtna

Dena’ina or Tanaina
Gwitch'in

Deg Hit'an/Holikachuk
Han

Koyukon

Tanana

Upper Kuskokwim
Upper Tanana
Tanacross

Eyak

Tlingit

Haida

Tsimshian

Yup'ik

12




Alaska Native Mortuary Rituals |

» Rituals spread over a period of time

* Include a funeral, funeral potlatch, and
follow-up ceremony

« Funerals generally unanticipated events

» Concerned with immediate and proper
treatment of deceased

13

Alaska Native Mortuary Rituals |l

Secondary ceremonies complete funeral
cycle

Are held after a specific length of time —
20, 40 days, or a year after funeral

Timing depends on a number of variables
Length of time to grieve

Length of time to prepare

Status of deceased

14




Alaska Native Mortuary Rituals

» Potlatch is not to be confused with potluck
» Potlatch is formal distribution of food and
goods

+ Ritual distribution of food and goods
associated with death of individual and
has been practiced for generations.

15

Contemporary,
Athabascan
Potlatch

S s

- Potlatch is the ceremonial distribution
of gifts and food in honor of the dead

18




One reason to hol
is to commemorat@
life change such a e
of individual.

A Funeral Potlatc
part of the funeral,

A Memorial Potlatg

to commemorate t
deceased a year o
after the funeral.

17

P of events

/f/{ - Preparation

R - Invitation
Feasting

- Dancing and
Singing

- Distribution
of gifts

18




Sharing of food is

* Food served at
potlatch is not
everyday food

* It is obtained
and consumed

for the
occasion

20

10



_ Wild meat is
whoked and served




i
Honlny

Moose soup and moose nose

\ - Food left over has
to be given away
10 guests.

- No food obtained
for the potlatch is
to be retained by
hosts.

- Wild food
generall
reserved for
adults, special
pieces served
only to elders.

24




Dancing and

% b

13



THE END
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ORGANIZED VILLAGE OF KWETHLUK

p.2
Kwethluk Indian Reorganization Act Council
P.0. Box 130, 147 Jay Hammond Way - Kwethluk, AK 99621

Fhone: (907} 757-6714/6715, Fax: {907) 757-6328, Email: kwtira@unicom-alaska,com

Attention: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and (Jame
Board Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax (907)465-6094

RE: Letter of Support and Non-Support of Alaska Board of Game
Statewide Regulations, Cycle A :
January 29-February 1, 2010

Eagan Convention Center

555 West 5 Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska

Dear Sir or Madam:

The Organized Village of Kwethluk, Kwethiuk IRA Council met on January 26, 2010 regarding
the 2010 Alaska Board of Game, Statewide Regulations, Cycle A for the winter 2010 meeting and have
Recommend Support on the following State Board of Game Proposals.

(1) Proposal 6-Support and clarify the types of harvest reporting allowed.

(2) Proposal 7-Support and modify the proxy authorization process.

(3) Proposal 8-Support and expand proxy hunting to include immediate family member.

(4) Proposal 11-Suppart and modify the permit requirements for taking game for certain religious
ceremonies.

(5) Proposal 12-Suppert and modify the permit requirements for taking potlatch moose.

(6) Proposal 13-Suppeort and modify the language that allows for the taking of big game for religious
ceremonies,

(7) Proposal 28-Support and eliminaie nonresident hunting in predation control areas.

(8) Proposal 29-Suppeort and eliminate nonresident hunting in predation control areas,

(9) Proposal 40-Support and allow the sale or barter of big game trophies.

(10)YProposal 51-Support and modify the agenda change request policy.

STRONGLY OPPOSE PROPOSAL NUMBER 44; FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:

1. It will decrease the subsistence hunting area for the residents of Unit 18 and all of the effected
villages were never notified by the authors of the proposal.

Our Southwest Region has not notified our village of this proposal.

Unit 18: Our area has conservation concerns in this area.

Majority or all of the effected subsistence hunters are in opposition to this proposal.
Subsistence hunters “Customary and Traditional™ history are eligibie to hunt in this Unit.

VR W

Sincerely,




January 27, 2010 &

Alaska Board of Game - w

Winter 2010 Meeting
Statewide Regulations, Cycle A
January 28 — February 1, 2010
Anchorage, Alaska

Mr Chairman

My name is Charlie Gregg, I am the Land Specialist at Northwest Arctic Borough and one of my duties is
to work with the Guide/Transporter issue in Unit 23.

| will speak on Proposal 41, definition of edible meat. The proposal is to modify the definition of edible
meat under the salvage requirement.

Northwest Arctic Borough oppose the proposal. In unit 23 we have a lot of drop hunters that stay in the
field at least 4 to 5 days and there are times when the weather is warm in august and september. The
hunters put there meat in black plastic bags and being in the bag for 4 or 5 days in the warm weather
tends to spoil the meat and become inedibie. To me this may lead to wanton waste by the hunters so
they do not have to bring the meat back to their departing village. In the event a hunter claims the meat
is inedible due to diseased or spoilage the entire carcass including horns should remain in the field.

The transporter also have to decide what he can take back to a departing village from the field. He is
[imited on how much he can take because of FAA reg. The transporters will take the hunters, hunter's
gear, antlers and because of the weight limit how much meat will be taken. Right now the state
regulations states you must take hind quarters, front quarters, ribs, back bone, and back strap.

We have eleven viliages in Unit 23 and the majority of the village residents are very dependent on
subsistence resources such as caribou and moose for their food. The transporters drop off their hunters
on the migration route of the caribou, which wifl deter caribou if you have a large number of hunters on
the migration route of the caribou. When the caribou are deterred from their migration routes the [ocal
hunters have to travel further away from their village to harvest caribou and gas is very expensive in
Unit 23. Having to buy more gas to harvest caribou is very burdensome because heating fuel, store
bought goods, electricity, water & sewer and telephone are very expensive in the villages. If you have
drop off hunters wasting meat so they don’t have to take the meat back to their departing villages, then
are they not guilty of wanton waste, where do you draw the line?

LIy

Charlie R. Gregg

Northwest Arctic Borough

P.O. Box 1110

Kotzebue, Alaska 99752
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Ahtna Community Hunt Area

for moose and caribou

2009-2010

Becky Schwanke and Bob Tobey .

Glénné!len, Division of Wildlife Conservation',"ADF&G_-




12009 Nelchina Caribou Preliminary Harvest | |

Anriu'al.Qu‘ota for 2009-2010:: 1000 bulls (allrhunts')_

# Permits Issued Prelim. # Caribou Harvested

~ Tier | State ‘Registration’ Hunt - 500 257

Ahtna Community Hunt | | 413 | 81
Ahtna Sharing Hunferé | , | . 59 | o | 20
BLM (Local) Federal Hunt FM513 | a3 120
BLM (Nonlocal) Fed.era'l'H'_Unt FM514 B _1-_094"' | 112
Tetlin Refuge Federal Hunt 9 - -2

3509 T 592

The BLM (Nonlocal) hunt refers to hunters from GMU 20D, the Delta Area Preliminary as of 26 January 2010



2009 Moose Preliminary Harvest

GMU 13:
State . -
- General Hunt - -
Resident Drawing Hunts -
Nonres Drawing Hunts
BLM Local Federal Hunt FC513
BLM Nonlocal Federal Hunt FC514
‘Ahtna Community Hunt |

Any Bull Moose (85 total quota)

General Antler Rest. Moose

805
64

12
44

17

66
26

~Prelim. # Moose Harvested (Total =834) =

Ahtna Any Bull Moose harvest -

Subunit Any Bull take (allocation)

13A 15 (20)
- 13B S 22 (25)
13C 10 (15)
13D 7 (10)
13E - - 12 (15)

GMU 11: '

Ahtna Community Hunt _ _
Any Bull Moose (15 quota)
General Antler -Rest. Moose

GMU 12:

Ahtna Community Hunt

' Any Bull Moose (0 quota)
General Antler Rest. Moose

Ao

Prelim. # Moose Harvested (Total = 52)

1,

Prelim. # Moose Harvested (Total = 132)

*Preliminary as of 26 January 2010 |




" Effect on Local Communities

Preliminar_v Caribou Data

Tier Il Caribou Hunt

Community Caribou Hunt 2009-2010

2008-2009 *preliminary as of 26 'Jahuary 2010
- tot o | : : did not
RESCOMM ‘suceessful hunted participants successful fot hunted hunt
CANTWELL 10 - 31 - 680 16 21 ' 4
CHISTOCHINA 1 -9 15 . 0 0 1
- CHITINA ' 5 6 -2 4 2
KLUTI-KAAH 10 50 73 19 - 25 0
- GAKONA 11 32 4 6 4
GULKANA 1 38 . - 8 2
MENTASTA LAKE 1 25 0 1 1
TAZLINA 7 30 68 - 13 17 2
Unk Community 31 6 . '8 1
Cont. Comm. members | 65 . 14 18 4
34 144 - 413 81 - 108 21
Federal Caribou Taken: 191

~(Bag limit of 2/person)
FC513 '

Other' State Take:

Total Caribou Taken:

(38 Tier Il by other locals)

225 (38 by other locals)

120

10 (1 by other locals) Tier |

197 (15 by .other locais®)

*incl. cont. comm. members



Effect on Locél Communities

Preliminary Moose Data

GMU 11 and 13 Moose hunting
Tier Il and General Hunts
2008-2009 -

Community Moose Hunt 2009-2010
*preliminary as of 26 January 2010

FM313

State General
Moose Taken:

Total Mbose Taken:

unt

21 (27_ by _otHer locals)

115 (27 by other locals)

44

16 (29 by other locals) -

136 (47 by other locals*)

' _ tot
RESCOMM successful tot hunted participants successful hunted . no report didn't h
CANTWELL 18 45 59 . . 22, 38 14 7
'CHISTOCHINA L2 15 3 B 7 -2
CHITINA 2 21 6 1 5 1 0
KLUTI-KAAH 11 87 70 17 39 23 8
GAKONA 7 41 30 5 22 6 2
GULKANA 1~ 3 37 5 16 13 8
MENTASTA LAKE 0 4 25 2 5 15 5
TAZLINA 6 33 66 19 .43 . 18 5
Unk Community 28 2 15 12 1
Cont. Comm. members 58 18 40 14 4
48 - 245 394 94 229 123 (31%) 42
Federal Moose Taken: 46

*incl. cont. comm. members



Ahtna community hunt summary (1 of 2)

« Compared to 2008-2009, a similar number of state caribou perrhits were issued to Copper Basin

residents this year, however the permit distribution shifted from those individuals with the longest recent - -

history hunting the herd to the |nd|v1dual eight Ahtna w[lages leavmg many Iocal residents at odds with
one another : '

» Those who qualified, appreciated the hunt. They were glven substantlal a[locatlons [ong seasons and
- liberal bag limits for moose.and carlbou :

- Some of the moose and caribou harvest by Iocais has shn‘ted from the federal subSIStence hunt to the :
Ahtna Commumty hunt, glven the addttlonal lands open to huntfng :

» The total preliminary harvest numbers for both moose and caribou by local Copper Basin residents
are very similar to last year, despite Jncredlbty relaxed hunting seasons and bag limits under the Ahtna
community hunt

» Some opportunity to participate in the hunt was provided for non-village residents, aithough the
options were limited and temporary. The final court ruling may further alter these opportunities

-« Several moose (35) and caribou {25) were harvested by desigha'ted hunters,-which was very helpful
for those who would have otherwise not had that opportunity under C'ur'rent state proxy regulations



--Ahtha community hunt_summary 2 :

» The Ahtna community hunt is complex and many commumty hunt participants are confused and unsure
about multiple aspects of this hunt

. Documented violations thus far include: taking any-bull moose where no allocations were
made, taking caribou or moose during a closed season, not validating one’s harvest ticket,
failure to report, and probably the most common violation was holding another moose or
caribou permit or harvest ticket for the same regulatory year

- The hunt administrator had a difficult tinﬁe adhering to the Community Harvest Permit conditions, Iargety
due to poor hunter compliance. The final moose report received 7 January 2010 from Ahtha was
incomplete (due date 15 October 2009) and there are outstandlng data requests by ADF&G that have not-
been met \ _ ‘ S

« Application information is still missing for _approximately 70 hunters. Additionally, almost 60
moose harvest ticket numbers are missing, as well as 160 caribou harvest ticket numbers

» Unissued harvest tickets have yet to be accoUnted for
- Of 394 moose hunters, 123 moose reports are outstanding; a 31% non- reportmg rate
+ Once the caribou hunt ends, Ahtna will be requwed to submit a final caribou hunt report by 15 Aprli 2010

» Given the length and complexity of this hunt, as well as the high number of participants, we recommend
some changes in how this hunt is administered, if permitted again in 2010-2011



2009 Nelchina Caribou Preliminary Harvest

Annual Quota for 2008-2010: 1000 bulls (all hunts)

# Permits Issued  Prelim. # Caribou Harvested

| Tier | State ‘Registration” Hunt o 500 ' o 257
Ahtna Community Hunt 413 81
Ahtna Sharing Hunfers | | . 59 B - | 20
BLM (Local) Federal Hunt FM513 ) | 143'8 o | 120
BLM (Nonlocal) Féde_ral_"lu-_l.un’t FM514 1094 :_A o 112
Tetlin Refuge Federal Hunt = | 9% -2

3599 | -_- 592

The BLM (Noniocal) hunt refers to hunters from GMU 20D, the Delta Area Preliminary as of 26 January 2010



2009 Moose Preliminary Harvest

GMU 13:
State ‘
- General Hunt -
Resident Drawing Hunts -
Nonres Drawing Hunts
BLM Local Federal Hunt FC513
BLM Nonlocal Federal Hunt FC514
‘Ahtna Community Hunt

Any Bull Moose (85 total quota)

General Antler Rest. Moose

GMU 11: '

Ahtna Community Hunt | ,

- Any Buil Moose (15 quota)
General Antler Rest. Moose

GMU 12:

Ahtna Community Hunt

o Any Bull Moose (0 quota)
General Antler Rest. Moose

605

Prelim. # Moose Harvested (Total = 834) -

| Ahtna Any Bull Moose harvest -
64 : ' ‘
12 - | Subunit Any Bull take {allocation)
- 13A 15 (20)
44 13B . 22 (25)
17 13¢ 10 (15)
13D 7 (10)
: 13E e 12 (15
66 | (15)
26

Prelim. # Moose Harvested (Total = 52)

Prelim. # Moose Harvested (Total = 132)

1 | .
*Preliminary as of 26 January 2010




- Effect on Local Communities

Preliminar_v Caribou Data

Tier Il Caribou Hunt

Community Caribou Hunt 2009-2010

2008-2009 *preliminary as of 26 January 2010
o , tot o : .
RESCOMM “successful hunted participants successful tothunted hunt
CANTWELL 10 - 31 60 16 - 21 4
CHISTOCHINA 1 -9 15~ 0 0 1
. CHITINA | 5 6 2 4 2
KLUTI-KAAH 10 50 73 19 25 0
- GAKONA 3 11 32 4 6 4
GULKANA 1 7 38 7 - 8 2
MENTASTA LAKE 1 25 0 1 1 .
TAZLINA 7 30 68 - 13 17 2
Unk Community 31 6 .8 1
Cont. Comm. members’ : - 65 14 18 4
34 144 - - 413 81 - 108 21
Federal Caribou Taken: 191

(Bag limit of 2/person)
FC513 |

Other State Take:

Total Caribou Taken:

did not

(38 Tier [I by other locals)

225 {38 by other locals)

1207

10 (1 by other locals) Tier |

197 (15 by other locals®)

*incl. cont. comm. members



Effect on Locéi Communities

Preliminary Moose Data

GMU 11 and 13 Moose hunting
Tier Il and General Hunts
2008-2009 -

Community Moose Hunt 2009-2010
*preliminary as of 26 January 2010

_ tot
RESCOMM successful tot hunted participants - successful hunted - no report didn't h
CANTWELL 19 45 59 - 22. . 38 14 7
CHISTOCHINA 2 T 1 15 . 3 6 - 7 2
CHITINA 2 21 B 1 5 1 0
KLUTI-KAAH 11 87 70 17 39 23 8
GAKONA 7 41 30 5 22 6 2
GULKANA 1 3 37 5 16 13 8
MENTASTA LAKE 0 4 25 2 5 15 5
TAZLINA 6 33 66 19 .43 18 5
Unk Community 28 2 15 12 1
Cont. Comm. members 58 18 40 - 14 4
48 245 394 94 229 123 (31%) 42
Federal Moose Taken: 46 44

FM313

State General
Moose Taken:

Total Moo;se Taken:

21 (27 by _othér locals) -

115 (27 by other locals)

- 16(29 by other locals)

136 (47 by other locals*)

*incl. cont. comm. members

unt



Ahtna community hunt summary (1 of 2}

« Compared to 2008-2009, a similar number of state caribou permits were issued to Copper Basin

residents this year, however the permit distribution shifted from those individuals with the longest recent

history hunting the herd to the individual eight Ahtna Vlllages leaving many Iocal residents at odds wath
cne another

» Those who qualified, appreciated the hunt. They were glven substantfal al]ocatlons long seasons and
- liberal bag limits for moose.and carlbou

» Some of the moose and carlbou harvest by Ioc:als has shn‘ted from the federal subsnstence hunt to the :
Ahtna communlty hunt, given the additlonal lands open to huntlng

* The total preliminary harvest numbers for both moose and caribou by local Copper Basin residents

are very similar to last year, despite sncredlb[y relaxed hunting seasons and bag limits under the Ahtna
commumty hunt -

» Some opportunity to participate in the hunt was provided for non-village residents, although the
options were limited and temporary. The final court ruling may further alter these opportunities

-« Several moose (35) and caribou (25) were harvested by desighated h'Unters,Awhich was very helpful
for those who would have otherwise not had that opportunity under current state proxy regulations



: Ahtna-communitv hunt summary 2 ‘:

» The Ahtna community hunt is complex and many community hunt participants are confused and unsure
about multiple aspects of this hunt

. Documented violations thus far include: taking any-bull moose where no allocations were
made, taking caribou or moose during a closed season, not validating one’s harvest ticket,
failure to report, and probably the most common violation was holding another moose or
caribou permit or harvest ticket for the same regulatory year

» The hunt administrator had a difficult tirne adhering to the Community Harvest Permit conditions, largely
due to poor hunter compliance. The final moose report received 7 January 2010 from Ahtna was .
incomplete (due date 15 October 2009) and there are outstanding data requests by ADF&G that have not-
been met - | . S :

« Application information is still missing for approximately 70 hunters. Additionally, almost 60
moose harvest ticket numbers are missing, as well as 160 caribou harvest ticket numbers

» Unissued harvest tickets have yet to be accounted for
- Of 394 moose hunters, 123 moose reports are outstanding; a 31% non- reportmg rate
» Once the caribou hunt ends, Ahtna will be requ1red to submit a final caribou hunt report by 15 Apr:l 2010

 Given the length and compilexity of this hunt, as well as the high number of participants, we recommend
some changes in how this hunt is administered, if permitted again in 2010-2011



" Report to the Board of Game on the first year of the Gulkana, Cantwell,
Chistochina, Gakona, Mentasta, Tazlina, Chitina, and Kluti-Kaah
Community Harvest Hunt Area

29 January — 1 February 2010
Winter 2010 Board of Game Meeting
- Anchorage, AK
Statewide Regulations, Cycle A

' Becky Schwanke and Bob Tobey
' Area Management Staff -
Division of Wildlife Conservation
Glennallen, ADF&G.
becky.schwanke@alaska.gov
_ bob.tobey(@alaska.gov
, P.O.Box 47
~ Glennallen, AK 99588
907-822-3461 -

- Summary

The State Tier II Nelchina Caribou hunt was eliminated in 2009 and feplaced with a Tier I hunt and a
¢ community hunt. The Gulkana, Cantwell, Chistochina, Gakona, Mentasta, Tazlina, Chitina, and Kluti- .
. Kaah Community Hunt for noose and caribou was nnplemcnted August 2009. Since these are the =
- eight Ahtna villages in the region, this hunt is referred to-as the Ahtha community hunt. While the
" State is the hunt manager, Ahtna Inc. is the hunt admmlstrator This is a complex-hunt, with over 400
- current participants. There are four.types of Ahtna commumty hunt participants: community hunters,

' continuous community membershlp hunters, sharing husiters, and designated hunters, The hunt aréa

. ineludes all of Game Management Unit (GMU) 11,13, and a portion of 12 south .of the Tok River

~ drainage. Moose can be taken in all 3 units, though Nelchina caribou may be taken onily in GMU 13.

The moose hunt has ended, Eowever the caribou hunt remdins open at this time and is expected to run-
. through 31 March. Both h1storlc and current hunting traditions for locals show they will hunt moose
. and/or caribou in the local area each year through whichever federal or state regulation applies at the
time. The total take of moose and caribou by local area residents this year appears very similarto
2008-2009. A prehmmary total of 94 moose were taken in- the community hunt. Of those; 67 were
.considered any-bull moose and did not meet general antler restrictions. A preliminary total of 101
caribou have also been taken, Many community hunters have failed to abide by hunt conditions. Hunt
- administration was difficult for Ahtna, and they failed to meet several Community Harvest Area
permit conditions as a result. If the community hunt is continued in 2010-2011, there must be:
substantial changes to the administration of this hunt to ensure hunter understanding and compllance

.. both for harvest control and to ensure conservatlon concerns are met.

| ‘Page Tof 13-
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Background

In 2007, the Nelchina Community Hunt Area was established for GMU 13 based Caribou and Moose .~ .
Subsistence Use Findings (#2006 — 170 — BOG). No community hunt administrator applications were
received, and no community hunt took place in 2007 or 2008. In March 2009, the Ahtna Tene Nene’
Subsistence and Traditional Use Committee applied to the Board of Game to be a community hunt
administrator, although they requested some specific changes to the hunt area and hunt details. The

result was the Gulkana, Cantwell, Chistochina, Gakona, Mentasta, Tazlina, Chitina, and Kluti-Kaah

(Ahtna) Community Harvest Area for moose and caribou.

. Location

The hunt area consists of Game Managéfﬁent Uit (GMU) 11 and 13, and a portion of GMU 12 south
of the Tok River-and Little Tok River (Figure 1). S S

Ahtna Community Hunt Area
for moose and caribou = -
2009-2010 o
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Eligibility ~ i

All fesidents of the eight Ahtna villages, (as described in the Ahtna Community Hunt Plan) are able to .
participate as full comimunity hunters. These hunters are each issued a moose and a caribou harvest -
ticket. All other Alaska residents are eligible to participate as designated hunters; they are.not issued
harvest tickets but can hunt on behalf of ticket holders. All hunt participants were required to apply,.
regardless of himnter status. T : B o T

N Page 2.0f13




* - Additional options for participation were added following a court order issued 29 June 2009 by the

Honorable Carl Bauman, Superior Couirt Judge in Kenai. He ordered the residency requirements of the -

Community Harvest Permit be removed specifically for the 2009 Unit 13 caribou hunt. He also

ordered that at least one sharing opportunity for non-Ahtna village residents must be provided, at a

location to be determined by the community hunt administrator. A sharing potlatch was held at the

- Kluti-Kaah memorial hall in Copper Center 3 October 2009 with an open invitation for anyone to
attend. '

In response to the court order a Continuous Community Membership Support-form was developed for
“continuous community hunters”, This form allows any Alaska resident to fully participate in the
community hunt, as long as they have an Ahtna village sponsor. The form states that the applicant has
- continuous community membership through a 'pattern of participation over at least one year with one
of the e1ght Ahtna villages, including participation in the community’s customary and traditional
subs1stenee pattems and practices. These hunters are cach 1ssued & moose and a caribou harvest tlcket

~Also'in response to the court order a Sharlng Hurt application was developed for the caribou port1on
‘of the hunt. All Alaska residents were eligible to become “sharing hunters” for a community caribou-

harvest ticket through this option, with the caveat they share at least two quarters, including oné hind
: quarter with Ahtna. The meat was to be dlstrlbuted as needed, ‘

Bag lelt and Season Dates

The Ahtna Communlty Hunt was nnplemented in2009-2010. For this re gulatory year, the BOG

" established an upper limit of 300 caribou, and 100 any-bull moose for this hunt. The BOG allowed

- ADF&G to specify where the any-bull moose could be taken to be consistent with the sustained yield
pr1n01p1e .An unlimited number of general antler restricted moose could also be taken (in accordance
w1th the: GMU spectﬁc general season bag hmlt BT brow. t1nes) '

o The moose and carlbou aIIocatlons and commumty hunt season dates by subumt are hsted below

GMU ‘Anv-bull’ moose splke/fork, 507, 4B;T moose - -Seaso’n Dates

12« 70 - Unlimited~ ~ 8/24-8/28; 9/8-9/17
13A 20 Unlimited - -~~~ 10 Aug~20 Sept
S 13B 25 -+ Unlimited.: .~ 10 Aug'=20 Sept .~
3¢+ 15 . - Unlimited - 10 Aug — 20 Sept .
13D 10 Unlimited = 10 Aug—20 Sept _
JA3E 0 15 . - Unlimited . - - 10Aug 20 Sept
'GMU  ‘Any-bull’ moose  spike/fork, 57, 3BT moose Season Dates N
11 - .15 Unlimited = 10 Aug-20 Sept
GMU  ° Caribou . . SeasonDates:
11 -0 : : - Nore
12 0 - - None
13 300 in Unit 13 total - 10 Aug 20 Sept/21 Oct - 31 March

! * To hunt moose in the open portion of GMU 12, eomrnunlty hunters must follow the general season
bag 11rmt and season dates. Add1t1onal opportumty was deemed inconsistent with sustained y1eld ‘
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- hull harvest tickets upon request

The community hunt season and bag limits for moose are the same or more liberal than the State
general season, and similar to ‘the federal subsrstence season. The season dates and bag 11m1ts are as

follows:

GMU State Season , ' State Bag Limit | Federal Season Federal Bag Limit

12 8/24-8/28; 9/8-9/17  spike/fork, 50", 4BT.moose .  no federal season in this hunt area

13 1 Sept—20 Sept.  spike/fork, 507, 4BT moase 1 Aug—20 Sept . 1 antlered bull
11 20 Aug 20 Sept splke/fork 50” 3BT moose 20 Aug - 20 Sept 1 antlered bull

: The season dates for the commumty ear1bou hunt in GMU 13 are the same as the State T1erI hunt as
‘well as the federal subsistence hunt. All GMU 13 catibou hunts were limited to bulls only for 2009-
2010. There are no oar1bou hunts in GMU 11 or the commumty hunt portion of GMU 12

Hunt Admlmstratlon

: The Ahtna Tene Nene Subslstence Comnuttee w1th ass1stance from ADF&G developed a

. —jiCommumty Hunt Plan ptior to the start of the hunt, as well as an informative Frequently Asked
Questions document. These documents, as well as applications and pertinent press releases are
available on the Ahtna Inc web31te (htm Hwww. ahtna-lne com) as well as at the 1nd1v1dual Ahtna

tribal ofﬁees

‘-Ofﬁclal numbered moose and oarlbou harvest t1ckets/reports were pr1nted by ADF&G Ahtna reee1ved

200 antler restricted and. 300 any-bull moose harvest tickets, and 500 caribou harvest t1ekets :

. Harvest tickets were complele with season dates and bag limit for each GMU. Appheations were
collected and hunters were, approved or denied by the hunt adm1nrstrator Eaeh quahﬁed hunter was N

' then issued a moose and a carrbou harvest ticket, ' - : o

: In1t1a11y, due to a concern’ for overharvest two d1tferent moose harvest tlekets were Issued Those
' _'hunters who were over 65 years of age, disabled, single parents, or widows were issued any- ~bull:
* moose harvest tlekets all others reee1ved antler-restncted moose harvest tlckets Both harvest tickets" .
“-allowed hunting prior fo the. general season in GMU 11.and.13 (the general season had to be followed
_ in the open portion of. GMU 12): During’ the first 3 weeks of the season (10 Aug-31 Aug), only 15.
any-bull moose had been harvested. Begmnmg 3 Sept. Ahtna began issuing any-bull moose harvest
tickets to-all hew apphcants and replaced prev1ously 1ssued antler—resmcted harvest tlckets w1th any-

. Cop1es of appl1eat1ons and reoeWed hunt reports were g1ven to ADF&G for data entermg and codmg
‘Due to the stringent any-bull moose. lnmts for each subunit, weekly reports were requlred from the
: hunt adnnmstrator (some of these were part1al reports from hunters that ealled m) '

O 17 September Ahtna 1ssued a elosure fo the any-bull portron of the moose hunt in GMU 13A and
13E to avoid going over the subunlt alloeat1ons S : _ .

At.some po1nt after the moose hunt ended Ahtna sert a reminder letter to community moose hunters '
who had not reported. Specrﬁes of this reminder system were not provided to the Department
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Moose Harvest

A preliminary total of 394 hunters signed up for the community moose hunt. Of those hunters, 58
reside outside the eight Ahtna villages, and participated through the continuous community
membership option. An additional 26 hunters signed up only as designated hunters. A preliminary
total of 94 bull moose were harvested. Of those, 67 (71%) were ‘any-bulls’, meaning they did not meet
general hunt antler restrictions, Of the moose taken, 35 (37%) were harvested by designated hunters
(not afl of whom applied). Of the successful hunters, 75 (80%) indicated sharing with family and
friends; 17 (18%) were shared with communities outside the Copper Basin.

As of 20 January, only 271 (69%) of the fnoose'hunters had reported. Of the réports received, 229
(85%) reported hunting and 41% were successful. Of all the moose harvest tickets 1ssued (394), only

' 58% reported hunting and 24% were successful

Figure 2 shows the harvest by minor coded unit‘ within GMU 13, Two additional moose were taken,

‘one each in GMU 11 and 12. The complete harvest details are listed below.

Figure 2. Ahtna communlty moose harvest WIﬂ'lIl‘l GMU 13 by minor code umt for 2009-2010. The majority of moose
taken ‘were in coded unlts adjacent to a highway
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"~ - Nelchina

. GMU Total moose harvested # of ‘any-bulls’

anv—bull’ allocatlon L ' ik

11 o 1 - 0
12 I D L
13A 19 15
13B - 260 -22
13C 12 - 10
13D 8 T
13E 27 12

* the any-bull taken in GMU 12 was not legal and the hunter was cited

15 _
o R N
20 ' ‘
- 25
15
10 -
15

Resuient Commum;y Total moose harvested o Hof ‘anv_—l.julls’“

Anchorage SR 1
‘Cantwell . - - 'j' 22
Chistochina- . =~ -
Chitina . :
Eagle River - : 0 .o .
Gakona R
Glennallen

Gulkana

Hurricane

Kenny Lake

Kluti-kaah

. Mentasta S
* Richardson Hwy .~ .~

Palmer
Tazlina
Unk

lw‘ | # of successful hunters o o
Aircraft f e 5 (5%) -
Horse/Dog team i S '-_72 (2%)

e e

.4 Wheeler .0 7036 (38%)

~ ORV T 14(15%) -
Highway Vehicle - . - . 33(35%)

Walked fromhome =~ _3(3%) -
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Harvest Chrono}ogy . Ahtna Community Moose Harvest Chronology
. o 2009-2010

Hunt Week Take 40
8/10/09-8/13/09 5 35
8/14/09-8/20/09 7 30
8/21/09-8/27/09 4 25

20

Number of moose taken .

8/28/09-9/3/09 11 is
9/4/09-9/10/09 19 10 ‘

9/11/09-9/17/09 36 ° | ,

9'/18/09"9/20/09 12 '. 8]13."09 8/20/09  B/27/09 813/09 9/10/09  9/17/09 9/?4/09

. Hurt week ending

Moose harvest in relation fo establzshed Amounts Reasonably Necessary Jor Subszsrence (ANS)

At the March 2009 Board of Game meetmg, the ANS or Amounts Reasonably NeceSSary for ’
Subsistence, were re-evaluated: for moose and caribou in GMU 13. The moose ANS was: changed
from 600 to a range of 300-600. The final moose harvest in 2008-2009 for GMU 13 was 735, well
above the ANS range. Of those, 142 were- taken by local GMU 13 residents (mcludmg 46 taken in
State hunts by residents of the eight Ahtna villages). An additional 54 moose were harvested in GMU
11 (including 2 by village I‘CSIdentS) and 159 were taken in GMU.12. The ANS for moose in GMU 11

is 30-40, and in GMU 12 the ANS Is 60 70,

~In 2009-2010 glven an 1ncreasmg mOOSE: populatlon the GMU 13 Tier I moose hunt was -
discontinued, five small any-bull drawmg hunts were created in remote areas, and limited 11011re31dent
drawing hunts were reinstituted, All these' hunts have conventional season dates of 1 Sept — 20 Sept.
The Ahtna Community Hunt was also established, with an extended season (10 Aug —20 Sept) and an
aflocation of up to 85 any-bulls for GMU 13 (15 were allocated for GMU 11). The 2009- 2010 harvest-

goal given to the BOG in March 2009 was 850 bulls.

To date, the prehmmary 2009—2010 GMU 13 total moose harvest is 834 bulls, again well above the
ANS. The preliminary take by . local GMU 13 residents is 183 (mcludmg 72 in State hunts. by village
remdents) Three additional bulls were taken in GMU 11 and one in GMU 12 by v1llage remdents A
preliminary total of 52 moose have been taken inGMU 11, and 132 in GMU 12. ' _

Carxbou Harvest

A prellmmary total of 413 hunters have signed up for the community carlbou hunt with an add1t1011al )
59 hunters signing up as sharing. hunters While the hunt runs through 31 March, to date, 101 caribou
have been reported taken in the ¢ommunity hunt. Of those, 20 were taken by sharmg hunters Ofthe
81 caribou taken by community hunters, 25 were harvested by designated hunters. Of the successful -
~local hunters, 63 (78%) indicated sharing with family and friends; 9 (11%) were shared w1th
commumtles outside the Copper Basm The harvest details are very s1m11ar to the moose

Caribou harvest in relarwn 10 esra_bhshed Amounts Reasonably Necessary for Subszsz‘ence (ANS)
At the March 2I009 Board of Game meeting, the ANS or Amounts R,casohably Necessary for
- Subsistence, were re-evaluated for moose and caribou in GMU 13. The Nelchina caribou ANS was

changed from ‘100% of allowable harvest’ to 600-1,000. The final Nelchina caribou harvestin 2008-
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" 2009 was 1,372 (Tier I1.and federal hunts), well above the ANS range. Of those,-'2_63 were taken by T,
local (GMU 13) residents, including 34 taken in State hunts by residents of the eight Ahtna villages.

In 2009-2010, the GMU 13 Tier I Nelchina caribou hunt was replaced with a Tier I hunt and the
Ahtna Community Hunt. All GMU 13 hunts have the same conventional season dates, and'_are not
scheduled to end until 31 March. The harvest quota set for 2009-2010 was 1,000 bulls due to low
overwinter survival and subsequent reduced calf production. As of 20 January, the preliminary 2009~
2010 GMU 13 total caribou harvest is 592. The preliminary take by local (GMU 13) residents is 212,
1nelud1ng 77 taken in State hunts by v1llage re51dents

Issues and Concerns

Conservation COHCE?‘HS .

The 2009 moose: harvest under the Ahtna community hunt ocourred almost- entlrely in GMU 13 (92 of
94 bulls), and was. substant1ally higher than the take from the eliminated tier 1T huint (ave =43 bulls -
from 1995-2008; TM300) While Currently susta1nable the eommumty hunt i much more liberal than
the tier IT moose hunt, which' was limited to 150 perrhits, with season dates 15 Aug 31 Aug. The ’
harvest locations between the two hunts are very similar; occumng along the road system and in the
eas1ly aeeessxble areas - SH Rt L

The 100 any-bull allocation for the communrty hunt was set by the Board of Game Prtor to the hunt

- ADF&G allocated the any-bulls by subunit based on the populat1on trends and expected harvest in

each area. Due o a concern-about exceeding the subunit allocations, Ahtna issued a:closure for the: Ty
any-bull port1on of the hunton 17 September in subumts 13A and 13E. Ahtria mfonned ADF&G of
the closure the day before It was announced on the local radio, and ADF&G put: SIgns up around
Glennallen: The elosure hOWever was not very effective given the tlmmg and other circumstances, and
two additional any-bull moose were harvested in 13E. Fortunately, once 'ADF&G staff revrewed all
the harvest reports, it was evident that many of the reported 13E mogse were actually from the Denali -
nghway east of the Sumtna River whlch is 13B None of the subunrt allocatrons were_exceeded -

It shiould be noted that w1thout the eurrent sueoessful active wolf management program the current '

take of any- -bull mooss. through this hunt would not be sustainable. Continued incréases in the moose:

_ .- population are expeeted which will help increase harvest unit-wide. However, it th1s moose ‘hunt is
- continued, the localized' overharvest of bulls is likely in certain hlghly aecess1ble areas such as Eureka

and the eastem Denall H1ghway

B -Any time there i along. season and an any-bull bag l1m1t moose hunters tend to utlllze highly:
accessible hunt.areas. Hunters may make many short trips, with the knowledge they will have another
opportunity should they be-unsuccessful. This is much different than the three week ‘any-bull moose

- drawing hunts-offeréd in remote locations of GMU'13 ‘this year. These hunts were developed

‘specifically to put hunters in areas w1th the hlghest moose numbers and lowest huntlng pressure

.. Given the length of the eom1nun1ty hunt (20 Aug - 20 Sept) and the high number of hunt partle1pants

~ already this first year (394), we believe the GMU 13 any-bull upper limit of the commiunity hunt will .

- -be attained next year. To avoid exceedmg subunit allocations; subunit closures will’ hkely be necessary
next year at some point durlng the season. If a subunit allocation is exceeded, the additional take will’ _—
come from the following year’s a_llooat1on ‘Units 11 and 12 did not reeelvelmuoh_huntmg pressure this :
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year through the community hunt. The any- -buil a locat]on for GMU 11 is not expected to be reached
or exceeded.

The caribou portion of this hunt raises no conservation concerns as the Nelchina herd is migratory, and
the location of harvest is not as important as the number taken. The herd harvest objective for 2009-
2010 for all hunts is 1,000 bulls. Caribou have been very accessible throughout the hunt compared to
previous years. To date, 101 caribou have been taken through the community hunt (up to 300 may be
taken). Many local hunters have shifted from the federal subsistence caribou hunt to the Ahtna
community hunt because of the large hunt area offered by the Ahtna hunt (all of GMU 13 versus <2%
of GMU 13 in the federal hunt). All of the community hunters, and most of the continuous community
members qualify for the federal subsistence caribou hunt, for whrch the bag limit is 2 caribou. To date,
13 commumty hunters have reported taking a second caribou through the federal subs1stence hunt.

Administrative concerns

.. We have quite a few concerns pertaining to the administration of this hunt. There are three community
hunt areas in Alaska. The original two are very small remote community hunts: the Chalkyitsik
Community Harvest Area for moose in a portion of GMU 25D, and the Yukon Flats Community
Harvest Area for black bears in all of GMU 25D. Neither hunt has had any participants 1n recent years,
one reason has been the lack of interest in taking on the administrative dut1es ‘

Comparatively, the Ahitria coramunity hunt has over 400 participants and a 19 page hunt plan. While
this is technically a State hunt, the burden of the hunt administration legally falls on -Ahtna, an
organization with no experience administering this type of program. ADF&G has helped each step of
the way from helping draft the hunt plan, to drafting and printing the harvest tickets, to making GIS
maps, entering all the applicant information, checking the Failure to Report (FTR) list, entering all the
harvest report data, calling hunters when harvest reports are not completely filled out or filled out
wrong, as well as many other hunt admlmstranon tasks. Without our active participation we believe
we would not be able to prov1de a report of activities or evaluate the success of the program. Still,
because the hunt is not administered by the State, the standard protocols ADF&G has developed over
' many years of adrnmlstermg hunts are not berng followed : - ;

The 1n1t1al concept for this hunt was to prov1de a consistent reasonable opportumty for Copper Basm
residents to harvest caribou; however the additional any-bull moose allocation added complexity to
* this hunt. The initial court order from 29 June 2009 specifically stated thé residency requirements for
the community caribou hunt were to be dropped. The result was a Sharing Hunt application - which _
allowed out-of-village residents to harvest a caribou, although % had to bé turned in to Ahtna Inc. for
distribution. The other option that was-added was a Continuous Community Membership form; which
allowed any out- ~of-village resident to fully partake in the hunt, each being able to take a moose and a
caribou. These additional opportunities to participate in the hunt were very confusmg to the publlc We
~ heard concerns from potential hunt participants early on who felt their applications were denied '
unfairly. One indicated clearly his application was denied because he was told only shareholdérs could
participate in the hunt. We immediately expressed our concern to the hunt administrator, and the
harvest tickets were issued, At some point durlng the hunt, Ahtna stopped requiring the Continuous
Community Membershrp form, and started issuing moose and caribou harvest tickets to out-of-village
residents snnply upon name recognition. We have conveyed our concerns regardmg the lack of

consistency in this process.
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As a State hunt, the commumty hunt was subject to FTR restrictions, meamng FIR listed 1nd1v1duals S
were ineligible to participate in the hunt, The hunt plan also 1ndicated that hunters could be placed on
the FTR list for not reporting as well. Ahtna approved of this process as they felt it would help in B
' getting reports turned in. Sharing the entire FTR list with Ahtna did not seem appropriate, so Ahtna '
would-wait for ADF&G to check the FTR list prior to issuing harvest tickets. This worked fa1rly well
for the first few weeks. As the hunt progressed, Ahtna started issuing harvest tickets without checking
on the FTR status, and five hunters on the FTR list were erroneously issued harvest tiekets. -

Hunter responsibilitv

In the prev1ously developed commumty hunts hunters would pool the1r State general harvest tickets
and permits. The concept was simple and the main benefit was to allow anyone in the commumty to
harvest the game. The Ahtna community hunt, however, is cons1derab1y more complex. An unlimited
number of hunters can sign up, and they are allowed to harvest up to 300 carlbou, 100 any-bull moose,
and an unlimited number of general antler restricted moose. With such'a Iarge hurit area and high

. harvest potentlal there had to be a set of rules for hunters to follow, Hint ¢onditions were printed on
the apphcat1on 1n the Cornmurnty Hunt Plan, and inthe Frequently Asked Quest1ons handout '

Whlle hunters are generally held respons1ble for thetr own actioris m terms of hunt1ng v1olat1ons ‘many
" of the issués we dealt with this year were a direct result of hunters not bemg informed of the hunt
conditions. In addition to the main Ahtna Inc. office in Glennallen there were tribal representatwes in
each.of the eight villages that handed out appljcations, as well as dehvered harvest tickets to hunters. ‘
_ This likely led to confusion; as each had different levels of knowledge pertammg to the hunt. When : o
- hunters are 1ssued registration pernnts in State ofﬁces they are requ1red to read the hunt cond1t1ons ' o
. before signing;-and their questions are answered prior to receiving harvest tickets. Asa secondary '
precautlon ADF&G printed the seasons and bag limits on the harvest punch tags. Harvest tags were S
supposed tobe s1gned by the hunt administrator as well as the hunter to. be valid, although most were: o
. not s1gned by etther party Commurnty hunters fa1led to abrde by the hunt COHdlthIlS ona regular _

bas;s : . S : C . :

Some hunters were lssued antler-restncted m00se harvest tlckEts meamng they were allowed to hunt

E dur1ng the extended eornmun1ty season, but they were only to.take a general bag limit moose. Others

were issued any-bull moose harvest tickets, which allowed any- bulls to be taken in GMU 11 and 13,

" butstill: requlred general season dates and bag limits'to be followed in the open portlon of GMU 12.
On 10 August théfirst day of the hunt i inGMU 11and 13,a paddle bull wag.taken in GMU 12 under

the community hunt; although the season was closed and the bag lumt was SF/SO” or 4 brow t1nes

The hunter was 01ted - - : : :

» Another hunt cond1t1on comrnonly v1olated was. the rule that a commumty hunter (as wellas . .

) deSIgnated hunters and other household members) could not. hold other moose or caribou harvest
 tickets of permits during the same regulatory year. Smce ‘this was the first year of the hunt, many
people had already applred for drawing permits, and had p1cked up harvest tlekets prIor to the _
conditions of the community hunt being released. Of the moose hunters, 83 hunters held at least one
harvest t1oket or perrmt they were not. supposed to. Of those, 26 turnied in their harvest ticket or report

" to ADF&G prior to signing up for the community hunt. Of the 57 rémaining hunters, 21 reported
hunting on those harvest t1ckets/perm1ts Of those, five reported huntmg outside the community hunt '
area. One caribou was harvested, and the hunter was cited. ADF&G will consult with State troopers,
and wamning letters will likely be rhailed to the hunters who reported huntlng unsuccessfully on these

'huntreports o , ‘ ‘ L _ _ S | '
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Another concein we have relates to designated community hunters. Allowing any State resident to be a
designated or proxy-type hunter was a core concept of this'community hunt giveri the stringent State
proxy regulations in récent years. By allowing anyone to be a designated hunter, individuals with no
family to hunt for them, were able to have friends or neighbors harvest their moose or ¢aribou. This
concept was good, however implementation was problematic. One of the hunt conditions was that
designated hunters must fill out an application prior to hunting. The rationale for this was to ensure
designated hunters were aware of all the hunt conditions, as they were subject to all the same
conditions as the original hunter. Of the 30 individual designated hunters who harvested moose, 11
were qualified community hunters, meaning they had seen and signed the hunt conditions. Only 3 of
the successful individuals had applied as designated hunters. Of the remaining 16, one was on the FTR
list and 2 were cited for failing to follow hunt conditions. An additional 23 individuals applied as
designated hunters, though’ did not hunt or hunted unsuccessfully. Many of the des1gnated hunters also
held other moose ot caribou harvest tickets or permits, ADF&G will likely mail warning letters (o the
designated hunters who did not apply, to ensure better hunt compliance in the future The des1gnated
hunter process will need to be 1mproved o

For the benefit of the hunters there must be improved communication between the hunt administrator
and ADF&G when hunt changes are made mid-season. With few moose harvested durmg the August
portion of the community hunt, Ahtna felt additional opportumtles to take moose should be given to
community hunters, The hunt administrator began issuing any-bull moose harvest tickets 3 September
to all new applicants (previously issued antler-restricted harvest tickets were replaced with any-bull
harvest tickets upon request). No notice was issued to the public or ADF&G - so it was unclear to
many hunters this-change occurred. After the fact, we expressed our concern that moose hunting

* always tends to be more successful later in the fall, and with more any-bull harvest tickets being

issued, Ahtna would need to watch the any-bull take closely. Had a subunit allocation been met,
hunters would have- been limited to the general antler restrictions for the remamder of the seasor. This
concept was not well understood by the pubhc -

Helping to explarn the deta1ls of th1s hunt to the public after-the-fact was a tremendous addrtxonal
work load for ADF&G, a situation that ig not expected to improve substantially i in future years unless
there is more direct State 1nvolveme11t w1th the hunt administration. s

iunt,ligp_q_rggg

Harvest reports were collected by Ahtna and-copies were prov1ded to ADF&G for entermg ona -

weekly basis. At some point after 20 September (moose hunt and caribou rut hunt ¢losute), weekly

" reporting seemed to stop. After mult1ple requests by ADF &G, weekly reportlng contmued in,

November

" One important hunt condition was the 3 day reporting requlrement ‘While Ahtna did' not track when

hunt reports were received, it ‘was evident that very few successful hunters reported Wlthln the required -
3 days.

 The final moosé report was. due 15 October 2009, as stated in the Cominunity Hunt Permit issued to
‘Ahtna, The report was not received until 7 January 2010, after multiple requests. Application
- information is still. missing for approximately 70 hunters. Additionally, almost 60 moose harvest ticket

numbers are missing, as well as 160 caribou harvest ticket numbers. It is unclear whether these harvest

 tickets were issued w1thout app11cat1ons as duplicates, lost or destroyed. With m1ss1ng applrcant
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1nformat10n and harvest ticket numbers, it is very difficult for us to know how to enter returned harvest
reports - : -

We recommended at least one rem1nder lettet be sent to the moose hunt non—reporters One letter was
* sent by Ahtna, with a deadline of 7 January 2010. As of today, there are still 123 (31%) outstanding
moose reports. While the Ahtna letter statéd the hunters would be placed on the FTR list if they did
not respond by 7 January, we recommended they send a second letter. We have not heard back on this.
We have concerns that hunters are not taklng the Ahtna letters serlously S

In terins of ﬁnal harvest numbers we also have concerns about the hunt strpulatlon in 5AAC :
92.072(c)(E) that states the hunt -administrator must provide (ADF &G) federal subsistence harvest data
for community huners. This information is available through the Bureau of Land Management (for -
GMU 13) and the Ofﬁce of Subsistence Management (GMU 11), hawever they will not release hunter
names to Ahtna, as a private hunt administrator. When final, this’ federal data, summarlzed by resident
zone commumty w1ll be requested by ADF&G, and presented w1th our ﬁnal report :

_Issues ralsed by the Ahtna Fmal Moose report from 7 January 2010 '

" For next year Ahtna is requestmg all hunt applrcatrons be turned in one month before the hunt starts
to ensure processing and distribution of harvest tickets is done in a t1rnely manner. This would be .
different than this first. year where harvest tickets were 1ssued throughout the hunt as apphcatrons

Wereturnedm *.

They would also llke an explanatron of the Ahtna Commumty Hunt to be in the State huntlng
regulatlons to help w1th pubhc outreach e L e e

Addrtlonal commumty concerns '

There have been concerns s raised by mernbers of the Copper Basm Who do not 11ve w1th1n any of the .
_ Ahtna v111ages These rnd1v1duals have expressed a general belref that the hunt 18 unfarr to local

o general response thus far has been that these 111d1v1duals, generally res1dents of local cornmunltles such

. as Glennallen Kenny Lake, Tolsona, Nelchina, Mendeltna, and Chlckaloon can- apply tobea
commumty hunt admmrstrator just as Ahtna has. The reality is, however this app11cat10n process is.
comphcated and not: one. 1nd1v1dual mdlcated they have the tlme or: knowledge to be a hunt '
adminlstrator . S .. i . PRI i . S

One substantlal '1ssue ralsed is that.the current cornrnunrty hunt 1snamed after the elght Ahtna vlllages,

- however the hunt area is all of GMU 11, 13, and a portion of GMU 12.Itis unclear to the public as
well as ADF&G if or how another communlty hunt for the same: general hunt area would be-
' admrmstered 1f apphed for by another commumty NI S e

Conclusrons and Reeommendatlons

The commumty hunt concept was 1n1t1a11y developed for small remote commumtres, where the .
participation would be limited to the local village residents. The Ahtna. community hunt in contrast
oecurs in a very heavily hunted portion of Region I1. Of the many communities within the hunt area,
only residents of the eight Ahtna villages qualify for the full hunting opportunity. Secondary -
opportunities were created for other locals, as well as some urban res1dents although approval lies
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with the regional native corporation, Ahtna Inc. The inherent delineation between community
members has had a negatlve 1mpact on the Copper Basin as a whole.

The hunt 1tself is quite complex. While consistent caribou huntlng was the primary focus of this hunt,
an additional 100 any-bull moose allocation complicated this hunt tremendously. The number of hunt
applicants was over 400, all qualifying for different levels of hunting opportunity. This led to
confusion amongst hunters, and many hunt conditions were either ignored or not adhered to for
unknown reasons. ‘

We recognize the first year of such a complex hunt would include problems. However, there were a
number of permit conditions not adhered to by the hunt adminisirator in terms of hunt repotting in
violation of SAAC 92.072(f). Given these issues, as the hunt manager we have the option of not
issuing the community hunt permit in 2010-2011. There are outstanding requests by ADF&G to
Ahtna, as well as an expectation that Ahtna will finalize the caribou hunt report by 15 Aprll Future
actions by the hunt adrnlnlstrator will deterrmne whether this permlt is re-1ssued next year

If the BOG supports continuing this hunt in 2010-2011, the procedures mvolved with the
administration of this hunt must be modified. The time demands on the Glennallen Wildlife
Conservation staff assisting in the administrative part of this hunt were excessive and greatly

interfered with other programs. It will be more efficient and the data will be of higher quality if hunt
administration procedures are changed. Specifically, Ahtna would continue to determine allocation of
harvest tickets and sharing opportunities, but the responsibility of issuing the harvest tickets, ensuring
hunter compliance, and eollecting hunt data would go to Wildlife Conservation staff. By making these
changes, Ahtna will maintain the hunt administration and issues important to them, such as approving
hunters, determining traditional methods, dependency of use, and community ties. ADF&G would
assume technical and legal administrative duties mandated under our responsibility as the hunt
manager for resource conservation. : s :

We.also respectfully request the BOG consider current moose and caribou harvests taken under other
state and federal hunts within the commun1ty hunt area in relatlon to ANS, and re- -cvaluate the
- commumty hunt need R : SR -

[Asa procedural note the Ahtna eommunlty hunt area is descrlbed in codlfled regulation SAAC
92,074 by the actual boundaries of GMU 11, 13, and a portion of GMU 12, however the GMU
boundary language is subjéct to change at this stateW1de meeting through Proposal 45. If the new
boundary- language is accepted it should be changed in the community hunt area regulatron as well.]
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e 23

Anchorage Advisory Committee Recommendations (Statewide)
December 29 and January 12 Meetings

Proposal 1: (1-10) Oppose

Supports hunter education

More restrictive weapon and feels a class is necessary

No hunts are just crossbow only, Education hunts are restrictive hunts.
Singles out crossbow hunters

Mavybe there should be an education requirement for general season hunts?
How can we promote a class when we don’t have crossbow standards?
Other states have restricted crossbows to wheelchair bound citizens.

Propesal 2: (0-12) Oppose

Limited ADF&G accurate population estimates for black bears statewide. Harvest
tickets are important management tools;

Harvest tickets give important hunter effort data;

Harvest tickets are not available online;

Sealing ticket number must be on the harvest ticket — problematic for guides;

Proposal 3 (15-0) Support

Proposal 4 (15 —~ 0) Support

Nothing to be learned on Black Tail Deer. Management revolves around snowfali —
not harvest;

Most harvest reporting is online which is very economical;

We need baseline data on hunter effort Questionnaires do not collect dataon a
watershed level

Proposal 5 (6-9) Oppose

If the kid can pass the hunting class he should be able to get a harvest ticket;

This will allow a kid to apply for a draw hunt

It’s the right dad that is the most important. This appears to be catered to adults that
don’t want to give their tag to their kid;

There are age limits to drink, drive etc. There should be an age limit on your ability to
get a harvest ticket;

This is an allocation issue. Age should not be a restriction to the resource.

Proposal 6 {9-6) Support as amended
(9~ 6) On Amendment to remove “an employee of the department or”




e Most if not all area biologists are peace officers.

e Don't like the part time guy having this right, just the area biologists;

e We have significant lack of enforcement in Alaska. Requiring the department to have
an area biologist or higher to check a license is unnecessary. The department would
not let a rogue employee abuse this privilege. If we can’t increase DPS funding we
should enhance the department’s ability to enforce regulations;

e The employee is going to forward the information to an area biologist or a trooper.
He would not be writing the tickets;

e Parking authority is a good example of why not to go for this;

e thisis law enforcement and untrained individuals should not be conducting faw
enforcement activities;

e without an oath of office nobody should be asking anybody for anything;

Proposal 7: NA
e Some disabilities are not permanent;
e Still have to go down to get the proxy;

Proposal 8: NA
e Proxy regulated by Statute

Proposal 5: {1-11) Oppose
¢ Regulatory authority may already be vested to the Department;
e Changing bag limits is not a good idea;

Proposal 10: (11-1) Support
e Department may already have the authority;
e Going to pay a price regarding the non hunting community;

Proposal 11 (14-1) support

e The most important comment we want to make is that of respecting Native
deference on this issue;

e Proposal 11 takes in all the tribes. It does not leave anybody out or short anybody.
The department has extensive experience on this issue. You can’t give one tribe
special consideration;

e |nclude all religious Potlatch Practices in one regulation




Proposal 12 (12-1-2) Support

It is a religious ceremony. Suggest we pass all three of the other potlatch proposal in
mass and let the BOG deliberate this issue;

There is a legal question hut the decision still needs to made whether or not they
should be allowed in non-subsistence areas;

It’s important that this committee fully engage the Native community prior to
passing any decision on potlatch. The Native community is investing significant effort
into addressing the problems associated with potlatch;

Would the state’s list of identified “potlatches” limit future potlatches to only those
intially identified. Will the Native community be allowed to in essence “grow”?

This country was founded on freedom of religion. Anyone has the right to “adopt” a
religion. This really isn’t about whether one tribe or another can do this, its if that
religion can to this.

Proposal 13 (15-0} Support

this simply clarifies existing language, it is a religious practice, not customary and
traditional, and we should support it;

it is Customary and Traditional

Potlatch started in the southeast and spread with the Orthodox Church. That’s how
it got spread statewide. It is strictly religious practice. Some members are fond of
saying we need to support the Natives — this is the proposal to do it;

Proposal 14 Take no action due to action taken on proposal 11(15-0)

ADF&G suggests adopting the general potlatch language and then putting all the
potlatches in there. This allows Ahtna to get some of the things they want in their
proposal but does not clutter things up too badly;

Ahtna’s proposal is not a statewide solution.

We can basically put prop. 14 into proposal 11,

Native representatives testified: if somebody is not from a community and can’t get
a permit they should simply go back to their traditional area to conduct their
potlatch;

Proposal 15: NA

Proposal 16: (0-12) Oppose
Proposal 17: (0-12) Oppose
Proposal 18: (12-0) Support
Proposal 19 (0-12} Oppose
Proposal 20, 21, 22 (0-11-1) Oppose




Proposal 23 {2-9-1) Oppose

» To promote public acceptance we need better transparency;

¢ Commercial hunting guides have ulterior motives;

e Predator control should not be conducted by a for profit industry;
s Should not prohibit qualified residents — may be unconstitutional;

Proposal 24: (8-2-2) Support as amended.
Amend (9-2-1) the Proposal to Read:
“Permit for a guide to register and maintain bait stations for clients.

{a) The department may issue a permit for a Registered Guide/Qutfitter (RGO) to
register, establish, and maintain bait stations {under .044 Permit for hunting
black bear with the use of bait or scent lures) for contracted clients. Under the
permit RGO will become responsible for:

(1) Providing contracted clients information for acquiring bear bait permit
as required under {5aac 92.044).
(2} Clean up an maintenance of all bait sites.
(3} Guide permit and Hunter/Bait permit number must both be displayed
at bait stations.
ISSUE: Current regulations have hindered the opportunity for baited black bear hunting
with a RGO in Alaska. Allowing a ROG to establish and maintain bait stations for clients
will remove some of the expenses involved in guided hunting and allow for competitive
pricing. Black bears are one Alaska’s most abundant big game resources and are very
underutilized in most areas of the state. Guided bait hunts have not been competitively

priced in Alaska due to regulations (or lack of) that cause undue expenses to the RGO.

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF NOTHING IS DONE? Black bears will continue to be harvested
far under sustainable yield in much of the state. Alaska RGO’s will not be able to
compete with those from other states and Canada.

WiLL THE QUALITY OF THE RESOURCE HARVESTED OR PRODUCT PRODUCED BE
IMPROVED? The product (guided black bear hunts) will be less expensive for the
consumer,

WHO IS LIKELY TO BENEFIT? Black bear hunters that wish to hunt with a guide will need
to spend less. Alaskan hunters may have less competition for Moose, sheep, caribou, etc
if some guides concentrate efforts on black bears. Ungulate populations that may
benefit from slightly increased take of black bears.




WHQO IS LIKELY TO SUFFER? Black bear hunters may have some additional competition.

OTHER SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED? Exempt Southeast Alaska from this regulation. This
should be discussed with those from southeast that already efficiently hunt black bears
by other methods.”

Discussion:

e Proposal to fix the spring meeting proposal;

e ACR failed due to technicality;

e Should be exempted from southeast;

e Some areas of state are under harvested regarding black bears;

e guides cannot be competitive without this;

e Baiting of game is strongly opposed by the general public and opposed by hunters as
well;

¢ Wedon’t need this at this time;

e Guides don’t have an incentive to overharvest;

Proposal 25: (12-0) Support
e Some concern is what is “other” development;

Proposal 26 — (2- 12-1) Oppose

(6-6 previous vote as amended to remove the release clause)

o Oppose putting restrictions of this type on the department’s predator control
efforts.

e This is simply taking tools out of the departments tool box;

e 98% of the preferred snaring methods has been by bucket snares;

e Bucket snares is the preferred method to avoid by catch, especially brown bears;

» The DPS strongly requested that only bucket snares be allowed;

¢ This will not impact the snaring program in the least;

e Respect for those citizens that are strongly opposed to snaring of bears by doing all
we can to limit the negative effects of an experimental program.;

e Many citizens of Anchorage have serious heartburn over snaring of bears. You are
losing nothing by making the concession here. You're not giving up a thing. You are
trying to get along with the other user groups in this state;

Proposal 27: {3-8-1) Oppose
¢ DPS had no helicopter to enforce regulations;
e ADF&G contracted its oversight out to a guy from Colorado;




Only one ADF&G rep {Assistant Commissioner) in the field and there only a small
amount of time;

Snaring camps operated by SFW

State should pay for experimental snaring operation;

Should be conducted by ADF&G employees until proven;

SFW did not run the camps — they were private camps;

Trying to expand into the fall hunting;

Proposal 28: (1-9-2) Oppose

Can’t support no non residents in these areas;

If you really look at predator control the guides are making it successful;

Don’t AS regulations require depleted game to be prioritized for Alaskan’s
Remote areas have more game than more accessible areas;

Allowing nonresident hunting in PC areas is nothing short of throwing a “bone” to
the guiding industry for conducting predator control;

Without predator control nobody wins;

Oppose since we are supporting proposal 29.

Proposal 29 (13-2) Support

Resident hunters should get the game when we are below the minimum
management goals — the lower end of the predator control program;

If we have the opportunity to liberalize the harvest why not do so for the residents
first — those that have been waiting years sometimes to get a moose. Get the
resident hunter hanging meat first the bring in nonresidents if there is enough to go
around;

These agreements are in place to keep money and meat coming into the village, like
in the Hoholitna. These deals have been hammered out with the populations that
live out there and in the BOG subcommittees. Maybe appropriate for an individual
area but not statewide. We are going to be hurting the people we are trying to help
way out there;

We represent Anchorage and with the money they are making out there is
protecting the people we represent;

The population of the resource should be the priority. If the numbers are being
stressed due to predators Alaska residents should get the first shot at game.
Virtually all the private predator control is conducted by guides — 90% plus. Guides
huntin areas resident typically don’t go.

In the Upper Yukon Tanana Predator Control program 10% of our moose and caribou
went to non residents. In GMU 13 last year the state said up to 50 moose were too
hard for Alaskan’s to find so they gave them to non residents, this year it was




liberalized further. The Mat/Su AC sent a letter opposing the expansion of
nonresident hunting. If there is the opportunity to liberalize the hunt, do it for
residents first.

This is a predator control area where the prey populations are low so it only stands
to reason that we limit the hunting to residents. When we originally passed this
proposal several Native representatives, including one from Ahtna, commended us
for adopting this proposal. They said this was a great gesture in their view,

State law afready applies. Tier | and Tier |l status removes nonresident opportunity.
ANS has nothing to do with this at all. ANS is for subsistence harvest and its only
opportunity. The ADF&G and BOG have allowed harvest by non residents while in a
Tier | status because they claim they gave residents the opportunity. It has nothing
to do with harvest, they don’t care about that. ANS does not do a bit of good for
Anchorage hunters. Alaska statute clearly states that in times of low game
populations the harvest will be prioritized for residents. That’s the law.

Proposal 30 (2-8) Oppose

Promotes resident first, need clearly is shown that resident need all the harvestable
surplus that is available;
The state claims Predator Control is being conducted for residents first;

Proposal 31 (8-2-1) Support

Going too close to the fall hunting season. Allows a guy to set up a camp pre hunting
season for moose;

Keeps helicopters and snaring out of moose season

DPS does not have a chopper to enforce regulations;

Continues to liberalize GMU 16 predator control more and more.

Proposal 32: (9-1-1) Support

population is healthy;

NAPCH has been in decline for years;

To be effective the program must be conducted on federal lands;

The department has not supported this proposal in the past but the board requested
it s0 the department is supporting it noting that federal land would be needed for
success;

NAPCH probably exceeded carrying capacity of the environment in the mid 1980’s;
The herd show signs of nutrient limitations and even some disease issues but those
seem to have resolved themselves in the last few years;

Department will watch for carrying capacity indices and take action as the herd
grows;

Department does not have a wolf population estimate but they believe the wolf
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¢ The Federal refuge managers get their data on NAPCH health indices from the
department. The feds do not collect their own data to corroborate the states claim
that nutritional limits and diseases issues have ceased to be an issue limiting the
herd’s size.

Proposal 33 (10-1) Support

» This helps with the potential of exceeding the carrying capacity of the environment;
»  Why keep the harvest objective the same?

e BOG has often been criticized for setting iM objectives too high;

Proposal 34 (9-2) Support

e A habitat program - not a predator control as written;

o Feellike habitat enhancement is long overdue;

e No need for an intensive management plan for fire management. Adjust the fire
management plan if you need more fires;

e Thisis just a cover for predator control, The BOG has wanted predator control on
the Kenai for years this is just their way to get it

e \Why have these intensive management plans morphed into 10 year plans instead
of five? Should stay a 5 year plan.

Proposal 35 (0-11) Oppose
Proposal 36 (0-11) Oppose

Proposal 37 (0-14-1) Oppose

e In Alaska horns are used for crafts and putting holes in it negatively affected. Only
one horn is sealed, not both. Department seals to the core (skull) making it hard on
taxidermist.

e |nareas with no horn restriction no sealing is required it encourages poaching. Bring
them all in or bring none in.

e ADF&G does not seal on the core of the horn. They also work with the hunter to
place the seal where the hunter approves the most — say a special mount style.
Counter sunk so they can be covered up easily.

Proposal 38 (1-14) Oppose
e Bears being killed anyway. It’s a marketable natural resource. Let the guys that want
to mess with it mess with it.

e Marketable resource to who? Americans don’t eat gall bladders of bears. Every
professional wildlife management organization in the country strongly opposes
selling any bear parts. Poaching has occurred in Alaska for gall bladders, in Prince
William Sound for instance. Poaching of bears for bear claws is huge issue in the




federal subsistence board. NPS does not have the regulatory body to track bear parts
or enforce regulations. This promotes poaching.

The trafficking of Gall bladders is often tracked to the disgusting and immoral uses of
bear gall bladders. Just because its marketable does not make it right. Child slavery
for instance is marketable. Not enough reguiatory oversight.

Proposal 39 (9 -5 —1) Support
(3-5-3 vote by previous committee)

These are skins of bears that are already harvested legally. If a hunter has extra
hides they should be able to sell them. Control area bears are already legal to sale.
Black bears are not worth the cost to tan the thing. [ don’t support the sale of trophy
animals but bear hides are not “trophy” status usually;

It's easy to turn a hide into a mount.

This would go against the recommendations of the entire body of professional
wildlife managers in North America. There is a significant market for brown bear
hides.

Poor regulatory oversight and poor enforcement. The ADF&G oppose this;

For instance, if you could sell a polar bear hide a lot more polar bears would die. A
moose hunter could kill a bear just to augment the cost of his hunt by selling the
hide of a bear;

Even though the BOG has allowed the legal sale of bear hides it has not been utilized
by the public.

Proposal 40 (1-13-1) Oppose

Bush Alaska is in short supply of money. If you pass this proposal and make killing
wildlife a profitable there will be rampant abuse, especially in rural Alaska.

| guided a guy that shot a bear, never even looked at the hide after | put itin my
pack, and he subsequently donated to a museum for a tax break. | did not agree with
that and this proposal speaks to that.

If you shoot something it should belong to you and you can sell it. Alaska trophies
are sold everywhere but Alaska.

Right now a poacher has a hard time getting a trophy mount out of Alaska to sell it.
Same regulatory and enforcement problems.

Sheep are sealed. We all know the big moose killed.

Proposal 41 (0-11) Oppose

If you kill it you should bring it out of field
Inedible is not defined in law;

All animals have some level of disease;




Proposal 42 {6-3-2) Support
Proposal 43 {0-11) Oppose
Proposal 44 NA

Proposal 45 {11-0) Support

Proposal 46 (11-0) Support

Should be done as it’s something that has slipped through the cracks;
State wants to defer but they do have draft standards.

Committee wonders why wait for two years;

Don’t want to wait two years. We are not re inventing the wheel;
Board has discretion to develop the actual language;

Proposal 47 {2-9) Oppose

Current harvest is very low;

Proposal 48 {2-8-1) Oppose

Significant sublegal ram harvest last year is what we’ve heard;

How the sheep holds his head is important — some horns don’t curl up;
Changes the definition for a legal ram;

Try to make the regulation user friendly as possible.

Proposal 49 (10-4-1) Support
{2-4-5 vote by previous committee)

It's easy to administer, effective and very cost efficient — 20A is a perfect example.
Let’s try our best to get it out of the wolf populations;

The bottom line is still the same you have to get every wolf to be effective;

We need to know where lousy wolves are turning up. It’s a spreading situation and
the board of game can figure out where best to place the regulation.

Consider this a “why not” proposal.

Important conservation issue for management of wolves is it not;

Proposal 50 NA

Proposal 51 (11-0) Support

Proposal 52 (2-8-1)} Oppose

Migratory birds are not “micro” managed — feds don’t like it.

This is a hunt basically for guided nonresident hunters wanting a nice mount of a
harlequin.
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Date: 12/01/09 :
To: Governor Sean Parnell; Denby Lloyd - Commissioner ADF&G; Alaska
State Legislature; Kristy Tibbles — Executive Director Board of Game;
Alaska AC Chairs; Jim Marcotte — Executive director Board of
Fisheries, ADF&G Directors, Board of Fisheries, Board of Game
Re:  Timely Receipt of Management Reports & ADF&G Comments and
' Regarding Board Cycle Restructuring

The Anchorage AC and the public in general are concerned with the recent difficulty we are
having regarding our ability to receive wildlife hanagement reports and ADF&G comments
prior to the deadlines for Board of Game (BOG) and Board of Fish(BOF) meetings, We
appreciate local area biologist